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Response to Comment Letter I108 

Douglas Wayne Skains, Jr., and Heather Skains 

March 3, 2014 

I108-1 The County of San Diego (County) acknowledges this 

comment and addresses the specific comments on the 

Proposed Project below. 

I108-2 As discussed in Draft Program Environmental Impact 

Report (DPEIR) Section 3.1.5.3.4, the groundwater 

mitigation and monitoring plan will be implemented in 

accordance with Mitigation Measure M-BI-PP-14 

(Note: in the Final Environmental Impact Report 

(FEIR), M-BI-PP-14 is renumbered to M-BI-PP-15). 

As indicated in the groundwater mitigation and 

monitoring plan referenced by the commenters, if 

groundwater level monitoring shows evidence that 

pumping from on-site supply wells is causing 

groundwater thresholds to be exceeded, the applicants 

will be required to cease or curtail pumping. 
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I108-3 The commenters’ opposition to the Proposed Project is 

noted and will be included in the administrative record 

for review and consideration by the decision makers. 

Impacts to existing views and aesthetic resources of the 

Proposed Project area are discussed in Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. Figures 1-4 and 1-5 have been 

revised in response to comment letter I116. Please refer 

to revised Figures 1-4 and 1-5 of the FEIR, which 

contain images of land uses and natural and built features 

that contribute to the existing environmental setting of 

the Proposed Project area. These changes and additions 

to the DPEIR provide new information that clarify or 

amplify information already found in the DPEIR, and do 

not raise new issues about significant effects on the 

environment. Accordingly, such changes are 

insignificant as the term is used in 14 CCR § 15088.5(b). 

I108-4 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. 

 In addition, and in compliance with state law, a 

stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would be 

developed for the Proposed Project. Further details can 

be found in DPEIR Section 3.1.5.3.1 (which identifies 

the potential for water erosion and sedimentation). 
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I108-5 The comment is an excerpt from Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. Because the comment does 

not address the adequacy of the DPEIR or raise a 

specific issue, no further response is provided. 

I108-6 Potential impacts related to noise are considered and 

addressed in Section 2.6, Noise, of the DPEIR. 

 Construction activities would occur between the hours 

of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday, in 

accordance with the County Noise Ordinance (see 

DPEIR Sections 1.2.1.1, Common Project Components 

and Activities, 1.2.1.2, Solar Farm Specific 

Components and Activities, and 1.2.1.3, Project Design 

Features). Operational activities would occur between 

sunrise and sunset.  

I108-7 Potential impacts to wildlife are considered and discussed 

in Section 2.3, Biological Resources, of the DPEIR. As 

described in Chapter 2.3, the Proposed Project would 

remove vegetation that serves as habitat for wildlife in the 

Proposed Project area. Therefore, mitigation is provided, 

including the preservation of an area equal to or greater 

than the area to be disturbed by the Proposed Project.  

I108-8 Please refer to common response TRAF1, which 

addresses maintenance of roads in the Proposed 

Project area. Furthermore, the Proposed Project will 

offset all greenhouse gas emissions.  
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I108-9 This comment raises concerns regarding property 

values. This topic was not evaluated in the DPEIR 

since it is not related to environmental impacts (see 14 

CCR § 15131; see also response to comment I76-2). 

However, this type of information will be presented to 

decision makers for their consideration during the 

hearing process for the Proposed Project. 

I108-10 Issues raised in this comment are considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR. See Section 3.1.4.3.3, 

Wildfire Hazards.  

 As described in Section 1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR and 

further clarified in the response to comment I1-1, heat 

from the solar panels dissipates quickly and would not 

affect ambient air temperatures. Therefore, the County 

disagrees that the panels would produce excessive heat 

that could pose a health risk to neighboring residents or 

wildlife, or ignite vegetation and start a wildfire, around 

the Proposed Project sites. Regarding the availability of 

fire services in the Proposed Project area, please see the 

responses to comments O10-80 and O10-84.  

 With regard to toxic fumes, a significant fire and 

equipment malfunction would be required before the 

potential for toxic fumes was possible. A tracker would 

need to be combusting with very high temperatures to 

melt aluminum, glass, and other parts. However, fire 

within a tracker is considered to be a rare event.  
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 From 2007 through 2011, there were a total of 30 

photovoltaic (PV) solar-panel-related fires in 

California. This is an average of six fires per year over 

the 5-year period, primarily involving rooftop solar 

panels. Data obtained from the California Energy 

Commission indicates there are 78 photovoltaic plants 

(and a large number of other solar panels in private 

use) in operation in California. Solar statistics indicate 

that between 2007 and 2010, 47,335 solar panels 

(17,213 per year) were installed in California 

(http://www.californiasolarstatistics.ca.gov/reports/9-

08-2010/AdminStats.html). Assuming that this rate 

continued during 2011 and 2012, there would be a 

total of over 86,000 Soitec Solar Portfolio Project 

panels since 2007. There are likely many more panels 

that were installed prior to 2007. Therefore, if there 

are six fires per year in 78 plants and some 

conservatively estimated 65,000 solar panels, that 

equals 0.077 fires per farm per year if all fires were 

associated with solar farms, or 0.00009 fires per year, 

when known solar panels installed during 2007 to 

2011 are considered (this does not include older 

panels, which may be more prone to fires). Based on 

these statistics, solar farms would be expected to 

experience, at most, some type of fire about every 13 

years and the 65,000 solar panels installed between 

2007 and 2011 would be expected to experience, at 

most, some type of fire about every 11,000 years. 
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Wildfires may occur in the area, but based on the 

available research and scientific principles applied to 

the risk evaluation, they would not be considered to 

have the ability to ignite the trackers, which would be 

set back from off-site, higher British thermal unit-

producing wildland fuels and would be provided fuel 

modification throughout the facilities.  

With the low occurrence of solar facility fires and the 

low probability that wildland fire would cause a 

tracker to ignite, the potential for generation of toxic 

vapors is low. Further, in the unforeseen event that a 

tracker fire occurred, it would be limited in extent due 

to the non-combustibility of the trackers, the spacing 

provided between adjacent trackers, and the ability of 

on-site personnel and responding firefighters to 

minimize fire spread through application of 

firefighting practices for energized facilities.  

 The solar farms would be fitted with lightning 

protection that transfers lightning strikes to the 

ground. Lightning would not be expected to cause 

tracker fires. 
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I108-11 The County acknowledges the commenters’ 

opposition to the Proposed Project. The information in 

this comment will be provided in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 

References 

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

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 

Act, as amended. 
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