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(see, e.g., Kings County Joint Housing Element)'?, and at revenue sharing (see, e.g., Yolo
County’s pass through agreements with its cities.)”® The County should consider including such
specific policies to facilitate collaboration with the cities. We would be happy to provide the
staff with other examples that could serve as models for the County to consider.

III.  Deficiencies Related to Mitigation Measures

There are several deficiencies with the DEIR’s evaluation of mitigation measures relating
to climate change impacts, as described below.

A. Analysis of Projected Reduction of GHG Emissions

The DEIR’s discussion of the County’s GHG emissions and the projected reductions in
the County’s GHG emissions from proposed mitigation measures does not satisfy CEQA’s
requirement to disclose to the public and the decisionmakers the General Plan’s GHG emissions
. impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15144.) The DEIR’s discussion of projected reductions merely
includes tables showing projected emissions reductions from the mitigation measures in the
DEIR “when combined with federal, State, and regional programs.” (DEIR, at p. 2.17-29.) The
source for the DEIR emissions reduction tables is listed in the Inventory. (DEIR, atp. 2.17-1, 36
and 37.) However, the Inventory provides very little detail regarding the DEIR’s underlying
assumptions. The DEIR should contain more detailed analysis of the projected reductions
resulting from the proposed mitigation measures relating to GHG emissions impacts.

—

B. Unenforceable Mitigation Measures

Currently, many of the County’s proposed mitigation measures, general plan policies, and
implementation measures relating to climate change are not specific and enforceable. CEQA
requires that mitigation measures must be “fully enforceable through permit conditions,
agreements, or other measures” so “that feasible mitigation measures will actually be

2 Kings County and its four cities jointly prepared and adopted the current housing element and
are in the process of jointly preparing a housing element update. This collaboration allows the
County and its cities to share the cost of the housing element update, and to direct new housing
to the best locations in the County, including within its cities. San Mateo County, an urban
county like San Diego County, and its cities are collaborating on their housing element updates
by sharing resources, successful strategies and best practices. (See http://www.21elements.com.)
"> The Yolo County-Davis Pass Through Agreement has provided protection for the City of
Davis against disorderly growth in its Sphere of Influence and Planning Area for over a decade.
The Agreement requires that Yolo County not approve urban development in the areas
surrounding the City. In return, the City has agreed to “pass through” to the County a certain
share of the revenue of any development it approves in the area. Yolo County has similar
agreements with each of its four cities.
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implemented as a condition of development.” (Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass 'ns v. City of
Los Angeles, 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261 (2000).)

The General Plan policies and the DEIR’s mitigation measures aimed at addressing
climate change impacts use qualifying terms such as “encourage”, “when appropriate”, and
“facilitate,” rather than enforceable or mandatory language. Many of the policies in the proposed
General Plan propose “promoting” instead of “requiring” actions, and state that certain measures
“should” be done instead of stating that they “shall” be done. For example, COS-14.7:
“encourage development projects that use energy recovery, photovoltaic, and wind energy”’;
COS-15.4: “promote and as appropriate, develop standard for retrofit of existing buildings to
incorporate design elements that improve environmental sustainability and reduce GHG”; LU-
5.4: “undertake planning efforts that promote infill and redevelopment of uses that accommodate
walking and biking within communities”; and LU-6.3: “support conservation-oriented project
design when appropriate.” Other policies with similar qualifying terms are LU-1.1, COS-4.2,

COS-5.4, COS-6.5, COS-16.4, and COS-16.5.

As another example, COS-15.5 states that the County will “encourage energy
conservation and efficiency in existing developments through energy efficiency audits and
adoption of energy savings measures resulting from the audits.” It is unclear whether this policy
actually requires the County to conduct energy efficiency audits. The General Plan should
include policies to conduct energy and water efficiency audits of water and drainage
infrastructure, and implement necessary conservation measures.

C. Additional Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures

While the EIR does include some measures that may mitigate the impacts of GHG
emissions from the proposed General Plan, there are a number of additional measures that the
County has not considered and that would appear to be feasible. Such measures are set forth in
the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (“CAPCOA”) “GHG Model Policies
for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans” (available at http://www/capcoa.org) and the California
Office of the Attorney General’s Sustainability and General Plans: Examples of Policies to
Address Climate Change (available shortly at
http://ag.ca.gov/elobalwarming/ceqa/generalplans.php) There are numerous additional measures
the County might consider, including some set forth below.

i Infill and Transit-Oriented Development

The Inventory states that “50% of the GHG emissions in the County are a result from on-
road transportation.” General Plan Policy COS-14.1 “require[s] that development be located and
designated to reduce vehicular trips by utilizing compact regional and community-level
development patterns while maintaining community character.” However, it is unclear what is
actually required by this policy. Given the importance of reducing VMT discussed in the
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General Plan, Inventory and DEIR, the DEIR should fully explore feasible measures to reduce
VMT, including land uses, policies and implementation measures.

$1-29.

$1-30.

There are numerous measures the County might consider to promote mixed-use and transit-
oriented development, including rezoning commercial properties to residential and/or mixed use;
expanded zoning for multifamily housing; flexible parking and building height limitations;
density bonus programs; design guidelines for private and public spaces; and incentives for
redevelopment of underutilized areas. The County could also consider differential fees that
provide fee relief for high quality infill and higher fees for greenfield/low density development.
(See Stockton Agreement, {1 6.c., 7.c.), and requiring new development to be sufficiently dense to
support transit and designed to be internally accessible to all modes of transit and transportation.

(See Stockton Agreement, Y 5.b., 5.d.)

Finally, creating and maintaining a jobs-housing balance has been determined to be a key
factor in reducing VMT and emissions. The County could consider a jobs-housing policy such as
Yolo County’s Draft Policy, Policy CC-3.3, designed to ensure that jobs are created concurrent with
housing to the greatest extent feasible."*

$1-31.

S§1-32.

ii. Green Building Ordinance

General Plan Policy 15.3 “require[s] all new county facilities and the renovation and
expansion of existing county buildings to meet identified ‘green building’ programs that
demonstrate energy efficiency, energy conservation, and renewable technologies.” It is unclear
what is required under the “green building” programs. The County has a Green Building

Program on its website, but it appears to be limited to incentives. The County could consider

adopting at the same time it adopts the General Plan a mandatory green building ordinance that
applies to all development above a certain threshold size, not just county buildings. Many
jurisdictions have already adopted such ordinances. 13

S$1-33.

iii. More Specific and Enforceable CAP Policies

Although the DEIR includes a mitigation measure to prepare a County Climate Change
Action Plan (CAP) with enforceable GHG emissions reduction measures (COS- 20.1; General
Plan, at p. 2.17-29), we have several questions about the proposed CAP. For example, we are
uncertain about the schedule for completion and implementation of the proposed CAP, and

funding for CAP activities and reduction measures. Currently, there is very little detail about

' Policy CC-3.3 reads as follows: “ Ensure that jobs are created concurrent with housing to the
greatest extent feasible. Include requirements to ensure a reasonable ongoing balance housing
and jobs and/or other mechanisms to constrain housing to stay balanced with job creation
through buildout of the area. Each phase of housing shall be required to be accompanied by job-
generating development. Strive to match overall wages to home prices. (Available at
http://www.volocounty.org/Index.aspx?page=1689).
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what the CAP will contain'® and, moreover, it is unclear whether the CAP will be integrated into
the General Plan. In addition, the DEIR does not provide specifics about the reduction measures
that will be part of the CAP. As such, the mitigation is inadequate because it has been deferred
to the future without sufficient assurances it will be implemented and that it will mitigate climate
change impacts. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1)(B).)

