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Response to Comment Letter I38 

Donna Tisdale for the Boulevard Planning Group (as an 

individual) 

March 2, 2014 

I38-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a 

response is required. Specific comments on the 

Proposed Project are addressed below. 
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I38-2 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Project Description.  The Tierra del Sol 

gen-tie route, including a 150-foot buffer, were surveyed 

and all coast live oak woodlands were identified and 

mapped. Impacts to all identified oaks (Quercus sp.) 

within the proposed 60-foot underground gen-tie 

easement are calculated in the Draft Program 

Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) (see Table 2.3-

12 in Section 2.3) and shown on Figures 2.3-25a, 

2.3-25b, and 2.3-25c. As shown in Table 2.3-12, oak 

root zones were considered in the calculation of Tierra 

del Sol impacts to vegetation communities.  

I38-3 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Project Description. The discussion on p. 

1.0-3 of the DPEIR is intended to describe the proposed 

Tierra del Sol solar farm. Surrounding residential 

development for each of the Proposed Project sites is 

described in detail in Section 2.1 of the DPEIR, and 

specifically in Section 2.1.1.2 for Tierra del Sol. An 

additional discussion of surrounding land uses is 

provided in Section 2.5 and on Figure 2.5-1 of the 

DPEIR. In response to this comment, the County of San 

Diego (County) has made revisions and clarifications to 

the DPEIR have been made to include a discussion of 

residences in close proximity to the Tierra del Sol site 

located south of the U.S./Mexico border in the 

community of Ejido Jardines del Rincon (see Sections 

2.1.1.2 and 2.1.3.2). These revisions to the DPEIR are 
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presented in strikeout/underline format. To the extent 

these revisions and additions to the DPEIR provide new 

information that may clarify or amplify information 

already found in the DPEIR, they do not raise important 

new issues about significant effects on the environment. 

 It should also be noted that the discussion in Sections 2.1 

and 2.5 are meant to provide a general characterization of 

the surrounding land uses. An exact number of homes is 

not provided and inclusion of this specific detail would 

not affect the conclusion in the DPEIR.  

Please also refer to response to comment I32-17 

regarding analysis in the DPEIR pertaining to pertaining 

to the local watersheds and hydrologic areas for the 

individual project sites, the prevalent hydrologeologic 

units in the project area, the long-term availability of 

groundwater resources and sources of groundwater. 

While potential groundwater impacts to the community 

of Ejido Jardines Del Rincon are not specifically 

analyzed, potential effects to off-site groundwater wells 

were considered and analyzed. In addition, a monitoring 

plan and network of monitoring wells would be 

established during construction to ensure groundwater 

extraction would not result in significant impacts 

associated with well interference and/or significant 

impacts to groundwater dependent habitat. Please refer 

to DPEIR  Section 3.1.5.3.4, Groundwater Resources.  
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I38-4 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Project Description.  The temporary batch 

plant and rock crushing facility is described in detail on 

pp. 1.0-13 and 1.0-14. The approximately 10-acre 

facility would be temporary and would be converted to 

solar trackers after construction of the Proposed Project 

and therefore is not included on p. 1.0-4 as a main 

component of the Rugged solar farm. Nonetheless, the 

County has revised the DPEIR to clarify the inclusion of 

the temporary batch plant and rock crushing facility in 

the proposed Rugged solar farm. These revisions to the 

DPEIR are presented in strikeout/underline format; refer 

to Chapter 1.0.  

I38-5 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Project Description.  The County does not 

agree that there is uncertainty regarding the Tule Wind 

project and gen-tie and the commenter does not provide 

evidence of such uncertainty. To the contrary, Tule Wind 

LLC has requested an amendment to the ROW grant that 

will extend the BLM Notice to Proceed (NTP) milestone 

to December 31, 2016. If the BLM approves the 

requested extension of the ROW grant, then construction 

of the Tule Wind Project would start in the 1
st
 quarter of 

2017. (See Tule Schedule 2017 (November 3, 2014).) 

Should the extension of the ROW grant not be approved 

by the BLM, Soitec would construct the gen-tie line. 

Soitec has a shared facility agreement between Tule 

Wind Farm LLC and Rugged Solar LLC to allow either 

party to construct the gen-tie without permission from 
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either entity. Under this scenario, Soitec would be 

required to implement mitigation measures identified in 

the EIR/EIS for the Tule Wind Project for impacts 

associated with construction of the gen-tie line.  

I38-6 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Photo 1-1.  The photo included in Chapter 

1.0 (see Photo 1-1) is intended to provide a visual of the 

tracker and tracker components described on page 1.0-6, 

and is not intended to provide the reader with an idea of 

the scale or bulk of the tracker. Section 2.1, Aesthetics, 

of the DPEIR includes visual simulations that show the 

potential change in the visual character of the Proposed 

Project sites and provide views of multiple trackers 

adjacent to one another similar to the photo included in 

this comment (see Figures 2.1-3 through 2.1-16).  

I38-7 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Module.  This comment is related to the 

time that the proposed dual trackers have been in 

operation and the Mean Time Between Faults/Failure 

data.  It 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. 

I38-8 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Module.  The solar modules are 

lightweight and surrounded by airflow both inside and 

outside the module. As a result, heat dissipates 
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quickly from the CPV solar panel. As described in 

Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR, the 

normal operating temperature for solar modules is 20 

degrees Celsius (°C; 52 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 (172°F). When 

accounting for irradiance (a measure of solar radiation 

energy received on a given surface area in a given 

time), wind, and module type, it is expected that the 

peak module temperatures in the summer would be 

between 65°C and 70°C (149°F and 158°F), and the 

peak module 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 

panel to produce electricity. As opposed to mirrors, 

which redirect the sun, trackers use Fresnel lenses to 

concentrate sunlight inside the module to produce 

electricity, and therefore, they would not noticeably 

affect the temperature of the surrounding area; 

temperatures below the modules would be nearly the 

same as ambient temperatures in ordinary shade. 

Ultimately, although the panels do create heat due to 

dissipation of the heat in the solar modules, the panels 

also create shade. The heat generated from the solar 

panels is natural; without the presence of the solar 
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panels the heat would still be present, but less 

localized, and all the solar irradiance would be 

dissipated into heat in the environment. Therefore, the 

panels are not anticipated to cause a rise in 

temperatures at the site above what would otherwise 

occur without the Proposed Project, or produce a heat 

island effect.  

I38-9 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Control System The brand and model of 

inverters is included in the DPEIR; see Appendix 2.6-1 

Section 2.2.1.1 and Appendix 2.6-2 Section 2.2.1.1, which 

indicate that the noise analysis assumed a Xantrex inverter 

manufactured by Schneider Electric, or equivalent, which 

has a noise level rating of 77 dB at 6 feet. For information 

regarding low frequency noise, please refer to DPEIR 

Section 2.6.7, Low Frequency Noise, and FPEIR 

Appendix 9.0-3, Infrasound and Low-Frequency Noise 

Memorandum.  

I38-10 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Control System.  As described in Section 

1.0 of the DPEIR, the Proposed Project would be 

monitored off site through a supervisory control and 

data acquisition (SCADA) system. The SCADA system 

will have wired connections to all the CPV trackers and 

associated equipment. CalISO and the utilities require 

redundant wired and wireless communications from the 

project to the substation.  Accordingly, each project site 
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will be equipped with both wired and wireless 

communications to the Rebuilt Boulevard Substation.  

