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I109-1 The County of San Diego (County) acknowledges this 

comment and addresses the specific comments on the 

Proposed Project below. 

I109-2 Please refer to Draft Program Environmental Impact 

Report (DPEIR) Appendix 5.1.3-6, Chapter 2.7, p. 2-

18, and Section 3.2.1.1, p. 3-22. Tables 2-8 and 3-11 

list the well discussed by the commenter (Well No. 

17532). In addition, Figure 10 of DPEIR Appendix 

5.1.3-6 shows the subject well along with other wells 

in the vicinity. The well is located in the geometric 

center of the parcel on Figure 10 because County well 

records are associated with parcel numbers rather than 

exact locations. However, based on site well log 

location sketches, County Staff estimates that the 

subject well is located 1,000 feet from the proposed 

pumping well on the Rugged site and about 250 feet 

from the closest proposed tracker mast. County 

records indicate the subject parcel (APN 611-090-02-

00) is undeveloped and thus Well No. 17532 was not 

considered an active residential well for the purpose of 

the Groundwater Resources Investigation of the 

Rugged Solar Farm. The County has added the 

commenter to the list of well owners that are eligible 

to have their wells fitted with a pressure transducer to 

record water levels. The County or its consultant will 

contact the commenter when the well monitoring 

network is being set-up. 
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Furthermore, the commenter’s concerns are addressed 

through implementation of the Groundwater 

Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (GMMP) for the 

Rugged Solar Farm Project, which will be 

implemented in accordance with M-BI-PP-14. (Note: 

in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), M-

BI-PP-14 is renumbered to M-BI-PP-15). The 

Groundwater Mitigation and Monitoring Plans 

(GMMPs) for each proposed groundwater source can 

be found in the County’s administrative record. 

According to the GMMP: 

 “A new monitoring well (MW-SPB, i.e., Southern 

Property Boundary Monitoring Well) will be installed 

approximately 350 feet south of Well 6a, to serve as 

the Well 6a and 6b monitoring point for compliance 

with the groundwater drawdown guidelines 

established by the County. MW-SPB will be installed 

to a depth of approximately 480 feet below ground 

surface (bgs). Once installed, MW-SPB will be fitted 

with a pressure transducer to record water levels. 

Multiple manual water level measurements will be 

recorded with a sounder to confirm the accuracy of 

the transducer.” 

If the monitoring well shows evidence that the project-

related pumping may result in exceedance of County 

thresholds for well interference (or groundwater-

dependent habitat), the applicants will be required to 
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cease or curtail pumping until such time that water 

levels recover to within acceptable limits. The 

monitoring well will be solely used for the purposes of 

monitoring groundwater levels and will not be equipped 

with a pump to supply the project with water.  

The County does not agree that there is the potential 

for ground-borne vibrations to damage Well No. 

17532 during installation of tracker masts. At a 

distance of 250 feet and with the protection of well 

casing, vibrations from pile driving activities would 

be sufficiently attenuated to avoid damage to Well 

No. 17532. As a rule of thumb, a safe distance from 

which pile driving activities can be conducted without 

causing damage to water wells is 50 feet or more. 

With regard to the effects of tracker masts on 

groundwater quality, please refer to DPEIR Section 

3.1.5.3.3, which provides a broader analysis of 

impacts to surface water and groundwater quality. 

Tracker masts are designed and maintained to be rust-

free. Regardless, tracker masts—even if rusty—would 

not contribute to water quality problems, either in 

surface water or groundwater. As discussed in 

Chapter 1.0, all materials on site would be 

dismantled, removed, and disposed of at an 

authorized facility upon site decommissioning. 

I109-3 The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

requires that an environmental impact report (EIR) 
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include a description of the physical environmental 

conditions in the vicinity of the proposed project as they 

exist at the time the notice of preparation is published 

(14 CCR 15125(a)). This environmental setting normally 

constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which the 

County determines whether an impact is significant (14 

CCR 15125(a)). The DPEIR identified all existing land 

uses occurring in the area of each Proposed Project site, 

including sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet, such as 

residences (DPEIR, p. 2.5-1, Fig. 2.5-1, Fig. 2.5-5). In 

addition, the DPEIR land use analysis considered within 

its description of existing land use conditions three 

projects that have been approved by the County and are 

anticipated to be fully constructed before any portion of 

the Proposed Project commences operation (DPEIR, p. 

2.5-3). Regarding Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 611-

091-02-00, according to County records there are no 

improvements or residential structures on this parcel; the 

only records for this parcel include an expired well 

permit and a Boundary Adjustment completed in 2001. 