We recognize that it may not be possible for the County immediately to adopt a fully
realized CAP as described in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s proposed CEQA
Guidelines (see § 15183.5, subd. (b)(1)) and in the Attorney General’s Frequently Asked
Questions (attached). However, we encourage the County to (1) commit in the General Plan to
adopt by a date certain a CAP with defined attributes (targets, enforceable measures to meet
those targets, monitoring and reporting, and mechanisms to revise the CAP as necessary) that
will be integrated into the General Plan; (2) incorporate into the General Plan interim policies to
ensure that any projects considered before completion of the CAP will not undermine the
objectives of the CAP,"” and (3) for all GHG impacts the County has designated as significant,
adopt feasible mitigation measures that can be identified today and that do not require further
analysis. These actions will help the County avoid an argument that it is deferring climate
change-related mitigation. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1)(B).)

IV.  Failure to Fully and Adequate Describe Potential Development

The proposed General Plan land use map does not include projects that are in the
approval process, or have recently been approved. The DEIR refers to 148 of these projects, but
because they appear only in the cumulative analysis section of the DEIR, the direct impacts
flowing from these projects are treated as though their impacts are in addition to those of the
General Plan. These projects involve thousands of acres, and the approvals under which they
- will be constructed could very well be inconsistent with the policies of the General Plan. The
County should include these projects to ensure accuracy in its description of General Plan

Update and to comply with CEQA.

' See Attorney General, Climate Change, the California Environmental Quality Act,

and General Plan Updates: Straightforward Answers to Some Frequently Asked Questions, “Is a
‘Climate Action Plan’ reasonable mitigation?” at p. 6, available at
hitp://ag.ca.gov/elobalwarming/pdf/CEQA GP FAQs.pdf.

7 See, e.g., Stockton Agreement, 9 9.
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CONCLUSION
The Attorney General appreciates the number of steps the County has taken to combat

climate change. In their current state, however, the General Plan and DEIR are unlikely to
achieve the County’s objectives, and likely will not provide the CEQA streamlining benefits that

$1-38.| an adequate and thorough programmatic document can deliver. Consistent with the purposes of
CEQA, our comments are intended to assist the County in improving its General Plan and DEIR.
We would be happy to discuss this matter further with staff, and look forward to assisting the
County in achieving its GHG reduction goals.
Sincerely,
/s/
BRIAN HEMBACHER
SARAH E. MORRISON
Deputy Attorneys General
For EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Attorney General
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This is an introduction to the comments that are addressed in responses to
comments S1-2 through S1-38. The Attorney General (AG) acknowledges the intent
of the County to address climate change in the General Plan Update by: 1) preparing
a Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) Inventory; 2) proposing a policy to draft a
Climate Action Plan; and 3) creating additional mitigation measures to reduce GHG
emissions. The County appreciates this acknowledgement and wishes to
underscore the other significant ways in which the General Plan Update addresses
climate change.

The County of San Diego’s General Plan Update significantly reduces the overall
growth capacity for the unincorporated area and redirects a substantial percentage of
its future growth from outlying rural lands to its existing villages. The changes in land
use densities and intensities proposed under the General Plan Update are more
aggressive than any other recent county general plan update in California. While
most counties are planning to increase their capacity for growth, the County of San
Diego is proposing a reduction in future capacity of approximately 32.6 percent. A
brief review of other ongoing or recent county general plan updates highlights the
distinction of this proposal.

Approximate Changes in Capacities in Recent or Current County General Plan Updates

County Previous Plan Updated Plan % Change
San Diego 276,000 186,000 -32.6%
San Bernardino 415,000 409,000 -1.4%
Sacramento 55,000 103,000-150,000 87.3-172.7%
Tulare 52,000 106,000 103.8%
Yolo 11,200 30,200 169.6%
Solano 10,300 19,500 89.3%

In addition to an overall reduction in growth capacity, the redesignation of lands with
higher densities in the villages and lower densities in the rural lands shifts the focus
of growth to the existing villages to result in more compact and walkable
communities.

As a result, when compared to the existing General Plan, the General Plan Update
will result in a reduction of at least 3,000,000 daily vehicle miles travel (VMT). This
equates to a reduction of 550,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions a year. This is
additionally significant because the calculated reduction is not a forecast based on
theoretical implementation of a policy. This reduction in VMT is certain as it is hard
coded into the General Plan Update in land use density designations.

The comment expresses the opinion of the AG that the County’s documents in their
current form are unable to achieve the County’s intent of reducing GHG emissions,
and are legally deficient under CEQA. The County does not agree with this opinion.
The AG offers suggestions in the remainder of the letter for the County to provide
more effective measures and feasible alternatives. Please refer to responses to
comments S1-3 through S1-38 for specific responses to comments made by the AG.
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This comment cites CEQA and further states the opinion that the EIR’s discussion of
the General Plan Update’s impacts on global warming is inadequate. The County
does not agree. As an example, the comment states that the EIR only projects GHG
emissions to the year 2020 instead of 2030 as required by CEQA, since that is the
projected buildout date of the General Plan Update.

As specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, a lead agency has the discretion to
determine the significance of environmental impacts. The County has not yet
established guidelines for determining significance for climate change. Therefore,
consistent with the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Proposed CEQA
Guideline Amendment Section 15064.7(c) when adopting thresholds of significance,
a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or
recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts, provided the
decision is supported by substantial evidence. Since AB 32 codifies the State’s GHG
emissions target by directing the ARB to reduce the State’s global warming
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, the County chose to use this horizon year as the
threshold for the General Plan Update. By using this threshold, the EIR sets forth
limits for GHG emissions that must be realized in 2020.

While the County acknowledges the utility in forecasting beyond the year 2020, it
also notes that such a forecast would be speculative. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15064 speculative impacts are not to be addressed in the EIR. Factors
affecting the forecast include rate of population growth, changes in SDG&E’s energy
portfolio, State and federal mandates on vehicles and emissions, and additional
actions taken by agencies, organizations, and private individuals to reduce
emissions. Data available for conducting a forecast beyond the year 2020 is
extremely limited. The countywide GHG emissions inventory prepared by the
University of San Diego Energy Policy Initiatives Center (EPIC) identifies forecasts to
2020. As this inventory was used as the basis for many of the General Plan Update
inventory calculations, forecasting beyond 2020 with any accuracy would be difficult.