 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) 

and radio frequency radiation (RFR), 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 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 emissions from any EMF source rapidly decrease in 

strength with distance such that emissions hundreds of 

feet from a source such as a transmission line, broadcast, 

or communications antenna, could not exceed applicable 

health and safety guidelines or standards. This also is 
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true for all equipment of the Soitec solar farms. This 

sweeping generalization can be understood from the 

examples of high-voltage AC transmission lines and 

television broadcasting towers where there are high field 

strengths close to the source (power line or broadcast 

antenna), but these decrease so rapidly that, as for a 

broadcast TV station, most broadcast viewers need a 

sensitive receiver connected to an sizable antenna 

despite very high effective radiated power levels of the 

broadcast beam. Total effective power in the radiated 

signal at the broadcast antenna can reach one million 

watts or more.  

I38-11 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Backup Power and Storm Positioning System.  

The backup power and storm positioning system is 

described in Section 1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR as a common 

project component for the Proposed Project. Cumulative 

impacts associated with these components are addressed 

as part of the entire Proposed Project for noise (see 

Section 2.6.4 of the DPEIR) and air quality (see Section 

2.2.4 of the DPEIR). As discussed in Section 3.1.4.5 of 

the DPEIR, there are no defined or adopted CEQA 

standards for defining health risks from EMFs; 

therefore, EMFs are not considered in the context of 

CEQA for determination of environmental impacts. See 

also response to comment I38-10.  
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I38-12 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

related to Security. As stated in Section 1.2.1.1, 

“Signage in Spanish and English for electrical safety 

would be placed along the perimeter of the project site, 

warning the public of the high voltage and the need to 

keep out.”  

I38-13 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding information related to Fire.  The comment 

inaccurately states the language on p. 1.0-11. The 

section does not state that the various fire agencies are 

within the Boulevard Planning Area. It states: 

 There are several fire stations that are owned and 

staffed by San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA), 

California Department of Forestry and Fire 

Protection (CalFire), San Diego Rural Fire 

Protection District (SDRFPD), and U.S. Forest 

Service (USFS) within the Proposed Project area. 

 Therefore, there are no changes to the DPEIR are 

required. The Proposed Project area includes a broader  

vicinity than the Boulevard Planning Area as all fire 

agencies are available through various agreements to 

respond to significant fire events. In fact, there are 

several stations that are owned and staffed by SDCFA, 

CalFire, SDRFPD and USFS within close proximity to 

the Proposed Project. Within the unincorporated 

region’s emergency services system, fire and emergency 

medical services are provided by Fire Protection 
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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 farm 

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 strike 

teams. In addition, six aerial tankers were providing fire-

retardant drops. 

I38-14 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Fire Protections.  Unlike typical flat panel 

photovoltaic technology, the Proposed Project’s 

concentrator photovoltaic (CPV) technology stops 

producing current once solar panels are not 

perpendicular to the sun. This comment does not raise 
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specific issues related to the Proposed Project or 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the DPEIR; 

therefore, no additional response is provided or required.  

I38-15 The County acknowledges the commenter’s opinion 

regarding the Proposed Project’s waiver request to 

Board Policy I-92 related to undergrounding utilities. 

The commenter’s opposition to the waiver is noted and 

will be included in the administrative record for review 

and consideration by the decision makers. 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.  

I38-16 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Soil Stabilization.  Please refer to project 

design feature (PDF) PDF-AQ-1 in Section 2.2.3.2 of 

the DPEIR, which specifically provides an example of a 

nontoxic soil binding agent that may be used (EP&A’s 

Envirotac II and Rhinosnot Dust Control, Erosion 

Control and Soil Stabilization). Product information and 

ingredients can be found on the EP&A Envirotac 

website (http://envirotac.com/).  

I38-17 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Temporary Batch Plant and Rock Crushing 

Facility.  DPEIR Section 3.1.5 has been revised to include 

a description of the Industrial General Permit that would 

be applicable to the temporary rock crusher and batch 
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plant proposed on the Rugged site. The RWQCB 

definition for an “industrial project” differs from that 

provided in the Boulevard Community Plan; therefore, 

under the RWQCB definition the Proposed Project would 

require an Industrial General Permit. Please also refer to 

common response WR1, which addresses the operational 

water demands of the Proposed Project, including the 

temporary water storage tanks. 

I38-18 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Helicopters.  The anticipated use of 

helicopters is discussed in Section 1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR. 

Fly routes are not known at this time; however, per 

PDF-TR-1, a public notice mailer would identify all 

helicopter construction activities and would be 

distributed to the public a minimum of 15 days prior to 

construction (see Section 3.1.8.3.3 of the DPEIR).  

I38-19 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Off-site Private Transmission.  See response 

to comment I38-5.  

I38-20 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Trackers. Noise impacts from tracker washing 

would be below the nighttime County Noise Ordinance 

limit of 45 decibels (dB) hourly Leq with incorporation 

of project design features which require enclosure of the 

wash station engine and setbacks from the property line 

where there is adjacent residential use (see Section 

2.6.3.1 of the DPEIR).  
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I38-21 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Environmental Setting.  See responses to 

comments I38-5 and I38-19. The County does not agree 

that Section 1.4 of the DPEIR overemphasizes the 

presence of renewable energy and infrastructure 

components of the landscape at the cost of portraying 

the true character of the Proposed Project area. 

Specifically, Section 1.4 describes the Boulevard and 

Tierra del Sol communities as a “predominantly rural 

landscape featuring large-lot ranches and single-family 

homes with a mixture of small-scale agriculture, 

recreational opportunities, and undeveloped lands.” 

Please also refer to DPEIR Section 2.1.1, Existing 

Conditions, for a regional overview and site-specific 

discussion regarding the visual environment of the 

Project areas.    

I38-22 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Construction Water Demand by the Project.  

Please refer to common response WR1 regarding revisions 

to the water demand estimate. The assumption that 20% of 

the sites has been already cleared was removed and the 

acreage applied was revised to be consistent with the 

development footprint as shown in DPEIR Tables 2.3-12 

through 2.3-14. The estimated number of high wind days 

was revised to reflect the applicants’ site-specific data. The 

reverse osmosis and de-ionization process occurs on the 

water used to wash panels; this water has been included in 

the water demand estimate. 
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I38-23 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 1-4: Project Environmental Setting 

South of I-8.  In response to this comment, Figure 1-4 of 

the DPEIR has been revised to address incorrect 

information. While the border fence was installed with a 

CEQA and National Environmental Policy Act waiver 

and the U.S. Border Station and Kumeyaay wind 

turbines are under federal jurisdiction, these features 

contribute to the existing environmental setting of the 

Boulevard area. Figure 1-4 is intended to portray the 

existing Proposed Project area landscape and setting, 

not solely those land uses under County jurisdiction.  

I38-24 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 1-5a: Environmental Setting North of 

I-8.  In response to this comment Figure 1-5 (previous 

Figures 1-5a and 1-5b have been consolidated) of the 

DPEIR has been revised to address incorrect 

information. The photographs included on Figure 1-5 

portray a mosaic of land uses and elements located north 

of Interstate 8 (I-8) that contribute to the existing 

environmental and landscape setting.  

