Response to Comments

Comment Letter C2

BOULEVARD PLANNING GROUP

PO BOx 1272, BOULEVARD, CA 21905

March 2, 2014

Robert Hingtgen, ECEGV[& P\j
g:\w&smntm Services MAR 03 204 '_/J“I
Snomn AT Deveopment Samices

VIA: Robert hingteen@sdcounty.ca.ov

RE; Comments on Soitec Solar Development Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (OPEIR):
3800 12-010; Tierra Del Sol, 3300 12-010 (MUP), 3600 12-005 (REZ), 3921 77-046-01 (AP); Rugged
Solar, 3300 12007 (MUP); Environmental LOG NO.: 3910 120005(ER) & Request of re-circulation of a
revised DEIR

Dear Mr. Hingtgen,

Thank you for participating at our February 6™ Boulevard Planning Group meeting, with County staff and
representatives from Soitec and Dudek, and for taking time to meet with impacted residents adjacent to
the Soitec Solar Project sites and Los Robles alternative sites, along with Ashley Gungle, Mindy fogg and
Donna Beddow.

o re-endorse our peevious actions 1o oppose 80 MW Rugged Solar (6-14-12), 60 MW Tierra Del Sol
Solar (8:2-12), and 6.5 MW LanWest Solar (5-3-12)

* oppose the Soitec Solar Draft Programmatic EIR, the 22MW LanEast project, and newly
proposed Los Robles alternative site(s)

® authorize the Chair to submit formal detalied comments for the Group that include issues and
concerns ralsed and any new information that becomes avallable.

Therefore, our Group wants to go on record that the scale and scope of Soltec’s four projects (Rugged
Solar, Tierra Del Sol Solar, LanWest and LanEast) , with panel space square footage equal to
approximately 48 Walmart Supercenters, proposed for 1,500 acres of our fire-prone, groundwater
dependent, and predominantly low-income community, the new 1,490 alternative Los Robles site, the
related Draft PER, supporting documents, and growing Administrative Record, are incredibly complex,
confusing, repetitive, overwhelming. and filled with inaccuracies, Inconsistencles, errors, and omissions,

The County’s primary obligation, to carefully protect the health, safety and economic interests of the
citizens In their jurisdiction, cannot be met through these projects, or by approving the flawed and
Inadequate DPEIR. Nor can the Mission Statement be met: “To enhance the safety and Ivabilty of
communities through the efficient application of land use programs that balance growth and
conservation.®

Soltec’s experimental behemoths don't belong In wildfire corridors, residential areas, 100 feet from
front doors, or intruding into 100 year floodplains, wetlands, wildife habitat and movement corridors.

Cc2-1

c2-2

C2-1

C2-2

C2-3

Response to Comment Letter C2

Boulevard Planning Group
Donna Tisdale
March 3, 2014

The County acknowledges the actions taken by the
Boulevard Community Planning Group (BCPG) on
February 6, 2014 including recommendations to
oppose the proposed project and DPEIR. Ultimately,
the decision makers must determine whether to
approve the Proposed Project or any alternatives. The
information in this letter will be in the Final Project
Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for review and
consideration by the decision makers.

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers. The BCPG’s general assertions with
regards to the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (DPEIR) do not raise specific issues for which
a response can be provided; specific comments
regarding Project impacts and the adequacy of the
DPEIR are addressed below.

The County acknowledges the BCPG’s view of the
Mission Statement in relation to the proposed project.

1 l Boulevard Planning Group’s comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3.2:14 HOWCVCI‘, thlS Comment dOCS not raise an
environmental issue for which a response is required.

Ultimately, the decision makers must determine how
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The two photographs below were taken by Donna Tisdale on December 8, 2013 at Soitec’s Newberry
Solar 1 project in Newberry Springs, east o f Barstow.

the County of San Diego (County) can best meet its
objectives. The information in this comment will be in
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers.

c2:5 C2-4 The County acknowledges the BCPG’s opposition to
the Proposed Project. The information in this comment
will be in the FPEIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers. Specific impacts of the Proposed
Soitec’s Boulevard projects ig: the intent of the General Plan Update and the Bowlevard Com: : : : : :
PR e doon wasscaamsey bechesaniy davelapiouss s v ek ot et ol BRI 26 Project related to visual impacts, including glare,
presence of sensitive resources, and to reduce the risk of wildfire that additional development . . . .
represents. These projects will increase public heaith and safety risks through well intecference, ght floodplains, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and movement
and glare, increased wildfire risk from malfunctioning electrical equipment and increased lightning
strikes, increased electrical fieids and related pollution and electromagnetic interference with natiral c2-7 corridors have been considered and addressed in
and m S fk(lmal and ation systems, signficant adverse impacts to visual, cultural, .
ot S R S s a5 i bosee i DPEIR Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 2.3,
The craft E1R s 50 fundamentally flswed, inadequate, and conchisory in aature that meaningful public Biological Resources, and Chapter 3.1.5.3.1,
review, comenent, and informed decision making are prechaded. Making an Informed decision, as c2-8 .
required by CEQA, is simply impossible based on what has been presented and 4o the Hydrology and Drainage Patterns. Also, please refer to
public and decision makers by Soitec , Dudek, their representatives, and others. .
the response to comment I82-3 regarding the
The extended CEQA comment period, and avallable Administrative Record documents, provide evidence
that even County staff has not had enough time t: perly review and critique the entire DPEIR and 1hili 1 1 1
e o m;m.wmih:::k o et e Do ol compatibility of the proposed project sites with local
D B o sepants B 20 Moty el e s B S B ey C29 zoning and land use plans, the response to comment
LanEast, and Los Robles should be eliminated for lack of information, lack of MUP applications, and lack . . . .
of progress on these projects by the applicant, and sensitive kocations 100 close o exiting homes and 198-8 related to intrusion into 100-year floodplains,
other sensitive receptors.
and the responses to comments O10-80 through O10-
There are no evident benefits from these projects for the community of Boulevard and our
disproportionately impacted residents and resources. Asy alleged mitigation, mitigation funds / off 1 1
would come at great expense and irreparable harm overall. John G?bwn, rm:ommcm:nmn ot C2-10 84 on the rlSk Of Wlldﬁre'
Companies, Rough Acres Water Company, Rough Acres Foundation, Waterstone Support Foundation,
Vista Oaks Business Park and Harmony Grove Partners, stated publically that any and all donations froen
Rugged Solar wil go to €l Cajon. C2-5 The County acknowledges that the photos are from
We incorporate by reference all of our previous comments filed on these projects, our 7 s 1 111 1 1T
st bevetrpdm el el D s Soitec’s Newberry Springs facility which utilizes
b similar technology as the proposed project. The photos
2 [ Povievard Planeing Group's comments on Saiec Solar's Drat PO FExT indicate the scale of the CPV trackers and the potential
for glare from the CPV panels mounted on the
. ot includi
trackers. The scope of the proposed project including a
description of all components is contained in Chapter
December 2014 7345
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C2-6

C2-7

1 of the DPEIR and the issue of aesthetics including
glare is addressed in Chapter 2.1.

The DPEIR assesses the Proposed Project’s
conformance with the General Plan and Boulevard
Community Plan (County of San Diego 2010, 2013;
see Section 2.5.3.2 and Appendices 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 of
the DPEIR). Ultimately, the decision makers must
determine whether the Proposed Project complies with
the intent of the General Plan Update and Boulevard
Community Plan. The information in this comment
will be in the FPEIR for review and consideration by
the decision makers.

The Proposed Project’s potential effects related to the
issues raised in this comment are addressed in DPEIR
Chapters 2.0 and 3.0.

The DPEIR provides information regarding potential
health effects and hazards from exposure to electric
and magnetic fields (EMFs); 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
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C2-8

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 commenter’s concerns related to property values
and tourism do not relate to an environmental issue.
Under CEQA, social and economic effects need not be
considered in the DPEIR (14 CCR 15064(e)).The
County addresses specific comments on the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project below.

The County disagrees with this comment. The DPEIR
for the Proposed Project adheres to the dictates of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
(California Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.) and
its QGuidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). 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. The DPEIR
is generally consistent with the County’s EIR Format
and General Content Requirements, dated September
26, 2006. Each chapter of the DPEIR lists references
used in the preparation of that chapter, including the
studies used to support the analysis and conclusions
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C2-9

presented in the DPEIR. The referenced sections
provide all studies used as reference and background
material within the analysis of each applicable section
of the DPEIR. All important data or material was
incorporated directly into the analysis of the DPEIR.
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.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that County staff lacked sufficient time to “review
and critique” the DPEIR and supporting documents.
The Notice of Preparation for the DPEIR was issued
in December 2012, and the DPEIR was issued in
January 2014.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that the County must use its independent authority to
recirculate a revised and corrected DPEIR because the
commenter has provided no significant new information
that requires recirculation (California Public Resources
Code, Section 21092.1; 14 CCR 15088.5).

The County disagrees that the LanEast and LanWest
elements should be removed from the DPEIR. CEQA
provides for programmatic analysis where a series of

December 2014
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actions can be characterized as one large project and
are related (14 CCR 15168(a); see also 14 CCR
15165). LanEast and LanWest are related to the
Rugged solar farm and Tierra del Sol solar farm by
geography, as logical parts in a chain of contemplated
actions by the applicants, and because they would
have generally similar environmental effects that can
be mitigated in similar ways (14 CCR 15168(a); see
also 14 CCR 15165).

The County does not agree that LanWest, LanEast,
and Los Robles should be eliminated from the
Proposed Project for lack of information, lack of
Major Use Permit (MUP) applications, or lack of
progress on these solar farms by the applicants, or
because the sites are located too close to existing
homes and other sensitive receptors. The LanWest
and LanEast solar farms are are reviewed at a
programmatic level. The programmatic nature of the
review of these two project sites is designed to
address project actions at an early stage of the
planning process (14 CCR 15168(b)(1)-15168(b)(4)).

The Los Robles site is analyzed within the DPEIR as a
feasible alternative location and should not be
eliminated from the DPEIR. Sufficient information
exists in the DPEIR for the Los Robles site to be
evaluated as an off-site alternative pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 (see Kings County Farm
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C2-10

Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d
692, 733 (information sufficient to allow an informed
comparison of the impacts of the Proposed Project
with those of the alternatives should be provided)).
See common response ALT3.

One of the primary purposes of an EIR is to identify a
project’s significant effects on the environment
(California  Public  Resources Code, Section
21002.1(a)). Economic or social information related to
the Proposed Project may be included in an EIR or
may be presented in another form by the County (14
CCR 15131). However, any economic or social effect
of the Proposed Project shall not be treated as a
significant effect on the environment (14 CCR
15064(e), 15131(a)). Evidence of economic or social
impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused by
physical changes in the environment is not substantial
evidence that the project may have a significant effect
on the environment (14 CCR 15064(f)(6)).

While an evaluation of the local, County-wide, or
broader economic or social benefits of the Proposed
Project within the Boulevard community is not a
required element of the DPEIR, the County has
provided information in the DPEIR related to local
economic benefits. The Proposed Project will employ
approximately 326 workers during construction and
approximately 33  full-time employees during
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m n«omndarm two morotorium !or broe xdc mduunol and/ov rmmuc energy
projects until new Bowlevard Fire Station Is re-designoted as o stoffed (career) station; is fully
cperotional; and fully stoffed with speciolly trained stoff and equipment for electricol fires ond
driver/operators: M/S: McKernan/Nolond: Possed: 4-0-0°

d approvals in light of the fact that
So'tcc Sow ptonm are proooud bv various lmed mum, Compnm created for these
specific individual projects, that protect the parent companies; thelr parent company stock &
performing poorly (see below) and numercus independent contractors will be involved, which
may ralse daputes a3 10 who s ultimately liable for project failures, malfunctions, damages,
groundwater impacts, other off-site impacts, and more.

3. Are<circulated Draft EIR, not a Programmatic EIR, o3 Soitec successfisly requested, s
warranted for reasons that include but are not limited to the following:

-)&nnmmm!mmm

mmmm._mmn_mm n many ways mdbdlnc 'N' 'm
that LanWest, Lantast, and Los Robles do not have related Major Use Permits or
adequate analyses; inaccurate and valid project descriptions; incorrect and missing
Information; inaccurate and inconsistent maps; incorrect base information which
underestimates project GHG generation by using 30 year ke instead of 25 year Power
Purchase Ag and undere water use by significant amounts of

at least 30%, and other significant erroes and omissions, as documented in these
comments and the attached extensive, yet incomplete, Tst of errors and omissions.

Coumy naﬂ to dose IM case md to pfvvlde any moneury vduod (5-30-13)" warrants
removal of LanWest from the DPEIR. it showld be considered a dead project.

surveys; u-d mm in addition to the sensitive site location with wetlands,
groundwater dependent habitat, impacts to intermittent Walker Creek, proximity to
the Walkker Canyon Ecological Preserve , where surface and groundwater water flow
from the LanWest and LanEast sites through Walker Creek/Canyon acea into the SW
comer of Anza Borrego Desert State Park and Carrizo Creek, where wildiife, inchading
protected Bighom Sheep (Critical Habitat) and Golden Eagles forage and reproduce

' BPG misutes for 12-5-13: hito.//www sceunty LA o /Rds/docs/PG/BO1II205MI oot
* Dudei/ County MOU: hisa.//wom sdkounty. ca 80w/ pds/cena/Soines- Documents/Record-Documents/2012-05-11
Memeraedums-of Understanding -ce- Tierra-Del-5od Solac- LLC-Project- pof

C2-12

C2-13

C2-14

C2-15

C2-16

C2-17

C2-11

operation (DPEIR, 1.0-39, Tables 1-3, 1-5). Also, as
stated in Chapter 3.17, Public Services, of the DEPIR,
the Proposed Project will contribute funding to
improve local emergency response capabilities in the
project area (see Section 3.1.7.3.1, Fire and
Emergency Medical Response Capabilities). The
Proposed Project, has also received updated Project
Facility Availability Forms from the San Diego
County Fire Authority indicating that existing
facilities will be adequate to provide fire protection
services for the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farms
with a developer agreement or similar finding
mechanism. See Section 3.1.7, Public Services, for a
discussion of PDF-PS-1 that would be implemented by
the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farm projects to
include a fair share contribution to fund the provision
of appropriate fire and emergency medical services for
the project area.

This comment is acknowledged. The County has
reviewed all comments submitted on this Proposed
Project as well as the Boulevard Planning Group
minutes and summaries that are included in the
administrative record for the Proposed Project. This
comment does not raise specific issues related to the

- AR tec-Documents/Resord Docyuments/2013-03-30-Oark Crawford: . :
e e e — Proposed Project or the adequacy of the environmental
lan ¥ Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3:2- . . .o, .
3 | Sovlevend Plonning Groue's comments on SoRec Solrs Oty re “ analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.
December 2014 7345
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C2-12

C2-13

The County acknowledges the Boulevard Planning
Group’s recommendation made on December 5, 2013.
This comment will be provided to the decision makers
for their consideration.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that mandatory performance bonds are necessary for
the Proposed Project, including to ensure funding
related to disputes regarding Proposed Project failures,
malfunctions, damages, groundwater impacts, or other
off-site impacts.

Regarding the concern regarding the applicants’ stock
performance and the funding of the applicants’ limited
liability companies, the economic health or funding
sources of the applicants (or parent companies) are not
environmental issues that are properly the subject of the
DPEIR and such comments do not require a response.

To the extent that the commenter is concerned about
funding of mitigation requirements, such as the
funding of habitat preserves or contribution to local
fire and emergency response capabilities, the County
will adopt a mitigation reporting and monitoring
program (MMRP) for the Proposed Project in
accordance with CEQA (California Public Resources
Code, Sections 21081(a)(1), 21081.6; 14 CCR
15097(a); DPEIR PDF-PS-1, pp. 4.1.4-46, 3.1.7-11;
DPEIR M-BI-PP-1, pp. 2.3-174 to 2.3-176). The
MMRP must be designed to ensure compliance during
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C2-14

implementation of the Proposed Project and the
County is  responsible for ensuring that
implementation of mitigation measures occurs in
accordance with the MMRP (14 CCR 15097(a)).
Mitigation measures in the DPEIR will be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other measures (California Public Resources Code,
Sections 21081.6, 21183(d)). Furthermore, CEQA
does not require the applicants to provide financial
assurances that mitigation measures and their required
monitoring will be funded (see Santa Clarita
Organization for Planning the Environment v. County
of Los Angeles (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 149, 163). As
a separate requirement, the County Zoning Ordinance
requires that the operator of a solar farm provide
security to ensure the removal of the solar farm, in a
form and amount to be determined by the Director of
Planning and Development Services (County Zoning
Ordinance, Section 6952.b.3; DPEIR, p. 1.0-19).

The commenter is referred to the responses to
comments C2-9 (programmatic CEQA analysis) and
016-2 (fast tracking), as well as common response
WRI1 (revised water demand estimates) in Chapter 9.0.
As shown in common response WR1, the commenter
is correct in that additional water demand needed for
construction activities was determined to increase by
an additional 50 acre feet or 38%. The County
disagrees that its estimation of GHG emissions
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(known to inhabit the area), and adjacent to I-8 and Historic Route 80 that are both
designated scenic by the County. This project must be removed.
ite additios c chosure of Soite 01 bles site, and DPEIR selection as the
ly superior A r rkspne lht lod of a MUP application and
adequate project details, should have been disclosed to the Boulevard Planning Group,
impacted property owners, and the community in general, back when Soitec requested
2 PEIR for 250MW* (8-31-12), when POS responded to Soltec on 9-27-12°, or even

during the PEIR scoping process in Ox ber 2012--not belatedly in the Draft PEIR—
with no real mformation, analyses, or supporting evidence. Los Robles site must be
removed.

1. Lack of Need & feasible alternative: The CPUC’s Resolution E-4637" (1-16-14) approved
SDGAE's 3 amendemaent to their Soitec Solar Power Purchase Agreement to relocate
the projects and grid interconnection of Soltec’s Boulevard projects 10 already approved
and permitted sites on converted farmland in Imperial County, that have survived
litigation. The new sites have a gen-tie already constructed; they will reduce impacts,
and increase the viability of the project —according to SOGEE's Advice Letter 2552-7
that was approved by CPUC Resolution E-4637.

£ Lack of Need: The CPUC approved SOGAE AL 2476-E (| £-4600)" auth =3
bundied energy sales, starting 1-1-14, from Soitec’s nom-existent Boulevard projects to
Exelon Generation Company, showing a lack of need for the projects and related energy

for SOGLE's service ares and payers. The p | sale of g energy from
these yet-to-be-bullt projects seems to warrant an Mstuuon

m Yhen mnds are too npemrn loc mcpmn tax payers md lor
Boulevard's impacted human and natural rescurces. They cannot compete without
tp«ol pfmlqn and treatment.

project. However, if the project is built the gen-tie should be placed underground to
reduce EMF impacts, related fire risk and ca phic losses, imped to fire
f"'“‘b avian impacts, and more,

Aeaeat-for PER pof

%fm scounty ca nov/pds/cegalSonec-Documents/Record Documents/2012 0927 -David- SRt Letter-
prSonec-PEIR-Request-Lester paf
¥ CPUC Approved Resolution E-4637 Amending SDGEE's Soiec PPA
hMmmmmﬂw:hND«MrsﬂmﬂWﬂ}‘ﬂM!ﬁ

TaL2ss2:€ hisp/lregarchin

ww AL2476- Resoktion E-4600: Mty /Iruvdwc sdge.com/tm2/pdf/2476-€ pat

' SDGEE's amanded PPA @ page 7-2. 7-6, 7-10: hitp://regarchive sdge som/im2/pdf/2552 £ pdt

" 6 x $559,000 / mile for overhead; 6 x $2 million/mile for underground
JaJmemn.umMmMm oom«nm«w O«umu{muﬂlnﬁuh Vigansky-

4 Boulevard Planning Group's comments on Soitec Solar’s mn mn

C217
Cont

C2-18

C2-19

C2-20

Cc2-21

C2-22

Cc2-23

102-24

C2-15

C2-16

C2-17

associated with the Project 1is inaccurate or
unsupported. Statements regarding “inaccurate and
invalid project descriptions; incorrect and missing
information; inaccurate and inconsistent maps” lack
sufficient specificity to allow for further response.