Additionally, since public review of the DEIR, SANDAG has release new draft
population forecasts. SANDAG'’s current forecast, which the General Plan Update
inventory is based on, estimates the County’s population to be 627,142 people in
2020, and 723,392 people in 2030. SANDAG’s new draft forecasts are projecting
the County’s population to be approximately 545,000 people in 2020, 617,000
people in 2030, and 694,000 in 2050. Therefore, the General Plan Update inventory
is considered to be conservative and potentially encompasses years beyond 2020.

While the County determined that it is inappropriate to include longer term forecasts
in the EIR, it has included additional projections in its draft CAP, which will be
updated regularly such that changes and new information can be incorporated. A
copy of the draft CAP will be available in Fall of 2010.

The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that such detail is required
for the EIR. For the purpose of mitigating impacts associated with climate change,
the County elected to use a performance standard for reducing GHG emissions.
Mitigation measure CC-1.2 requires that a climate action plan (CAP) be prepared
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that includes measures that will reduce County operational emissions by 17 percent
and community emissions by 9 percent (over 2006 levels). Use of such a
performance standard is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B),
particularly when mitigation “may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”
This is especially the case when addressing impacts associated with global climate
change. Mitigation will only be accomplished through a comprehensive set of
measures that are implemented at all levels of government. Prior to commitment to
a specific course of action, the County finds that it is prudent to explore the costs and
benefits of specific approaches and to consider the programs being implemented by
the State and federal governments, as well as other agencies, to maximize
effectiveness and program leveraging.

Even though the County decided that a performance measure was appropriate, it did
calculate projected reductions based on probable State, federal, and County efforts.
Starting on page 30 of the draft GHG Inventory Report, the projected reductions and
assumptions made to calculate them are provided. They demonstrate that the
performance standards contained in CC-1.2 are achievable.

Lastly, the County appreciates the AG’s concern with regard to this topic. As a
result, the County has produced a more detailed list of measures that will be
considered for implementation in the County’s CAP and the potential reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions that could result from those measures. This list will be
included in the draft CAP, which will be available in Fall of 2010.

The comment states that the DEIR does not describe the methodology used to arrive
at the GHG reduction predictions or how the mitigation measures are expected to
lead to such reductions. The County does not agree with this comment. The draft
GHG inventory provides a description regarding reduction assumptions on pages 30-
32. As stated in the inventory, many of the reduction assumptions are based on
assumptions in the Energy Policy Initiatives Center (EPIC) Study. To avoid
redundancy, the rationale for the EPIC Study assumptions was not reiterated in the
draft GHG inventory.

Additionally, as discussed in response to comment S1-4, the inclusion of this detail is
not necessary when a performance measure is used. However, the County
prepared a general calculation on the effects of probable State, federal, and County
efforts to demonstrate that the performance standards contained in Mitigation
Measure CC-1.2 are achievable. Further detail has also since been provided in a
more detailed list of possible measures and their reduction on emissions. This list
will be included in the draft CAP, which will be available in Fall of 2010.

The comment states that the DEIR has not adequately discussed the potential
impacts from the General Plan Update’s proposal for developing “Villages,” which
are the urbanized cores in the less developed areas of the County. The County does
not agree.

First, the comment incorrectly suggests that the General Plan Update will create
“Villages.” A core tenet of the General Plan Update is not to create new communities
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but to concentrate future growth around the cores of existing communities. This
concept is discussed under the guiding principles of General Plan Update (Chapter 2
of the draft General Plan) and is supported by the Community Development Model.
Goals and policies in the draft Land Use Element (Chapter 3) support this approach,
which is also evident in the draft community maps showing proposed land use
designations. Second, the County does not agree that its villages equate to
“urbanized cores.” Although the County of San Diego is located in the proximity of
an urbanized metropolitan area, the communities within the unincorporated County
are distinctly not urban.

The comment provides no supporting detail or evidence that potential impacts are
not addressed. The DEIR has been prepared to comprehensively address impacts
associated with the proposed project.

The AG expresses the opinion that the County’s approach seems counterintuitive to
reducing GHG emissions. The County does not agree with this comment.
Concentrating future growth in existing villages has a greater potential for reduced
vehicle trips compared to dispersing the growth throughout the currently
undeveloped unincorporated area (which is the approach within the existing General
Plan). The County’s approach provides more homes closer to jobs and services,
resulting in overall reduced trip length and greater opportunities for alternative forms
of transportation. Concentrating growth in existing villages also works to revitalize
those community centers so that they better service the surrounding community,
thereby reducing the need for travel to other areas of the County.

While transit service is limited in the unincorporated area, some of these villages
have been serviced in the past and they are the most likely location for any future
service. A more compact village also lends itself to the possibility of localized transit
services such as neighborhood shuttle in the future.

The comment suggests that instead of reducing VMT as the County intends,
concentrating development in the Villages may result in the opposite effect,
becoming “commuter communities” reliant on other areas for services and jobs. This
comment seems to be the result of unfamiliarity with the unincorporated area or the
draft General Plan Update. The comment again makes reference to “new” Villages
which is not a proposal of the General Plan Update. Further, as discussed in the
draft General Plan Update, the existing communities in the unincorporated County
are already “commuter communities” and are expected to continue to rely on
automobiles as their primary form of transportation. What the General Plan Update
strives to do is to provide the residents of the unincorporated County with more
transportation options, more jobs and services within their communities, and more
housing options close to those jobs and services.

It appears that the study the AG refers to is a San Francisco/Bay Area study that
looked at an extremely urbanized core and its surrounding area. Such a study is not
applicable to the rural communities of the unincorporated area. Additionally, the
General Plan Update does not propose the same type of job growth addressed by
that study or what seems to be referred to by the AG. Industrial and commercial land
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use designations in the unincorporated area are primarily focused on
accommodating services that support the surrounding communities. They are not
intended to create major employment centers that are typical of the incorporated
cities.

The comment states that the County GHG Inventory concludes that it cannot quantify
the GHG reductions associated with the Village approach. This is correct. In order
to partially quantify the effects of this approach, the traffic network would have to
have been modeled based on a dispersed land use pattern. Such an analysis was
conducted for the existing General Plan but because that existing plan contains
greater capacity, a direct comparison for this purpose would not be appropriate.
Additionally, SANDAG has indicated that its traffic model is not as sensitive to smart
planning techniques such as location of homes closer to jobs. SANDAG is currently
working on improving its model in anticipation of the next Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP), but due to past customization of the model for the General Plan Update,
those improvements will not be available for this analysis. However, they will be
available for the RTP and preparation of the County’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy which will be based on the General Plan Update.

Another method for demonstrating GHG reductions with the Village approach would
be from reduced average daily traffic (ADT) trips for dwelling units within walking
distance from town centers. However, there are few studies available that focus on
ADT reduction from improved walkability. Therefore, the General Plan Update traffic
study conservatively does not account for reductions.