Existing conditions in the vicinity of the Proposed 

Project have been accurately described in the DPEIR in 

accordance with CEQA. It would be inaccurate and 

improper under CEQA for the County to analyze parcels 

with a zoning designation allowing for residential 

development as if they were already developed and 

inhabited. Therefore, the DPEIR has not provided false 

information regarding APN 611-091-02-00.  
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 Related to the comments on the County General Plan 

and any rezoning within the Boulevard area that took 

place with the General Plan Update, please refer to the 

response to comment I82-3. The Proposed Project 

parcel adjacent to APN 611-091-02-00 is zoned S92, 

as is APN 611-091-02-00. No zoning change has been 

requested for the Rugged solar farm and the County 

has determined that the proposed Rugged solar farm is 

consistent with current zoning. The County 

acknowledges the commenter’s opinions on the 

“industrial nature” of the Proposed Project and the 

Rugged solar farm’s location adjacent to the 

commenter’s property. The information in this 

comment will be in the Final Program Environmental 

Impact Report (FPEIR) for review and consideration 

by the decision makers. 

 The commenter states that APN 611-091-02-00 will 

be severely impacted by the Rugged solar farm. The 

DPEIR did not identified any significant impacts on 

the identified property.  

 With regard to the easement referenced in the comment, 

please refer to the response to comment I29-1. 

I109-4 Please refer to DPEIR Section 3.1.5.3.1 (p. 3.1.5-31 in 

particular). The drainage system for the Proposed Project 

will be designed to carry a 100-year storm event. As 

discussed in Section 3.1.5.3.1, hydrologic studies have 
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identified the increase in runoff that the Proposed Project 

would generate (due to impervious surfaces), and the 

stormwater pollution prevention plan and minor 

stormwater management plan will require use of 

hydraulic stabilization (such as hydroseeding and bonded 

fiber matrix); silt fences, fiber rolls, and gravel bags; 

stabilizing site egress and ingress; LID road design; and 

energy dissipaters, as necessary, to control stormwater 

flows on site and to capture sediment before stormwater 

runoff flows off site. 

I109-5 Studies were conducted during preparation of the 

Proposed Project’s Fire Protection Plan (FPP) that 

evaluated the tracker materials, function, and actual 

operation. A working tracker was visited during the 

height of the day to determine what changes in air 

temperature were realized in the vicinity of the tracker. 

There were no discernible air temperature changes. 

Temperatures were higher directly beneath the tracker, 

but the temperature decreased rapidly as the distance 

from the back of the panel increased. This panel includes 

dry mulch beneath it and at ground level, temperatures 

were lower than surrounding open areas exposed directly 

to the sun. Based on that study and information provided 

by manufacturer’s engineers, there is not expected to be 

a temperature increase that would threaten to ignite 

vegetation. However, the Proposed Project site will be 

subject to fuel modification throughout, including under 

trackers and on the perimeter of the Proposed Project 
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site, with a minimum of 50 feet separating trackers from 

the nearest off-site fuels, so vegetation growing up into 

the trackers will not occur and maintenance consistent 

with the FPP will be enforced. 

There are no water standards for this type of 

development in the County. However, in the absence 

of requirements, the Proposed Project proposes 

available water tanks in strategic locations throughout 

the facilities based on fire agency input. The available 

water is calculated to be enough to support firefighting 

operations for on-site fires.  

 Under state law, California can seek cost recovery for 

wildfires that were started by a private entity, 

including any private landowner, under certain 

conditions and if certain findings are made. Further, 

post-wildfire recovery planning is managed by 

County, state, and federal agencies and would be 

enacted for any large wildfire, whether caused by an 

ignition off of Interstate 8, an ignition from a 

landowner’s maintenance practices, or construction or 

operation of a facility. 

I109-6 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project 

and concern regarding the visual impacts of the 

Rugged solar farm will be included in the 

administrative record for review and consideration by 

the decision makers. The visual impacts of the Rugged 

solar farm are considered and addressed in Chapter 
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2.1, Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. The DPEIR includes an 

analysis of impacts to scenic views and visual 

character from public viewpoints like Interstate 8 and 

other roads, as well as evaluation of glare impacts to 

motorists and residents. The County acknowledges 

that the Proposed Project would have certain 

significant and unavoidable impacts related to 

aesthetics. The masts (i.e., poles) of the trackers used 

in the Rugged solar farm would not be painted or 

colored. As compared to the Sunrise Powerlink lattice 

towers, the tracker masts do not have the same stature; 

therefore, coloring them would have little effect on 

visual impact reduction. 

I109-7 Issues raised in this comment are considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. Fugitive dust impacts are 

analyzed in Section 2.2.3.2 of the DPEIR. Particulate 

matter (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions were estimated for 

the Proposed Project and project design features have 

been identified to reduce impacts related to fugitive dust 

emissions. See also the response to comment I27-2 

regarding fugitive dust issues and mitigation, including 

those associated with operation of the Proposed Project. 

 Please also refer to the response to comment I25-2 for 

information concerning high wind days.  

I109-8 Potential impacts to sensitive and/or protected species 

from the alteration of natural habitat are considered and 

addressed in Section 2.3, Biological Resources, of the 

DPEIR. This section also considers potential impacts 
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related to the introduction of invasive species. The 

Proposed Project may have a potentially significant 

effect on biological resource, which would be reduced to 

a level below significant with mitigation. The analysis 

accounts for risks associated with the introduction of 

invasive species after ground disturbance.  