I38-25 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 1-12: Cumulative Projects Map.  The 

numbers labeling each of the projects on Figure 1-12 

correspond to the Map ID key in Table 1-12 of Chapter 

1.0 of the DPEIR.  
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In response to this comment, the list of cumulative 

projects has been reviewed and Table 1-12 has been 

revised in Chapter 1.0 of the DPEIR to reflect the most 

current status of known projects in the cumulative study 

area. The County agrees that the Jewel Valley Wind and 

Manzanita Wind projects are no longer reasonably 

foreseeable projects. The DPEIR has been revised to 

remove these projects from the Cumulative Projects 

List. These revisions to the DPEIR are presented in 

strikeout/underline format; refer to Table 1-12 in 

Chapter 1.0. The Shu’luuk Wind Project was not 

included in the Cumulative Projects List. Other projects 

that are also no longer believed to be reasonably 

foreseeable include Debenham Energy and Silverado 

Power solar farms; Table 1-12 in Chapter 1.0 of the 

DPEIR was revised to reflect these changes.  

I38-26 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.1-2: Key View Locations.  Figure 

2.1-2 referenced by the commenter shows the key 

view locations for which visual simulations were 

prepared. Ribbonwood Road was analyzed for potential 

key view locations during visual fieldwork conducted 

for the Rugged solar farm. Due to existing vegetation 

and intervening terrain, it was determined that no 

significant views of the site were available to viewers 

within this public right-of-way, and therefore, no 

locations along Ribbonwood Road were chosen for 

visual simulations.   
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The selected key views were from a variety of vantage 

points and distances to analyze the visual effects of the 

Proposed Project. However, locations not identified as key 

views (including Old Highway 80) were still considered in 

the analysis. For example, the DPEIR acknowledges that 

the LanEast and LanWest sites would be visible from Old 

Highway 80 and that the Proposed Project (and more 

specifically, the LanEast and LanWest solar farms) could 

substantially obstruct or interrupt from valued views 

available from Old Highway 80; see Section 2.1.3.1 of the 

DPEIR. Such impacts were analyzed and determined to be 

significant and unavoidable.  

 The DPEIR and Visual Resources Technical Reports 

were prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines 

and County Guidelines for Determining Significance for 

Visual Resources and Report Format and Content 

Requirements for Visual Resources. As indicated in 

Attachment A of County’s Report Format and Content 

Requirements for Visual Resources (County of San 

Diego 2007a), “visual simulations should adequately 

represent a real view as the public would see it from a 

publicly accessible location.” Additionally, the County’s 

Report Format and Content Requirements for Visual 

Resources indicate that analyzing all the views in which 

the proposed project would be seen is not feasible. 

Accordingly, the selected key views analyzed in the 

visual resource technical reports and the DPEIR were 

selected based on locations that would most clearly 
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display the visual effects of the Proposed Project as the 

public would experience it. Further, in accordance with 

the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance 

(Visual Resources) (County of San Diego 2007b), 

aspects of the Proposed Project were assessed by 

analyzing visual changes that would occur at particular 

key view location. Use of key views is not intended to 

imply that visual changes resulting from the Proposed 

Project would only be experienced at select locations in 

the area surrounding the project site. Rather, visual 

changes anticipated to be experienced by sensitive 

receptors (viewers who would be most susceptible to 

visual impact within their viewshed) at key view 

locations (locations chosen to be representative of the 

most visually sensitive areas that would view the 

Proposed Project) are described in the visual resource 

technical reports and DPEIR to help characterize the 

overall project impacts to the existing visual character 

and quality of the site(s) and surrounding area(s). 

Impacts to visual character and quality are discussed in 

Section 2.1.3.2. 

I38-27 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Key View 2: Existing and Proposed 

Conditions.  As depicted on Figure 1-6, the proposed 

overhead collector line would be located south of the 

existing Southwest Powerlink as it traverses the Tierra 

del Sol solar farm site. Since the Southwest Powerlink 

does not appear in the existing conditions photograph on 
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Figure 2.1-4, the proposed overhead collector line would 

not appear in the visual simulation. Also, the proposed 

overhead gen-tie line does not appear in the visual 

simulation because, as viewed from Key View 2, the 

feature would be obscured by trackers and terrain. While 

proposed landscape buffers have not been incorporated 

in Figure 2.1.4, landscape screening and buffers are fully 

discussed in Appendix 2.1-4, Landscape Screen Design 

for the Soitec Solar Development Program EIR. Figures 

1 and 3 of Appendix 2.1-4 detail an enhanced landscape 

buffer along Tierra del Sol Road.  

 Potential fire impacts associated with construction and 

operation of the Tierra del Sol solar farm are discussed 

in Appendix 3.1.4-5, Draft Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 

for the Tierra del Sol solar farm.  

I38-28 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Key View 3: Existing and Proposed 

Conditions.  Please refer to the response to comment 

I38-27. Impacts to wildlife and habitat are discussed in 

Section 2.3, Biological Resources, of the DPEIR.  

I38-29 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding visual simulations from Key View 5 through 

Key View 16.  All the three-dimension (3d) models used 

in the preparation of visual simulations are created true 

to scale and the 3d model cameras used to capture 

anticipated views from key view locations have real 

camera values. A 3d model of Soitec’s Concentrix 
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modules and dual-axis tracking system was provided by 

Soitec. Dudek confirmed the scale of the model to be 

accurate by measuring key components (i.e., height, 

width, length) against the dimensions of these 

components as represented in Section 1.0, Project 

Description, of the DPEIR. 3d model measurements were 

conducted within the software (3d Studio Max) utilized to 

prepare 3d visual simulations. The solar farms site plans 

were provided to Dudek by AECOM and were used to 

create the proposed grading, roads, fences, and tracker 

locations associated with the solar farm in the 3d model.  

Within 3d Studio Max, the field of view of the 3d 

cameras is set to match the field camera used to take the 

background photos for the visual simulations. Photoshop 

is used to digitally extract this camera information. The 

3d cameras are then located within the 3d scene using 

the GPS coordinates of the field camera. The targets of 

the 3d cameras are then adjusted to match physical 

features that are common in both the background photo 

and in terrain model. A terrain model is created for the 

proposed finish surface. The access roads, fences and 

trackers from the site plan are placed at the z value of 

this surface. The 3d cameras are then rendered to high 

resolution tiff images and these images are brought into 

Photoshop where foreground hills and vegetation is 

placed back in front of the landscape scene.   
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Further, in determining the severity of visual impacts, 

the DPEIR analysis considered all components of the 

Proposed Project and the impact determinations were 

not based (or restricted) solely to those project elements 

seen in the visual simulations. Visual simulations 

prepared by Dudek for the Tierra del Sol Solar Farm and 

AECOM and Dudek for the Rugged solar farm provide 

photorealistic representations of the various project 

components, and cover a range of viewing locations and 

viewer types.  

The DPEIR discusses general glare effects in relation to 

established County of San Diego significance thresholds in 

the DPEIR. The Boulevard Glare Study prepared by Power 

Engineers provides more specifics. Please refer to pages 22 

and 23 of the Boulevard Glare Study for discussion of 

trackers and potential prismatic coloring effects.  

I38-30 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.5-1: Existing Land Uses.  This 

comment does not provide specific details regarding the 

addresses or locations of homes that the commenter states 

are not shown on Figure 2.5-1; therefore, this information 

cannot be added to the figure. Nonetheless, Figure 2.5-1 

is intended to provide a general characterization of 

existing land uses in the Proposed Project area and is not 

intended to identify each individual residence in the area. 

A  note has been added to clarify the intent of the figure. 

Also, the addition of the residences listed by the 
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commenter would not affect the analysis in the DPEIR. 

Chapter 2.5, Land Use, does not provide impact 

determinations for individual residences.  