The AG states the opinion that there is insufficient evidence to support the concept
that the Village approach will lead to lower VMT. The County acknowledges that the
growth it is planning with the General Plan Update will result in additional total VMT.
Estimated additional VMT are included in the DEIR. However, the County’s position
is that growth in the Villages where it is closer to jobs, services and shopping will be
less than if it occurred outside the Villages. There is no requirement that the DEIR
guantify this difference. The DEIR has provided those analyses necessary to comply
with CEQA and no evidence is provided by the AG that a feasible alternative exists
for accommodating the County’s growth with lesser VMT than proposed.
Additionally, the DEIR demonstrates that the General Plan Update will achieve
significant reductions in VMT compared to the County’s existing General Plan. In
DEIR Appendix G: Traffic and Circulation Assessment, Table 4.2, Daily Vehicle Miles
of Travel, shows that the proposed project will reduce the total daily VMT for the
unincorporated County by more than three million miles (28,378,464 for the existing
General Plan, as compared to 25,370,890 for the proposed project).

The comment states that CEQA requires public agencies to refrain from approving
projects with significant environmental impacts when there are feasible alternatives
that can lessen or substantially avoid those impacts. The DEIR acknowledges this
and provides a range of reasonable reduced alternatives to the proposed project,
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6). These are discussed in Section 4.0, Alternatives,
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including the Draft Land Use Map Alternative, Hybrid Map Alternative, and
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

The comment states that the “cursory rejection” of a proposed alternative “does not
constitute an adequate assessment of alternatives as required under CEQA” and it
“fails to provide solid evidence of a meaningful review of the project alternative that
would avoid the significant environmental effects identified.” The County agrees with
the comment and does not believe that any alternatives were cursorily rejected in the
DEIR. Section 4.0, Alternatives, of the DEIR identifies the environmentally superior
alternative, and provides an explanation of how all of the project alternatives meet or
do not meet the County’s stated goals for the General Plan Update. It also contains
discussion of numerous alternatives that had been suggested for consideration and
the multi-year process that developed the alternatives that are evaluated in detail.

The comment states that the DEIR does not support adoption of the Referral Map
Alternative because it does not demonstrate the infeasibility of more environmentally
protective alternatives, such as the Hybrid Map, Draft Land Use Map, or the
Environmentally Superior Map, which all result in fewer VMT than the Referral Map.
The County agrees with this statement, as the DEIR is not the appropriate document
for determining feasibility of an alternative. The County Board of Supervisors will
ultimately determine the feasibility of alternatives and which alternative best fulfills
the project objectives. This determination of feasibility will be documented in the
County’s CEQA Findings. When making this determination, the County will be
guided by California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177
Cal.App.4th 957, where the Court explained that the decision makers may reject as
infeasible an alternative that does not satisfy the objectives associated with the
project. This decision encompasses the desirability of the project, “to the extent that
the desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of relevant economic,
environmental, social and technological factors.” The Court further explained that at
the final stage of approval, “Broader considerations of policy . . . come into play when
the decision-making body is considering the actual feasibility than when the EIR
preparer is assessing potential feasibility of the alternatives.”

The comment states that the DEIR’s conclusion that climate change related impacts
are significant and unavoidable is unsupported, as there are many alternatives and
mitigation measures that are potentially capable of reducing impacts. The comment
refers to the AG’s list of resources and examples.

As a result of this and other comments, the County has reevaluated its conclusions
related to climate change related impacts and determined that they should be
determined to be mitigated to a less than significant level. This revision has been
made to the DEIR. The County arrived at that earlier conclusion of significant and
unavoidable because of the large role that programs and regulations outside the
control of the County have in achieving greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions.
In fact, many of the measures provided in the AG’s list of resources and examples
require significant coordination with or reliance on other agencies. This reliance on
the programs of other agencies is also detailed in the California Scoping Plan
adopted by CARB which identified numerous responsibilities for State agencies and
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the legislature in meeting the AB 32 target. Nevertheless, the County has included in
its policies and mitigation measures a firm commitment to achieving the AB 32
targets. This commitment serves as a performance standard that will achieve the AB
32 targets and therefore the County determined it would be appropriate to modify its
conclusion. In committing to this standard, the County will implement the measures
necessary for it to be achieved.

A comprehensive review of relevant policies and measures was conducted and
those determined feasible were included in the draft General Plan and DEIR.
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(5), measures to be undertaken
by other agencies that cannot be imposed by the County need not be proposed or
analyzed in the EIR. However, numerous policies and mitigation measures have
been explored, discussed, and incorporated. Many are along the lines of those in
the AG’s list of resources and examples. This process will continue through
preparation of a CAP which is discussed further in response to comment S1-4.

The comment suggests that the County could consider adopting a phased approach
to development that limits growth over a specified period of time (for example, 10
years) to an “Urban Development Area” and reserve future growth to an “Urban
Reserve” that would be developed only when certain criteria are met. It is the AG’s
opinion that this would provide the County with a plan to manage the pace and
location of growth.

The County appreciates this suggestion but does not agree that such a restriction is
necessary or appropriate for the County. The General Plan Update remaps land use
designations for the entire unincorporated area. With this remapping, growth is
planned where it is appropriate. There is no indication that the General Plan Update
will result in growth at an inappropriate pace or in areas unplanned by the General
Plan. In fact, the General Plan Update is included in SANDAG models which predict
growth based on demographics, market forces, and other relevant factors. These
models demonstrate that growth will occur in the County in an orderly fashion in
accordance with its land use plans.

Limiting growth to specific areas would likely inhibit the County from fulfilling its
project objective of accommodating a reasonable share of growth, improving housing
affordability, and providing a range of housing types. Given the County’s large area
and diverse communities, it would also be extremely difficult to place such limits on
growth that would not impact local markets. There is also the potential for secondary
effects as a result of such limits as growth not accommodated by the County may be
directed to more distant areas such as Riverside County or Mexico. Therefore, this
measure has not been included in the EIR.

The comment identifies the settlement with the City of Stockton as an example of
how a phase-in approach can be implemented without undermining downtown areas
and complementing existing commercial and residential zones. While the County
appreciates this example, the City of Stockton is radically different from the
unincorporated County of San Diego rendering any transferability of programs
unlikely. The City of Stockton is a single urban city with a defined downtown and an
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extremely large employment focus. The City’s planning area encompasses
approximately 122,000 acres that is expected to grow in population by 71 percent
between 2005 and 2035. Approximately 67 percent of the planning area is
designated for development. Approximately 31,500 acres of the planning area are
designated for employment lands.

The City of Stockton’s General Plan Update is also fundamentally different from the
County’s General Plan Update. Stockton’s update increases the City’s population
capacity by almost 200,000 people and proposes expansion of its urban area
including annexation of the surrounding lands. The County’s Update proposes to
remove at least 90,000 persons worth of capacity. Existing limits of communities are
reinforced and growth is directed to within those communities. As a result, 62
percent of the private lands in the unincorporated area are proposed for very low
densities. Due to these drastically different planning approaches and jurisdictions,
the City of Stockton’s growth controls are not necessary or relevant and similar
controls have not been included in the EIR.