The commenter is referred to response to comment
C2-8 above.

The commenter is referred to the response to comment
C2-9. The County disagrees that the applicants’
withdrawal of the LanWest MUP application (12-002)
warrants removal of LanWest from the DPEIR. The
applicant has indicated that while it is not currently
pursuing approval of a MUP for LanWest, it could do
so in the foreseeable future.

The commenter is referred to the responses to comments
C2-9 and C2-16, which justify the use of programmatic
analysis for LanEast and LanWest. The DPEIR explains
that LanEast and LanWest are analyzed at a
programmatic level of review as sufficient project-level
data has not been developed. Where information
regarding LanEast and LanWest is insufficient to
evaluate the significance of environmental impacts, the
DPEIR notes that fact and reserves such analysis to a
future project-level environmental review after a MUP
application is submitted.
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C2-18

C2-19

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that the Los Robles site must be removed from the
DPEIR as an alternative site location. Alternatives
need not be analyzed at the same level of detail as the
Proposed Project (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). Furthermore,
it would not be appropriate for the County to
“remove” the Los Robles site from consideration in
the DPEIR. The County is required to analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed
Project, or to the location of the Proposed Project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any
of the significant effects of the Proposed Project (14
CCR 15126.6(a), 15126.6(f)(2)). The County has
concluded that the Los Robles site meets the initial
screening threshold for consideration in the DPEIR.
Finally, CEQA does not require disclosure of
alternative site locations prior to publication of a draft
EIR. The commenter is also referred to response to
comment C2-9, above, and common response ALT 3
in Chapter 9.0.

The commenter is referred to response O10-7. The
commenter’s reference to California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) Resolution E-4637 does not
concern an environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no
further response is required.

December 2014
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C2-20

C2-21

C2-22

C2-23

The County disagrees that any investigation is
required. The commenter is referred to the responses
to comments C2-19 and O10-7. The comment
regarding the sale of energy from the Project does not
concern an environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no
further response is required.

The commenter is referred to responses O10-7 (the
Proposed Project is not connected to a Power
Purchasing Agreement (PPA)). The comment does not
concern an environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no
further response is required.

The commenter’s reference to the financial cost of the
Tierra del Sol solar farm’s gen-tie line does not
concern an environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no
further response is required.

The commenter’s preference to underground the Tierra
del Sol gen-tie line is acknowledged. Potential impacts
related to EMF, fire risk and emergency response
capabilities, and dangers to avian species were analyzed
in the DPEIR (Sections 2.3, 3.1.7, 3.1.9). The County
found that impacts associated with fire risk and
emergency response capabilities would be less than
significant. Similarly, potential impacts to biological
resources, including avian species and impacts from
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transmission lines, would be less than significant with
the implementation of mitigation. The County does not
documented in their STE application for their CPV manufacturing facility in Rancho A X
Bernardo, and In the latest California Aterative Energy And Transportation Financing C2:24 evaluate the potential effects of EMF under CEQA, but
Authority (CAEATFA STE report dated 2-1-14)"" They have already used $10.44 million of . . . . .
thetstimted 9.3 millon STE whie gratating ol 10% o1 0 f he bk Cont has provided information for the public in DPEIR
L L ' Section 3.1.4.5 and in Appendix 9.0-1.
Iaborlon:e xcorﬁmloiod«‘s b ,lDCmf‘ 8l s website'” and
Newberry Springs residents who witnessed the construction, and the high mmbevol €225 . .
Post construction non-operating (stowed or restrained) CPV trackers, and crews from The DPEIR analyzed two project alternatives that
out of the area that are on-site dally—when the site is supposed to be unmanned . . .
e¢'s vertical and inoperable tracker,in Newberry Solar 1 photo below (Tisdale 12-27- — included full undergrounding of the Tierra del Sol gen-
m restrained in place with a cable to the ground, others are horizontal, and panels o . . .
are washed manuaty. Noise from the washer generator was obvious n the otherwise c2-27 tie. A comparison of the environmental effects of the
B S = alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 3 and 4) and the
h . .9
Proposed Project is presented in DPEIR Section 4.3.3
and 4.3 4.
The County appreciates this information and will take
L ek, Soitec’s reported 52 week stock high o it into consideration. Ultimately, the decision makers
{converted from pounds) and low of $1.84 (S.0.it.e.c. (SOLEuronext Paris)™ . This . .
raises concerns with theie fieancial viabiéty and abilty to see these expensive and C2.2 must determine how the County can best meet its
experimental CPV projects through and/or to avoid potential bankruptcy or default, . . . . . . . .
g thers o desna s o oyl mes o e et objectives. The information in this comment will be in
= & . : . . .
D20, 15 mitklesepected et =%0 Ut skictvce 10 AL I COpb/S RAD the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
efforts would have been considerably reduced: it would for example have abandoned C2-30 ot
development of high-efficiency cells, considered to be an excessive risk. This would deClSlOH makers'
undoubtedly have affected the development of the CPV sector
n. SDGRE is adding gas-fired power-plants, inchuding the 300MW Pio Pico Energy Center
{2011-AFC-1) approved in 2014; SS8MW NRG Carisbad (2007-AFC-6) approved in 2012; 5 C2-24 The commenter’s reference to employment figures
and they are negotiating for additional peaker plants'. There Is no supporting evidence C2- . . h h h 1 .
that any gas-ficed plants or related GHG are being replaced through the Soitec Solar v associated with the concentrator photovoltaic (CPV)
" CAEATFA Sales & Use Tax Exchasion (STE] report doted 2-1-14: see R31 & 32 @ sage 2 panel manufacturing facility does not concern an
TR L weprw 1 iy €. £ SR s 0 iants/consdeced od! . . . .
i R ORISR0 G environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and
ner Newderry bhte//Dlatinerenerty.Com/Rromcis/onwier - solar geoiect/
e tocks/snaeshot/saapshot asp : :
oS Rt e e e 5 ey the DPEIR. Accordingly, no further response is
“cscggf g o bt 00y SO ioecueslal piecilind required. The County disagrees that the reference cited
5 | Boulevard Planning Group’s comments on Soltec Solar’s Oraft PEIR 32414 , .
by the commenter supports the commenter’s assertion.
The commenter has misconstrued the meaning of the
statistics reported by the state regarding the California
Sales and Use Tax Exclusion (STE) Program. The state
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C2-25

created the STE Program (for which Soitec Solar
Industries LLC has qualified) “to provide a sales and
use tax exclusion on equipment and machinery used in
an advanced manufacturing process” (CAEATFA 2014,
Introduction). The STE Program has an annual limit of
$100 million in sales and use tax exclusion awards, and
an applicant is only accepted into the program after a
positive evaluation of the fiscal and environmental
benefits of the project (CAEATFA 2014, p. 3). The
state’s 2013 annual report (CAEATFA 2014) shows the
STE program results for Soitec Solar Industries LLC.
The report indicates that of 513 total jobs expected to
be created by Soitec, 52 of those jobs were expected to
be created by the benefits provided by the STE Program
(CAEATFA 2014, Appendix A, p. A-2).

The commenter’s reference to construction employment
at the Newberry Solar 1 solar farm does not concern an
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and
the DPEIR. Accordingly, no further response is
required. The County disagrees with the commenter’s
assertion that Newberry Solar 1’s construction
employment is predictive of future employment for the
Proposed Project. The Rugged solar farm and Tierra del
Sol solar farm have qualified as environmental
leadership projects under Assembly Bill (AB) 900, and
the Governor has certified that the projects will create
high-wage, highly skilled jobs as specified in California
Public Resources Code, Section 21183(b).
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C2-26

C2-27

C2-28

C2-29

The commenter’s reference to the status of a particular
tracker on December 27, 2013, at the Newberry Solar
1 solar farm does not concern an environmental issue
regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR.
Washing of the proposed project’s CPV trackers is
described in DPEIR Chapter 1.2.1.1.

The commenter’s reference to noise associated with
tracker washing at the Newberry Solar 1 solar farm
does not concern an environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. The commenter is
directed to DPEIR Chapter 2.6.3.1 which addresses
noise associated with washing the CPV trackers of the
proposed project.

The commenter is directed to DPEIR Chapter 2.1.3.3
and Appendix 2.1-3 (Boulevard Glare Study) which
addresses potential impacts related to glare from the
proposed project.

The commenter’s reference to Soitec’s European stock
price during an unspecified 52-week period does not
concern an environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. The County
disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that Soitec’s
financial status in Europe is relevant to determining
whether it would be able to decommission the
Proposed Project because the County Zoning
Ordinance requires the applicants to post a removal
surety prior to construction (Zoning Ordinance,
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Project, as claimed in the DPEIR. SDGEE’s applications actually state that the

Section 6952(b)(3)(d)), as discussed in the DPEIR (pp.
1.0-18 to 1.0-19). See the response to comment C2-47
(CPV trackers are not experimental).

Intermittent and uncelisble nature of renewable energy projects requires additional C2-31
ER— cont C2-30 The commenter’s reference to research funding
o o figial Dros o Y
:’;;f,’(‘f; x:::::m*:zrm::;:rﬂ:x:x ol 5 received by Soitec does not concern an environmental
.".‘2‘32.’.212‘:".:3;‘“;“.;".;’,:% mm;; P me issue regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR.
, e Accordingly, no further response is required. The
ientified as the new $29 millon Boulevard Border Patrol station on Ribbonwood County notes, however, that Soitec recently announced
Road’". However, that Border Patrol property ls:fw 31 acres as documented in the C2-33 . . .
Sobol sl o the e o ona” s i coadine s of i 135 that it achieved a world record for the conversion of
million project, 1 nty's comment letter on the project’s PEA. This meons
the GAL/ACRE was underestimated by ot least 30%. In 03dition, £0 Supporting sunlight into electricity by achieving 44.7% efficiency
documentotion was /ow 10 support the 24,000 GAL/ACRE figure.
Q ’ ? (see Fraunhofer ISE et al. 2013).
mmmm lor on-site md oH»m ¢rooodwnev Impacts,
and thelr incorrect denkal of aquifer Interconnections between Golf Club irrigation wells, C2-34
adjacent peivate wells, and groundwater dependent habitat, resulted in curtailment of - 1 1
e Sh i S S g R s i C2-31 The commenter is directed to the responses to
significant and unsafe deop in water levels”. Dudel’s bias towards developers seems - 1
e e e ey C2.35 comments O10-8 (reduction of greenhouse gases
I N S o = —— (GHGs) and consumption of fossil fuels) and O10-106
i i 0 [ million galions’
ralses ahmuhthal ::mlav q:ur:;m:malm are being o::'twafd for Soﬁ« s C2-36 (San OnOfre Nuc1ear Generating Station (SONGS)
propects, with insufficient and con ing information to support the claims that iImpacts
b bigiican. Wo strongly csagrs s objct 1o et unsupparted conchusion shutdown requires replacement of 2 gigawatts of
s 0 L+ VO4 4 Akl S
electricity generation).
sich, The new private for-profit company raises concerns with cumuldative groundwater
impacts, growth inducement, and other questions regarding unpermitted uses and
potential clandestine water use and sales are also of concern. With water tanker trucks C2-37 02_32 The commenter CiteS GOVGI'nOI‘ BI‘OWH’S drought
currently being stored on-site at Rough Acres Ranch property, stashed tightly behind a
P e proclamation without reference to the adequacy of the
DPEIR analysis. The commenter is referred to DPEIR
fj_wmmﬂgggém« Documenta/Recerd:Oocumenta/2014.02:18 OonnaTidele-emas- Section 3.1.5.3.4 and Appendices 3.1.5-5 and 3.1.5-6
e e (Section 3.1.2, specifically), which indicate the water
® ECO Substation Amended Water Supply Man .. .
Ll e O O Gl O A S S 0NN NGO balance analysis included periods of drought.
* Rough Acres Water Company, Inc filed with the SO5 on Juse 4, 2012 b
6 I Bowlevard Plaaning Group's comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft POIR 3214
C2-33 The County acknowledges the correct acreage of the
Boulevard Border Patrol Station and has revised the
construction ~ water demand  estimation  sheets
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C2-34

C2-35

C2-36

accordingly. The amount of water needed for
construction of the proposed project was underestimated
and additional analysis has been provided. Please refer to
common response WR1 in Chapter 9.0 and response to
comment C2-14 above.

The commenter’s reference to a groundwater analysis
for the City of Poway does not concern an
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project
and the DPEIR. No response is required for comments
based on issues or events related to other projects, or
without  specific reference to the analysis
methodologies used in the DPEIR. Accordingly, no
further response is required.

The commenter is referred to the response to
comment C2-34. The commenter’s opinion
regarding the Dudek firm does not concern a
significant environmental issue regarding the
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Applicants are
responsible for selecting and direct contracting with
specific consultants from the County’s list of
approved consultants to prepare CEQA documents
for private projects; however, the County retains
approval authority over the documents prepared by
approved consultants.

The commenter is referred to the response to comment
C2-14 and to common response WR1 in Chapter 9.0.
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wﬂm.u the Rou(h A(res Water Permn lSWS 383100 lot lhe Mamann
Companies , is described as a public water system designed to provide potable water to
one lodge with kitchen ten bedrooms, forty-four apartments, two bunk houses, and two
Barns with one primary ground water source: 2well 2 (PS Code 3705068-002) and
storage consists of one (1) 75,000 gation concrete above ground storage tank and two
(2) 250 nlbn pfeuuu tanks located next 1o the well heads.

WM wﬁose .rudn of ln«uwu-on m(rin ulrs o
shareholders and entities of the state, to the for-profit and privately held Rough Acres
panies) should be igated for

by both entities.

Water Company, bnc, (owned by Hamann C
potential and/or misrepe

Mm addu-on to uks to Yule w-nd md [CO wmuwn rase uums lov
community members, business owners , and surrounding well owners . Bulk water sales
for non-domestic purposes may alio violate their domestic water supply permit # 05-14-
029015 which appears to limit sales for domestic purposes™ within the city of Jacumba
sphere of influence map that™

mmw lrom lho 'orm" Rough Acres ﬂodx Cmsm and C:mnl
MUP 3300-12-020(P12-020), 3300-12-021(P-12-021), was dore quietly and mot
adequately analyzed for notse, water use, visual impacts, duration and potential use by
other projects,

owners, ond me public in geneul xrm Sonec m m«a an apm'm for ABSCO
certéication and fast-tracking™ —thereby denying us equal protections under the law,
our rights, and any limited opportunity to provide comments and corrections on that
application. It seems the County was made aware prior to February 2013,” and staff
confirmed they had not communicated with the Bowlevard Planning Group

# LAFCO's Rowgh Acres Water Company Map
hito:/www sdlafoo oop/imagen/MutuaWaterCompanyMapy Rough N 20ACr e s % 20Water N 20Companmy od!
= )CS0 permit @ pages 25-320f the (CO Substation Amended Water Supply Plan dated Xty 3, 2013
* See pages 25-30 of £C0 Substation Amended Water Supply Mas; LAFCO JCSD District Background
bttp./Awww. sdlafio cop/imanen/Profiles/Profile CSO Jacumbapdf, end XG0 Sehere of infiuence Mag:
hite L weew sdlafeo oop/images/A 1 Tmeps/CS0 _Jacumba, pdf
See page § of ECO Substation Amended Water Supply Man (1ee focenote 20 ink)
* Soitec'sABIOO application: hite://www sdcounty.casov/pdu/ceqa/Soltec- Documents/Record-Documenta/2012-
Amwmuwmmmwmmm: ng-woder-AR-900 o
mﬂm mnnnmmmm»mmgmamau 02-05-Pagrick-Brown-eonail:

[

C2-38

C2-39

C2-40

C2-41

C2-42

C2-43

C2-44

C2-37

C2-38

The County directs the commenter to the DPEIR’s
analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential to have
direct and cumulative impacts on groundwater
(DPEIR, Sections 3.1.5.34 and 3.1.54.2) and
Appendices 3.1.5-5 through 3.1.5-8 and Groundwater
Monitoring and Mitigation Plans for the Tierra del Sol
site, Rigged site, Pine Valley Mutual Water Company,
and the Jacumba Community Services District). The
Rough Acres Water Company’s water sales are
governed by the California Corporations Code, which
places limits on the company’s ability to sell water.
The commenter’s opinion regarding Mr. Gibson does
not concern a significant environmental issue
regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR.
Accordingly, no further response is required.

The County concurs that the Rugged Solar Project
falls within Rough Acres Water Company’s footprint
on the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) map. Potential impacts to groundwater
resources during construction and operation of the
Proposed Project are analyzed in Section 3.1.5.3.4,
Groundwater Resources, of Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology
and Water Quality. As discussed in Section 3.1.5.3.4,
approximately 54 acre-feet of the 83 acre-feet of short-
term water demand associated with the construction of

7] o s e e A FOR e the Rugged Solar Farm will be supplied on-site supply
wells. Water from on-site supply wells would be
purchased from the Rough Acres Water Company and
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C2-39

C2-40

C2-41

C2-42

once permitted, Rugged Solar LLC would become a
member of the Rough Acres Water Company.

The County does not believe that any investigation of
the Pine Valley Mutual Water Company or Rough
Acres Water Company is necessary. The commenter is
referred to responses 1100-3 and 1100-5.

The County agrees that citizens served by JCSD have a
right to be concerned with how JCSD manages the water
supply. The commenter is referred to Common Response
WRI1 in Chapter 9.0, the DPEIR’s analysis of JCSD as a
potential water source for the Proposed Project (DPEIR,
Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.9.3.1, Appendix 3.1.5-8, and
and Groundwater Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for
Jacumba Community Services District).

The County disagrees that water sales from JCSD to
the Proposed Project would violate the law (see
California Government Code, Section 56133(e)
(permitting sale of non-potable water)).

The commenter’s reference to water sales from the
Campo Indian Reservation wells to SDG&E’s ECO
Substation Project does not concern a significant
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and
the DPEIR. Water sales from the Campo Indian
Reservation wells is not within the cumulative scope of
analysis for impacts to groundwater resources for three
reasons: 1) construction of the ECO Substation Project
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C2-43

is nearing completion and will be complete before the
Proposed Project would break ground, 2) the location of
the subject wells on the Campo Indian Reservation is
over 5 miles from any of the water sources identified
for the Proposed Project, and 3) according to the
Amended Construction Water Supply Plan submitted to
CPUC, “the Campo Indian Reservation stopped
providing water for the [ECO Substation Project] as of
November 18, 2013” (SDG&E 2013) Accordingly, no
further response is required.

The County disagrees that the rock crushing and batch
plant facility were added quietly and not adequately
analyzed. The 10-acre temporary batch plant and rock
crushing facility is included as one of the project
components in the DPEIR and is described in detail in
Section 1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR. The facility is only
proposed for use by the Proposed Project.

The rock crushing and batch plant facility would
temporarily be located on the interior of the Rugged
solar farm site and would not be prominently visible in
the fore or middle-ground views from the Key Views
analyzed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. As
such, the facility is not specifically called out in the
aesthetics analysis; however, impacts related to
construction activities and fugitive dust, including those
related to the rock crushing and batch plant facility are
considered and addressed in Section 2.1.3.2.
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Potential noise impacts related to the rock crushing
and batch plant facility are considered and addressed
in Section 2.6.3.2 of the DPEIR.

