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Response to Comment Letter I60 

Chris Noland 

March 3, 2014 

I60-1 It has been determined that the Proposed Project 

would have aesthetic impacts, as analyzed in the 

DPEIR, Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics. See response to 

comment I17-5.  In response to the commenters 

statement that the Proposed Project is a “commercial” 

project, please note that the Proposed Project is 

categorized by the County Zoning Ordinance as a 

“Civic Use Type” and, more specifically, as a “Major 

Impact Services and Utilities” land use.  

I60-2 The County acknowledges the commenter’s support 

for the No Project Alternative. The decision makers 

will consider all information in the FPEIR and related 

documents before making a decision on the Proposed 

Project. The information in this comment will be 

provided in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 

the decision makers. 

In response to the commenter’s statement that the 

DPEIR’s range of alternative locations considered for 

the Proposed Project was too narrow or in violation 

of the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), see common response ALT1 and response 

to comment O10-7.  
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I60-3 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in 

the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers. 

 The Guidelines for Determining Significance and 

Report Format and Content Requirements: 

Groundwater Resources (County of San Diego 2007), 

were developed by a technical panel and the County 

Geologist. In addition, as described in the DPEIR, the 

County’s Groundwater Ordinance (Ordinance No. 

9826) establishes standards that discretionary projects 

must meet to be permitted. These rules and guidelines 

were developed not in spite of but because of the 

groundwater-dependent nature of so many parts of San 

Diego County. 

 For example, as written in the County guidelines:  

  “Since 1991, with the adoption of the 

Groundwater Ordinance and associated DPLU 

policy ‘County Standards for Site Specific 

Hydrogeologic Investigations,’ projects in 

fractured rock basins have been required to 

meet this 50% criterion. The 50% criterion was 

established to address the unique 

characteristics of the County fractured rock 

aquifers which are characterized by limited 

storage capacity and very limited groundwater 

recharge during droughts and excess recharge 

during wet periods.” 
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 The types of studies suggested are not necessary to 

adequately evaluate the groundwater impacts of the 

Proposed Project against the County’s significance 

thresholds. Aquifer tests performed at the Rugged and 

Tierra Del Sol sites included nearby wells that were 

monitored during testing which provided site-specific 

information for aquifer testing.  See also common 

responses WR1 and WR2 and response to comment 

I38-48. The DPEIR includes summarized technical 

data pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, and provides sufficient material “to permit 

full assessment of significant environmental impacts 

by reviewing agencies and members of the public.” 

Any reports associated with technical analysis were 

made available for public review. 

I60-4 The County acknowledges that the basis of the 

drawdown calculation of 19.9 feet of drawdown at the 

nearest residential well in the DPEIR, Section 3.1.5, 

was unclear. Therefore, the DPEIR has been edited to 

include the following language: 

 “One of the conditions of the Major Use Permit for the 

Tierra del Sol Solar Farm to be required by the County 

is that the on-site well (Well B) will not be permitted 

to produce more than 18 acre-feet of water over the 

year-long construction period, with an additional limit 

of no more than 7 acre-feet over the first 90 days of 

construction. The well interference analysis results in a 
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projected drawdown of nearly 20 feet at residential 

wells RM-1 and RM-2 because the groundwater cap 

was imposed to avoid exceedance of County 

thresholds, per calculation of projected well 

interference using the Cooper-Jacob approximation of 

the Theis non-equilibrium flow equation. The analysis 

model for well interference used is reasonably 

conservative for several reasons: 1) it assumes no 

recharge, 2) it assumes a storage co-efficient of 0.001 

(1 x 10-3) and 3) it assumes that the shallow aquifer 

accessed by the nearest residential well is connected to 

the deep aquifer accessed by Well B (i.e., that the 

drawdown in the fractured rock aquifer results in equal 

drawdown in the alluvial aquifer).” 

These revisions to the DPEIR are presented in 

strikeout/underline format. The changes do not raise 

important new issues about significant effects on the 

environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term 

is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 The impact is considered less than significant for 

reasons further explained in the DPEIR, Section 3.1.5. 

As part of the Proposed Project, the applicant will 

implement a Groundwater Monitoring and 

Mitigation Plan (GMMP) in accordance with M-BI-

PP-15. Implementation of the GMMP is a condition 

of the MUP.  
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I60-5 Please refer to common response WR1. 

I60-6 Please refer to common response WR1. 

I60-7 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in 

the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 

decision makers. 

I60-8 Please refer to common response WR2 and response to 

comment I10-1 and Appendix 9.0-2 of the DPEIR. 

I60-9 The County disagrees that the CPV trackers would 

disperse heat to neighboring properties. Although the 

CPV trackers would be hot to the touch as a result of 

solar energy absorption, the trackers are designed to 

absorb light energy inwards toward the panel to 

produce electricity. As opposed to mirrors, which 

redirect the sun, trackers use Fresnel lenses to 

concentrate sunlight inside the tracker to produce 

electricity; therefore, they would not noticeably 

affect the temperature of the surrounding area. 

Temperatures below the trackers would be nearly 

the same as ambient temperatures in ordinary shade. 

Ultimately, although the trackers do create heat due 

to dissipation of the heat in the solar modules, the 

trackers also create shade. The heat generated from 

the trackers is natural; without the presence of the 

trackers the heat would still be present, but less 

localized, and all the solar irradiance would be 

dissipated into heat in the environment. Therefore, 
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the trackers are not anticipated to cause a rise in 

temperatures at the site above what would otherwise 

occur without the Proposed Project, nor would wind 

disperse heat to neighboring properties. Also see 

response to comments I91-5 and I95-18. 

I60-10 Potential impacts related to the removal of vegetation 

as part of the Proposed Project were considered and 

addressed in Section 2.3, Biological Resources, of the 

DPEIR. Based on the environmental evaluation, it has 

been determined that the Proposed Project would have 

a less than significant impact to biological resources, 

including wildlife and vegetative communities, with 

the implementation of mitigation. 

I60-11 The County acknowledges the commenter’s support of 

the comments made by the Boulevard Planning Group. 

In response to the commenters statement that the 

DPEIR is inadequate and/or deficient, the Proposed 

Project is in conformance with CEQA.  The DPEIR 

evaluated the whole of the action and analyzed each 

environmental subject area with regard to potential 

adverse effects, as well as a reasonable range of 

alternatives. In addition, the DPEIR is consistent with 

the County’s EIR Format and General Content 

Requirements, dated September 26, 2006. 
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