The AG suggests that another example that the County may consider looking at is
the City of Visalia General Plan, which set specific growth criteria in their General
Plan that must be met before development could advance to the next growth area.
Specific criteria include adequate residential and industrial capacity for the projected
population, inclusion of a vacancy factor, adequacy of infrastructure, and community
growth priorities. Again, while the example is appreciated, the City of Visalia is
another radically different jurisdiction than the unincorporated County. The City of
Visalia is an expanding small town in the central valley with little area planned for
very-low densities or open space. Therefore, its growth controls protect rural lands
surrounding the community from premature development as the town expands.
However, ultimately, the City’s plans are for the majority of its lands to be developed.

As discussed under response to comment S1-15, the County has approached future
development of its communities with a different model, one which the County
believes is significantly superior with regard to reducing consumption of land and
VMT. Rather than expanding the boundaries of existing communities, the General
Plan Update reinforces the existing boundaries of communities and focuses growth
within those boundaries.  Surrounding rural lands will remain rural through
application of the rural land use designations that provide for very low residential
densities. As discussed in responses to comments S1-14 and S1-15, the suggested
growth controls are not necessary or relevant and therefore have not been included
in the EIR.

The comment again strongly urges the County to consider a type of phasing
approach, in combination with a low-carbon alternative, which would provide the
County with the flexibility it would need to promote compact, sustainable growth,
fewer VMT and fewer adverse environmental impacts. As discussed in responses to
comments S1-14 through S1-16, the suggested growth controls are not necessary
because the General Plan Update already focuses on promoting compact,
sustainable growth, fewer VMTs and fewer adverse environmental impacts.
Compared to the existing General Plan, the General Plan Update will result in a
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reduction of at least 3,000,000 daily VMT. This equates to a reduction of 550,000
metric tons of CO2 emissions per year. Further, this comment by the AG seems to
contradict its preceding comments S2-6 through 9 that question the County’s
approach to plan for more compact growth within its existing villages.

The comment suggests that the County could analyze a City-Urban Centered
Alternative that would direct more of the growth projected for the County of San
Diego to the existing cities, and states that the DEIR does not disclose or analyze the
amount of growth that could be accommodated in a City and Urban Centered
Alternative, including vacant legal suburban and rural lots of record in the County.
The County appreciates this suggestion but disagrees with it.

SANDAG growth forecasts for the region are based on the land use plans of all the
jurisdictions in the County. In forecasting future growth, SANDAG’s model assumes
development on vacant and underutilized lands based on market demands and other
factors. Therefore, this capacity for growth in the region in other jurisdictions is
already accounted for. Additionally, because of the model dynamics, forecasted
growth fills the incorporated cities before the unincorporated County. In all of the
recent SANDAG forecasts, including the draft 2050 forecast, there was no residual
capacity for growth in any of the incorporated cities. Therefore, it is impossible to
direct more growth to the cities as they have no additional capacity for growth.

The comment suggests that the County show leadership in developing joint efforts to
coordinate with cities on promoting growth in adjacent areas that are already
urbanized, or in guiding development to areas where essential services and
transportation already exist. The AG suggests that the County work with cities to
accommodate growth projections with policies that jointly promote increasing land
use densities and intensities on the land use map for urban categories, infill first
policies, requirement directing new infrastructure and service dollars to infill areas,
and reducing fees for high quality mixed-use infill projects in priority growth areas in
the interface between cities and unincorporated areas.

The County agrees with the AGs comments. Significant collaboration with SANDAG
and adjoining jurisdictions has taken place. This collaboration is embodied in the
SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Program and Smart Growth Concept Map. The
General Plan Update is consistent with both of these documents. As a result of
these efforts, many of the cities are now increasing their capacities to grow,
consistent with the Smart Growth Concept Map, with increased intensities and
densities as suggested by the AG. SANDAG'’s draft 2050 forecast reflects these
increased capacities. As a result, the unincorporated County is forecasted to grow
slower. Similarly, in awarding discretionary grants from SANDAG, criteria have been
jointly developed by the member agencies to favor infill and transit oriented projects
in priority growth areas as also suggested by the AG. Much of this funding is
available for new infrastructure that will support this growth.

The comment provides examples of other county-city collaborations, including the
Sonoma County General Plan, Kings County Joint Housing Element, and Yolo
County’s pass through agreements with its cities. The County appreciates this
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comments and notes that it is supportive of inter-jurisdictional coordination as evident
in Goal LU-4 and its supporting policies in the draft General Plan Land Use Element.
The county-city collaborations that are mentioned by the AG are not unlike the
collaborations that have been undertaken and continue to be undertaken by
SANDAG and its member agencies.

This comment provides a transition to comments S1-22 through S1-37 regarding the
adequacy of mitigation measures included in the DEIR. No response is necessary.

This comment states that the DEIR discussion of the County’s GHG emissions and
the projected reductions in GHG emissions from proposed mitigation measures does
not satisfy the CEQA requirement to disclose the project’s impacts. The comment
refers to CEQA Guidelines Section 15144, which states:

“Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration necessarily involves some
degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an
agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.”

Section 2.17.3.1 of the DEIR cumulatively analyzes the potential GHG emissions
impacts from various sources. Section 2.17.6.1, under the subheading “Mitigation
Measures,” discusses the projected reductions. These discussions are provided in
greater detail within DEIR Appendix K, which is the County’s draft GHG Emissions
Inventory. Therefore, the County does not agree with the comment. In conformance
with State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15144) the County has used its best efforts to
find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.

The comment states that the DEIR includes tables showing the projected emission
reductions without providing additional detail regarding the assumptions included in
the reductions. The County does not agree. The draft GHG inventory provides a
description regarding reduction assumptions on pages 30-32. As stated in the
inventory, many of the reduction assumptions are based on assumptions in the
Energy Policy Initiatives Center (EPIC) Study, which may be accessed at
http://legacy.signonsandiego.com/news/science/images/080918carbonfootprint.pdf.
To avoid redundancy, the rationale for the EPIC Study assumptions was not
reiterated in the draft GHG inventory.

The comment states that the mitigation measures that the County has proposed
relating to climate change are not specific and enforceable. The County does not
agree. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2) states, "In the case of the adoption
of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, mitigation measures can be
incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” The policies that are
listed in the DEIR are policies that are proposed to be adopted as part of the General
Plan, and are therefore consistent with CEQA. Additionally, because of inclusion in
the General Plan, they will carry significant weight in directing and supporting the
land use decisions of the County. A General Plan, which is often referred to as a
local agency's "constitution,” is the supreme document for directing policy and
decision making. Most decisions are required (either by State or local law) to be
consistent with the General Plan. See also response to comment G5-45.
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S1-25 The comment states that the climate change mitigation measures identified in the
DEIR use qualifying terms such as “encourage,” and “should” rather than
enforceable or mandatory language. The comment refers specifically to General
Plan Update Policies LU-1.1, LU-5.4, LU-6.3, COS-14.7, COS-4.2, COS-5.4, COS-
6.5, COS-15.4, COS-16.4, and COS-16.5. It should be noted that based on the
guoted policy in the comment, it appears that the AG meant to cite Policy COS-15.2
rather than COS-15.4. The County does not agree that mandatory language is
appropriate for all policies. General Plan policies are a statement of legislative policy
and do not need to be written as mandatory in order to be enforceable. They often
guide more detailed enforcement tools such as ordinances and codes. See also
response to comment G5-45. The County has specifically reviewed all draft policies
to determine if mandatory or more permissive language is appropriate. Policies
mentioned by the AG are reiterated and addressed below:

LU-1.1  Assigning Land Use Designations. Assign land use designations on
the Land Use Map in accordance with the Community Development Model and
boundaries established by the Regional Categories Map.