Mﬂ&! wmcn mduse amnod wnther patterns, mremd risk of wildfire md
extended drought and/or extreme and damaging weather events. Nor did they address
the cumulative impacts from proposed Soitec Solar Development, Tule Wind, Sunrise . :

Powerlink, ECO Substation and more. These predicted changes to our emviconment and was HlCluded m Table 1 -6 (See DPEIR’ Chapter 1 0) as
resources are the basis for local, state, and federal climate change actions and must be
addressed and analyzed in an unbiased and scientifically valid manner.

" Water use for the rock crushing and batch plant facility

a component of the dust control and tracker installation
activities. However, the County has made revisions and

""m uwmnmhw oN w 1 1 191
oy e e R clarifications to the DPEIR. These revisions to the
impacts out. Tierra Del Sol Solar's estimated GHG impact of 2,888 MTCOZE increases c2a6 DPEIR are presented in strikeeut/underline format;
annually from $6 MTCOZ2E anaually @ 30™ years to 116 MTCO2E annually @ 25 years

Rugged Solar's estimated GHG impact of 4,072 increases from annual estimate of 136 refer to Table 1-6 in Chapter 1.0. The revisions include

MYCOZ! @ 30 years™ to 163 MTCO2E. This should be corrected.

: ated sratio o clarifications to the specific water use required by the
m howevev me rul wodd rellabllnv and Ioo( term ptoduclon rates 1o¢

Soitec’s experimental Sth generatjon CPV trackers are unknown and / or undisclosed C2-47 I'OCk Crushing and batCh plant fac111ty Addltlonal
and no substantial evidence i provided In the DPEIR to support the claims made,

clarifications to the operational characteristics of the

the Soltec Sohr(mmw(nlmied o the 34 MW a.. Solar and €0 MW Tierra C2-48 facility, including the duration of operation, are

35'.3&‘2‘?2‘.‘.\’3” Negtion e Seaa e bal presented in strikeeut/underline format; refer to Section

o T Tt e T 249 1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR. Please also refer to common
e crso response WR1 in Chapter 9.0.

2700-15622)should be considered as a Conmected Action project due to Rugged Solar’s
ff. Construction of the new Boslevard Fire Station with the announced co-location and

slosure of Calfire’s White Star station on Tierra Del Sol Road may actually result i the C2-44 The applicants’ AB 900 applications were posted on the
Ioss of one engine and crew and/or the loss of current overtime payments used to C2-51 . . . ,
incentivize reserve frefighters to staff the Boulevard Fire Station that is designated by website maintained for that purpose by the Governor’s

the County as a volunteer station

Office of  Planning & Research (see
http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php) from January 7,

m'lcﬂ\ the Boulhmd Jowmbo Nol Spﬂnp and Campo Plannmg Areas and Y C2-52

™ SOGRL Soitec PPA: Advice Letters 2270-8 and 2270-E-A are eMective November 10, 2011 per Resolution E-4439:

wOPUR @ pega 31319 2013, through February 6, 2013, as required by the
w S AP O o . , guidelines established for AB 900 applications (DPEIR,

ooyt o R AR e Chapter 1.0; see also California Public Resources Code,
SLLC (Kitchen Creek) projects . . .
8 | Bovkevard Planeing Group's comments on Sotec Soar’s Oraf PEIR (EET Section 21184(c)). The County does not believe that it
had any obligation to the Boulevard Planning Group to
notify it of the applicants’ pending AB 900 applications.
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C2-45

The County disagrees that the DPEIR does not address
the predicted climate change impacts. Climate change
has and will continue to create numerous changes to
the world’s and California’s environment. Some of
these effects are described in Section 3.1.3.1.3 of the
DPEIR. Some effects of climate change, such as
reduced snowpack and rising sea levels, would clearly
not impact the Proposed Project. Other effects of
climate change, such as increased temperature;
precipitation; extreme weather events; and timing,
frequency, and behavior of wildfires, are projected to
manifest over decades. While there is consensus on the
likelihoods of such changes, the predicted magnitude
is uncertain and highly variable due to variability of
climate change models, projected future levels of
GHGs in the atmosphere, and efforts by states and
nations to reduce GHGs from current levels. A
specific evaluation of such impacts in the project area
1s too speculative at this time.

The County disagrees that the cumulative impacts
of climate change (i.e., GHGs) from the Proposed
Project, Tule Wind project, Sunrise Powerlink,
ECO Substation Project, and other projects must be
addressed. As stated in Section 3.1.3.4 of the
DPEIR, climate change is recognized as the result
of the cumulative global accumulation of GHG
emissions. Accordingly, under CEQA, a project is
evaluated as to whether its GHG emissions would
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C2-46

constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution
to this significant cumulative impact. An analysis
of other specific projects is not required to make
this determination.

The County disagrees that the Proposed Project’s
construction emissions must be amortized over the
term of a PPA rather than over the life of the Proposed
Project. The lifespan of the solar facility is estimated
to be 30 to 40 years or longer.

Accordingly, using 30 years as the lifetime to amortize
the Proposed Project’s construction emissions is a
reasonable assumption. Even if a 25-year lifetime were
used to gauge the significance of the Proposed
Project’s greenhouse gas emissions, the significance
determination would not change because the Rugged,
Tierra del Sol, LanEast, and LanWest projects would
not generate 900 metric tons of carbon-dioxide
equivalent emissions, either individually or combined.

Furthermore, as stated in the response to comment
010-87, the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farms
have been certified as an Environmental Leadership
Project under AB 900, and the applicants have
committed to obtain voluntary carbon offsets or GHG
credits from a qualified GHG emissions broker to
offset total projected construction and operational
GHG emissions.
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C2-47

C2-48

The County disagrees that the tracker technology
proposed for use by the Proposed Project is
“experimental.” The applicants report that the CPV
tracker technology has been or is being commercially
deployed around the world, including 44 MW in
Touwsrivier, South Africa; 1.5 MW Newberry
Springs, California; 5 MW Borrego Springs,
California (in construction); and 73.5 MW Imperial
County, California (in permitting). The County further
disagrees that the product information provided in the
DPEIR regarding the trackers to be installed at the
Proposed Project does not constitute substantial
evidence (DPEIR, pp. 1.0-6 to 1.0-7, Appendices
3.1.3-1 (TDS GHG report), 3.1.3-2 (Rugged GHG
report)). In response to this comment, the applicants
have submitted additional data sheets on tracker
performance (Soitec, Technical Data Sheet, Soitec
CX-S530-I CPV System 29.4 kWp Concentrix ™
Technology (Soitec 2014)).

The County disagrees that the project description is
not consistently defined in the DPEIR. The DPEIR
explains that the applicants only received AB 900
certification for the Rugged solar farm and Tierra del
Sol solar farm, and that the applicants are not seeking
project-level approvals for LanEast and LanWest at
this time (DPEIR, pp. 1.0-5, 1.0-31). The commenter
is referred to the response to comment O10-7
(Proposed Project not related to PPA). The EIR project
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C2-49

C2-50

description governs the project analyzed in the EIR,
not the AB 900 application, which stated that the
Rugged project would be "up to 84 MW,

The commenter is referred to the response to comment
010-7 (Proposed Project not related to PPA). As stated
in Chapterl1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR, the
Tierra del Sol solar farm would produce up to 60 MW
of alternating current (AC) generating capacity.

Rough Acres Ranch Road is proposed under MUP
3300-09-019 by Iberdrola Renewables and traverses
the Rugged solar farm site from east to west
connecting McCain Valley Road to Ribbonwood
Road. If the road is not constructed under this MUP,
optional Northern and Western access roads are
proposed as part of the Rugged solar farm by the
applicant. As discussed in Section 2.3.1.4 of the
DPEIR, the northern access road would connect
from McCain Valley Road to the northeast portion
of the Rugged solar farm site. The western access
road would connect from Ribbonwood Road to the
northwest portion of the Rugged solar farm site.
These optional access roads are identified on plot
plans prepared for the Rugged Solar Project. Analysis
of optional access roads the Proposed Project may
construct/utilize is provided in relevant chapters of the
revised DPEIR.
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C2-51

The Proposed Project would provide significant
resources to the Boulevard Fire Department via San
Diego County Fire Authority. Resources resulting from
the Proposed Project’s approval will include an initial
Paramedic staff and startup equipment kit and annual
funding for one Paramedic staff firefighter. See Project
Design Feature PDF-PS-1 (Chapter 3.1.7 of the DPEIR).

There is no indication from the comment how co-
locating CalFire and SDCFA personnel within one fire
station would potentially result in the loss of one
engine company and/or the loss of overtime pay. The
SDCFA stated plan is to consolidate into one building
for financial considerations and continuity of
personnel training. CalFire and SDCFA currently have
this same arrangement in other jurisdictions, including
Warner Springs. There is no indication that SDCFA
would change the status of the Boulevard Fire
Department by making it less able to complete its
mission of providing fire and emergency medical
response for the area. Likewise, CalFire has a separate
mission that is focused on protecting the area’s natural
resources. Therefore, it would not be a logical
conclusion to assume that one engine company would
be dissolved. In fact, discussions with the County
during the preparation of the Proposed Project’s
DPEIR indicate that they seek to bolster the staffing at
the Boulevard Station through project-related funding,
resulting in a more reliable and capable fire response.
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from acjacent tribal lands within the last year or 50 which reverses some of the PEIR's
biased statements that our community is ia a transformative state.
hh. The attached list of errors and omissions is extensive yet incomplete due to exorbitant
number of documents, incladed in DPEIR and ever growing Administrative Record, and
insufficient time for complete review.

Taxdor on April 24, 2013 in lhe Sterro Ciub vi Cwnty olSan O-no Cnc No 37- 2012
00101054-CU-TT-CTL™. The that ruling, it states that, " As the court held in CREED, o
progrom EIR moy serve a3 the EIR for o subsequently proposed project only (o the extent

L 1: plates and odk h yzes the p ol tol impocts of the
project. CREED,swpro, 134 Col. App. 4th ot 615%, (emphasis added). The Soitec Solar
DPEIR falls to adequately analyze the potential emviconment impacts of the project and
fails to provide substantial evidence in the record to support their claims of less than
s;mf-am impacts and / or alleged mitigation btnous for moucm( impacts.

m_m Suwor\u ev‘dence Ms not been bated in lhe DDE-R / AR mu
Saitec has permission from the underlying owners who may have the abiity to foreclose
on those properties and to take legal actions for failure 10 pay and/or any other
contractual violations-thereby removing control of those properties from Lansing
and/or Soitec entities. Soitec control should be verified by all owners.

e i sty Mkrogﬁd pro)«u at M-amu
Au Slwon lone(o Sprmgs md UCsSD's nzmw serve as independent on-site
energy generation that can island itself, or help support the grid during emergency
events. 2 Soitec Solar CPV modules | 5.5kW and 22kW) are installed a1 UCSD", along
with other solar and fuel cells demonstrating that Soitec can be used In a distributed
point of use manner. UCSD reports that the microgrid saves them over $800,000 per
month in energy costs. Remote rural projects are subject to the short or long-term
wuinerable long-distance transmission lines and more violent mountain wind, weather,
and wildfire events,

Gibson's request, and confirmation of the MUP application,” is alarming new
information. Aternative mitigation approved, without public notification or comment,
outside the impacted area, and apparent predetermination that the Rugged Solar site
will be approved, are controversial, unacceptable, and should be overturned. The

* hisg.//xobsmedia chtotsefingoncms com/newal/documents/2013/04/22/Fnal Biding pdf
* bt/ /venow.maines. mil/News/tabid/ 3250/ Artcie/ 15 7012/ e0REY-SHRAOCE-00M: - MICTORrid- Fwity 250N
¥ hispudfwenon.sdee. cominewicoom/press reieaen/2013: 11-10/borress sorings eicrogrid-keegs-clectrigity
fowing Culomens
., UCSD microgrid: hita://blogmioce/ihe ucsd microsrsd showing the future of sleciricty todwy ;
= hise/lwenond eere soecgypov/sclac/odiuhase ucsd microgrid pdl
hise./lwww sdcounty Cagov/pds/ceanSones-Documenta/Becord- Doduments/2013 06 18 Frats Golden emad

C2-52
Cont,

C2-53

C2-54

C2-56

C2-56

C2-57

C2-58

C2-59

Fires and emergency medical calls in the area are not
limited to the Boulevard Fire Station response. In fact,
there are several stations that are owned and staffed by
SDCFA, CalFire, San Diego Rural Fire Protection
District (SDRFPD), and USFS within a close
proximity to the Proposed Project. Within the
unincorporated region’s emergency services system,
fire and emergency medical services are provided by
Fire Protection 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 1is 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 site. Statistics provided by
CalFire indicated that there were some 115 fire

e e e
9 | Boukevard Planaing Group's comments on Soltec Solar’s Oraft PEIR 34 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
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C2-52

C2-53

C2-54

C2-55

strike teams. In addition, six aerial tankers were
providing fire retardant drops.

The County disagrees with this comment. The
DPEIR’s characterization of the Boulevard community
as a community with an “evolving character” (see
Section 1.2.2.3 of the DPEIR) due to the the growing
presence of major infrastructure features accounts for
the withdrawal of any previously proposed projects
and is made based on the projects included in the
cumulative analysis as listed in Table 1-12 of the
DPEIR, which include numerous projects beyond
those that the commenter claims have been withdrawn.

The County acknowledges this comment and agrees
that there is a very large volume of project
documentation. The attached list of errors and
omissions is identified and addressed as comment C2-
133 below.

The commenter is referred to response O10-87
(County Climate Action Plan).

The DPEIR identifies several impacts related to the
project some of which were determined to be
unmitigable. In addition to the DPEIR, the FPEIR and
Administrative Record will comprise the substantial
evidence that will be presented to decision-makers for
a decision regarding the proposed project. The
commenter does not provide specific instances or
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C2-56

C2-57

examples of the perceived inadequacies such that the
County can provide a more specific response.

The County received a preliminary title report with the
MUP application for LanWest which has since been
withdrawn (see http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa/
Soitec-Documents/ApplicationForms/LanWest/2011-
12-22-Preliminary-Title-Report-2167-McCain-Valley-
Road.pdf). Evidence of site control for submittal of an
application for an MUP is required; however, there is
no independent requirement under CEQA to evaluate a
project applicant’s control over a proposed project site.
If, at some point in the future, the applicants seek a
MUP for one or both sites, the County will require the
applicants to demonstrate that the property owner has
approved the applicants’ application for a MUP on the
subject property.

Under CEQA, whether or not a demonstrated need exists
for a project is not a basis upon which environmental
review determinations are made. In addition, the
microgrid or distributed generation scenario stated in the
comment does not comport with the Proposed Project
Objectives in the DPEIR. A distributed generation
alternative was considered but ultimately rejected from
further analysis in the EIR because it did not accomplish
most of the basic Proposed Project objectives. Please
refer to DPEIR Section 4.2, Alternatives Considered but
Rejected, in Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives.

December 2014

7345

Final PEIR

C2 30




Response to Comments

C2-58

C2-59

The examples of successful microgrid, solar, and fuel
cell projects, including Soitec technology do not lead
to a conclusion that utility-scale renewable-energy
projects are unnecessary. Refer to the responses to
comments O10-96 and O10-106 regarding demand
and procurement of utility-scale energy capacity by
IOUs like SDG&E.

The purpose of the DPEIR is to identify the significant
effects of the Proposed Project on the environment; the
significant effects of the environment on the Proposed
Project, including “violent mountain wind, weather,
and wildfire events” are not properly the subject of the
DPEIR (see Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of
Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473).

The commenter refers to the CPUC mitigation
requirement for biological resources impacts to the
Rough Acres Construction Yard, which was utilized
by SDG&E during construction of Sunrise Powerlink.
Though this site may be utilized by the applicant for
the Rugged solar farm, the CPUC determined that off-
site habitat conservation to mitigate SDG&E’s impacts
to Jacumba milk-vetch, semi-desert chaparral, and flat-
topped buckwheat scrub at the Construction Yard was
appropriate (Letter, Billie Blanchard, CPUC, to Linda
Collins, SDG&E (June 18, 2013)). The County has no
jurisdiction over SDG&E and the mitigation required
for its projects. The County has no comment on
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unrestored area of impact should be added to the Rugged Solar impacts with
enforceable mitigation requirements.
oundwater r I real worl

1. The Governor’s drought State of Emergency’’ directed CAL FIRE to “hire additional seasonal
firefighters to suppress wikifires and take other needed actions to protect public safety during
this time of elevated fire risk ” The increased staffing levels follow a serles of actions from the
administration to ensure that California is prepared for record dry conditions
Calfire’s press refease; Governor's drought declaration In Southern California, akrcraft and
staffing at Hemet (Riverside County), Ramona (San Diego County) Hollister (San Benito County)
and Paso Robles (San Luis Obispo County) air attack bases have been kept on allowing for eight
air tankers, and four air tactical planes to be immediately available*
o logic drought that is impacting wells and
slresw‘ mature oak trees and other native mtm-on and wildife
01 ] puty S¢ iy for ind enerRy with the California

Nmml Rrsouvm Aamcv o NB( News 'YM lonrrtvm water woes in Collfornio are
heightened by globol chmote change, which s expected to “increase the intensity ond
frequency of drought in drought prone areas, ™
5. The USEPA Climate Change website includes this map that shows the Boulevard Planning

Arca with Increased temperatures™ that can translate into increased drought, less recharge,

and related adverse impacts 1o people and nature.

"

Al f I in addition to those identified in Draft PEIR:
1. Qur Group strongly objects to any walvers, overriding considerations, plan

amendments, tax breaks, special or biased treatment, infrastructure financing districts,
unegqual protections under the law, or crony capitalism that would place Soitec's
Interests and well being over that of Boulevard's residents and other valuable resources
2. The OPEIR confirms that: “The identified cumulotive projects represent lorge-scole industriol
projects thot would adversely offect viswal charocter”™. We support this statement that is in
conflict with the cutragecwus amendments made, and propased again by Soitec, to Boulevard's
Commwnity Plan
3. Grogndwater kmpacts are 3 major controversy that must be better analyzed and addressed in a
re-circulated and corrected Draft EIR, as evidenced by public comments, slarm, and outrage
expressed at the Boulevard Planning Group meetings, with staff present, on Jasuary 2™ and
February 6, 2014, and-nvmnen $ and news ¢ £

N.n.’/w sagov/oewiphphd= 15168

Mw/fmrw Javeourh20 orp/biog-posts/povernor-declaces official-drought

"ml [calfite.ca gov/comenynications/downicads/newirtieaies/2014/2014_Orought Staffing o
"\aummwmxm‘wmm{ and-sight:

fcze

C2-60

C2-61

C2-62

C2-63

C2-60

whether the CPUC’s decision to allow alternative
mitigation was improperly noticed or approved, as the
commenter asserts. On the other hand, the County
does have jurisdiction and responsibility over the
mitigation of any potential significant impacts of the
Proposed Project on biological resources. To that end,
the County has provided adequate mitigation for
Jacumba milk-vetch, semi-desert chaparral, and flat-
topped buckwheat scrub impacts on the Rugged site
(DPEIR, pp. 2.3-104 - 2.3-105, 2.3-119 - 2.3-120, 2.3-
129 - 2.3-130, 2.3-136). It would be a violation of
CEQA to impose additional mitigation requirements
on the Proposed Project related to impacts caused by a
different project (14 CCR 15126.4(a)(4)(B) (“the
mitigation measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to
the impacts of the project”)). Furthermore, the
Proposed Project’s environmental baseline analyzes
the portion of the Rugged solar farm used by SDG&E
in its current condition, which is as a disturbed area
used as a construction lay-down yard.