The County agrees that the Jewel Valley Wind project is 

no longer a reasonably foreseeable project (see response to 

comment I38-25); Figure 2.5-1 has been revised to remove 

Jewel Valley Wind. Residences identified as having 

potential to receive project-generated glare during 

operations are discussed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics (see 

Section 2.1.3.3, Light and Glare) of the DPEIR.  

I38-31 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Map2.5-3: Project Zoning Map.  The County 

agrees that the zoning designation S88 Specific Plan has 

expired. The DPEIR Figure 2.5-3 has been updated to 

remove this zoning designation.  

I38-32 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure  2.5-4: Tierra Del Sol Sensitive Land Uses 

Within 1,000 Feet.  As described in Section 2.5 of the 

DPEIR, sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of Proposed 

Project components were mapped since those land uses are 

most likely to be affected by the Proposed Project. The 

analysis of potential noise impacts (including vibration) and 

potential visual impacts (including glare) in Sections 2.6 and 

2.1 of the DPEIR, respectively, do not limit their analysis to 

sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the Proposed Project 

sites, but rather identify their own geographic scope 

appropriate for the resource topic.  
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In response to this comment, the County has revised 

Figure 2.5-4 to include the Maupin residence 

immediately to the east of the Tierra del Sol solar farm as 

well as to expand the figure to include the gen-tie 

alignment and sensitive resources adjacent to the gen-tie. 

Specific locations or addresses for other homes 

mentioned in this comment are not provided; therefore, 

this comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more 

thorough response can be provided.  

I38-33 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.5-5: Rugged Solar Sensitive Land 

Uses within 1,000 feet.  In response to this comment, the 

County has revised Figure 2.5-5 to include the McCain 

Valley Conservation Camp. Specific locations or 

addresses for other homes and land uses mentioned in 

this comment are not provided; therefore, this comment 

lacks sufficient detail to which a more thorough 

response can be provided.  

I38-34 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.5-6: LanEast Sensitive Land Uses 

within 1,000 feet.  Specific locations or addresses for 

homes and other land uses mentioned in this comment 

are not provided; therefore, this comment lacks 

sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can 

be provided. Refer to response to comment I38-30 

regarding the representational intent of the existing land 

use figures included in Chapter 2.5, Land Use. In 
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response to this comment, the Walker Canyon 

Ecological Reserve is now depicted on Figure 2.5-6.  

I38-35 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.6-4: LanEast & LanWest Potential 

Noise Sensitive Receptors.  Residences closest to each 

facility have been identified, and were used in 

evaluating worst-case noise impacts of the Proposed 

Project (i.e., homes the shortest distance from facility 

property boundaries would experience the highest level of 

project-generated noise); it is not necessary to evaluate 

every home in the Proposed Project vicinity as long as the 

closest residences are included in the analysis 

representing a worst-case scenario. The County does not 

have noise impact thresholds applicable to riparian area 

or livestock animals, and therefore noise exposure levels 

for these were not analyzed. Vibration is discussed in the 

DPEIR, both short term from construction and long term 

from operations. Noise related to wind movement is 

created when wind passing over a surface causes the 

surface to vibrate. The solar trackers are rigid panels that 

are not prone to vibration; therefore, the solar installation 

would not be anticipated to increase noise levels 

generally associated with existing wind patterns in the 

region. If the Proposed Project fails to comply with noise 

levels established for the land use where a receiver is 

located, that person has the option to file a complaint with 

County Code Compliance. 
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I38-36 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.6-2a: Gen-Tie Alignment.  As 

indicated in the response to comment I38-35, residences 

closest to each solar farm have been identified and 

analyzed; it is not necessary to identify and evaluate 

every home. As stated in the DPEIR, Figure 2.6-a is 

intended to show which residences were evaluated in the 

analysis representing a worst-case scenario and is not 

intended to show all residences in the nearby vicinity.  

I38-37 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.6-2b: Gen-Tie Alignment.  As 

indicated in the response to comment I38-35, residences 

closest to each solar farm have been identified and 

analyzed; it is not necessary to identify and evaluate 

every home. As stated in the DPEIR, Figure 2.6-b is 

intended to show which residences were evaluated in the 

analysis representing a worst-case scenario and is not 

intended to show all residences in the nearby vicinity.  

I38-38 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.6-3: Rugged NSLU and 

Measurement Locations. Measurements of ambient 

noise levels to represent a sub-region typically focus 

upon roadway locations, because roadways are the 

principal source of noise generation contributing to the 

noise environment (CNEL). These measurement 

locations are also key for evaluating increases from 

project-generated traffic. Several measurement locations 

were also included that are not immediately adjacent to 
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active roadways (i.e., 2, 4, 5). The density and relative 

location of noise measurements throughout the study 

area are sufficient to characterize the range of ambient 

noise levels in the Proposed Project vicinity. Residences 

closest to each side of the proposed facility have been 

identified, and were used in evaluating worst-case noise 

impacts of the Proposed Project (i.e., homes the shortest 

distance from facility property boundaries would 

experience the highest level of project-generated noise); 

it is not necessary to evaluate every home in the 

Proposed Project vicinity as long as the closest 

residences are included in the analysis. The County does 

not have noise impact thresholds applicable to livestock 

animals, and therefore noise exposure levels for these 

were not analyzed. The purpose of Figure 2.6.3 is to 

illustrate noise measurement locations and proximate 

noise-sensitive land uses that could be affected by 

construction or operation of the Proposed Project; the 

figure is not intended to illustrate every development in 

the subregion of the Proposed Project.  

I38-39 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.6-4:  Lan East & West Potential 

Noise Sensitive Receptors. For these sites, the closest 

sensitive receptor on the west, south, and east side of the 

Proposed Project are located within 750 feet of the 

project boundary; it is therefore not necessary to extend 

the boundary to 1,000 feet in order to identify the closest 

sensitive receptor. Because of the Proposed Project site 

proximity between I-8 and Old Highway 80, ambient 
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noise levels can be derived from noise modeling using 

existing traffic volume data for these two major 

highways. As traffic is the primary noise source in the 

area, it is reasonable to establish existing ambient traffic 

noise conditions based on traffic volume data. In 

addition, project-specific surveys will be required should 

permits be sought to developed the LanEast and/or 

LanWest site. Residences closest to each side of the 

proposed facility have been identified, and were used in 

evaluating worst-case noise impacts of the Proposed 

Project (i.e., homes the shortest distance from facility 

property boundaries would experience the highest level 

of project-generated noise); it is not necessary to 

evaluate every home in the Proposed Project vicinity as 

long as the closest residences are included in the 

analysis. Additionally, the DPEIR demonstrates County 

Noise Element conformance with noise exposure 

thresholds to nearby residents.  

I38-40 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.1-4: Rugged Solar – County 

Zoning.  Rugged solar farm Phase II, shown outlined in 

red on Figure 3.1.1-4 of the DPEIR, was included in 

error. In response to this comment, the County has made 

revisions to the DPEIR; refer to Figures 3.1.1-4 and 

3.1.1-6 in Section 3.1.1.  

I38-41 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.1-6: Rugged Solar – Farmland and 

Monitoring Program.  See the response to comment I38-40.  
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I38-42 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.1.7: LanEast/LanWest – County 

Zoning.  The County does not agree that Figure 3.1.1-7 

of the DPEIR shows a portion of the Rugged site (APN 

611110100) as Open Space. Figure 3.1.1-7 shows APN 

611110100 as a darker shade of green, which is the 

Agriculture designation.  

