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Response to Comment Letter I76 

York Heimerdinger 

February 17, 2014 

I76-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not 

raise an environmental issue. 
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I76-2 This letter expresses the commenter’s opposition to 

the Proposed Project The information in this comment 

letter will be provided in the Final Program 

Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. The Proposed 

Project’s effect on local property values is not an 

environmental issue, and as such is not evaluated in the 

DPEIR. Research analyzing property values proximate 

to wind turbine projects has found no net effects on 

property values. (Univ. of Connecticut, Lawrence 

Berkeley National Laboratory, Relationship between 

Wind Turbines and Residential Property Values in 

Massachusetts [Jan. 9, 2014].) It is reasonable to 

believe that the Proposed Project will have similar lack 

of effect. In response to the commenter’s statement that 

the Proposed Project will have no positive impacts on 

local residents and land owners, the DPEIR identifies 

that Proposed Project will create permanent 

employment, and contribute funding towards local 

emergency response capabilities. As part of the 

discretionary process, applicants are allowed to apply 

for General Plan Amendments (GPA). However, GPAs 

must be analyzed according to all required Federal, 

State, and local laws and regulations, and must be 

vetted through the public process. Ultimately, the GPA 

must be considered by the decision makers who must 

consider all information provided throughout the 

discretionary process. 
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I76-3 The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

(DPEIR) analyzes potential environmental impacts to 

biological resources, including special-status plant and 

wildlife species, in Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources. 

The DPEIR’s analysis is based in part on the 

Biological Resources Report (Appendix 2.3-2) for the 

Rugged Solar Project, quoted by the commenter. The 

Proposed Project’s potential impacts to historic 

resources is analyzed in the DPEIR, Chapter 2.4, 

Cultural Resources. The commenter’s suggestion that 

the Proposed Project be relocated to BLM land is 

acknowledged. The Proposed Project is an allowed use 

under the current zoning (S92) for the Proposed 

Project area with the approval of a Major Use Permit. 

Although the draft East County Multiple Species 

Conservation Area (ECMSCP) has not been approved, 

the DPEIR analyzes the Draft Conservation Strategy 

for the ECMSCP for consistency. That analysis is 

presented in Chapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the 

DPEIR. The County and wildlife agencies review 

projects using the interim processing guidelines in 

Section 6.6 and Exhibit B of the MSCP East (and 

North) Planning Agreement and the Focused 

Conservation Areas map, and those projects that 

achieve conservation requirements when that review is 

completed are deemed consistent with the draft MSCP 

East Plan’s Preliminary Conservation Objectives.  
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 In response to this comment, the County has made 

revisions and clarifications to the DPEIR. These 

revisions to the EIR are presented in strikeout-

underline format; refer to Section 1.6, Project 

Inconsistencies with Applicable Regional and General 

Plans. The text has revised to clarify that Project 

inconsistencies with applicable regional and general 

plans are discussed in Chapters 2.5 and Section 2.3. 

To the extent these changes and additions to the EIR 

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. 

I76-4 The Proposed Project’s characterization and 

consistency with current zoning designations is better 

described in Chapter 2.5, Land Use, of the DPEIR, 

rather than Chapter 3.1.1, Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources, as suggested by the commenter. Please 

refer to Policy LU 1.1.1 of the Boulevard Subregional 

Plan, summarized in Section 2.5.2, Regulatory Setting, 

of the DPEIR. As stated in this policy, “solar and wind 

projects, are not ‘industrial-scale projects or facilities’ 

for purposes of this Subregional Plan.” Rather, the 

Proposed Project is defined as a “Civic Use Type” 

and, more specifically, as a “Major Impact Services 

and Utilities” land use by the County Zoning 

Ordinance. Nevertheless, the DPEIR characterized 

components of the Proposed Project as industrial in 
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character in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, of the DPEIR, 

which is consistent with the nature of this comment. 

See response to comment I17-5 for details related to 

visual issues and response to comment I76-2 above 

related to property values.  

I76-5 The statement “construction could result in hydrologic 

and water-quality related impacts” in this comment is 

not inconsistent with the language in the DPEIR. 

However, as further clarified in the DPEIR (see Chapter 

2.3, Biological Resources), the Proposed Project would 

implement mitigation, including M-BI-PP-3 (which 

requires implementation of a SWPPP and associated 

best management practices), which would reduce 

potential impacts to less than significant.  

In response to the statement related to the abuse of 

Policy I-84 and the Land Development Ordinance, as 

stated in response to comments I76-2 above, the 

project must comply with all Federal, State, and local 

laws and regulations., Issues raised in this comment 

related to potential groundwater impacts were 

considered and addressed in the DPEIR; see Chapter 

3.1.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 

3.1.9, Utilities. Private wells in the vicinity of the 

Proposed Project will not be affected significantly 

since the Proposed Project’s groundwater usage will 

be capped within County thresholds under the Major 

Use Permit to prevent potential drawdown of adjacent 
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wells. As such, it is not anticipated that there will be 

significant impacts to wells of neighboring residents as 

a result of the Proposed Project. See response to 

comment I17-5 for details related to visual issues.The 

City of San Diego’s use of surface water from Lake 

Morena is not an environmental impact associated 

with the Proposed Project.  

I76-6 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue. The County acknowledges the 

commenter’s suggestion to locate the Proposed Project 

on Bureau of Land Management or federal land rather 

than adjacent to residential areas. Ultimately, the 

decision makers must determine how the County can 

best meet its objectives. The information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. See common 

response ALT1 for a discussion of project alternatives. 
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