The County appreciates the concern the Boulevard
community has for their groundwater resources.
However, the information presented is not at a level of
detail that would affect the analysis in the DPEIR.
Please refer to the response to comment C2-32

uS(DA cimate Shange map h r /i h . e gif . . . .
10 | Bovievard Planning Grous's comments on Sodte Solar's Orat PR [FET] regarding the Project water balance analysis taking
drought conditions into account.
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C2-61

C2-62

The County acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to the general plan amendment proposed
for the Proposed Project. The County also
acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the
adoption of any overriding considerations by the
decision makers for the Proposed Project. The
information in this comment will be in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers. It is
unclear what “waivers” or “infrastructure financing
districts” the comment is referring to; therefore, a
response cannot be provided. The Proposed Project
does not implicate any infrastructure financing district.

The County is not aware that the Proposed Project has
received unfair tax breaks or special or biased
treatment from any governmental entity.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s purported
quotation from the DPEIR that “The identified
cumulative projects represent large-scale industrial
projects that would adversely affect visual character.”
This statement does not appear in the DPEIR. The
DPEIR analyzes the potential cumulative impact of the
Project on the visual character and quality of the area
(DPEIR, pp. 2.1-71 to 2.1-72). The DPEIR concludes
that the Proposed Project would contribute to a
cumulatively considerable impact, as it would
contribute to long-term visual contrast with existing
conditions (DPEIR, p. 2.1-72). Various projects,
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C2-63

C2-64

including the Proposed Project, would alter the rural
character and increase the prominence of industrial
components in the landscape (DPEIR, p. 2.1-72).

The Proposed Project includes an amendment to the
Boulevard Community Plan, as the commenter states
(DPEIR, p. 1.0-49, Table 1-11.). The County notes
that the Wind Energy Ordinance EIR, which analyzed
related General Plan amendments, has been upheld in
Protect Our Communities Foundation v. San Diego
County Board of Supervisors (San Diego Superior
Court case no. 37-2013-00052926-CU-TT-CTL).

The County directs the commenter to the FPEIR’s
analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential to have
direct and cumulative impacts on groundwater
(FPEIR, Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.54.2) and
Appendices 3.1.5-5 through 3.1.5-8. Please also refer
to common response WRI1 in Chapter 9.0 regarding
construction and operational water demand estimates
provided in the DPEIR (and subsequent revisions
made to the FPEIR to address underestimated
demands), response to comment C2-37, above, and
response to comment C2-91, below.

The DPEIR is supported by numerous technical reports
(among them, DPEIR Appendices 3.1.5-5 and 3.1.5-6)
which acknowledge the properties and characteristics of
the underlying aquifer, and which are based on
literature, well inventories, site-specific aquifer testing,
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and hydrogeological analysis and modeling per County

dismissal of those hydraulic interconnections is unsupported by substantial evidence In the A C2.64 guidelines (which were developed by a technical panel
record and are incredibly unprofessional and unethical in nature. Cont .
5. Dudek's confict of intarest and or/ unathical dual role 3 the preparer of the County's Wind e and the County Geologist). The hydrology and water
Energy Ordinance & Plan A d EIR, that ded the Boulevard Plan to the benefit of
Soitec and others a1 the expense of the community and resources; Dudek’s preparation of C2.66 quahty Section Of the DPEIR (Chapter 315 ) accurately
Soitec’s Inad and P Draft PEIR and water investigations in such a biased .
manner; Dudek's preparation of Sotec’s GHG technical repoet that supports the Soitec DPEIR represents the nature and properties of the groundwater
and the controversial AB00 certification™, based on a 30 year project life span, when the C2-67 .
Power Purchase Mr«mem is for 25 years, which skews the numbers, and more... aqulfer as well.
6. 't o ol D Ror, Kol
mmmMMMuchl 2013("1 afown se mallm«sa‘eonl -1-13) C2-68
7. \ackof Project Adminisirative Record  for the time period when Concentrix/Soltec and their C2-65 The commenter correctly asserts that Dudek, the
consultant, Jim Whalen, were already attending Boulevard Planning Group meetings, and the
December 2012 scoping process, when Brown was still with the County, and working with the C2-69 preparer Of the DPEIR fOI‘ the Proposed Pro_]ect, also
Boulevard Planning Growp, but may have already been working from the inside, in some . .
. manner, to help his future emp&wer Those documents showld be inchsded in the Record prepared the County’ S Wlnd Energy Ordlnance and
located i Newbery Springs east of Bustow, 5 whally relevant o what s poposed i Boevard G0 Plan Amendment EIR, under contract to the County.
and should be taken into consideration by decision makers. The site also appears to be out of . .
comphance with the San Bernardino County's Conditional Use Permit requirements. C2-71 However, the comment is not a direct comment on the
9 .
S slunhle rsenens which s suiocted 0 rduced protecions, overrding osslderations, content or adequacy of the Proposed Project’s DPEIR,
are generally undermined and made subservient to the profits of corporate, and so-called non- . . . .
profit entites (associated with Rugged Solar), that are receiving biased protections, incentives, C2-72 and does not raise any specific environmental issue.
walvers, federal and state funds, fast tracking and more, without substantial evidence in the
record to support their varied claims of increased benefits and insignificant adverse impacts . . .
C2-66 The County disagrees with the assertions made by the
Invest in a-malt Rlodv!ﬂ: ond Adopumon to $a/equald Canlm [wn os the state is .
successfuly reducing GHG emissions, some amount of chmate change /s inevitable. In foct. the commenter that the DPEIR and hydrogeological
stote is experiencing effects of climote change today. Therefore, investments ond polickes must C2.73 . e . . 5
be in ploce 1o protect existing high volue infrastructure and naturol systems and to ovoid moking analysis are “inadequate and misrepresentative” or
investments in high-risk areas. These actions con take many forms, but must include boasting . « . ”
resitience of natural systems to recover from climate impocts, protection of riticol were prepared in “a biased manner.” On the contrary,
infrostructure, and bcmg mmd/ul o{ }umn chimate :Mnac in decisions being made toda) . .
1. m,,m:,, SR IR w,,,f, and as noted in responses to more specific comments,
Planning Group, -mpcntd mooeny owners, or the gemnl public, by either Soitec or the County . .
regarding apphication for ABS0D certfication. The County's lack of motifcation, regarding Bmited Cc2-74 the County has conducted an independent review of
P SR P e W SRR e e T e the DPEIR and related technical studies and has found
them to be thorough and accurate, and completed in an
“ bte/ o dus faciliy ' Efoenia-dortast srack: : :
X w/mmnﬁgmmwr acilty-corsified - Sy-cakfornia-forfast-Lrack -envdrgomental Ob_]eCthe manner.
: Dte/fwerw sdcounty casov/pda/cean/SOMEC SOLAR DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS mmi
i
25 | S N M S SO MGIEM BORR IR i C2-67 Please see response to comment C2-46 above. The
DPEIR addresses the potential life span of the
Proposed Project as being 30 to 40 years or longer
(DPEIR, p. 1.0-17).
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C2-68

C2-69

The County acknowledges that Mr. Patrick Brown was
previously employed at the County and now is
employed by the applicants. The County disagrees
with the commenter’s assertion that this represents a
conflict of interest. The comment does not raise an
environmental issue requiring further response.

The administrative record has been compiled by the
County in accordance with California Public Resources
Code Sections 21167.6 and 21186(b). The County has
included in the record all of the items required under
California Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e).
The statute specifies the appropriate materials for
inclusion in the record, including project application
materials; staff reports; documents, correspondence, or
other evidence submitted by any person to the agency
related to a project and CEQA; transcripts of
proceedings; notices provided to the public for the
project under CEQA and other laws; proposed decisions
or findings submitted to the decision makers; the EIR;
documentation of the agency’s decision and documents
cited or relied upon in the agency’s findings or in a
statement of overriding considerations; and all other
written materials related to the agency’s compliance with
CEQA and its decision on the project, including
documents that it relied upon that were available to the
public or are in the agency’s files and internal agency
communications (California Public Resources Code,
Sections 21167.6(e)(1)-21167(e)(11)).
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C2-70

C2-71

C2-72

The commenter’s allegations related to Mr. Patrick
Brown’s work for the County prior to his employment
by Soitec does not raise an environmental issue for
which further response is required.

The comment concerns the commenter’s observations
related to the Newberry Solar 1 project, located in
Newberry Springs, California, and does not concern an
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project
and the DPEIR. The County is aware that neighbors of
Soitec’s Newberry Springs facility have filed Public
Records Act Requests with San Bernardino County
regarding the permitting of that facility.

Please refer to the response to comment C2-70.

The comment’s lack of specificity about alleged
violations of constitutional rights and equal
protections under the law prevents the County from
being able to respond. CEQA permits a lead agency to
approve a project with unmitigable significant
environmental impacts so long as the lead agency
makes findings that the benefits of the project override
the environmental impacts (California Public
Resources Code, Section 21081). Refer to the response
to comment C2-61.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that the record does not contain substantial evidence
to support conclusions related to the benefits and
impacts of the Proposed Project. As the commenter

December 2014

7345

Final PEIR

C2 37




Response to Comments

correspondence™ included in the Administrative Recoed. The only notification was published for
a limited time on an obicure website™ as confirmed by Scott Morgan of the Governoe’s Office of
Planning and Research in e-mall confirmation to Donna Tisdale on July 1, 2013. Morgan also
stated that “noticing and review requirements by the lead agency under the California
Environmental Qualty Act is still required for all ABSOO centified projects”

Sam_{AL mcwm John anxon me Nb‘num (ompm-es Ro«ﬂ« Acm 'wnd-lhon Rough
Acres Water Company, Inc, and various members of the extended Hamann famdy that are listed
in various documents for the Rugged Solar MUP , the Tule Wind MUP, the Rough Acres
Campgroup and Conference Center MUP, and the Rough Acres Ranch Road Grading Permit,
which raises questions and concerns regarding potential gaming of the system and tax laws
which in turn can adversely impact the Boulevard Planning Area and impacted non-participating
property owners.

mmn appear to be trying to hsde lhem from someone. Dtﬁevenl mxu come and
£9, 30 it is apparent they are not long-term storage. Who owns them and is this an authorized
use?

15. An unbiased Cost /Benefit analysis is needed: CEQA does require agencies to ‘consider
qualitative foctors as well os economic and technicol foctors and long-term benefits and
costs” when evaluating projects [Pub. Res. Code § 21001(g)]. It also requires a general

“ htp/fwww sdcounty ca gov/pds/ceqa/Soitec Documents/Recerd: Documents/2013 97-02-Megan-Jones-emad-
4 3 '{komm_nLLmem
o Dinlloer cagovls califoriaiots.pho

"uuzmw xs'.q"mm 49-1&01110‘ MR3546350.nm
Sy ! PIONEER-WAY-£L

C2-74
Cont

C2-75

C2-76

Cc2-77

lCZ-?B

C2-73

C2-74

C2-75

does not provide any further information on what
benefits or “insignificant adverse impacts” are not
supported by analysis in the DPEIR or other
documentation in the record, the County cannot
provide a more specific response.

The commenter offers no support for its assertion that
the Proposed Project or the County is not complying
with the statement extracted from the California’s
Climate Future Goals and Policy Report related to
investing in climate readiness and adaptation. The
Report does not require the County to take any
specific actions, particularly with regard to individual
projects within the County’s jurisdiction.

See response C2-44. The information provided by the
Office of Planning and Research to the commenter
regarding noticing and review requirements, as quoted in
the comment, is accurate. Like any other project subject
to CEQA, the Proposed Project is subject to notice and
public review under CEQA. The County has fully
complied with these notice and review requirements; the
commenter does not assert otherwise.

The County acknowledges the outcome of Planning
and Conservation League v. State of California
(Alameda Sup. Ct. Case No. RG12626904, Statement

12 Boulevard Puvnm‘ Group s commaents on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3-2:14
of Decision (Apr. 9, 2013)), referenced by the
comment. SB 743 amended Public Resources Code §
21185(a) in response to the Alameda Superior Court
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C2-76

C2-77

C2-78

finding in Planning and Conservation League v. State
of California. The commenter is referred to the
amendments made to the Public Resources Code by
SB 743, which took effect January 1, 2014, and
California Rule of Court Rule 3.2220 et seq.

The commenter’s assertion that there are over 100
corporate entities that share the same address (1000
Pioneer Avenue, El Cajon, CA) does not concern an
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and
the DPEIR. Accordingly, no further response is required.

The comment regarding the existence of water trucks at
Rough Acres Ranch does not concern an environmental
issue regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR.
Accordingly, no further response is required.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that a specific cost-benefit analysis of the Proposed
Project is required by CEQA. Because adverse,
unavoidable environmental effects have been
identified, the County must determine if the adverse
environmental effects are considered acceptable with
consideration of economic, social, technological, and
other relative benefits of the Proposed Project (DPEIR,
Section S.4, Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-
Making Body, and 1.5, Intended Uses of the EIR;
California Public Resources Code, Section 21081). If
the County decision makers approve the Proposed
Project, the required statement of overriding
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description of the project’s ‘techicol, economic, and environmental® characteristics
IGwddmes §15124c)).”

1he mgmon requires 'toom to be pfoduccd afm close o/ puMc comment, slmlbl to the

ECO Substation Construction Water Supply Plan that vastly underestimated water use by
about 300% from 30 million gallons to 90 million galions. Draft mitigation documents should
be made available for public review and comment

Mmmmmm-mw Ruu«! Solar on Ribboawood Road,
McCain Valley Road, Tierra Meights, Jewel Valley Court, and other areas; around the Tierra
Del Sol Solar project within several miles from both adjacent and more distant elevated
surrounding properties; and from homes around LanWest, immediately to the west, and
southwest; and from homes around LanEast on Old Hwy 80, and the Old Hwy 80 section, to
the south, east in Bankhead Springs area and the adjacent ranch with Bvestock, to the west
and southwest. Designated Bighorn Sheep habitat is adjacent to Rugged Solar and LanEast,
how will the (!m impact them?

01 0 01 above and below
vound vu!h loss of cmpaml and olher native cover Md habcul and by disturbing sodls,
19. New reseorch from the Mex Planck Ingtitute 5 the role of cryptog covers in the

global exchange of oxygen, corbon, and nitrogen. Covering opproximately 30% of soi surfoce
that includes the surfoces of plonts, the sclentists found that algoe, mosses, and ichens toke up
opproximately 14 billion tons of carbon dioxide and fix epproximately 50 million tons of
nitrogen per yeor™ .

Eﬂ'_f!l&ﬂ_, whfre Soiuc’s pfo)om are 9ropowd as tvbdenced In the map bﬂow

* hupu/esic anksov/er/carbon/sootechiecrapa/index cim
h tta//scitechd sy, com/cryptogamic-covers-take-up-huge-amounts-of- mw«aboncon«/

C2-78
Cont.

C2-79

C2-80

Cc2-81

C2-82

C2-83

102-84

C2-79

considerations would reflect the decision makers’
ultimate balancing of the Proposed Project’s impacts
and benefits (DPEIR, p. S.0-72). Thus, the County will
undertake the consideration of various factors,
including economic and technical factors, and short-
and long-term benefits and costs, referenced by the
commenter in the quotation of California Public
Resources Code Section 21001(g).Furthermore, a
description of the project’s technical, economic, and
environmental characteristics is contained in the
DPEIR at Section 1.2.2.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that there is a lack of adequate enforceable
requirements on the Proposed Project. It is sufficient
for the County to commit to feasible mitigation in the
DPEIR and require the drafting of plans and reports to
implement this mitigation based on specific
performance criteria outlined in the DPEIR and
supporting documentation (North Coast Rivers
Alliance v. Marin Municipal Water Dist. Bd. of
Directors (2013) 216 Cal. App. 4th 614, 629, 630).
Also refer to the response to comment O10-117. Plans
and reports related to mitigation need not be circulated
for public review and comment prior to approval of

e idormn rral fim, MAP They h Lot b
13 Boulevard Planning Group's comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3.2-14 the Proposed PrOJeCt'
The DPEIR outlines all of the mitigation measures
proposed by the County to reduce potential significant
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C2-80

environmental impacts (DPEIR, pp. S.0-9 to S.0-71).
These mitigation measures will be incorporated into an
MMRP, to be adopted for the Proposed Project by the
County in accordance with CEQA (California Public
Resources Code, Sections 21081(a)(1), 21081.6; 14
CCR 15097(a)). The MMRP must be designed to
ensure compliance during development and
implementation of the Proposed Project and the
County is responsible for ensuring that
implementation of mitigation measures occurs in
accordance with the MMRP (14 CCR 15097(a)). The
mitigation measures of the DPEIR will be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or
other measures (California Public Resources Code,
Section 21081.6.)

The County agrees that the Proposed Project
construction water demand estimate requires an
upward revision. Common Response WR1 in Chapter
9.0 describes the changes made to the water demand
estimate, the locations where edits to the DPEIR have
been made, and explains why the changes made to the
Proposed Project’s water demand are an insignificant
modification that do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. The
County is unable to respond to the commenter’s
request to provide draft mitigation documents for
public review and comment because the commenter
has not identified which documents are at issue.
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C2-81

The County does not agree that the glare studies leave
out numerous homes, residences and critical wildlife
habitat. Residences in the area surrounding the
proposed solar farm sites were considered during
preparation of the Boulevard Glare Study and
according to Power Engineers, any residence not
included in the study would not receive project-
generated glare during normal operations. Project-
generated glare would not be received at residences
other than those identified in the Boulevard Glare
Study due to direction of reflected light angle and/or
because residences are located at an elevation lower
than proposed trackers and the trajectory angle of the
reflected light would pass over residences; refer to
common response AES2 for further details.

Regarding bighorn sheep, as indicated in the DPEIR
Section 2.31.2, the closest Peninsular bighorn sheep
population to the project area is the Carrizo Canyon
subpopulation (63 FR 13134-13150; USFWS 2000).
Also, west of the In-Ko-Pah Gorge and I-8 there are
“island” areas that receive transient bighorn sheep use.
Other “islands” between the east- and west-bound I-8
lanes on the desert slope are known to be yearly
lambing areas. The Proposed Project area is located
well west of these areas, so development in the project
area 1s not anticipated to affect bighorn sheep
movement or lambing areas.
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C2-82

C2-83

This comment is introductory in nature for comments
(C2-83 and C2-84. See the responses to those comments.

The County disagrees that the DPEIR failed to
evaluate the carbon sequestration related to
cryptogamic covers (e.g., algae, lichens, mosses).
Despite a brief reference to the presence of
cryptogamic covers on soils in dry regions, the
summary of the study by the Max Planck Institute
cited by the commenter does not indicate that the
conclusions of the study would be applicable or
relevant to the Proposed Project area. Accordingly, no
specific analysis could have been provided in the
DPEIR with respect to the impacts related to soil
disturbance associated with the Proposed Project.
Furthermore, a previous review of similar studies in
the EIR/EIS for the East County Substation/Tule
Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line
projects regarding the carbon sequestration capacity of
desert soils does not indicate a complete understanding
of the mechanism by which carbon dioxide is taken up
by desert soils and flora. Specifically, the studies did
not suggest that temporary disruption of desert soils
during construction of a project would release carbon
dioxide or eliminate or reduce the potential carbon
sequestration capacity of desert soils, and if it did
occur, the mechanism by which it would occur (i.e.,
inorganic or biological uptake).
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C2-84

The County agrees that chaparral may provide the
benefits cited by the commenter.

With respect to carbon sequestration of chaparral,
there is no universally accepted methodology for
evaluating this issue in CEQA documents and more
specifically for chaparral (as contrasted with forests,
the loss of which is identified as a potentially
significant impact in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines). No significance thresholds or other
criteria have been established for evaluating loss of
carbon sequestration resulting from removal of
vegetation on a Proposed Project site.