I38-43 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.1-10 & 3.1.1-11: Cumulative 

Projects.  The County has revised the DPEIR to remove 

cumulative projects that are no longer reasonably 

foreseeable. These revisions to the DPEIR are presented 

in strikeout/underline format; refer to Table 1-12 in 

Chapter 1.0. Four projects have been removed from the 

Cumulative Projects List, including EGP Jewel Valley 

(i.e., Jordan Wind) (Map ID 3), Manzanita Wind Energy 

Project (Map ID 4), Debenham Energy (Map ID 5), and 

Silverado Power (Map ID 15).  

 The comment indicates that the Ocotillo Wind project is 

not shown on Figures 3.1.1-10 and 3.1.1-11. As 

explained in Section 3.1.1.4 of the DPEIR, the 

geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts 

associated with agricultural resources includes 

southeastern San Diego County and therefore 

cumulative projects in western Imperial County are 

excluded from the cumulative impact analysis. There are 

two wind energy projects and one solar energy project 
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shown on Figure 1-12 that are excluded from the 

agricultural resources cumulative analysis (see DPEIR 

Section 3.1.1.4). These projects are not located within 

the agricultural portion of Imperial Valley and therefore 

would not affect agricultural resources.  

The Tule Wind project (Map ID 2) (see DPEIR Chapter 

1.0, Table 1-12) was left off of Figures 3.1.1-10 and 

3.1.1-11 in error. The DPEIR has been revised (see 

Figures 3.1.1-10, 3.1.1-11, and 3.1.1-12) to include the 

Tule Wind project on these figures.  

The comment indicates that no key is included on 

Figures 3.1.1-10 and 3.1.1-11 to indicate to the reader 

which cumulative project is represented by each 

number. In response to this comment, the County has 

added a note to Figures 3.1.1-10, 3.1.1-11, and 3.1.1-12 

in the DPEIR (see DPEIR Section 3.1.1) to direct the 

reader to Table 1-12 of Chapter 1.0, which includes the 

map key for each project.  

I38-44 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.1-12: Cumulative Projects County 

Zoning.  See response to I38-43. In response to this 

comment, Figure 3.1.1-12 has been revised to accurately 

identify the zoning designation (Indn Res, Indian 

Reservation) applied to Campo, La Posta, and 

Manzanita tribal lands. In regards to the comment 

pertaining to past wilderness zoning applied to Campo 

tribal lands, Figure 3.1.112 depicts the current zoning 
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designations of lands in the project area. Lastly, the A72 

zoning designation is applied by the County of San 

Diego to unincorporated lands in McCain Valley. The 

commenter provides no additional detail as to why the 

A72 zoning designation in McCain Valley is incorrect  

and therefore, no additional response is provided.  

I38-45 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.4.3, Rugged Solar Farm site.  Figure 

3.1.4-3, Rugged Solar Farm Site, was taken from the 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of Approximately 

765 Acres of Land Located North of Interstate 8 at 

McCain Valley road in San Diego County, California, by 

AECOM, March 2012 (included in Appendix 3.1.4-2 of 

the DPEIR). AECOM performed a Phase I environmental 

site assessment (ESA) in conformance with the scope and 

limitations of ASTM Practice E 1527-05, which meets 

the requirements of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations 

Part 312. The Phase I ESA includes a discussion of the 

surrounding properties and describes how AECOM 

employees did not observe gasoline stations, dry cleaners, 

or sensitive receptors adjacent to or in the immediate 

vicinity of the subject property. Based on the AECOM 

site reconnaissance of the site and surrounding area, and 

as stated in the DPEIR, no off-site sources of concern 

were identified. Figure 3.1.4-3 is consistent with this 

finding and the addition of the properties or land uses 

mentioned in this comment would not affect the analysis 

in the DPEIR.  
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I38-46 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 3.1.4-4: LanEast and LanWest Sites. 

Figure 3.1.4-4: LanEast and LanWest Sites, was taken 

from the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of 

Approximately 225 Acres of Land Located North of 

Interstate 8 at Old Highway 80 and McCain Valley 

Road, San Diego County, California, by AECOM, 

December 2011 (included in Appendix 3.1.4-3 of the 

DPEIR). This figure was incorrectly labeled as it does 

not include the LanWest Site. Therefore, as part of the 

revisions in the DPEIR, the figure has been divided into 

two figures: Figure 3.1.4-4a, LanEast Site, and Figure 

3.1.4-4b, LanWest Site. The figure showing the 

LanWest site was included in the DPEIR in Appendix 

3.1.4-4 of the DPEIR in the Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment of Approximately 60 Acres of Land Located 

North of Interstate 8 at Old Highway 80 and McCain 

Valley Road, San Diego County, California, by 

AECOM, January 2012. The description of the LanWest 

site in the text of the DPEIR is consistent with newly 

added Figure 3.1.4-5. No new information is presented 

in the figure that was not identified in the DPEIR. 

AECOM performed both Phase I ESAs in conformance 

with the scope and limitations of ASTM Practice E 

1527-05, which meets the requirements of Title 40 of 

the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 312. The Phase I 

ESAs include a discussion of the surrounding properties 

and describes how AECOM employees did not observe 

gasoline stations, dry cleaners, or sensitive receptors 
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adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the subject 

property. Based on the AECOM site reconnaissance of 

the sites and surrounding area, no off-site sources of 

concern were identified for both the LanEast and 

LanWest sites, and the addition of the properties or land 

uses mentioned in this comment would not affect the 

analysis in the DPEIR. 

I38-47 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding water estimates.  The trenching, road grading, 

batch plant and reverse osmosis activities mentioned in 

this comment were originally included in the 

construction or operational water estimates for the 

DPEIR. The rock crushing activity was not included; 

however in response to this comment and others, the 

DPEIR has been revised and updated. Refer to common 

response WR1, which also addresses decommissioning. 

I38-48 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding isotope testing.  The County’s Guidelines for 

Determining Significance and Report Formatting and 

Content Requirements: Groundwater Resources (County 

of San Diego 2007) does not require isotope testing. 

Please refer to DPEIR Appendices 3.1.5-5 and 3.1.5-6 

for a description of the well testing that was performed 

to estimate aquifer properties. 

I38-49 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding climate change related to reduced rainfall, 

groundwater resources, reduced recharge, and 
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sustainability.  The potential climate change impacts on 

reduced rainfall, groundwater resources, reduced 

recharge, and sustainability—as emphasized in the 

comment—are not impacts of the Proposed Project.  

Impacts of the environment on a project or plan (as 

opposed to impacts of a project or plan on the 

environment) are beyond the scope of required CEQA 

review. “[T]he purpose of an EIR is to identify the 

significant effects of a project on the environment, not the 

significant effects of the environment on the project” 

(Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles 

(2011) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473). No further response 

is required. However, it should be noted that the DPEIR 

accounted for periods of drought in the groundwater 

analysis; see Appendices 3.1.5-5 and 3.1.5-6. The DPEIR 

groundwater analysis used records of rainfall over a 30 

year period, which included times of elevated rainfall and 

times of drought It also evaluated well interference based 

on a five year projection of drawdown assuming no 

groundwater recharge occurred during that 5 year period.. 

See common response WR1 for the latest water demands 

relative to the Proposed Project.   

I38-50 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding regional hydrology and drainage.  The U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Sole Source 

Aquifer Program allows for EPA environmental review 

of any project within a designated sole source aquifer 

that is financially assisted by federal grants or federal 

loan guarantees. The County acknowledges that the 
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Tierra del Sol site is within a Sole Source Aquifer, but 

the program does not apply to the Proposed Project 

because it is not federally funded. 