No “qualifying terms” are evident in this policy.

LU-5.4 Planning Support. Undertake planning efforts that promote infill and
redevelopment of uses that accommodate walking and biking within communities.

In this policy, the County has committed to undertaking certain planning efforts. It
appears that the AG is suggesting that the County mandates infill or redevelopment.
The County does not agree that this is an appropriate policy for the unincorporated
area as it may result in premature development ahead of market demand. It also
poses logistical and legal questions on how a government requires a property owner
to build on ones land.

LU-6.3 Conservation-Oriented Project Design. Support conservation-oriented
project design when appropriate and consistent with the applicable Community Plan.
This can be achieved with mechanisms such as, but not limited to, Specific Plans, lot
area averaging, and reductions in lot size with corresponding requirements for
preserved open space (Planned Residential Developments). Projects that rely on lot
size reductions should incorporate specific design techniques, perimeter lot sizes, or
buffers, to achieve compatibility with community character.

This policy is implemented with the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) which
is in draft form and is being processed concurrent with the General Plan Update.
The CSP is enforceable through the Subdivision Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance.
However, the County did not find it appropriate to mandate conservation-oriented
project design in general. Instead, the program facilitates it through flexibility in
design regulations and strengthening of resource protection.
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COS-4.2 Drought-Efficient Landscaping. Require efficient irrigation systems and
in new development encourage the use of native plant species and non-invasive
drought tolerant/low water use plants in landscaping.

The AG seems to suggest that the County mandate new development to use native
and low water use plants. The County does not agree that an outright prohibition on
non-native ornamentals or water intensive vegetation such as lawns is appropriate or
necessary. This is in alignment with the State’s model landscape ordinance.
Instead, the County has developed a comprehensive program to require water
efficient landscapes and encourage the use of native plants that are fire and water-
wise. The County adopted its updated Landscape Water Conservation Ordinance on
December 9, 2009, ahead of the State deadline and well ahead of most other
jurisdictions in the State. In fact, the County’s ordinance was the basis for a regional
model ordinance for all jurisdictions in San Diego County and was also mentioned as
“the best they have seen” by the California Department of Water Resources staff.

CO0S-5.4 Invasive Species. Encourage the removal of invasive species to restore
natural drainage systems, habitats, and natural hydrologic regimes of watercourses.

The County does not believe that it is appropriate or that a sufficient nexus exists to
require property owners to restore or enhance habitats or waterways on their
property unless the damage resulted from a specific codes violation. However, more
commonly, habitats were degraded from historic uses of the land, introduction of
invasive species elsewhere in the watershed, or from secondary effects from nearby
development.

CO0S-6.5 Best Management Practices. Encourage best management practices in
agriculture and animal operations to protect watersheds, reduce GHG emissions,
conserve energy and water, and utilize alternative energy sources, including wind
and solar power.

Most agriculture and animal operations are existing and do not require use permits
by the County. Therefore, the County does not agree that mandating the practices
listed in this policy is appropriate for the County.

CO0S-14.7 Alternative Energy Sources for Development Projects. Encourage
development projects that use energy recovery, photovoltaic, and wind energy.

Not all development projects lend themselves to alternative energy sources making
mandating such practices infeasible. Additionally, use of such practices may not
always be cost effective and could significantly affect markets and business
operations.

CO0S-15.2 Upgrade Of Existing Buildings. Promote and, as appropriate, develop
standards for the retrofit of existing buildings to incorporate design elements, heating
and cooling, water, energy, and other elements that improve their environmental
sustainability and reduce GHG.
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This policy is a commitment by the County to support retrofits and undertake actions
along those lines. The County does not agree that requiring retrofits is a prudent
policy at this time. Such a policy could have severe financial impacts on
homeowners and businesses. Financing mechanisms and incentive programs are
currently being developed by various entities but, for the most part, are not yet
available. Additionally, the infrastructure to support a program such as qualified
contractors and raters does not exist. The County believes that a more appropriate
policy is to support retrofits and it is actively participating in regional and statewide
efforts to develop and implement incentive-based retrofit programs.

COS-16.4 Alternative Fuel Sources. Explore the potential of developing alternative
fuel stations at maintenance yards and other County facilities for the municipal fleet
and general public.

The County does not agree that committing to development of alternative fuel
stations is appropriate without proper study and planning. Undertaking such an
endeavor may require significant expenditures. To commit to such a project at the
General Plan level may result in limited funding available for other GHG reduction
measures, some of which may be more effective.

CO0S-16.5 Transit-Center Development. EneceuragePlan for and require compact
development patterns along major transit routes.

The County has revised this policy as shown above.
The comment refers specifically to General Plan Update Policy COS-15.5 that states:

Energy Efficiency Audits. Encourage energy conservation and efficiency in
existing development through energy efficiency audits and adoption of energy saving
measures resulting from the audits.

The AG states that it is unclear if this policy requires the County to conduct energy
efficiency audits, and suggests that the County include policies to conduct energy
and water efficiency audits of water and drainage infrastructure and implement
necessary conservation measures. The County appreciates the suggestion but does
not agree that it is appropriate to commit to conducting audits and retrofits. There
are numerous programs being developed by various entities to accomplish audits
and retrofits for which the County is involved. The County is collaborating with
SDG&E, SANDAG, the California Center for Sustainable Energy and numerous other
local jurisdictions to develop these programs. To commit the County to a program
may result in a redundant program that could be an inefficient use of its resources, or
worse, may undermine the implementation of one of the other programs.

This comment provides suggestions for additional measures that could be
incorporated into the General Plan Update, including those identified in the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) document “GHG Model Policies
for GHG in General Plans” (June 2009) and the AG’s “Sustainability and General
Plans: Examples of Policies to Address Climate Change.”
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The County believes that it is inappropriate to characterize the General Plan Update
as containing “some” measures to mitigate GHG emissions. The draft General Plan
Update contains over 125 policies that relate to climate change and are summarized
in Chapter 1 of the draft General Plan and listed in the DEIR. Over 35 more
measures are provided as mitigation measures in the DEIR. Of these 160 policies
and measures, there is substantial coverage of the measures listed in the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) document and the AG’s
examples. One of the fundamental differences is that both the CAPCOA and AG
lists contain specific references to programs that other jurisdictions have
implemented. Inclusion of detailed programs is appropriate for toolboxes and
reference documents such as those listed; however, the County does not believe
that such detail is appropriate for the County’s General Plan. In fact, the County has
undertaken numerous programs already to significantly reduce its GHG emissions
but has not described these in detail in the draft General Plan Update because those
descriptions would become quickly outdated and that same information is anticipated
for the County’s CAP. Additionally, as a policy document, such detail is not
necessary in a General Plan.

