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Response to Comment Letter O2 
 
Endangered Habitats League 
Joseph Petta - Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
May 8, 2017 
 
O2-1 The County disagrees that the SEIR is inadequate or fails to properly 

analyze the Project’s environmental impacts and provide adequate 
mitigation relative to climate change. The Greenhouse Gas Evaluation 
prepared by Scientific Resources Associated (February 3, 2017) for 
the proposed Project, included as Appendix E of this SEIR, relies on 
an efficiency metric based on the future statewide GHG emissions 
reductions goals divided by the statewide service population as a 
guideline for evaluating potential GHG emissions impacts. Since the 
time that the Greenhouse Gas Evaluation was prepared and the Draft 
SEIR was issued for public review, it has been determined that the 
service population efficiency metric cannot be used as the appropriate 
guideline. Therefore, the analysis in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR 
relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG emissions.  

 
Pursuant to Section 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, when 
addressing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the 
environment, the following factors were considered: 
 
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; 
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and 
(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or 
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 
 
The County does not currently have thresholds of significance for 
evaluating GHG emissions impacts. Additionally, the County has not 
yet adopted a Climate Action Plan for the reduction of GHG emissions; 
although the Draft CAP and Draft SEIR were released for public review 
in August 2017. Therefore, the analysis in the Final EIR relies on the 
first guideline outlined above:  the extent to which the project may 
increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing 
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environmental setting as the guideline for evaluating GHG emissions 
impacts. 

 
With the revisions incorporated into the Final SEIR, the SEIR properly 
analyzes the proposed Project’s impacts on climate change. Section 
2.4 of the SEIR includes a detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
GHG emissions. The Final SEIR provides an adequate analysis 
potential impacts associated with GHG emissions, in conformance with 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and Section 15064.4(b). In addition, 
subsequent to publishing and public review of the Draft SEIR, the 
Project applicant has voluntarily committed to achieve carbon 
neutrality. As concluded in Section 2.4.2 of the Final SEIR, the Project 
would result in significant GHG emissions impacts. To fully mitigate the 
project’s impacts relative to GHG emissions, mitigation measures have 
been expanded to include a requirement for net zero emissions from 
future developments within the Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa 
Business Park Specific Plan Amendment area.  
 
As detailed in Section 2.4.5 within the Final SEIR, CARB recommends 
that lead agencies prioritize on-site design features and direct 
investments in GHG reductions in the vicinity of the project. CARB also 
recommends that where further project design or regional investments 
are infeasible or not proved to be effective, it may be appropriate and 
feasible to mitigate project emissions through purchasing and retiring 
carbon credits issued by a recognized and reputable accredited carbon 
registry. Examples of off-site mitigation can include, among other 
mechanisms, the purchase of verifiable carbon “offsets” from a carbon 
registry that will undertake mitigation. 
 
Table 2.4-7 lists the proposed project’s on-site project design features 
to reduce GHG emissions. Based on the emissions inventory data 
presented in Table 2.4-8, the project will result in 37,554 MT CO2E 
with the incorporation of project design features. Note that this 
calculation under-represents the percentage of GHG emissions 
reductions that will be achieved through on-site features and measures 
because, as provided in Table 2.4-7, many of the features and 
measures conservatively were not assigned quantitative emissions 
reductions values.  
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Each phase of the project (i.e., implementing site plans) would be 
required to undergo a site plan review, and at that time, shall require 
the development to have net zero emissions. Because the project 
would result in a significant impact, mitigation measures (as fully 
detailed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIR) would reduce GHG impacts to 
less than significant. 
 
With mitigation, the Project would result in net zero GHG emissions 
and, therefore, would be consistent with the goals of Executive Order 
B-30-15 and SB 32 that requires the state to reduce its GHG emissions 
to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Thus, GHG emissions 
impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance. 
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O2-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

O2-2 The County disagrees that the SEIR’s analysis fails to provide the 
necessary facts and analysis to allow the County and the public to 
make informed decisions about the proposed Project. With the 
revisions incorporated into the Final SEIR, the SEIR fully and 
accurately informs decision makers and the public with detailed 
information about the effect of the proposed Project on climate 
change. Section 2.4 in the Final SEIR has been revised in regard to 
significance criteria and mitigation measures, as discussed in 
response to comment O2-1. The Final SEIR accurately identifies the 
significant impact associated with GHG emissions and provides 
mitigation measures that, in concert with the Project’s design features 
presented in the Final SEIR, would reduce the GHG impacts to less 
than significant. As discussed in response to comment O2-1 above, 
the Project applicant has voluntarily agreed to condition the proposed 
Project to further reduce GHG emissions to a net-zero level. The 
addition of mitigation measures and other text revisions to Section 2.4 
do not constitute significant new information. The new information 
clarifies and amplifies information in the SEIR. A new significant 
impact would not result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. A substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact would not result. Thus, in 
accordance with CEQA, Section 15088.5, the Final SEIR does not 
require recirculation.   