I38-51 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding regional hydrology and drainage.  No 

comment regarding the referenced page is provided. 

I38-52 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Rugged Solar Flood Hazards.  The County has 

revised DPEIR pgs. 3.1.5-10 and 3.1.5-34 to clarify that 

there are no large regulated dams upstream of the 

Proposed Project. The commenter is referred to DPEIR 

Section 3.1.5.3.2 for an analysis of flood hazards on the 

Rugged site. The DPEIR indicates that tracker masts on 

the Rugged site within the modeled 100-year flood zone 

(there is no FEMA flood zone) will be designed in 

compliance with Chapter 6 of the Grading Ordinance 

which prohibits development that impairs, impedes, 

or accelerates flood flows.  

 Failure of small earthen dams used for ranching and 

agricultural purposes is not a significant hazard created 

or worsened by the Proposed Project, and the Proposed 

Project’s less-than-significant impact with respect to the 

flood hazards is likewise applicable to a flooding 

scenario caused by failure of a small earthen dam.  

I38-53 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Topography, Hydrology, and Drainage 
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Patterns LanEast site.  The County has revised DPEIR 

pg. 3.1.5-12 to state that the LanEast site is adjacent to 

the Walker Canyon Ecological Reserve. 

I38-54 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Emergency Service Capabilities 

Assessment.  , CalFire data was utilized within a 

Geographic Information System to determine which of 

the recorded fires in the area had burned onto the Tierra 

del Sol site. This bullet point list provides only 

information pertaining to those fires and is not meant to 

provide a complete summary of all wildfire statistics, 

including but not limited to total size, and structures 

lost. A full description of the Shockey Fire occurs on 

page 28 of the Emergency Services Capabilities 

Assessment. No further information or exhibits are 

required as they do not alter the analysis or conclusions. 

I38-55 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the conclusions of the Emergency and Service 

Capabilities Assessment.  An Emergency Service 

Capabilities Assessment and Cumulative Impact 

Mitigation study (Appendix 3.1.7-1) was prepared 

specifically for the Proposed Project and evaluates the 

potential impacts to fire and emergency medical 

response capabilities during construction, 

decommissioning, and operation of the Proposed Project 

sites. It objectively evaluates those potential impacts, 

and conservatively evaluates those impacts in light of 
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project design features that will be implemented as part 

of the Proposed Project in order to make a final impact 

determination. As described in the DPEIR, the Proposed 

Project includes features that will ensure safe access 

throughout the Proposed Project area during 

construction (PDF-TR-1), and will reduce the risk of a 

fire hazard during construction through implementation 

of a Construction Fire Prevention Plan (PDF-HZ-2). As 

stated in the DPEIR the Proposed Project would use new 

solar technology with no flammable heating oil, and are 

expected to generate fewer than one emergency call per 

year per facility; the majority of which would not be fire 

related, but would be related to medical emergencies. To 

ensure that the Proposed Project would not impact fire 

and emergency response capabilities in the area, the 

Proposed Project includes PDF-PS-1, which ensures that 

the Proposed Project will contribute fair-share funding 

towards local fire and emergency response 

capabilities (see DPEIR Section 3.1.7.3.1).  

PDF-PS-1 would include the funding of an initial 

paramedic staff and startup equipment kit as well as 

funding for one paramedic staff firefighter and would 

therefore address the staffing issues identified by the 

commenter. Furthermore, as discussed in the Fire 

Protection Plans (FPPs) for the Tierra del Sol and 

Rugged solar farms (see Appendices 3.1.4-5 and 

3.1.4-6), customized training CDs and on-site 

training sessions with local fire station personnel are 
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components of the FPPs and would aid improving 

response capabilities and fire fighter safety.  

 Alternative assistance may be included, such as staffing, 

equipment, and other elements that are identified in the 

Emergency Service Capabilities Assessment and 

Cumulative Impact Mitigation study (Appendix 3.1.7-1).  

 As stated in the DPEIR, with implementation of PDF-

PS-1, the Proposed Project would not result in the need 

for additional fire or emergency response capabilities; 

therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in 

impacts related to the need for expanded fire or 

emergency response facilities, and impacts are 

considered to be less than significant. 

Fires and emergency medical calls in the area are not 

limited to the Boulevard Fire Station response. See 

response to comment I38-13.  

I38-56 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Table 3.1.7-1: Primary Study Area Fire 

Resources.  The information provided in Table 3.1.7-1 

was obtained via public information and was confirmed 

to be accurate at the time of the preparation of the 

Proposed Project’s Emergency Services Capabilities 

Assessment. This table does not include additional 

information pertaining to written assurances of 

continued fire service as that is not the intent of the 

table. Regarding volunteer/reserve firefighters, the exact 
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number of reserves/volunteers available to Boulevard 

Fire Department may vary throughout the year and 

reserves often obtain a full-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 (SDRFF 2014). Further, there is an 

apparent 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 (Reddick 2014).  

 The San Diego Regional Fire Foundation (SDRFF) 

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 (San Diego County Fire 

Authority 2014). There are 30 volunteer fire stations and 

over 400 volunteer firefighters in San Diego County 

(SDRFF 2014). 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 (SDRFF 2014).  

 Since the 2003 and 2007 wildfires, efforts have also 

focused on increased cooperation and coordination 

amongst all fire departments. Today, the closest fire 
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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, the applicants would fund 

additional emergency services capabilities, as described 

in DPEIR, Section 3.1.7.3.1, and PDF PS-1.  

I38-57 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Soitec Solar Portfolio Project Emergency 

Services Capabilities and Cumulative Impact Mitigation.  

The 2012 Shockey Fire is not included in the Fire 

History table as that table was generated from data 

obtained by CalFire’s Fire Resource and Assessment 

Program (FRAP). The Shockey Fire data had not been 

uploaded at the time of the document’s preparation. 

However, the Shockey Fire is provided its own 

paragraph on Page 28 of the document and is included in 

the fire history analysis. Fires occurring in Mexico are 

not included in the fire history data as no agency offers a 

record that is publicly available. It is known that the 

border area agencies will assist with fire suppression 

activities if a wildfire has the potential to impact U.S. 

assets. However, fires within the United States would be 

given the higher priority; therefore, impacts on the 

availability of fire response are not realized. In other 

words, fire suppression resources would be allocated 

such that protection of U.S. assets and civilians occurred 

first. Further, the evaluation of fire history for a 

particular Proposed Project area is not to document and 
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intensively study each and every fire occurring on the 

landscape, but rather, is focused on documenting that an 

area includes a fire environment that supports wildland 

fire ignitions and provide a relative fire frequency and 

type so that appropriate precautions can be considered. 

 The drought emergency declaration does not change the 

analysis or conclusions of the FPP or DPEIR, which 

considered near worst-case conditions for fire protection. 

I38-58 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Tierra Del Sol Project Facility Availability 

Form for Fire.  While the Service Availability Form 

included in the DPEIR indicated that service would not 

be available for 5 years based on the existing condition, 

the San Diego County Fire Authority provided updated  

Facility Availability Form for Fire in October 2014 that 

indicate fire protection facilities will be adequate to 

serve the proposed project with a developer agreement 

or similar funding mechanism (see FPEIR 

Appendix3.1.4-5). In addition to measures identified in 

the project-specific FPPs, the Proposed Project provides 

direct funding to the SDCFA to be used for improving 

the existing response capability in a targeted manner 

(see PDF-PS-1 in Section 3.1.7 of the DPEIR). See also 

the response to comment O10-80.  

I38-59 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Tierra Del Sol Draft Fire Protection Plan. 