I109-9 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

preference for greater setbacks of the Proposed Project 

from adjacent property zoned S92. The County also 

acknowledges the commenter’s opinions related to the 

encroachment of the Proposed Project and other 

cumulative energy projects into the populated area. 

The information in this comment will be in the FPEIR 

for review and consideration by the decision makers.  

 The Proposed Project design meets the setback 

requirements per County zoning for the A70, A72, 

and S92 zones. The County has considered additional 

setbacks to reduce impacts related to fire and 

aesthetic impacts. These additional setbacks include a 

perimeter fuel modification zone consisting of 18 feet 

of cleared, drivable surface on the outside of the solar 

farm fencing and 20 feet of driveway/road inside the 

fence (see Section 3.1.4.3.3) and a 50-foot-wide 

landscaped area along public roadways to screen 

Proposed Project components from public viewpoints 

(see M-AE-PP-1 in Section 2.1.6.1). The County 

does not agree that additional setbacks are required 

for the Proposed Project. 
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I109-10 The County acknowledges that the Proposed Project 

would have significant and unavoidable glare impacts 

to motorists and residents at certain locations. These 

issues are discussed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, of the 

DPEIR. Roadways and residences that may receive 

glare during project operations are identified in 

Section 2.1.3.3, Light and Glare. Please see also 

Appendix 2.1-3, Boulevard Glare Study. In addition, 

Tables 2.1-6 through Table 2.1-14 of Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics, provide information regarding potentially 

affected residences and maximum anticipated glare by 

season for identified residences and motorists. 

 Please refer to response to comment I91-10 for 

information regarding lunar glare.  

I109-11 Issues raised in this comment are considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR and the recommendations 

provided by the commenter are consistent with the 

mitigation provided in the DPEIR (see Section 2.3.6, 

Mitigation Measures, of Chapter 2.3, Biological 

Resources). Mitigation measure M-BI-PP-1 requires 

the preservation of habitat in permanent open space, as 

the commenter suggests. 

I109-12 Please refer to common response TRAF1, which 

addresses maintenance of County-maintained roads 

utilized during construction activities. In addition, 

impacts associated with traffic flow on project area 

roadways are considered and analyzed in the DPEIR; 

see Section 3.1.8. As stated in Section 1.2.1.1., 
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Common Project Components and Activities, there 

are three different types of roads for the Proposed 

Project that would be improved to different 

standards: primary access roads, fire access roads, 

and service roads. Primary access roads and fire 

access road would consist of an all-weather surface 

capable of supporting 50,000 pounds as required by 

the County Fire Code. Please refer to Section 1.2.1.1 

of the DPEIR for additional design details associated 

with internal and external access roads. Internal and 

external access roads would be maintained during 

operations (as part of regular O&M activities) to 

ensure continued access and safe driving conditions.  

I109-13 Issues raised in this comment are considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR (see Section 2.3.3.4). The 

Rugged solar farm is composed of four separate 

subareas that would be individually fenced. This 

section states:  

 The Rugged solar farm is designed to allow for 

movement through the majority of Tule Creek, which 

may serve as a local wildlife movement corridor, 

within the project area by maintaining a minimum 

675-foot wide corridor that is suitable for the common 

types of wildlife using this area (coyote, mule deer, 

bobcat, skunk, etc.) (see Figure 2.3-15). After the 

project is developed, wildlife will still be able to move 

through the vicinity and region within similar habitats, 
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 slope, and directions as are currently present. The 

project maintains connectivity across and through low 

sloping hills and the valley. Connections across the 

project area will not be compromised as wildlife will 

still be able to maintain east/west and north/south 

connections. The gaps between the various fenced 

project components are large, with the minimum 675-

foot gap occurring between the eastern and southern 

fenced project blocks for an approximate 500-foot 

long segment. The remaining gaps are over 1,000 feet 

wide. Therefore, based on the surrounding land use, 

including rural residential homes, the Rugged solar 

farm does not interfere with blocks of habitat or create 

an artificial wildlife corridor (DPEIR, p. 2.3-145).  

 This section further states:  

 The majority of Tule Creek will not be impacted or 

fenced and will remain the most logical movement 

route due to the removal of cattle from this area and 

resulting increase in vegetation cover. The width of 

Tule Creek will remain the same, and wildlife can 

continue using this open area to move through the 

region. Therefore, the Rugged solar farm is not 

expected to reduce an existing wildlife corridor or 

linkage (DPEIR, p. 2.3-148).  

 The comment regarding the height of the fence is 

incorrect. The fencing will be 6 feet tall, not 7 feet tall. 
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I109-14 The County does not agree that the DPEIR is required to 

consider the complete removal of the Rugged solar farm 

as an alternative to the Proposed Project. The County has 

analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

Proposed Project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6. The County analyzed four reduced 

project alternatives, four alternatives at a separate 

location, and a No Project Alternative, for a total of nine 

alternatives. Under CEQA, the DPEIR “need not 

consider every conceivable alternative to the project” (14 

CCR 15126.6(a)). The County describes the rationale for 

selecting the alternatives in Section 4.1 of the DPEIR. 

References 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendices A–L. Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 

Act, as amended. 
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