As the figure provided by the commenter shows, the
chaparral communities of San Diego have burned
routinely over many years. The fact that the chaparral
in the Proposed Project area has not burned in several
decades does not mean that it is not likely to burn at
some time in the future. When it does, the sequestered
carbon in the biomass will be released as carbon
dioxide (CO,), which is a GHG. Thus, even if the
Proposed Project were not implemented, there would
still be a likely release of CO, to the atmosphere.
Eventually, the burned areas will recover and
recovering chaparral will again sequester carbon.
Thus, the carbon cycle in the chaparral community is a
complex issue, which may be beyond the scope of a
CEQA analysis.
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Chaparral sequesters carbon above and below ground, helps to hold soll in place and provent
dust storms and reduce air pollution, diffuses rain fall to help prevent erosion and to support
critically important groundwater rechacge, and supports abundant and diverse wildlife.
Chaparral is a resource worth protecting.

converti owing native on into in

1. Heat nds, ysually associaied with urban argas will be created in rural areas through the

introduction of thousands of acres of dense industrial / utility scale energy generation
projects and related transmission Infrastructure that requires the removal or disturbance of
carbon sequestering native vegetation and disturbance of soils.

2. According to the USEPA, Heat islands can affect communities by increasing summertime

3 U recon

peak energy demand, air ditioning costs, air polh and greenh £ (GHG)
emissions, heat-related iliness and mortaity, and water quality.™
SEPA recommende ation for impacts from heat islands document that what
Boulevard Is about to lose, if Soltec’s projects are approved, s already the best mitigation
for heat island effects:
*  “Trees, vegetation, and green roofs can reduce heating and cooling energy use and
associated air poll and gr hy g , remove air poll sequester
and store carbon, help lower the risk of heat-related ilnesses and deaths, improve

14
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C2-84
Cont

C2-85

C2-85

For full disclosure, however, the approximate loss of
sequestered carbon in the biomass of chaparral to be
removed from the Proposed Project sites can be
calculated. According to DPEIR Table 2.3-1,
Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types, the
total acreage of chaparral communities in the project
sites 1s approximately 943 acres. The California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version
2013.2.2 calculates project-related GHG emissions
resulting from land conversion and utilizes five
general Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) land use classifications—forest land (scrub),
forest land (trees), cropland, grassland, and
wetlands—for assigning default CO, content values
(metric tons CO/acre). Calculation of the one-time
loss of sequestered carbon in CalEEMod is the product
of the converted acreage value and the CO, content
value for each vegetation community. Applying the
CalEEMod factor of 14.3 metric tons CQO»/acre for
forest land (scrub) to 943 acres, the one-time loss of
sequestered carbon would be 13,485 metric tons CO,.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s concern
regarding heat island effects. The Proposed Project
trackers are lightweight and surrounded by airflow both
inside and outside the tracker. As a result, heat

dissipates quickly from a tracker. As described in
Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR, the
normal operating temperature for solar modules is 20
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stormwater control and water quaiity, reduce nolse levels, create habitats, improve
sesthetic qualities, and increase property values™’

~ California Historical and Projected July Temperature Increase 1961 - 2099

50 60 70 80 20 100 10

] ' i i
(February 2014)* (Excerpts)

*  “Moving forword, os energy-refoted emissions continue to decline in Californio and the
developed world, the role of the natural environment in manoging GHG emissions will onfy
Increase. StAL, whatever its froction of total GHG emissions, the importance of incarporating
the noturel enviroament into climate policy and ploaning outstrips its contribution to the
Stote’s GHG inventory. In oddition to preserving California’s lifestyfe and economy, naturo!
copital provided by our esvironment is cruciol for providing sofe ond refioble woter supplies,
cleon o, ecological habitat, ond protection ogoinst ciimote change impocts™

o Strong ond heolthy coostlines, forests, woterwoys, marshionds, ogricultural lands, ond
romgelonds are cruciol not only to support our ogriceitural and rourism-dased economies,
but also to reinforce and buffer our state from the increasing impacts of ciimate change,
including drought, flood, and forest fires. Strengthening our noturol environment moakes it,
ond consequently our economy, move resilient 1o the impacts of climate change and
protects our bullt environment”.

o "Adequotely occounting for the notural environment in our climate fromework requires on
integroted opproach thot volues notural resources, not Just o5 emission sources or sinks, but
@0 for the other values they provide. It requires coordinoting plans fo reduce emission

"7 USEPA Heat tiland Migation: hise.//www.epnsshic/mitigation/index At
* Mitp/lwew te/drat ficit_yadate odf
15 | Bovlevard Planaing Growp's comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR
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Cont

C2-86

degrees Celsius (°C; 68 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 (140°F). When accounting for
irradiance (a measure of solar radiation energy received
on a given surface area in a given time), wind, and
tracker type, it is expected that the peak tracker
temperatures in the summer would be between 65°C
and 70°C (149°F and 158°F), and the peak tracker
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
tracker to produce electricity. As opposed to
mirrors, which redirect the sun, trackers use Fresnel
lenses to concentrate sunlight inside the module 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 trackers,
they also create shade. 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,
the trackers are not anticipated to cause a rise in
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impacts from the natural environment with plans to strengthen it and prepore for climote
change impoacts. This is the opproach Colifornio will toke o3 we continue to builld our cimote
poiicy fromework. The opprooch will not only contribute emission reductions ond build
emission sinks necessary to manoge chmate chonge, but oo strengthen the notwo!
environment thot drives cuwr economy... Colifornio must olso develop policies that thoroughiy
and occurotely reflect the economic, sockal, and environmental value of woter, to ensure the
effectiveness of future woter management proctices, and [0 evaluate competing woter use
demoands and trode-offs. For exomple, in the Colifornia Woter Action Plan, the State
proposed ¢ comprehensive growndwater policy to reduce overdraft and energy-intensive
pumping from deep underground. This policy will require collaboration between the SWRCB,
Department of Water Resources (DWR), Department of Food and Agriculture, and other
ogencies”

WATER—WATER—WATER...

1. Water resources are valuasble and incredibly vuinerable

2. The trust factor is now absent for Dudek, Soitec, Hamanan C 5, and their repre
who have raised alarms with their actions and behaviors.

3. That leaves the County, and that trust factor is not what it should be after our experience with
Tule Wind, the General Plan Update, the Wind Energy Ordinance and Plan Amendment

4. We hereby endorse and incorporate by reference, in its entirety, Dr. Victor Miquel Ponce’s
report entitied “IMPACTS OF SOITEC SOLAR PROJECTS ON BOULEVARD AND
SURROUNDINGCOMMUNITIES*™.

S, Dr. Ponce has tavght hydrology at San Diego State University since 1980, He has more than forty
(40) years of experience in the water resources field. Mis extensive record of research and
practice may be brvwwd ”n mg_mm

o, Por 2w i report Is also incorporated in full
by reference™. In his report, Po«c included lhf lollown‘ conclusions:

* It s dear that sustainable yield can no longer be taken as equal to matural recharge. A
suitable compromise may be 1o consider sustainable yield as a fraction of natural recharge,
provided a thorough A Is made of the tradeoffs, including the hydrological and
ecological impacts of groundwater development. Baseflow, more properly baseflow
conservation, is emerging as the standard againat which groundwater pumping will be
Increasingly measured in the future.

* In the absence of detailed holistic studies, a reference value of sustainable yield may be
taken as all, or a suitable fraction of, the global average for deep percolation, estimated as
2% of precipitation. Detalled local and regional studies will determine whether this value
may be increased on a case-by-case basis 1o reflect one or more of the following:

3. Animproved understanding of the components of the water balance;

** bte:/fwew ponce sdve eduRoulevardsaitec himl
bed l Mml

C2-86
Cont

C2-87

C2-88

C2-89

C2-86

C2-87

C2-88

C2-89

temperatures at the site above what would otherwise
occur without the Proposed Project, or produce a
heat island effect.

The County acknowledges the commenter’s provided
excerpts regarding California’s climate change
scoping plan. The comment will be included in the
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision
makers. The comment does not raise an environmental
issue for which a response is required.

The County agrees with the commenter and
acknowledges this comment; however, 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.

The comment does not raise a specific environmental
issue for which a response is required.

The County has reviewed Dr. Victor M. Ponce’s report
cited in this comment. The County does not dispute
some of the basic theoretical premises stated in Dr.
Ponce’s report; however, the County does not agree with
Dr. Ponce’s report in regard to the significant impacts to
groundwater resources and groundwater-dependent

16 | Bowlevard Planning Growp’s comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3-2-14 .
habitat under CEQA; see common response WR2 and
Appendix 9.0-2 of the DPEIR for further details.
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b. Aworkable compromise between conflicting sodoeconomic interests; or
<. The choice of a less conservative approach 1o resource management

¢ Sustainability goes hand-in-hand with conservation; the more conservative the proposed or
adopted policy, the more sustainable it will be. Sustainable yleld & seen to be a moving
target, subject to adaptive management. (Ponce 2997: Figure 1 Surface and groundwater
relations)

Ders . A ROSES 3 4 il A b 16 _SHaTS Wes AU Catol
and estimates, their flawed Maderas Golf Club groundwater impact studies, and thew apparent
general pro-development stance without adequate evidence to support that stance.

8. According to the USGS: Woter-well problems

a. Declining ground-water levels have three main effects on water wells.

b. First, as the depth to water increases, the water must be Nfted higher to reach the
land surface. As the it distance increases, 50 does the energy required to drive the
pump. Thus, power costs increase as ground-water levels decline.

c. Depending on the use of the water and the energy costs, it may no longer be
economically feasible 1o use water for a given purpose

d. Second, ground-water levels may decline below the bottom of existing pumps,
necessitating the expense of lowering the pump, deepening the well, or drilling a deeper
replacement well. Third, the yield of the well may decline below usable rates®.

9. From the USEPA National Water Program 2012 Strategy in Response to Climate Change

a. B Watersheds and Wetlands™ VISION: Watersheds are protected, maintained and

restored to provide climate resilience and to preserve the ecological, social and

" pes fa/t

C2-89
Cont

C2-90

C2-9

C2-92

C2-90

C2-91

C2-92

The comments related to Dudek’s work on the
Maderas Gold Club project or its “pro-development
stance” do 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. Please refer to
common response WRI1 in Chapter 9.0 related to
revised water demand estimates.

The 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. The
County analyzed potential impacts to local wells; as
provided in DPEIR Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.9.3.1.
The County will place conditions on the Major Use
Permit that will restrict the amount of water that is
permitted to be withdrawn from on-site wells in order
to prevent interference with off-site wells. As such, the
County does not anticipate that wells of neighboring
residents will experience any significant impact as a
result of the Proposed Project.

The 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.

17 Boulevard Planning Group’s comments on Soltec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3.2:14
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economic benefits they provide; and the nation’s wethinds are maintained and
improved using integrated approaches that recognize their inherent value as well as
their role in reducing the impacts of climate change.

b. il ritical dien, n
This section addresses how EPA intends to protect healthy watersheds, restore impaired
watersheds to enhance dimate resliency, and preserve the important functions and
ecosystem services provided by the nation’s wetlands, especially in the face of cimate
change

¢ Healthy watersheds and wetlands provide a host of ecological services, including water
purification, ground water and surface flow regulation, wildife habitat, flood and surge
impact reduction, water temperature moderation, erosion control, and stream bank
stabilization. In many cases, they also store carbon and sequester other greenhouse
gases. These ecosystems already are d witha ber of stressors, and chmate
change will exacerbate existing water quality and ecosystem management issues

d. The Rrounchwater mitigations appear to be vastly inadequate and will leave adjacent
well owners and groundwater dependent habitat at significant risk. By the time water
levels drop dangerous levels, drought effects may reduce recharge rates for extended
periods of time, or until rainfall rates increase or return to normal—whatever that is.

nd 3.1.1-6 both show Rugged Solar Phase Il parcels th:
disclosed previousty; Five additional parcels are outined in Red on both maps.
DPEIR Project Description: Equipment Repair and Replacement at page 1.0-16, states that
“An existing transmission structure may be removed and replaced with a larger/stronger
structure at the same location or a nearby location due to damage or changes in conductor
size”

Changes in conductor size do allow an increase in carrying capacity of the lines

Will additional public notice and comment be required for such expansion?

SOGHE has notoriously increased carrying capacity dsguised as fire-hardening, as they are
doing now in their Master Special Use Permit for the Cleveland National Forest and parts of
Boulevard Planning Area

Grid security:
1. lATimes 2:6-14 Attack on electric grid raises alarm, Damage to power station in shooting last

year prompts worries over terrorism® Sniper attack on PG&E substation took out 17
transformers that then leaked oil

Soncentrating so many high voXtage power plants and electrical infrastructure in our
underserved rural communities, along the volatile US/Mexico border ks almost asking for trouble
from those who might wish 10 compeomise the grid and related economics

: SR mater s AT AL DTNt \iopd ek 201 (e wine’ JLplegy eDondy watiratedi dod wellanch fel pof
Bisa /) Aa 4 N F .

"

C2-92
Cont.

C2-93

C2-94

C2-95

C2-96

C2-97

C2-93

C2-94

C2-95

C2-96

Please refer to response to comment O10-23
(adequacy of proposed mitigation measures), and the

response to comment C2-91 (impacts to local wells).

The County agrees that the parcels outlined in red and
called out as “Rugged Solar — Phase II” on DPEIR
Figures 3.1.1-4 and 3.1.1-6 were incorrect. These areas
are not being considered for inclusion in the Proposed
Project. These figures have have been revised to
reflect the accurate project boundaries for the Rugged
Solar site. Please refer to revised Figures 3.1.1-4 and
3.1.1-6 in Section 3.1.1 of the FPEIR.

If the electrical generation capacity for the Proposed
Project as indicated in Table 1-1 (or any other project
aspects) and analyzed in the DPEIR were to change
after discretionary permit approval (if approved), the
changes would be evaluated to determine if additional
discretionary review, such as a Major Use Permit
Modification, would be required under CEQA.

This comment does not raise issues related to the
Proposed Project or the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

This comment does not raise specific issues related to

18 Bowlevard Planning Group’s comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3-2-14 .
the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.
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C2-97 The County appreciates this information and the
decision-makers take it into consideration. This

3. Distrd int of cation with some form of back fh information, however, would not affect the analysis in
more securethan large rural projects that rely on extensive and vulnerable transmission through C2-98
the DPEIR.
4
solar prices combined with new solar storase inverters: the repont states that ~This “utilty in 0 C2-98 The commenter does not provide any evidence for its
box” represents o fundomentally different chollenge for utilities. Whereas other technologles,
including sofar PV and other distributed resources without storoge, net metering, and energy C2-99 assertion that dlStrlbuted generatlon Wlth Storage is
efficiency still require some degree of grid dependence, solor-plus-batteries enoble customers to .
cut the cord to their utity entirely " the grapiic below i from the RMI report more affordable and more secure than utility-scale
projects that rely on transmission. To the extent the
SOUARILUS BAT TERY LEVELRED COST OF BLECTINOTY L0
o s commenter has concerns related to the vulnerability of

E
Mg

the Proposed Project including its proposed
transmission lines, to fire or earthquake, these issues

- P : are fully addressed in the DPEIR (pp. 3.1.2-2 to 3.1.2-
3, 3.1.2-16 to 3.1.2-23, 3.1.4-5 to 3.1.4-6, 3.1.4-8 to

3.1.4-11, and 3.1.4-35 to 3.1.4-41). The vulnerability
of other transmission lines, which are not proposed as
part of the Proposed Project, is outside the jurisdiction
of the County and not within the scope of the

R ? e i L Proposed Project. In addition, the effects of the
such as increased fire risks, and converting 1,500 acres of native vegetation Into an industrial 3 : . : :
ik o ik o Raica nedea: iz ioaiin Chsoud o oo exars Gkl S environment on the Proposed Project, including fire or
Soitec’s panel space will equal the same as 48 Walmart Supercenters (avg 185,000 sq f1)*. :

i ! e s ekt e earthquake, are not properly the subject of the DPEIR
urbon/wildlond interfoce, threots to human safety ond property are even grecter. The spreod of (See Bal Iona Wetlands Land Trust V. City of LOS
invasive species thot are more fire-prone, coupled with more frequent ond prolonged periods of
drought, oll increase the risk of fires, ond reduce the copacity of native species 1o recover. C2-101 Angeles (2001) 201 Cal App 4th 455 473)

Wildfires are also bod news fov the region in terms of air quality, human health, soil erosion and ?

stress on wotersheds”,
C2-99 The commenter’s reference to the Rocky Mountain
P rinmp ey e e et o Nt e s Institute’s report does not concern an environmental
19 I Boulevard Planning Group's comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3214 issue I‘egarding the Proposed PrOj eCt and the DPEIR
Accordingly, no further response is required.

C2-100 The County does not agree that the DPEIR does not
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address cumulative impacts and risk related to climate
change. Climate change refers to any significant
change in measures of climate, such as temperature,
precipitation, or wind, lasting for an extended period
(decades or longer). Gases that trap heat in the
atmosphere are often called “greenhouse gases”
(GHGSs). Chapter 3.1.3 of the DPEIR analyzes the
Proposed Project’s potential to impact climate change
through an analysis of potential GHG emissions
resulting from the Proposed Project.

It should be further emphasized, as stated in Section
3.1.3.3.1 of the DPEIR, that the Tierra del Sol and
Rugged solar farms both have been -certified as
Environmental Leadership Projects under the Jobs and
Economic Improvement through Environmental
Leadership Act (AB900) which, as a prerequisite,
requires that projects would not result in any net
additional GHG emissions pursuant to PRC Section
21183(c); see Appendix 3.1.3-3 of the DPEIR. To
ensure the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farms
would result in a zero net increase in GHG emissions,
the applicants have committed to obtain voluntary
carbon offsets or GHG credits from a qualified GHG
emission broker to offset total projected construction
and operational GHG emissions as stated in the AB
900 Application for the Soitec Solar Energy Project
(attached as Appendix 3.1.3-3 of the DPEIR). In fact,
the Proposed Project would offset GHG emissions, in
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C2-101

accordance with project objective 5. Please also refer
to response to comment C2-84.

The risk of wildfire is thoroughly evaluated in the
DPEIR; see Section 3.1.4.3.3, Wildfire Hazards, and
Section 3.1.7.3.1, Fire and Emergency Medical
Response Capabilities.

The comment indicates that growth into the urban
wildland interface has resulted in greater threats to
persons and property. However, the Proposed Project
is not proposed in a wildland—urban interface setting
and it does not include residential development where
persons and their property will reside. Further, even in
residential development projects at the wildland—urban
interface, the fire protection systems provided,
especially in San Diego County, address the fire risks
that may face a community and result in hardened,
defensible communities. The Proposed Project
includes primarily non-combustible features that are
provided significant fuel modification by converting
higher ignitable and higher British thermal unit (BTU)
producing vegetation (e.g. native chaparral) on the site
to maintained, low-BTU-producing landscapes (e.g.
solar facility). These landscapes are not proposed to
enable native fuels (chaparral) to reestablish.
Likewise, invasive plants are typically associated with
residential communities where multiple landscape
plantings by numerous people may escape into the
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3. 102613 Tisdale ¢-mall to Gungle™ asked how Fire Service letters documenting that seevice will
pot adequate for 5 years plavs oyt in the EIR process, and raises ssue with the many dark days
at Boulevard Fire and ECO Substation mitigation funds going out of the project impacted area—
No response included

4. Rusged Solar Faclity Avadability Form states that services will not be available for 5 years

S. Tigrra Del Sol Solar's Facilty Availabiity Foem® included in the Administrative Record ks
unsigned and incomplete. it is stamped recelved by DPLU on 6:15-12 and states that “facility
avallability to be completed by district™

6. nWest ¥ Ayal f .26 Vi 1
Syeacs

7 J 1 i n
£rancols confirms there are no yolunteers: there are only as-avallable reserves that are currently

being funded by Supervisor Jacod, after comenunity members disclosed that the Boulevard.