The comment states that it is unclear what is actually required by Policy COS-14.1,
and that the County should fully explore feasible measures to reduce VMT including
land uses, policies and implementation measures. For reference, General Plan
Update Policy COS-14.1 requires that development be located and designated to
reduce vehicular trips by utilizihg compact regional and community-level
development patterns while maintaining community character. The County
appreciates the AG’s comment. In developing the 160 policies and measures
referenced in response to comment S1-27, the County did fully explore measures to
reduce VMT. Implementation of the policies in the draft General Plan including COS-
14.1 is further explained in the draft Implementation Plan (which has been revised to
clarify the program implementing COS-14.1). COS-14.1 is primarily implemented
with the land use map and application of the Community Development Model which
focuses future growth to existing villages, thereby creating more compact
communities. The policy is further implemented at a project level with the
Conservation Subdivision Program and implementation of the County’s guidelines
related to traffic impact analysis.

The comment states that there are numerous measures that the County might
consider to promote mixed-use and transit-oriented development (TOD). Because
the majority of the County is not served by transit and there are no plans to expand
transit in the unincorporated area, the County does not agree that there is significant
merit in focusing on TOD. However, in the few locations where there are possibilities
for TOD, the County has taken several steps already to promote it and will continue
to do so. The specific measures identified by the AG in this comment are addressed
below:

a) Rezoning commercial properties to residential and/or mixed use — The County
has included a new Mixed Use designation with the General Plan Update and
applied it where appropriate. Additionally, in remapping the unincorporated area
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it has reviewed employment lands and redirected planned employment lands to
the existing villages.

b) Expanded zoning for multifamily housing — The General Plan Update includes
additional higher density designated land that accommodates multifamily housing
and these additional multifamily housing areas are located within the existing
villages.

c) Flexible parking and building height limitations — The General Plan Update
contains policies that support flexible parking regulations and other development
restrictions such as building height. See parking policies M-10.3 Maximize On-
street Parking, M-10.4 Shared Parking, and M-10.5 Reduced Parking and
development policies LU-9.1 Village and Community Core Planning, LU-9.6
Town Center Uses, LU-11.4 Town Center Intensity and Vitality, H-1.2
Development Intensity Relative to Permitted Density, and H-1.3 Housing near
Public Services.

d) Density bonus programs — The County has a density bonus program which is
currently being updated per State law. The draft General Plan Update also
contains policies in support of the County’s density bonus program (see H-3.3
Density Bonus as a Means to Develop Affordable Housing and H-3.5 Incentives
for Developments with Lower-Income Housing).

e) Design guidelines for private and public spaces — The County currently has four
community design guidelines that are implemented by community design review
boards. In addition, the General Plan Update contains policies that support these
design guidelines (see LU-9.1 Village and Community Core Planning and LU-9.7
Town Center Planning and Design) as well as the development of additional
guidelines that will be countywide and ones specific to subdivision and parks
(see LU-9.3 Village and Community Core Guidelines and Regulations and COS-
21.3 Park Design).

f) Incentives for redevelopment of underutilized areas - Incentives for
redevelopment in the County are inherent in the County’s existing permit
process. Redevelopment will often have a streamlined environmental review
process because it will result in less direct physical impacts to the environment
and documents are often available for tiering or CEQA exemptions apply.
Additionally, the existing use on the site can be considered to reduce certain
development fees. Where the County has formed a redevelopment agency, the
County further provides for reduced permit processing costs, streamlined
permitting, and reduced impact fees. The County is also initiating new planning
efforts to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization of its town centers. One
example is a form-based code that is currently being prepared for the Ramona
town center.

g) Differential fees that provide fee relief for high quality infill and higher fees for
greenfield/low density development — The County does not agree that this is a
practical or necessary measure for the unincorporated area. The County strives
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to keep permitting costs low for all developments. Increased fees may adversely
affect housing affordability and the housing market. Additionally, the cost of
developing a “greenfield” site is often greater due to the need to mitigate for
environmental impacts and add or expand infrastructure.

h) Requiring new development to be sufficiently dense to support transit and
designed to be internally accessible to all modes of transit and transportation —
As previously indicated, with limited existing transit service and no expected
expansion, this measure would be unproductive and would likely result in
excessive growth in areas that may never be served by transit. In those areas
that are served by transit, the County has and will be encouraging significant
development.

The comment states that maintaining a jobs-housing balance has been determined
to be a key factor in reducing VMT and emissions. The AG suggests that the County
consider a jobs-housing policy such as Yolo County’s draft policy (CC-3.3), which is
designed to ensure that jobs are created concurrent with housing to the greatest
extent feasible. The County appreciates this suggestion but similar to other
examples provided by the AG, this is another jurisdiction that is radically different
than the County of San Diego. Yolo County is mainly an agricultural county that
encompasses the area to the west of Sacramento in the proximity of the City of
Davis. The unincorporated area currently has a population of approximately 23,000
people and its existing general plan has the capacity for the unincorporated area to
grow by another 11,200 people or almost 50 percent. The Yolo County General Plan
Update is increasing that growth capacity to approximately 30,200 or 130 percent of
its current population. The majority of this growth has been directed to Specific Plan
areas on the outskirts of its existing communities encompassing over 3,100 acres
where more detailed Specific Plans are yet to be prepared for master planned
communities.

In contrast, the County of San Diego is reducing its overall growth capacity and
focusing growth to its existing villages. Use of Specific Plans is limited because
much of the remaining land for growth is within its existing villages, disconnected
from other vacant parcels, and subject to different ownerships. Additionally, the
majority of the County’s growth is not expected to occur from new master planned
communities since a focus of the proposed plan is to enhance its existing
communities.

The comment refers to the proposed General Plan Policy 15.3 that “requires all new
County facilities and the renovation and expansion of existing County buildings to
meet identified ‘green building’ programs that demonstrate energy efficiency, energy
conservation, and renewable technologies.” The comment states that it is unclear
what is meant by meeting a ‘green building’ program since the Green Building
Program on the County’s website appears to be limited only to incentives. In this
comment, the AG is mistakenly applying the County’s incentive program for private
development to the County’s policy for government buildings. The County maintains
a higher standard for itself and is committed to meeting the standards of green
building rating programs. Such programs include Leadership in Energy and
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Environmental Design (LEED) or Build-it-Green. Currently, the County’s policy in its
adopted Strategic Energy Plan is to achieve at least a silver LEED rating on new
County facilities. Listing specific programs in this policy would not be appropriate
because it would limit implementation due to rapidly changing green building
standards and programs.

The comment suggests that the County consider adopting a Green Building
Ordinance at the same time it adopts the General Plan Update that applies to all
development above a certain threshold size, not just County buildings. The County
appreciates this suggestion but while other jurisdictions may have taken this step,
many others have not. Incentive programs such as the County’s are often the norm.
Many professionals, including those that administer the green building rating
systems, do not recommend mandating all green building standards because the
industry is still getting educated on the topic and technology is still advancing to
support the standards. The County contains many other regulations that require
environmentally sensitive design and will continue to improve those regulations.