The mapping available at the time of document 
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preparation indicated encroachment on the gen-tie line 

position. As mentioned in response to comment I38-59, 

the exact mapping location of a fire perimeter does not 

change the analysis or conclusions of the FPPs or the 

DPEIR, as the Proposed Project has been designed and 

planned considering worst-case fire conditions 

associated with a Santa Ana condition. 

I38-60 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Noise related to the LanEast project site.  As 

stated in Section S.5.1.1, the LanEast and LanWest solar 

farms are analyzed at a programmatic level because 

sufficient project-level data has not been developed at 

this time. Any noise study done at this time would be 

based on a conceptual layout, as well as the distance to 

nearby sensitive noise receptors based on the noise or 

vibration standard being applied. Specific impacts and 

resulting mitigation specifications calculated on the 

conceptual layout of the site and existing nearby 

sensitive noise receptors would also therefore be 

conceptual. However, certain assumptions can be 

made about the anticipated impacts and mitigation 

needed to ensure impacts would be less than 

significant at the LanEast and LanWest sites.  

Generally, where a project design and/or project-level 

data including site specific studies are necessary to make 

an impact determination and that information has not 

been  prepared and/or is not available, the EIR refrains 
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from making an impact determination. Where project 

design and/or project-level data is not necessary to make 

an impact determination, (such as with corona noise or 

construction noise), an impact determination is provided. 

I38-61 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Glare. Please refer to common response AES1 

regarding the glare studies prepared for the Proposed 

Project and the glare analysis included in the DPEIR.  

 Please also refer to the response to comment O10-76 

regarding the DPEIR glare impact analysis. Also, the 

DPEIR discloses that project-level information for the 

LanEast and LanWest solar farms has not yet been 

developed and that these projects are analyzed at a 

programmatic level. Further, in Section 2.1.3, the DPEIR 

states that “because project-level information has not yet 

been developed for the LanEast and LanWest solar 

farms, Power Engineers used general locations on the 

sites where trackers may be constructed based on several 

factors including topography and presence/lack of 

sensitive biological resources. The conceptual panel 

layout utilized by Power Engineers presents a worse-

case scenario, and the glare data presented for the 

LanEast and LanWest solar farms in Section 2.1.3.3 is 

an approximation of locations and durations of glare 

exposure.” As such, the characterization of project-

generated glare exposure during operation of the 

LanEast and LanWest solar farm sites is based on 
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approximate locations, and to ensure that project-

generated glare is more accurately characterized once 

project-level information is developed, PDF-AE-5 was 

provided in the DPEIR. PDF-AE-5 has been renumbered 

PDF-AE-6 in the FPEIR.  

I38-62 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Cumulative Impacts.  The commenter is 

referred to responses to comments C4-112 and I38-25.  

I38-63 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the new heliport at the Boulevard Border Patrol 

Station.  As stated in the DPEIR, in response to the 

submittal of Form 7460, a Determination of No Hazard to 

Air Navigation, dated September 25, 2013, was received 

from the FAA (FAA 2013). The addition of a new 

heliport in the area is not anticipated to change this 

determination. The emergency helipad was included and 

discussed in the Draft Environmental Assessment 

prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the 

construction, operation and maintenance of the Boulevard 

Border Patrol Station (U.S. Department of Homeland 

Security 2009). Therefore, the helipad and future 

emergency air navigation near the Rugged solar farm 

were known elements at the time of issuance of the  

Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation for the 

Soitec Projects in September 2013.  

I38-64 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Plot Plan for the Rough Acres Ranch - 
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“Existing Helipad”.  The Rough Acres Ranch PDS2012-

3300-12-021 (MUP) is not part of 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. 

I38-65 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the frequency in which the CPV modules 

would require to have the antireflective coating 

reapplied.  Anti-reflective coatings would be applied to 

each CPV module only once during the manufacturing 

process. Anti-reflective coatings would not be reapplied 

to the CPV modules on the project sites. The anti-

reflective coatings do not contain any heavy metals and 

the solar glass can withstand heat up to 300 degrees 

Celsius (www.fsolar.de 2009).   

I38-66 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding electrical utilities.  Electrical utilities, 

including the proposed Tierra del Sol gen-tie, are a 

component of the Proposed Project; therefore, potential 

impacts related to electrical utilities are considered and 

addressed throughout the DPEIR (see Chapters 2.0 and 

3.0 of the DPEIR).  

I38-67 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding cumulative impacts from multiple projects.  

Cumulative impacts associated with utilities are 

discussed in Section 3.1.9.4 of the DPEIR. This section 



Response to Comments 

December 2014  7345 

Final PEIR I38 45 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

refers the reader to the cumulative projects listed in 

Table 1-12 in Chapter 1.0, which includes the ECO 

Substation project. The ECO Substation project is also 

included in Table 3.1.9-1, which applies specifically to 

cumulative water demands.  

I38-68 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding existing, proposed and proliferation of project 

related wired and/or wireless communication facilities.  The 

commenter is referred to the response to comment I38-10. 

I38-69 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the science based 2012 Bioinitiative Report.  

See response to comment I38-10. While the EMF 

memorandum prepared by Asher R. Sheppard, PhD does 

not specifically address the reports referenced by the 

commenter, the memorandum addresses and supports 

information provided in the DPEIR and includes 

additional detail regarding EMF. The memorandum 

concludes that EMF from the Proposed Project is highly 

localized and poses no known concern for human health 

(see FPEIR Appendix 9.0-1).The information in this 

comment will be provided in the Final EIR for review 

and consideration by the County decision makers. 

I38-70 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding 3.1.9.1 Existing Conditions.  The County 

disagrees that the DPEIR misrepresents the Proposed 

Project by stating that it is located in the Mountain 

Empire Subregion, rather than referring to the more 
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specific Boulevard Planning Area. Many utilities are 

provided on a regional scale and impacts may extend 

beyond the immediate Boulevard Planning Area; 

therefore, it is correct to refer to the Subregion. 

Additionally, the discussion does not exclude references 

to the Boulevard Planning Area; applicable policies 

from the Boulevard Subregional Plan are referenced in 

Section 3.1.9.2.  

I38-71 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding 3.1.9.1.1 Regional Overview – Water, 

however, the DPEIR does include a reference from the 

County of San Diego General Plan - Mountain Empire 

Subregional Plan that states “dense residential 

development is not a viable option because the area is 

totally dependent on groundwater resources for potable 

water” (County of San Diego 2011).  Please refer to 

Section 3.1.9.3.1, Water, of the FPEIR that discloses 

anticipated water demand during construction and 

operation of the Proposed Project and describes the 

groundwater monitoring and mitigation plans (GMMPs) 

prepared for Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farm 

groundwater extraction activities. As stated in Section 

3.1.9.3.1, implementation of the GMMPs would ensure 

that any unanticipated impacts to groundwater 

storage, well interference, and/or groundwater 

dependent habitat are detected and reversed through 

curtailment or cessation of pumping.  
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I38-72 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Tierra Del Sol Site footprint.  Refer to the 

response to comment I38-51. The Proposed Project is 

not federally funded and the tracker manufacturing 

facility referenced in the comment is not part of the 

Proposed Project (much like the facilities manufacturing 

other building materials, like steel, are likewise not part 

of the Proposed Project). 