L hen ) §

9. Campo Volunteer Fire has repeatedly stated that they do not have the 22 volumteers claimed by
County Fire Authority

10. Boulevard Fire needs to be designated a5 3 paid/career station,

11. SoMec needs to pay for full time fice fighters, and special training and equipment for electrical
fires, for the life of their projects.

12. Boulevard needs more Boots on the groynd and deiver/operators than more equipment that sits
idle due to lack of adequate staffing - or no staffing at all as ocourred for several months during
2013

Roads:

*  Boulevard's paved roads are poorly engineered and substandard

* They are being overburdened by these large-scale for-profit projects

*  Many of our intersections have poor line of sight and blind curves that are dangerous without all
the heavy truck traffic, water trucks, and oversized and overweight loads.

¢ Tierra Del Sol @ Hwy94 is one such blind intersection that needs to be fixed.

* Require a bond 10 ensure road upgrades and maintenance is completed as contracted in the
event Soitec Solar, related entities, or future developers/owners do not or cannot comply, or
they file for bankruptey, insolvency

S AR BAS L ARl Prose v pone prog 1 R
sensitive resources: There showld be at least a bare minimum 100 foot setback which is still far
100 close for safety and well being.

I* http /Awww sdcounty.ca gov/ods/cona/Seitec-Documents/Record-Documents/2013-10-26-Donne- Thdale email-
fir we detiens pdf
hisp//veww sdcounty.ca gov/pds/ceanlicitec Documents/Agplicationforma/TierraleiSol2012-OF- 11 Zoning-
FroictFaciay-Avaiabiity-Fom- fee oo
hitp.//venw. sdcounty cagov/pda/cesasSoitec Documenty/Applicationf orms/lanWest/2012-01-25-County-of-

C2-102

C2-103

C2-104

C2-105

C2-106

C2-107

C2-102

wildlands. The project sites will be solar facilities that
will use a very limited plant palette at specific
locations around the borders of the facilities, will
undergo ongoing maintenance to minimize vegetation
growth, and will not be likely to be a source for
invasive plant establishment off site.

The comment regarding wildfire and air quality,
human health, soil erosion and stress on watersheds is
noted. Large wildfires can have negative impacts on
ecach of these resources. However, as noted in the
DPEIR’s analysis and Fire Protection Plans (FPP)
(Appendix 3.1.4-5 and Appendix 3.1.4-6), the
Proposed Project includes numerous measures to
provide fire prevention and suppression resources.

Updated Fire Service Availability Forms signed in
October 2014 by the San Diego County Fire Authority
for the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farm projects
have been provided and are located in the
administrative record. The fire service availability
forms indicate that existing fire protection facilities
will be adequate to serve the Tierra del Sol and
Rugged Solar Farm projects with a developer
agreement or similar finding mechanism. In order to
achieve fire service availability, the Proposed Project

ing.Pr Availabiity-form-Fire- Permit pat . .
20 | Boutevard Planning Groug's comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR T has analyzed the impacts and developed a variety of
design, operation, prevention, and response measures

that would reduce impacts to a less than significant
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C2-103

C2-104

level. In addition to the measures identified in the
project-specific FPPs, the Proposed Project would
provide fair-share funding to be used for improving
local emergency response capabilities (see PDF-PS-1
in Chapter 3.1.7 of the DPEIR). Please also refer to
response to comment O10-80.

Updated and completed Facility Availability Forms
(399-F) for the Tierra Del Sol and Rugged sites are
located in  the  administrative record  at:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa/Soitec
-Documents/ApplicationForms/TierraDelSol/2014-10-
23-Zoning-Project-Facility-Availability-Form-Fire-
approved.pdf and http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov
/pds/ceqa/Soitec-Documents/ApplicationForms/Rugged/
2014-10-23-Zoning-Project-Facility-Availability-Form-
Fire-approved.pdf. The forms are also included in
Appendix 3.1.4-5, Draft Fire Protection Plan Tierra del
Sol Solar Farm Project, and Appendix 3.1.4-6, Draft Fire
Protection Plan Rugged Solar Farm Project, of the FPEIR.

No permits are currently being sought for the LanEast
and LanWest solar farms. Should development of these
sites proceed in the future, then the project applicant(s)
would be required to demonstrate during environmental
review that existing or planned fire services facilities are
adequate to the serve the projects.

The exact number of reserves/volunteers may vary
throughout the year and reserves often obtain a full-

December 2014

7345

Final PEIR

C254




Response to Comments

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. Further,
there is a 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. The
San Diego Regional Fire Foundation 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. There are 30
volunteer fire stations and over 400 volunteer
firefighters in San Diego County. 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. Since
the 2003 and 2007 wildfires, efforts have also focused
on increased cooperation and coordination amongst all
fire departments. Today, the closest fire 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, funding is being targeted for additional full-
time personnel (see PDF-PS-1 in Chapter 3.1.7 of the
FPEIR). In addition, the FPPs prepared for the
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C2-105

C2-106

Proposed Project require the Project to conduct training
sessions with local fire fire station personnel and create
a video training CD with SDCFA and CAL FIRE input
that will be provided to local fire agencies for refresher
training and training new firefighters who may rotate
into potentially responding stations.

Please refer to common response TRAF-1 regarding
physical deterioration of local roadways.

Please refer to the response to comment [29-1
regarding the County’s analysis of traffic impacts,
including  potential hazards associated  with
construction traffic.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that the County should require a performance bond to
“ensure road upgrades and maintenance is completed.”
The Proposed Project will participate in the County’s
Transportation Impact Fee Program, paying a fee to
proportionally fund necessary improvements to
County roadways (DPEIR, pp. 3.1.8-8 to 3.1.8-9,
3.1.8-33). The Proposed Project’s fee is based upon
the projected use and new trips to local and regional
roads associated with the Proposed Project (DPEIR, p.
3.1.8-33). The applicants are required under the
Transportation Impact Fee Program to pay this fee
prior to approval of a MUP; therefore, no bond is
necessary to ensure timely payment of the fee (DPEIR,
pp. 3.1.8-8 to 3.1.8-9). The DPEIR has not identified
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m»cy behm is relned 10 exposure 1o SOG&E s Sourmm Povm!mi md mh«

infrastructure. How can we help and protect them from ongoing and increased exposure?

4, Exchusion of any analysis for increasing the electric-magnetic fields, ground currents, and
wireless commanications ** that may be applicable to these projects, is unethical and immoral

5. SamMilham, MD MPH, author of Dirty Electricity, has submitted comments on Soitec
Solar stating that he took measurements at their Newberry Solar 1 site and “It mokes o Jot of
dirty efectricity with high harmonic distortion and o high K foctor (o measure of hormonic
distortion]”

6. The 2012 Bicinitiative Report A Raticnale for Biologically-based Public Exposure Standards for
Electromagnetic Flelds (ELF and RF)™ is relevant to these projects and their components.

7. Dr Henry Lai's Research Summaries™ of the most important studies are included in the
Bioknitiative Report and should be taken into consideration by decision makers

8. Karen Nold, Means For Change, reports that gualified, pertinent data on these isyes includes;

o 2013 Rodiofrequency Toolkit for Environmental Hecith Proctitioners, ™ finding
“decreased sperm motilty associated with increased use of mobile phones”, and
recommends caution ~ “keeping mobile phones away from [male) genital area and
limiting mobile phone use.”

o 2009 Reducing Enviroamental Cancer Risk, Whot We Can Do Now™” finding (pa-47)
EMR/EMF may also have deleterious effects on human health with prolonged exposure;
(i) eliminating/minimizing exposures must be acted upon to protect especially
children, 3t special risk due 10 smaller body mass and rapid physical development, both
magnifiying their vulnerabillity to known or suspected carcinogens, inchuding radiation;
(x) a precautionary approach should replace current reactionary ones; (p59) reduce
exposure to RF with fewer, shorter calls, texting, using cell phones only when landline
unavailable, keep phone away from head, keep active phone off belt and out of pocket.

*  Also worth mentioning ~ in 3 document obtained from an OSP1 Freedom of Information
Act request, the state is seen in an earker draft attempting to downplay the risks of
wireless, it correctly cites the Health England document and ICNIRP, (incorrectly
referenced in draft - see par. 2 above), then makes a note underlined below, to
downplay the dangers:

¢ "One report (Health England) actually measured the exposure to RF in school settings,
and concluded that as long as manufacturer’s recommendations were being followed,
the safety thresholds used in the ICNIRP were not exceeded. [re-word 50 does not imply
donger if recommendations are not followed]”. Emphasis added.

*  The earlier draft, implied biological effects of wireless radiation, bet this sentence was
omitted from the final draft

* Mt //www Diointative org/
'_.mz‘mmumznmz&_m

™ Mt fborwres Reodk /N e dorierer/SAE480ED §7FF-4 111 §101-4DR7SBACREJF ) Radiofreauercy ook vd 06112211 0df
i 11 | / 5 J
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C2-108

C2-109

C2-110

c2-1m

C2-107

C2-108

C2-109

any additional specific upgrades or maintenance for
County roads necessary to mitigate impacts associated
with the Proposed Project, for which an assurance of
funding would be applicable. The County also refers
the commenter to common response TRAF-1.

The Proposed Project design meets the setback
requirements per County zoning (the Proposed Project
sites are zoned A70, A72, and S92) and has considered
additional setbacks to reduce impacts related to fire
and visual resources. These additional setbacks
include a perimeter fuel modification zone consisting
of 18 feet of cleared, drivable surface on the outside of
the project fencing and 20 feet of driveway/road inside
of the fence (see Section 3.1.4.3.3 of the DPEIR) and a
50-foot-wide landscaped area along public roadways
(Tierra Del Sol Road and McCain Valley Road) to
screen project components from public viewpoints
(see M-AE-PP-1 in Section 2.1.6.1 of the DPEIR).
The commenter does not indicate where the 100-foot
setback requirement is derived from. The County does
not agree that additional setbacks are required for the
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project’s impacts to
safety are considered in Chapter 3.1.4 of the DPEIR.

See responses to comments C2-111 and I38-10.

The comment is acknowledged and will be included in
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the
decision makers. The comment does not raise an
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“ICNIRP standards focus on thermal effects as only kkely danger...”

In fact thermal effects are not the ondy likely danger. The state concludes there is littie
uncertainty regarding non-thermal heaith effects; and Wi-Fi is ynlkely 10 pose a health
tigk. This is not equivalent to the standards of safety we expect for our children in your
care. We expect zero tolerance in our schools for guns, drugs, alcohol, bullying, and
possible carcinogens like lead and DODT... and wireless radiation.

Numerous experts dizagroe with the state’s conclusions, such as the American Academy
of Environmental Medicine™, American Academy of Pediatrics™, International Doctors’
Appeal™, etc. As long ago as 1988, the U.S Alr Force produced

“Radioft y/Microwave Radiation Biological Effects and Safety Standards: A
Review” 7 and concluded: “RF/MW radiation is known to have a biological effect on
Sving organisms” and researchgwer the post 30 years has shown that low intensity
radiation can profoundly affect biological processes

The state should not require conclusive, causal evidence of a potential health risk to
children, just the gyidence of risk documented above and elsewhere. The guestion ks ~
when is the evidence sufficient to take action? Studies of the harmful effects of wireless
radiation were silenced by the DOH/OSPI narrow review criteria, 3ad qualified data with
evidence of harm was excluded from the draft report. The school stands “in loco
parentis” for our children and a3 such has a responsibility to provide a safe learning
envdecament. There is no contiusive evidence that wireless s safe and the state has an
obligation to Immediately remove Wi-Fi and cordiess phones until proven safe

Cumulative Impact Projects

9. Cumelative Impact project list in Draft PEIR is Inaccurate and Includes projects that are not in
the project impact zones in the Boulevard Planning Area , Jacumba Hot Springs Planming Area, or
the Mountain Empire Subregional Planning Area—this skews the real local impacts

10. The Bureau of Indian Affairs published a Notice of Cancellation in the Federal Register on
Thursday, February 20, 2014 (Vol 79, No 34) , stopping all work for the Shu'luuk Wind EIS™

11. CAISO Generator interconnection Quewe™ (1-21:-14) includes the following projects as still active
that should be inckaded:

o #32: 201MW Wind ~Boulevard East Substation 1384V

o

o000

#103: 27 MW ST- Border Substation (?)

#106A: 160 MW Wind - Boulevard East Substation 138kV
¥ 159A: 00MW Baja Wind ~ ECO Substation 230V
#183: 300MW Baja Wind - ECO Substation 230kV

REAAA: 20MW Solar PV - ECO Substation 138kV

o W583: 5TMW Wind - Boulevard East Substation 138 kv

"

»

(ST .

P RIS ot
Steadd=T32024 1000

| e L egon K g e dotamet!
™ bto/Meeiburner snoek 2012 infalmedia/international Doctony

o Agpeal 1012 Novad!
» DtRLlveerw stopthecrime oet/docnBF -Merowave Radiation iological £ fects NI 0Rome% 20Labs pdf

ke Lveoow g0 Rox/Tnen/oke/FR-2014-02-20/p3{/2014-03615 pdf
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c2-111
Cont.

Cc2-112

C2-110

C2-111

environmental issue related to the DPEIR for which a
response is required.

The County also refers the commenter to response to
comment C2-107 and C2-111.

The comment is acknowledged and the resources and
quotations provided will be included in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers. The
County also refers the commenter to response to
comment C2-107 and C2-111.

The comment is acknowledged and the resources and
quotations provided will be included in the FPEIR for
review and consideration by the decision makers. The
County has reviewed the information presented in this
comment. 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), 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

22 | Bovlevard Planning Group's comments on Softec Solar's Oraft PER 3214 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
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C2-112

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. The memorandum
concludes that EMF from the Proposed Project are
highly localized and pose no known concern for
human health. See also response to comment 138-10.

The County does not agree that the Cumulative
Projects List (DPEIR Chapter 1.0, Table 1-12)
includes projects within too broad of a geographic
scope, as indicated by the commenter. No fixed
standards apply under CEQA or the State CEQA
Guidelines as to what will constitute an appropriate
geographic scope; the lead agency is provided the
discretion to make such a determination so long as the
administrative record illustrates a reasonable basis for
such a determination (City of Long Beach v Los Angeles
Unified Sch. Dist. (2009) 176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 908
(selection of the geographic area affected by the
cumulative impacts falls within the lead agency’s
discretion); Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (2004) 123 Cal. App. 4th
1331, 1351-1354; Kostka and Zischke 2009, Section
13.45, pp. 654-655).The geographic scope for the
cumulative study area was determined based on the
natural boundaries of the resources affected, rather
than jurisdictional boundaries, and is consistent with
recent cumulative analyses for energy projects recently
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o W789: 80 MW Solar PV = Bolevard East Substation 69kV
o W794: 45SMW Solar PV - Boulevard East Substation 138kV
o #895: 1SMW Solar PV ~ Boulevard East Substation 138kV
o #959: 30 MW Solar PV =~ Crestwood [ Boulevard 69kV

Connected actions:

*  Soitec Solar CPV module manufacturing process should be inchuded as a comnected action:

o Their factory Is included in alleged economic benefits 50 the enviconmental impacts should
be included as well

* Rough Acres Ranch Road should be included as a connected action

* Rough Acres Water Company Inc should be included as a connected action since
they will be selling their well water to Soitec and /or buying water from the Pine
Valley Mutual Water District and then sell it to Soitec

Questions:

The Soitec Proje: required M. U

1

2
3
4

How has Soitec managed to convince 0 many decion makers that up is down and black is

white, and that their CPV modules don't create glare, and their projects are low impact?

Just how mech tax revenue is estimated to be generated for San Diego County by these

projects?

How many other Incentives, sales and use tax exclusions, and other financial benefits will Soitec

and Jor other owners recelve at the expense of local, state, and federal tax payers?

Why was the ownership changed for Rugged Solar APN 611-110-61 from Charities Support

Foundation/ Harmony Grove Partners , as shown in the CPUC map for the Sunrise Powerfink

Rough Acres Construction Yard , and crossed out and changed to Waterstone Support

Foundation, Inc as shown i the Evidence of Legal Parcel documents filed the County on 5-15-12

apage6. ™

Are they gaming the system? Are they violating their mon-profit status and mission statement?
pIo 0 pdules and other project ComMponents

28l 20158 Dy ALl s 0N pIoRan
per DTSC draft regulations 7™

Roes Connar McGee, formd

Permit Findings:

Availabitty of public facilities, services, and utiities—-NO

The harmful effect upon desirable neighborhood character—CUMULATIVELY HARMFUL EFFECT
The generation of traffic and physical character of surrounding streets —SUBSTANDARD SOLE
ACCESS AND DEAD END ROADS WILL BE OVERBURDENED

* Mitefwwn.sdcounty <a.oov/pds/ceaalSoitec- Documents/ Applicaticof orma/Rugged/2012 0515 Rugned: Solar

LAC-Signed County-of San-Diege-Zoning £vidence of Legal Parcel Waterslone-Ssepon.odf

* mtto /fwww sdcounty <2 gov/pds/cegalSotes- Documenty/fecond-Documents/2043-10- 15 Patrick- Beown-email
i

e b ( 2ot Solar-P, iy
23 | Boulevard Planning Group's comments on Soitec Solar’s Draft PEIR 3.2:14

C2-112
Cont

[c2-113
C2-114
C2-115

C2-116

C2-117

C2-118

C2-119

C2-120

C2-121
C2-122

lC2-123

C2-124

C2-113

analyzed in the Proposed Project area. In addition, the
cumulative discussion for each resource topic defines
a specific geographic scope applicable to that resource
that is often more narrow in scope than the cumulative
study area shown on Figure 1-12. The County also
refers the commenter to response to comment C2-52.

The County acknowledges that the Shu’luuk Wind
project is no longer under consideration; the project
was not included in the DPEIR as a cumulative project
(see DPEIR, Chapter 1.0, Table 1-12).

The commenter provides a list of interconnections from
the California Independent System Operator Corporation
Generator Interconnection Queue. It is possible that the
projects  represented by these interconnection
applications are considered in the DPEIR cumulative
analysis; however, specifics regarding project names and
locations are not given since interconnection positions
are confidential. In addition, positions on the
interconnection queue do not mean they are reasonably
foreseeable. Therefore, not enough information is
provided to compare the list of interconnections to the
cumulative projects list in the DPEIR.

The County disagrees that the already approved and
operational Soitec Solar Industries LLC’s factory in
the City of San Diego, where it manufactures CPV
trackers, is a “connected action” that should be
analyzed as part of the Proposed Project. The

December 2014

7345

Final PEIR

C260




Response to Comments

C2-114

applicants have not sought any approvals from the
County related to the manufacturing facility, nor are
any necessary for the facility to continue operations,
and Soitec Solar Industries LLC’s manufacturing
activities would continue independent of the Proposed
Project. The Proposed Project’s approval or eventual
development has no bearing on continued production
at the manufacturing facility (see California Public
Resources Code, Section 21065; 14 CCR 15003(h)
and 15378(a), (c)). If the proposed project was to be
denied and the Soitec Solar facility discontinued
operations, it would be for reasons other than the
denial of the proposed project. Finally, CEQA does
not require analysis of “connected actions,” which is a
term of art used under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) (e.g., see 40 CFR 1508.25).