The State of California has already prepared a Green Building Code that the County
is implementing. Based on the California Scoping Plan and statements from the
State, the California Building Code will continue to become more restrictive and
voluntary requirements currently in the code will become mandatory. Significant
costs and staff time would be expended in preparing a County-specific code that
would be more restrictive than the State code. Additional expenditures would be
included from training. The County believes that a more appropriate use of County
resources and a more effective approach to addressing GHG emissions is to
advance programs in those areas not being addressed by the State or federal
government.

The comment acknowledges that although the County includes a mitigation measure
to prepare a County CAP with enforceable GHG emissions reduction measures, the
AG is uncertain about the schedule for completion and implementation of the CAP,
and funding for the CAP activities and reduction measures. The County appreciates
the comment and the opportunity to expand on this topic. The County is currently
preparing its CAP and expects that it will be complete by the end of 2010 and has
committed to completing it no later than six months after the adoption of the General
Plan Update. The CAP will detail specific activities, their timing, and possible funding
sources. Many of the activities will be those that are listed in the draft General Plan
Update and DEIR; however, greater detail will be provided and additional measures
will be explored. A preliminary draft of the County’s CAP will be available Fall of
2010.

The comment suggests that it is unclear whether the CAP would be integrated into
the General Plan, and that the DEIR does not provide specifics about the reduction
measures that will be part of the CAP. Since the CAP mitigation measure does not
contain this information, the AG deems the mitigation to be inadequate because it
defers to the future without sufficient assurances that it will be implemented and that
it will mitigate climate change impacts. The County does not agree with this
suggested inadequacy as discussed in response to comment S1-4. With regard to
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the relationship of the CAP to the General Plan, the CAP will remain a separate
document that will implement the policies of the General Plan.

While the AG recognizes that it may not be possible for the County to immediately
adopt a fully realized CAP, the AG encourages the County to commit to certain
provisions in order to avoid an argument that it is deferring climate change-related
mitigation. Each of these provisions is provided below with the County’s response:

a) Commit in the General Plan Update to adopt by a certain date a CAP with
defined attributes (targets, enforceable measures to meet those targets,
monitoring and reporting, and mechanisms to revise the CAP as necessary that
will be integrated into the General Plan Update;

The County will commit to adopting a CAP no later than six months following
adoption of the General Plan Update and has added this commitment to draft
Implementation Plan measure 6.9.1.A Climate Change Action Plan. However, it is
anticipated that actual adoption will be sooner than that. In accordance with draft
policy COS 20.1, Climate Change Action Plan, the County will be committing to
include in the CAP an inventory, targets, deadlines, and enforceable measures. The
policy also includes the commitment to maintain the CAP. Policy COS-20.2, GHG
Monitoring and Implementation, commits to monitoring GHG emissions. The County
also has an overall commitment to report on the General Plan and revise it as
necessary (see draft Implementation Plan measure 1.2.1.A General Plan Review).
The County believes that these policies address the AG’s suggestion.

b) Incorporate into the General Plan Update interim policies to ensure that any
projects considered before completion of the CAP will not undermine the
objectives of the CAP; and

The County does not believe that this is necessary given the timing of the CAP
preparation and the numerous other policies contained in the General Plan Update
and DEIR that support actions that limit GHG emissions.

c) For all GHG impacts the County has designated as significant, adopt feasible
mitigation measures that can be identified today and that do not require further
analysis.

The County believes that it has complied with this suggestion through inclusion of the
160 policies and mitigation measures in the General Plan Update and DEIR that
relate to climate change.

The comment states that the proposed General Plan Update land use map does not
include projects that are in the approval process, or have recently been approved.
The DEIR includes 148 projects in the cumulative section of the DEIR, and as such
are treated as though their impacts are in addition to those of the General Plan
Update. As further discussed in responses to comments G5-3, G5-15, and 010-32,
the County has appropriately included these projects in its cumulative analysis as
they are not a part of the proposed project.
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S1-37

S1-38

The comment suggests that since the cumulative projects involve thousands of acres
and there may be some instances where project approvals are inconsistent with the
policies of the General Plan Update that the County should include these projects as
part of the General Plan Update description to comply with CEQA. The County does
not agree with this suggestion as described in responses to comments S1-36, G5-3,
G5-15, and 010-32.

This comment concludes the letter by summarizing all of the previous issues that the
AG’s office has with the proposed General Plan Update and invites County staff to
further discussion with the AG’s office to assist the County with achieving its GHG
reduction goals. The County appreciates this offer and County staff will continue
discussions with AG staff to improve upon the General Plan Update.
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topic areas evaluated, the existing General Plan would result in greater impacts in 58
of the environmental subject areas. Therefore, the County does not agree that the
proposed project weakens environmental protections when compared to the existing
General Plan.

014-7 Both the existing General Plan and the proposed General Plan Update focus new
growth in and adjacent to urbanized areas. The difference between the General
Plan strategies is more apparent outside the urbanized areas. The existing Plan
generally allows semi-rural patterns of development private lands outside urban
areas with the exception of those areas subject to the Forest Conservation Initiative
(40-acre minimum lot size is required). In contrast, the General Plan Update retains
62 percent of private lands as rural residential where further subdivision of the land is
severally limited. In exchange for the limited development in these rural areas, the
proposed project focuses new growth around Smart Growth Opportunity Areas
(SGOA) in accordance with the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP).

014-8 The County does not agree with this comment, which has selected statements within
the General Plan Update text and DEIR and presented them out of context. With
regard to cited sections from Pages 2-6 and 2-7 of the proposed General Plan text,
the comment does not appear to be raising an environmental issue. Moreover, the
section cited also goes on to state: “The County will implement this guiding principle
by planning and facilitating housing in and adjacent to existing and planned villages.”

With regard to the language cited from the DEIR (Section 1.13.3), the statements
pertaining to areas with the “greatest amount of growth” are described by comparing
existing conditions to build-out with the understanding that undeveloped areas
receiving any growth would show a higher percentage of development increase than
areas that are already developed but targeted for higher densities. While the
General Plan Update does allow semi-rural development, generally within and
adjacent to similar existing patterns of development, these areas represent a much
smaller portion of the County than under the existing General Plan. Sixty-two
percent of private lands would retain their rural character and limit further subdivision
under the proposed project. See also responses to comments O14-5 and S1-18.

014-9 The County does not agree with this comment. The comment appears to claim that
the number of regional categories or the titles of the categories are relevant to where
urban intensities and densities are located. There is no substantiation of this claim
within the comment. The proposed new categories and the language included in the
General Plan Update provide equivalent protection for resources. The County has
provided an unambiguous land use map that illustrates where density/intensity is
proposed and where low growth or no growth is proposed. In addition, the General
Plan Update text describes the regional categories and spells out the County’s
commitment to sustainable growth.

014-10  The County acknowledges this comment, but does not concur that the General Plan
Update will lose protections for its environmentally sensitive land with the elimination
of the Environmentally Constrained Area (ECA) Regional Category. Generally, the
proposed project applies Rural Lands designations to areas currently under the ECA
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