I38-73 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding annualizing the use of groundwater over a 20 

year period. As stated in Section 3.1.9.3.1, the approach 

used to calculate the project’s total annual water demand 

is consistent with standard Water Supply Assessment 

preparation practices and the intent of California Water 

Code 10912(a)(5)(B) which is to identify water 

shortages over a period of time, not in any particular 

year (see p. 3.1.9-9). California Water Code Section 

10912(a)(5)(B) applies to individual projects, not all 

projects in the cumulative scenario (i.e., past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future projects discussed in 

DPEIR Section 1.7). As indicated on DPEIR p. 3.1.9-9, 

“the annualized water use of all four proposed solar 

farms would not come close to the 75 acre-feet threshold 

for preparation of a Water Supply Assessment.” An 

assessment of cumulative impacts with regard to 

availability of water supply is provided in DPEIR 

Section 3.1.9.4.1. 
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I38-74 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding the Administrative Record documents.  The 

County disagrees that the administrative record is 

incomplete. First, the referenced letter from Mark Slovick 

to K. Harley McDonald, dated September 5, 2013, is not 

missing referenced plot plans because the original letter 

did not include any attachments. Second, the commenter 

identifies alleged errors with the  Notice of Completion 

and environmental documents for Assembly Bill (AB) 

900 certification. This comment is not at variance with 

the DPEIR. Third, the referenced correspondence from S. 

Wayne Rosenbaum can be found in the administrative 

record at: http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa/Soitec-

Documents/Record-Documents/2012-10-31-Wayne-

Rosenbaum-Letter-re-Soitec-Tierra-del-Sol-Solar-

Project.pdf; http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa 

/Soitec-Documents/Record-Documents/2012-10-31-

Wayne-Rosenbaum-Letter-to-Michael-Rosgers-re-Soitec-

Tierra-del-Sol-Solar-Project.pdf. Fourth, contrary to the 

commenter’s statement, the October 31, 2012, email from 

Jim Bennett to Patrick Brown did not include an 

attachment. The original email in the string, from Larry 

Hofreiter on October 30, 2012, attached the referenced 

meeting notes, and can be found at: 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa/Soitec-

Documents/Record-Documents/2012-10-30-Larry-

Hofreiter-email-re-10-30-12-Meeting-Notes-Re-

Groundwater-Resource.pdf. Finally, the County disagrees 

with the commenter’s statement that the applicants’ 
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application to the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research (OPR) was not noticed for public comment. 

The OPR maintains a website for publicly noticing and 

tracking the progress of AB 900 applications (see 

http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php), and the 

applicants’ application was noticed and tracked on the 

website. Finally, the DPEIR’s air quality and 

greenhouse gas sections were the subject of the 

referenced July 17, 2013, meeting because those 

sections of the DPEIR still required County approval. 

I38-75 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.3.1a: Biological Resources Tierra Del 

Sol Solar Farm Vegetation Map. Riparian willow habitat 

was not mapped during any of the field work conducted 

for the Tierra del Sol solar farm. A formal wetlands 

delineation was completed for the site and this habitat 

was not present. Without an exact location, including 

coordinates, the validity of the vegetation within the 

photo presented in the comment cannot be validated.  

I38-76 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.3-5.  The County is unclear as to 

what the commenter’s reference to the “federally 

designated Campo Cottonwood Creek” is referring to. 

Figure 2.3-5 depicts watershed data obtained from the 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) national hygrograph 

dataset (USGS 2012). It appears that the commenter 

may be requesting that the figure depict the 

Campo/Cottonwood Creek Sole Source Aquifer; 
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however, the purpose of this figure is not to show 

aquifers within the Proposed Project area.  

I38-77 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.3-8.  Figure 2.8-8 depicts USFWS 

designated critical habitat, not occurrence data. 

According to the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife California Natural Diversity Database records, 

there are no occurrences for Quino checkerspot 

butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) within the solar 

farm area or surrounding 6-quad quadrangle search. 

I38-78 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Figure 2.3-12: Rugged Solar USFWS Critical 

Habitat.  The commenter makes several different points 

which are addressed as follows. 

 The half-mile buffer depicted in Figure 2.3-12 has 

been inserted to provide context regarding the 

proximity of critical habitat to the Proposed Project.   

 Peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis 

peninsularis) are not known or expected to occur 

within the Proposed Project area and therefore 

would not be affected by glare, noise or vibrations 

from he Proposed Project, or electric and magnetic 

fields (EMFs) or radio frequency radiation (RFR).  

 Cumulative impacts to biological resources, 

including special-status species, are considered and 

addressed in the DPEIR; see Section 2.3.4. See 

specifically Table 2.3-16 of the DPEIR, which lists 
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the Tule Wind Farm as a cumulative project 

considered in the cumulative biological analysis. 

The commenter is also referred to the response to 

comment O10-55. 

 The County does not agree that the Proposed 

Project provides habitat for Peninsular bighorn 

sheep, as is discussed in the DPEIR (see Section 

2.3.1). Since bighorn sheep are not expected to 

occur, they would not be impacted by project-

related noise.  

 The Peninsular bighorn sheep range extends along the 

eastern slope of the Peninsular Mountains in San 

Diego, Imperial and Riverside counties where it is 

relegated to open habitat from the floor of the desert to 

the crest from 300 to 4,600 feet in elevation (USFWS 

2011; The Nature Conservancy 2014).  The 

matrilineal metapopulation extends nearly 100 miles 

from California USA into Mexico (USFWS 2011).  

Peninsular bighorn sheep are considered unique 

among bighorn sheep because they utilize relatively 

low elevation habitat.  Habitat is characterized by 

steep slopes and cliffs, rough and rocky topography, 

and sparse vegetation (USFWS 2011).  Peninsular 

bighorn sheep typically stay below the pinyon pine-

juniper and chaparral vegetation for predator evasion 

purposes (USFWS 2011).  Recovery Unit 9 is the 

relevant unit to this Proposed Project and evaluation.  

Figure 1 of USFWS (2011) shows that the range and 
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recovery unit of the species occurs east of the 

Proposed Project location.  Further, specific 

discussions during The Nature Conservancy’s 

workshop (The Nature Conservancy 2014), presented 

by the leading experts in Peninsular bighorn sheep 

biology (including, TNC, USFWS, Universidad 

Autonoma de Baja California, San Diego Zoo 

Institute for Conservation Research, and CDFW) 

indicated that their range extends east of the Proposed 

Project location.  McCain Valley, Tule Creek, and 

Walker Canyon do not provide suitable habitat for 

Peninsular bighorn sheep due to the vegetation 

communities present, being situated outside of their 

range, and the intervening unsuitable habitats present 

between existing range and the sites. 

I38-79 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns 

regarding Recreation. The CEQA Appendix G 

thresholds for parks and recreation are as follows: 

A significant impact would result if the project would: 

 Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such 

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 

would occur or be accelerated 

 Include recreational facilities or require the 

construction or expansion of recreational facilities 

which might have an adverse physical effect on  

the environment. 
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The Proposed Project would not substantially induce 

population growth, thereby increasing the use of existing 

recreational facilities, nor does it include any recreational 

component. Impacts to the recreational resources 

mentioned in this comment were considered and addressed 

in other sections of the DPEIR, including Aesthetics (see 

Section 2.1), Land Use (see Section 2.5), and Traffic and 

Transportation (see Section 3.1.8). Although the 

recreational resources mentioned in this comment are not 

specifically included in the DPEIR sections mentioned 

above, impacts to the region as a whole were considered 

and inclusion of specific reference to these resources 

would not affect the analysis or conclusions in the DPEIR.  

I38-80 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concluding 

statement.  This comment concludes the letter and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 

response is required. 
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