The DPEIR does not provide that Soitec Solar
Industries LLC’s manufacturing facility, located in
San Diego County, is an economic consideration or
benefit associated with the Proposed Project. The
manufacturing of the trackers is not part of the
Proposed Project, so neither the environmental
impacts nor benefits of the facility are addressed in the
DPEIR as “connected actions. Furthermore, the
achievement of project objective #6 (see Chapter 1.0
of the DPEIR) does not include economic
development associated with the Soitec Solar
Industries LLC’s manufacturing facility
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C2-115

C2-116

C2-117

Please refer to the response to comment C2-50.

Rough Acres Water Company is not a Water Service
Agency, as defined under the Groundwater Ordinance
sec. 67.703, because it was not in existence when the
Rugged Solar Farm major use permit application was
submitted. Accordingly, the Rugged Solar Farm is
required to comply with the Groundwater Ordinance
by preparing a groundwater investigation. Section
67.703 does not control whether a water source may
be relied upon by a project, however. Rather, it
determines whether a water source must comply with
the County’s Groundwater Ordinance. Accordingly,
the DPEIR analyzed the capacity for Rough Acres
Water Company (utilizing on-site production wells) and
Pine Valley Mutual Water Company to provide water
to the Proposed Project without causing significant
impacts on groundwater in storage or well interference
(DPEIR, pp. 3.1.9-11 to 3.1.9-12, Appendices 3.1.5-6
(Rough Acres), 3.1.5-7 (Pine Valley)).

The County disagrees with the commenter’s
characterization that the applicants have “convince[d]
so many decision makers ... that their CPV modules
don’t create glare, and their projects are low impact?”
The DPEIR analyzes potential glare impacts on
motorists and residents (DPEIR, pp. 2.1-78 to 2.1-79).
Please refer to response comment [2-8 regarding
significant and unmitigable impacts of the Proposed
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C2-118

C2-119

C2-120

C2-121

C2-122

Project from glare. In addition, the DPEIR finds
potential significant impacts to aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, land use, and
noise, including unmitigable impacts to aesthetics, air
quality, and land use (DPEIR, pp. S.0-9 to S.0-71).
The DPEIR presents an objective analysis of the
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed
Project for consideration by the decision makers.

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which further response is required.

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which further response is required.

Beyond information available in public records, the
County does not monitor information on the transfer
of private property between two entities, including the
parcel referenced by the comment. The applicants
have complied with County requirements by
submitting evidence of legal parcels associated with
the applicants’ permit application for the Rugged solar
farm, as shown by the document in the administrative
record referenced by the commenter in a footnote.

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which a response is required.

The DPEIR provides information on the
decommissioning of the Proposed Project, including
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S. The suitability of the site for the type and intensity of use or development which is proposed —
NO~—WILDFIRE CORRIDOR, GROUNDWATER DEPENDENT, HIGH WINDS, 7.8 EARTHQUAKE

6. Compliance with San Diego County General Plan—NO

7. Reguirements of the Californis Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) NOIT

Failure to meet San Diego County’s stated Mission, Vision, Values/Guiding
principles for their 2014-2019 Strategic Plan:
1. The Soitec Solar development project does not meet the Vision statement for * A County that is
safe, heakthy and thriving”™ due to increased risks to safety, health and well being related to
addition of new fire ignition sources, impediments 10 fire fighting well interference, and more

Viable alternatives:
¢ CEQA Guidelines Section 15021(a] (2)- “[a) public agency should not approve a project as
proposed If there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures avallable that would
substantially lessen any significant effects that the project would have on the esvironment.”

P UC approved amendment

Here, SUOAE aready M

he » rchase e
with Soitec to relocate their Bowlevard profects (Rugged, Tierra Del Sol, LanWest and LanEast)
to already approved sites in Imperial County, where the gen-tie is already built, The amended
apphcation states that the move will result in reduced Impacts and costs to ratepayers.

i should have beet

RSO aNernat W o

*  Soites has annownced a new Plug and Sun CPV module with backup 24/7 batteries™ that could
support this trend

* InEebruary 2014, The Solar Foundation reported that the State’s solar jobs forecast looks
bright. The coverage in the San Diego Unioa Tribune included a graphic that showed more solar
Jobs were reported in the more urbanized Congressional Districts, with the most reported in
Darrell Issa’s mostly coastal 49™ District™--not in the backcountry.

*  Power efficiency is the next step in reducing energy demand, beyond energy efficlency, through
improved software Instead of increased infrastructure to reduce the need for more energy
sources through better power management and storage. A new Power Efficiency White Paper
from Green Charge Network (Feb 2014)™ can help businesses

Please accept my apologies for not having time to better organize and edit these comments. Even with
the extended comment period, there is just too much complex, confusing, and missing information
Please do the right thing and help protect our community’s rights and resources over Soltec’s
profiteering at our expense. Please call with any questions: 619-766-4170

Sincerely,

)d/{'n“ - et
Donna Tisdale, Chair

o it/ /werw soitec.com/pdt/ohug -and-sun_en.oal
oo D0 S wrerwr utsandieg com/awi/2014/Teb 1219 Ca-s0lar -jod-10-eaceed SO000-in- 2014 waten/
White Pager: htp.//www greencharpenet comy/power-efficiency-producty/white-paper

C2-124

C2-125

C2-126

C2-127

C2-128

C2-129

C2-130

C2-131

C2-132

dismantling of the solar farms and recycling of
components and their constituent materials (DPEIR, pp.
1.0-17 to 1.0-18). In addition, the County requires the
applicants to submit a removal surety as a condition of
approval of a MUP and prior to issuance of a building
permit, along with final decommissioning plans
(DPEIR, p. 1.0-19; County Zoning Ordinance, Section
6952.b.3(d)).

The comment refers to the Department of Toxic
Substance Control’s (DTSC) draft regulations
regarding PV solar panels. The link to the Proposed
Project’s administrative record referenced in the
commenter’s footnote provides the California Office
of Administrative Law (OAL) Decision of
Disapproval of Regulatory Action, for regulations
proposed by DTSC that would have regulated PV
modules as hazardous waste. As evidenced by the
OAL Decision, the draft DTSC regulations were
disapproved on October 8, 2013. On February 5, 2014,
DTSC issued a Notice Regarding Photovoltaic (PV)
Modules: Proposed Regulations Package, which
provided that the DTSC has decided to withdraw the
PV Modules proposed regulations package and instead
will pursue obtaining authorization from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to implement

e cai federal Universal Waste Regulations in California. (See
https://dtsc.ca.gov/LawsRegsPolicies/Regs/upload
/Notice-of-Status-of-PV-Modules-Regulations-
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Attachment is Comment C2-133.

C2-123

C2-124

C2-125

Package.pdf.) In the event that the EPA approves this
request and there are new or different requirements in
California applicable to the disposal of PV modules, the
applicants will be obligated to comply with such
regulations in effect at the time of decommissioning. In
addition, the applicants’ decommissioning plan,
prepared as a condition of approval of a MUP and prior
to issuance of a building permit, will reflect the
Proposed Project’s compliance with current regulations.

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which further response is required. Mr. McGee has
not been assigned to work on the DPEIR or the
Proposed Project.

The comment sets forth a series of opinions regarding
various avenues of compliance and consistency. The
County will need to prepare MUP findings in
accordance with County Zoning Ordinance Section
7358 for consideration at hearing on the Proposed
Project. Pursuant to Section 7358, the County must
make the findings required under Section 7358 prior to
granting a MUP for the Proposed Project. The County
also will issue findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15091 and 15093.

The County acknowledges that the Vision Statement
from the County’s 2014-2019 Strategic Plan has been
quoted correctly and notes the commenter’s opinion
regarding the Proposed Project.
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Hlng_tgon, Robert J

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Donna Tisdale <tisdale. donna@gmail com>

Monday, February 10, 2014 5:00 PM

Hingtgen, Robert J; Fogg, Mindy, Gungle, Ashley, Jacob, Dianne; Wilson, Adam; Fitzpatnick.
Lisa

Bivd PG Soitec actions & needs list for DPEIR record

BPG Soitec actions 9-14-12 0 2-8-14-signed pdf, BPG Needs-mitigation list revised 2-6-14
FINAL paf

FOR THE SOITEC SOLAR DRAFT PEIR RECORD: (PDS2012-3910-120005):

Hello Robert,

Please include the attached documents into the record for the Boulevard Planning Group:

1. Boulevard Planning Group's Soitec Actions 9-14-12 to 2-6-14
2. Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List revised 2-6-14

Let me know if our planning group actions need to be recorded on PDS 534 forms. | searched but could not
locate any that had been filed,

Thank you,

Donna Tisdale, Chair
619-766-4170

C2-126

C2-127

C2-128

C2-129

The comment’s citation to the CEQA Guidelines is
acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for
review and consideration. Chapter 4.0 of the DPEIR
examines a range of Proposed Project alternatives in
accordance with the rule of reason (14 CCR
15126.6(a)), and provides detailed explanations for
those alternatives determined infeasible, as well as the
required identification of an environmentally superior
alternative (see Alternative 7).

The “approved sites in Imperial County” that the
commenter refers to are not viable alternatives to the
Proposed Project. Refer to common response ALT1
and the responses to comments O10-7 and O10-99.

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion
that distributed solar and other distributed generation
in the already built environment is a superior
alternative to the Proposed Project. This is an opinion
offered by the commenter, rather than a factual
conclusion. Refer to responses O10-102 to O10-113
and pages 4.0-4 to 4.0-6 of the DPEIR for the
County’s reasoning related to the elimination of a
distributed generation alternative from detailed
consideration by the County.

Soitec Solar Industries LLC’s Plug and Sun module is a
different technology than that proposed for the
Proposed Project (DPEIR, pp. 1.06 to 1.09) and is
intended primarily for areas that lack access to
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BOULEVARD PLANNING GROUP’S APPROVED ACTION/MOTION TAKEN FEBRUARY 6, 2014
FOR SOITEC SOLAR DRAFT PEIR (PD$S2012-3910-120005)

*  Re-endorse our previous actions to oppose 80 MW Rugged Solar (6-14-12), 60 MW Tierra Del Sol Solar (8-2-
12)and 6.5 MW LanWest Sofar (5-3-12) (attached)

*  Oppose the Soitec Solar Draft Programmatic EIR, the 22MW LanEast and newly proposed Los Robles alternative
site(s) for reasons that indude but are not limited to the following:

o Lack of need for the project(s) & experimental nature and misrepresentations of Soitec’s dual tracking CPV,
with only 14MW currently operational globally (according to SOGEE'S 3" amendment 1o their Power
Purchase Agreement : AL2552-E)

o Significant problems evident at Soitec’s 1.5 MW Newberry Solar 1 site in Newberry Speings near Barstow
SDGAE has approved contracts (CPUC RESOLUTION E-4606) to sell the energy from these yet-to-be-built
projects to other entities starting January 1, 2014—showing lack of need and raising questions

o SDGE&E's CPUC approved amendment to Soitec Solar Power Purchase Agreement (AL 25524 ) to move
Boulevard projects to an already approved site in Imperial Valley that has survived previous litigation

o Court ruling of unconstitutionality of ABIOO judicial fast-tracking and failure of County and Soitec to provide
notice to Planning Group and public of Soitec’s AB900 application and public comment period

o Insufficient information for Programenatic EIR and objection to County’s first time use of PEIR

© Inaccurate project description that downplays the rugged beauty of Boulevard, adverse impacts, proximity
10 homes and sensitive resources, and exaggerates the negative

© Inordinate number of errors and omissions (see list)—sloppy work or purposely manipulated?

o LanWest should be removed from DPEIR due to Soitec’s withdrawal of MUP application and lack of
information and sensitive location

o LanEast should be removed from the DPEIR due to lack of MUP application, lack of information, and
sensitive location with wetlands and adjacent Walker Creek Ecological Reserve

© Los Robles Solar alternatives should be removed for lack of MUP application and adequate information

o Lack of faith In Dudek’s abilities due to multiple conflicts of interest, lack of neutrality, apparent bias, and
recent failure 1o accurately analyze the groundwater / hydrological interconnections and adverse impacts
1o off-site wells at the Madera Golf Club in Poway.

© Dudek’s error became evident when curtailment of irrigation wells was mandated due to significant drop in
water levels within a short 60 day period after pumping was resumed—as Dr. Ponce predicted.

o Significant impacts do include adverse impacts 1o groundwater and increased fire risk

o Lack of avallability of fire services and County commitment for career staffing at Boulevard Fire

*  Support new and viable alternative moving all Soitec projects to pre-approved Imperial Valley sites per AL2552-E
* Oppose all Boulevard Community Plan Amendments, proposed walvers, and overriding considerations due to
increased risk, reduced, and unequal protections under the law, and viclation of constitutional rights
*  Underground all lines including collector lines —10 reduce fire hazards and Impediments to firefighting
o Endorse and incorporate by reference the report by Dr. V.M, Ponce entitled “Impacts of Soitec Solar Projects on
Boulevard and Surrounding Communities®, dated November 15, 2013
*  Request a re<circulated non-programmatic Draft EIR; removal of LanWest, LanEast and Los Robles Solar
* If Rugged Solar and Tierra Del Sol Solar projects are approved, they must be the most reduced alternatives
* Authorize the Chair to submit formal detailed comments for the Group, by the DPEIR by the Feb 17s deadine,
that include issues and concerns raised and any new information that becomes available.
Action taken: M/S: Noland/McKernan: Adopt proposed action/motion as written: Passed: 4-0-0 (Maupin recused due
to proxdmity of his home to Soitec’s Tierra Del Sol Solar; seats 2 & 6 vacant)

C2-130

C2-131

electricity. The availability of the Plug and Sun module,
as a solar distributed-generation technology, does not
alter the County’s analysis of the infeasibility of
distributed generation as an alternative to the Proposed
Project (DPEIR, pp. 4.0-4 to 4.0-6; see also common
response ALT2 and the responses to comments O10-
102 to O10-113).

The comment does not raise an environmental issue
for which a response is required. The forecast for solar
jobs in the coastal areas of San Diego County,
compared with inland areas, does not provide support
for the siting of the Proposed Project in western San
Diego County as an alternative to siting the Proposed
Project in eastern San Diego County. The location of
solar industry workers does not equate to the location
of solar installations in the state, nor does that statistic
provide support for the feasibility of siting the
Proposed Project in urbanized western San Diego
County as an alternative to the proposed sites.

The comment does not raise an environmental issue for
which a response is required. The Green Charge Networks
white paper provided by the commenter relates to energy
storage systems for industrial and commercial businesses
to reduce their utility demand charges. This is beyond the
scope of the Proposed Project. Additionally, the

Vote taken 2:6-14: ___ 3¥0an . . Donna Tisdale, Chair commenter provides no further information on how
energy power management and storage constitute a viable
alternative to a utility-scale solar generation project.
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BOULEVARD PLANNING GROUP ACTIONS ON SOITEC SOLAR PROJECTS
9-14-12 THROUGH May 3, 2012

1. June 14, 2012 action o| in, " MWR lar:

M/S: McKernan/Lawrence: Oppose/deny Rugged Solar for non-complionce with Genercl Plon, Community
Plan, MUP Required Findings (bulk, scale, hormony, density, coveroge, fire services, utilities, troffic, suitobility
of site for type ond intensity of use) and CEQA—Need to uphold the voice of overwhelming majority of
registered voters who elected planning group members to help protect Bowlevard’s rurol community charocter
from being destroyed from over-development and lorge-scole industrial projects: Passed 4-0-0 (Rivera, Noland
& Burgio absent): http://www sdcounty <3 gov/pds/docs/PG/BO120614MI.pd!

2. August 2, 2012 action opposing Soitec’s 60MW Tierra Del Sol project:
M/S: Noland/Lawrence: Send comment letter denying Tierra Del Sol Solar LLC using seme reasons stated for
opposition to Rugged Solar LLC end LanWest Solar LLC; add Homeland Security and military air troffic ond
other issues /impocts: Passed: 5-0-0 (seats 2 & 6 vacant).
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/docs/PG/BO120802M1 pdf

.M 2 ing Soitec's 6.5SMW LanWest project:
M/S: McKernan/ Noland: Oppose LanWest Solar based on the foct it is o large-scole industrial solar project in
close proximity to odjocent homes; non-compliance with community choracter, generol plon and community
plan thot was opproved and adopted by the Boord of Supervisors in August 2011; public heaith and safety
concerns, cumulative impocts : Passed 4-0-1 (Lawrence absent, Daubach abstained, Rivera recused due to
proximity of LanWest project to his home): http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov,

» Sept 5, 2013: Soitec withdrew their LanWest Major Use Permit application by letter from
Clark Crawford to Ashley Gungle in PDS. However, the project is still included in the Programmatic
EIR: NLy.ca. itec. ments/R . men 05-Clark-

Crawford-Email-to-Ashley-Gungle-re-Withdrawal-of-Major-Use-Permit-12-002 pdf

» No MUP was ever applied for Soitec’s 22MW LanEast project. However, but it is still
included in the PEIR

C2-132

C2-133

Therefore, no further response is required.

This comment concludes the letter and does not
raise a significant environmental issue for which a
response is required.

Documents attached to this comment letter include the
Boulevard Planning Group’s Approved Action/Motion
Taken 2-6-14 For Soitec Solar Draft PEIR, Boulevard
Planning Group Actions on Soitec Solar Projects 9-14-
12 through 5-3-14, Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List
revised 2-6-14, and Requests related to the Rough
Acres Ranch Road Major Grading Permit Application
PDS2011-2700-15622. The County acknowledges
receipt of these documents and they will be included
in the record for review and consideration by the
decision makers. Regarding the document titled
Boulevard Planning Group’s Soitec Approved
Action/Motion Taken 2-6-14 For Soitec Solar Draft
PEIR, please refer to response to comments C2-1
through C2-131. The County acknowledges the
Boulevard Planning Group Actions on the Soitec Solar
Projects. Each individual chapter of the DPEIR
analyzes potential cumulative impacts associated with
development of the Proposed Project and other closely
related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
projects. The document titled Requests related to the
Rough Acres Ranch Road Major Grading Permit
Application PDS2011-2700-15622 is dated May 25,
2013. The Notice of Availability for the DPEIR for the
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REVISED Boulevard Needs / Mitigation List APPROVED 2-6-14 to replace list dated 7-7-11:

Related to cumulative impacts from the following known projects and potential future projects: ECO
Substation & Boulevard Substation; 200 MW Tule Wind; Rough Acres Ranch Conference Center /Campground;
Soitec Solar's CPV tracking 80 MW Rugged Solar; 60MW Tierra Del Sol Solar; 22MW LanEast Solar; 6.5MW
LanWest Solar; Infigen’s proposed Fox Solar; potential Chapman Ranch Solar.

{* ¥ LAihe 220 prnen PO L J A%l » O Yacan
All mitigation should be required to take place within the disproportionately impacted Boulevard Planning
Area--not in El Cajon, North County, Borrego, Palm Springs, or elsewhere.

riglizati f our gr ter nden 1 nity o Infi r

rd Planning A roj
it financi
mmuni who h i in theirh ral lif )

Emergency Services

* County commitment to re-designate Boulevard Fire to a career staffed station

o Project funding for permanent career staffing for fire & ambulance services at Boulevard Fire

o Funding for specialized firefighter training and equipment (foam) for electrical fires for Boulevard Fire

* County commitment to build a new Boulevard Sheriff Substation at the new Boulevard Fire Station
property and return the current Fire/Sheriff station property to the community for a multi use facility

o Emergency Incident Command Post: Boulevard will be converted into an industrial energy generation
hub with all the increased risk of fire and impediment to fire fighting from air and ground

* Funding for The Real East County Fire Safe Council (FSC) for projects and efforts that benefit Boulevard

* Secure a permanent home for FSC ToolShare tools

o Developers of large-scale projects, especially cumulative impact electrical generation and transmission
infrastructure projects should be required to commit funds for emergency services for the life of their
projects which can be extended beyond original 25-30 year average Power Purchase Agreements and
lease agreements.

¢ Require commercial industrial/utility scale projects to disclose, post, and report the amount and type
of flammable materials used/stored onsite and where waste is recycled or disposed of.

e Fund and build a multi-use community facility bullt to Red Cross & LEED Standards with commercial
grade kitchen and equipment, point of use renewable energy generation to reduce long-term
operation costs, and an appropriately sized propane backup generator

*  Work with the Boulevard Planning Group to help design a multi-use facility with real community input

o Boulevard library, health clinic, child and adult daycare to be added to multi-use facility

o Funding for staffing, operation and maintenance for projects above (McCain Conservation Camp may
potentially provide outside maintenance of grounds)

o Computer / audio visual lab and equipment with periodic upgrades

1 l Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List revised as of 2-6-14

Soitec Solar Development Project was issued on
January 2, 2014 and as such, the attachment
concerning Rough Acres Ranch Road does not relate
to the adequacy of the DPEIR. The impacts associated
with construction of Roug h Acres Ranch Road were
previously addressed in environmental documentation
prepared for the Tule Wind Energy Project and the
roadway would be permitted under the MUP for the
Tule Wind Energy Project.

References

14 CCR 15000-15387 and Appendices A—L. Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality
Act, as amended.

CAEATFA (California Alternative Energy and Advanced
Transportation Financing Authority). 2014. California
Alternative Energy and Advanced Transportation
Financing Authority 2013 Annual Report to the California
State Legislature. March 2014. http://www.treasurer.ca.
gov/caeatfa/annual/2013.pdf

California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000-21177.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended.

County of San Diego. 2006. County of San Diego Environmental
Impact Report Format and General Content
Requirements. County of San Diego Land Use and
Environment Group, Department of Planning and Land
Use, Department of Public Works. September 26, 2006.
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o Design and fund park, playground at new community facility or nearby

* The Boulevard Community sign needs a new permanent home and shielded lighting

* Boulevard needs a dedicated central message center to find notification of all meetings and events in
our area (perhaps on Oak Knolls sign posts outside post office—with permission and funding)

Clover Flat Elementary School:

o Funding for new state of the art LEED certified school with propane backup generator (new well and
ground-mounted solar system already instalied )

* Upgraded recreation area and equipment

¢ Funding for computer and audio visual lab and equipment with periodic upgrades.

| i i |

* Require industrial wind and solar project developers to enter into enforceable Property Value
Guarantee contracts with willing non-participating property owners within the impact zone (TBD), with
buyout options for those who want to move but cannot sell their home in a reasonable amount of time

* Mitigation for increased fire insurance rates or loss of insurance coverage due Lo inconsistently staffed
stations or dark fire stations and increased fire risk related to cumulative and disproportional impacts
from numerous energy and transmission projects concentrated in the Boulevard Planning Area

* Funding for independent legitimate Health Impact Assessments and mitigation of adverse health
effects related to proliferation of cumulative energy and transmission projects.

* Funding for regular local community clean ups, trash, tire and haz mat collection events,

¢ Upgrades to signage, trails, and public camping areas.

e Help with cleanup of absentee owned and neglected / nuisance properties in central village area.

¢ Funding for purchase of land, the design, construction, and O& M of joint public Native American /
Pioneer museum. (could potentially be located on tribal land with interested and willing tribal entities)

* Funding for design, construction, staffing and O& M of Interpretative Park / Visitor Information Center
with necessary infrastructure to advertise local points of interest and recreation opportunities

ra S| i

* Rural roads were never designed, built, or maintained to accommodate 60 ton cranes or massive
trucks hauling giant wind turbine parts and other project components--applies to private roads, too.

* Project related road upgrades / improvements are needed for substandard Ribbonwood Road, Jewel
Valley Road, McCain Valley Road, and Tierra Del Sol Road that will be overburdened

* Just keep it rural in appearance. No curbs or gutters,

¢ Tight and enforceable Road Agreement contracts are needed between the County and project
developers with pre and post project documentation of road easements conditions / damage /repairs
/ongoing maintenance. Iberdrola (Tule Wind developer) belatedly settled a turbine project road
lawsuit in another community for over $1 million

e Traffic Impact Fees should go for public transit, park and ride, road repairs, and maintenance that
benefit the Boulevard Planning Area,

¢ Funding for Van with wheelchair access, personnel, and all satellite needs for this vehicle,

2 ] Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List revised as of 2:6-14

County of San Diego. 2011. San Diego County General Plan: A
Plan for Growth, Conservation and Sustainability.
Adopted August 2011. http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds
/generalplan.html

County of San Diego. 2013. Boulevard Subregional Planning
Area: Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. August 2011;
amended May 15, 2013.
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/docs/CP/

Boulevard CP.pdf.

County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance. 2010. Ordinance No.
10072, Section 6952, Solar Energy System.

Fraunhofer ISE (Fraunhofer Institute for Solar Energy Systems
ISE), Soitec, CEA-Leti, and the Helmholtz Center Berlin.
2013. “World Record Solar Cell with 44.7% Efficiency.”
Press release. Freiburg, Germany: Fraunhofer et al.
September 23, 2013.
http://www.soitec.com/en/news/press-releases/world-
record-solar-cell-1373/.

SDG&E. 2013. East County Substation Project Amended
Construction Water Supply Plan. Revised July 3, 2013.

Soitec. 2014. Technical Data Sheet: Soitec CX-S530-11 CPV
System 29.4 kWp Concentrix ™ Technology. January 1,
2014. Accessed September 11, 2014.
http://www.soitec.com/pdf/
CX-S530-11 Technical Data Sheet.pdf
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* Funding rural transportation and personnel for Youth and seniors in a loop {Jacumba to Boulevard, to
Campo to Buckman Springs to Pine Valley). This would get locals to libraries, parks, events, and other
venues during the summer and seniors to the medical facilities in the area for appointments.

* Set up local Park & Ride locations, potentially at new County-owned Boulevard Fire station property or
through coordination with the Golden Acorn Casino with potential for locals to pay to ride the casino
shuttle buses that go back and forth to town; with funds for use of dedicated casino park & ride area

* Funding to help pay for casino security patrols that operate at the casinos to watch park and ride area

* Rural transportation system improvements / handicap access/ increased number of days per week that
bus service is available.

Public Health & Safety
e County commitment and funds for long-term groundwater monitoring for quality and draw downs
e Per capita imits /ratios should be placed on the number of Sexually Violent Predators allowed in one
community with outright denial of placement based on proximity to homes and lack of services

« Concerns with increased ber of & {and changes in i classification that allows more
violent and dangerous inmates) without necessary staff i at McCain C vation Camp
* Concerns with ongoing “dinic” and rehab clients reportedly present at Rough Acres Ranch facilities
Noise:

* Industrial wind turbines have been identified by numerous doctors, nolse specialists and other
professionals and experts as sources of both audible and inaudible noise pollution that can adversely
impact the health, well being, quality of life, and property values of those living nearby.

o Industrial scale solar projects can include noisy inverters, blowers, fans, transformers, and other
components, including low-frequency humming and vibrations that have similar impacts.

« Current Ordinance allows inappropriate levels of increased noise pollution over ambient rural levels

* Revise Noise Ordinance to better protect public health and safety, ambient rural quiet, quality of life,
and property values.

* Eliminate options for notse walvers included in the 2013 Wind Energy Ordinance & Plan Amendment

* Preconstruction: Require full spectrum ambient noise measurements, including all low frequencies, to
be cond: d by an independent certified and licensed specialist, at impacted property lines and
existing residents within a 1/4 mile minimum of project related power lines and substationsand a 1.5
mile mini from each individual industrial wind turbine and noisy solar project components,

o Current turbine noise complaints include residents within 3 miles of 50 MW Kumeyaay Wind. Impacts
have been reported up to 6 miles distant.

o Post construction: Require the same independent full spectrum noise level measurements once an
individual project is operational and upon receiving complaints,

o Tests should be mandated for pre determined intervals for individual and cumulative project impacts

* Require noise mediation through binding and enforceable contract agreements

* Provide local residents with current project developer / construction / enforcement contact lists,

* Write into MUP /CUP the requirement to remove project related infrastructure (like turbines,
malfunctioning solar trackers, and other components) that are repeat offenders.

o Clean power line insulators on a regular basis to avoid / reduce corona nolse

Electrical Pollution / Dirty Electricity / Stray Voltage:

3 ' Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List revised as of 2-6-14
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* "Dirty Electricity, Electrification and the Diseases of Civilization" by Dr. Samuel Milham, MD, MPH,
documents the link between adverse health effects, cancer clusters, and EMF, RFR and MWR®,

o Pulsed or modulated frequencies are reportedly more bicactive and damaging’.

¢ Impacted homes, offices, schools, livestock barns and operations, can become electrical conductors for
ground currents of high freq y pollution/ harmonics dumped into the ground from the 60 Hz grid.

* Symptoms of exposure to high levels of spurious energy can include sleep disturbance, chronic fatigue,
fibromyalgi izures, anxiety, childhood asthma, diab various cancers.

* Require proper design, construction, operation and e of energy g 0
transformation, and transmission related projects to reduce / eliminate sources of dlrty electricity
/stray voltage / electrical pollution/ interference.

* Require developers of wind, solar, tr Ission line and substation projects to conduct pre and post
construction noise and power quality measurements in homes of willing owners within a 1/2 mile
minimum, with ongoing monitoring and binding and enforceable conditions.

¢ Mitigation for increased ground currents, Electromagnetic Field, Radio Frequency Radiation, and
Microwave Frequency Radiation impacts to non-participating property owners.

. Mmytlon for adverse Uemomunehe Interference impacts on non-participating property owners
[equip / appliances / ¢ ations

o Funding for unbiased independent and qualified professional power quality surveying and filtering to
reduce dirty electricity levels in local homes and schools, using properly calibrated equipment,

Wildlife / Biological Mitigation:

¢ Purchase mitigation land in the same impacted area -- not far away like the Bighorn Sheep mitigation
for Sunrise that benefitted Bighorns near Palm Springs when our local herds lost habitat

* Floodplains, wetlands, and wildlife movement corridors must be designated and protected - they are
rapidly disappearing under sprawling energy projects that disturb soils, remove native vegetation, alter
water flows, reduce natural carbon sequestration, and increase dust storms that impact health,

* Require developers to release and publish all avian, bat, and other biological studies and reports
conducted for their projects, with regular monitoring, and full disclosure reporting.

* Enforceable protection is needed for Oaks and other large established trees. Utilities and developers
are not arborists and it shows.

* Long-term funds for treating and trimming Oaks that are battling drought, the Golden Spotted Oak
Borer Beetle, and other pest infestations.,

* Oak trees reduce green house gases, generate oxygen, and provide shade and habitat

* Oak Tree propagation and replacement program

* Enforceable regulations needed to stop movement of infested fire wood to prevent loss of more trees

o Enforceable mitigation for wind turbine blade/shadow “flash” and "flicker” effects
* Enforceable mitigation for solar project glint and glare effects
o Dark skies protections “uy

* hito./fwww. sacneniam com/

4 | Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List revised as of 2-6-14
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DATE; 5-25-13

10; Planning & Development Services Project Manager, Kenneth Brazell, 5510 Overland Ave, Suite 310,
San Diego, CA 92123 via: Kenneth,Brazeli®@sdcounty.ca.gov

FROM: Donna Tisdale, Chair, Boulevard Planning Group, PO Bax 1272, Boulevard, CA 91905; 619-766-
4170; tisdale donna@gmall. com

RE: ROUGH ACRES RANCH ROAD MAJOR GRADING PERMIT APPLICATION:
PDS2011-2700-15622: 3 REQUESTS: 1)2-WEEK COMMENT EXTENSION; 2) FULL
HARD COPY OF PERMIT APPLICATION; 3) FULL APPLICATION IN DIGITAL FORMAT

A Two week extension is justified: As the Chair of the Boulevard Planning Group, | am requesting a 2-
week extension 10 the current May 27" comment deadline that falls on the Memorial Day holiday.

The May 8™ notice for this controversial cumulative impact project was received between our regular
monthly Planning Group meetings held on May 2™ and June 6™ during a time when community efforts,
attention, and energy were focused on the two Board of Supervisors hearings for the Boulevord specific
Wind Energy Ordinance and Plan Amendment. A justified 2-week extension will allow time for an
important public discussion and feedback from impacted non-participating property owners and the
general public, especially since the notice announces that the County will not hold o public hearing.

Inadequate and incorrect Public Notice: The one-page notice and vague Vicinity Map and Site Plan map
that were malled out (hard copies only) are vastly inadequate and do not provid gh inf or
time for informed public comments. The full Rough Acres Ranch Road Major Grading Permit application
was not provided for review in electronk format —or any format-for distribution to interested parties
without having to drive over 100 miles roundtrip to “view the files” during County business hours.

ice InCos 00. However, Rugged Solar MUP Plot
th show tht Rough Acres Ranch uw crosses APN 611-090-02-00 and 611-100-07-00, leaving out the
APNs for additional parcels not under control of Hamann Companies through their various entities and
charities. The photograph below shows the currently open and scenic view of the Tule Creek flood plan
through Hamana Companies Rough Acres Ranch in the McCain VaSley area of Boulevard. | took the
photograph from Ribbonwood Road, north of the proposed intersection with the Rough Acres Ranch
Road. The new road will appear as a highly visual intrusion and scar across this sensitive waterway and
wildie corridor that has been flooded during El Nino years and high rain events ke Hurricane Kathleen,

ECEIVE

MAR 03 2014

Plan and
Dovolopn?om Services
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Most of the valley area in the photograph s planned for conversion into a commercial industrial solar
energy project. Soitec’s Rugged Solar Plot Plans include descriptions that Rough Acres Ranch Road will
be bullt under the Rugged Solar MUP (3300-12-007) if the Rough Acres Ronch MUP 3300-09-019 does
not proceed'; and that Rough Acres Ranch Road is part of MUP 3300-09-019° (Tule Wind). Which i it?

Cumylative groundwater Impacts: All of these controversial and disruptive projects plan to use
groundwater from the same two wells located on separate parcels with various ownership names,
collectively known as Rough Acres Ranch, including the Connected Action Rough Acres Ranch Road
grading project:

1. Iberdrola’s Tule Wind (MUP 33-09-019); Up to 56 acre-feet of groundwater use in nine months
and ongoing use of O&M facility {2,400 gallons per day).

2. Sqitec Solar's 765 acre Rugged Solar LLC with pending MUP 3300-12-007: Estimated use of 81
acre-feet of groundwater in 40 working days, and 5.5 acre-feet per year for ongoing panel
vushn;, sol nabtlnuon and O&M building.

mm.:mmu About 27mlee| peryeaofomgmndmruso

4. Rough Acres Ranch Road Major Grading Permit PDS2011-2700-15622: Please identify how much
water will be needed for this road construction and mitigation, and under which project the
water use was studied and accounted for.

Mm._m me pmposed Rouch Acres lhm:h Rcod crosses lmponln( and vmlshm

wildlife migrati idors, foraging habitat for protected, sensitive, and at-risk raptors
and other large prednots. and Is subject to inundation and scouring events where it crosses the Tule
Creek 100-year flood plain.

Acoordm to the Plot Plan C-101, C-102, C-105, for Rugged Solar LLC, it appears that multiple oaks and
lands, k d within ked 50 foot buffer zones, will also be adversely impacted by the
proposed Rough Acres Ranch Road on APN’s 611-090-02-00 and 611-090-04-00, 611-100-07-00

Itis unclear if the related RUGGED SOLAR DRAINAGE STUDY has been leted, and if it included the
Rough Acres Ranch Road impacts: (3300 12-007 (MUP); 3910 12-21-003 (ER): 1.5 Miles North of I-8
between Ribbonwood Road and McCain Valley Road, Boulevard; APN 611-110-01; 611-100-02 & 01;
611-090-02 & 04; 611-091-03, 09; 611-060-04;Kiva Project: 11-0159228)

For the record, 1 am e by ref the ched Boulevard Planning Group's 6-pages of
prefminary /! that have more detalled information on the Tule Creek floodplain
d lon and ¢ [ project impacts. The comments were approved by the Group on Nov 1,

2012 and submitted to the Project Manager for the Rough Acres Campground and Rock Crushing Facility
MUPs: 3300-12-020 (P12-020), 3300-12-021(P-12-021).

lam ako i g by ref the hed 7-page di summarizing selected Rugged Solar
LLC Plot Plan lnformuion that | drafted with the header: Rugged Solar LLC Plot Plan selected
information P12-007 (dated DPLU rcvd 7-24-12), Please note the applicant’s listed excavation of
776,160 cubic yards of soil, with export of 15,490 cubic yards to unidentified location, proposed limits
on construction work hours and idling of construction equipment.

* Soitec Solar's Rugged Solar MUP Plot Plan Sheet Map C-101
* Soitec Solar’s Rugged Solar MUP Piot Plan Fuel Treatment Exhibit
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1. TuleWmddoesmlhma ess 19M!. chase Ags despite ongoing efforts,

2. Tule Wind does not have the necessary permit from the State Lands Commission approving
turbines that Iberdrola has identified as necessary to make the project economically feasible.

3, Tule Wind does not have the necessary Record of Decision from the Bureau of indian Affairs for
the turbines pl. dforE paayp tribal kands, also identified as necessary.

4. Tule Wind's Golden Eagle expert, Dave Bittner of WRI, recently pled guilty for unlawful take of a
Golden Eagle, violation of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, working on an expired
permit, and failure to record critical data since 2006”. This may impact USFWS approvals.

S, Acomplaint filed in US District Court, challenging federal Tule Wind approvals, is still unresolved
and may result in an injunction, a significantly reduced, redesigned, or Jled project.

6. Soitec’s Rugged Solar LLC MUP is not expected to be rek d for public untd August
at the earliest. Approvals of that MUP will face community opposition and likely litigation.

7. Rough Acres Campground and Rock Crushing MUPs are not expected to be released for public
comment until August at the earliest.

8. Backup water sources identified for these projects inchude Live Oak Springs Water Company
(LOSWC).

9. Project Avadtability letters provided LOSWC for Tule Wind and all four of Soitec Solar’s Boulevard
projects, were unauthorized by the CPUC. Bulk water sales were formerly suspended in March
and effectively voided by the May 14™ recommendation, issued by the Assigned Administrative
Law Judge for the CPUC Division of Water Audits Investigation: Proceeding A1208004*, to place
the sial and out of complk LOSWC into ivership and to find a new owner to
protect the bealth and safety of the Live Oak Springs residents/ratepayers,

How much soil will be moved for Rough Acres Ranch Road project?
How many Oaks, wetland areas, or other sensitive resources will be destroyed or degraded?
How much water will be used for this project, what Is the source, and is it fully authorized?
What mit‘mon measures are proposed for adverse impacts to visual, biclogical,
d and surface water resources and flow patterns, air quality, and
other critical vnoumu?
What dust suppression and erosion mitigation is required?
mmm:nvwod hours, traffic, or equipment restrictions proposed to protect non-
participating property ommmwemou(‘ubﬁuuls.mwm
wildlife) from noise, dust, and/or other p g 8 d by the construction and
related daily traffic for this road project and d major . mpact proj that
may move forward simultaneously?
7. What independent off site well monitoring is required to prevent well interruption or
interference at non-participating properties that may be within the zone of influence?
8. Will groundwater speings and seeps in the area that wildlife relies on, be monitored as well?
9. What repairs, upgrades, and other ongoing mitigation is pr d to address the existing
inadequate engineering and road bed condition of Ribbonwood Road that was never designed
for heavy traffic or heavy equipment?
10. In the event of wildfire, flooding, or other B what traffic itoring will be required
by the commercial operations using Rough Acres Ranch Road to ensure that residents living on
sole-access Ribbonwood Road are not blocked by project related traffic?
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