 
O2-3 Comment O2-3 is a restatement of the law and does not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR. Furthermore, the County disagrees that the 
SEIR’s analysis fails to provide the necessary facts and analysis to 
allow the County and the public to make informed decisions about 
the proposed Project. Refer to responses to comments O2-1 and O2-
2 above. The Final SEIR includes feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project to net 
zero.   
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O2-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-6 
 
 

 

O2-4 The County disagrees that the public and decision makers have no 
way of knowing the magnitude of the impact. Please see the response 
to comment O2-1. The County evaluated the proposed Project’s GHG 
emissions impacts by first calculating the Projects sources of 
greenhouse gas, as discussed in Section 2.4.2.5 of the Draft SEIR. As 
shown in Table 2.4-8 in the SEIR, the proposed Project’s total CO2 
equivalent emissions were calculated to be 37,554 MTCO2e per year. 
After calculating the proposed Project’s emissions, the County 
considered the following factors, which are outlined in CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.4 in the Final SEIR: (1) whether the project 
increases or reduces GHG emissions compared to the existing setting; 
(2) where the project emissions exceeded an applicable threshold of 
significance; and (3) whether the project complies with applicable 
regulations, plans or policies that have been adopted to reduce GHG 
emissions. As discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR, the proposed 
Project would have a potentially significant impact. Mitigation 
measures were then set forth in order to reduce the impact to less than 
significant. .  

 
O2-5 The commenter is correct in that the Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 

Climate Change Analysis Guidance document. However, the SEIR 
was changed to reflect the outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San 
Diego; and the Final SEIR changes no longer relies on the County’s’ 
2016 Guidelines for its significance analysis but rather uses CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.4. 

 
 The commenter incorrectly states that the SEIR should have analyzed 
climate impacts pursuant to thresholds developed under a County 
Climate Action Plan (CAP). Please refer to Section 2.4.2.1 of the Final 
EIR.  
 
 Pursuant to Section 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, when 
determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions on the 
environment, the following factors should be considered: 
 
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting; 
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance 
that the lead agency determines applies to the project; and 

Michelle Irace 
May 8, 2017 
Page 3 
 
 

 

Additionally, an EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate 
significant environmental impacts.  CEQA Guidelines §15126.4.  Under CEQA, “public 
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of such projects . . . .”  Pub. Res. Code § 21002.  

The proposed Project has the potential to significantly contribute to GHG 
emissions, yet neither the public nor decisionmakers have any way of knowing the 
magnitude of this impact.  As we explain below, the DEIR simply fails to provide 
detailed, accurate information about the Project’s significant environmental impacts or to 
analyze mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid such impacts. 

A. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Climate Change 
Impacts. 

The DEIR concludes that the Project would result in significant impacts related to 
climate change but that those impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels 
with proposed mitigation measures.  As detailed below, the DEIR’s analysis is 
fundamentally flawed. It unlawfully relies on the County’s July 2016 GHG guidance, 
which itself was recently ruled to be in violation of CEQA in Sierra Club v. County of 
San Diego, San Diego County Superior Court Case No. 37-2012-00101054-CU-TT-CTL.  
As directed by the Sierra Club case and the County General Plan, the DEIR should have 
analyzed climate impacts pursuant to thresholds developed under the County’s Climate 
Action Plan (“CAP”).  But the County has failed to adopt a legally adequate CAP.  In 
addition, the DEIR’s analysis violates the California Supreme Court’s direction in Center 
for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204 
(“Newhall Ranch”) because it relies on statewide thresholds without any evidence that 
they are relevant to individual projects.  The DEIR’s proposed mitigation—based 
primarily on installation of solar photovoltaic panels on rooftops of new homes—fails to 
sufficiently mitigate for GHG emissions resulting from the Project’s increase in VMT.  

1. The County May Not Rely On Its July 2016 GHG Guidance 
Recommending Use of the Efficiency Metric to Determine 
Significance. 

The DEIR analyzes GHG impacts based on guidance that its Planning and 
Development Services department issued in July 2016.  See DEIR at 2.4-7 (failing to 
mention the Guidance by name but relying on its recommended thresholds verbatim).  
This guidance sets forth the County’s recommended CEQA threshold of significance for 
GHG emissions.  See County of San Diego, 2016 Climate Change Analysis Guidance, 
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(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or 
requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan 
for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 
 
The County cannot consider factor (2), because the County does not 
currently have thresholds or guidelines for significance for GHG 
emissions. The County adopted a Guidance Document in 2016. 
However, the Superior Court in Sierra Club v. County of San Diego, 
Case No. 2012-0101054/Golden Door Properties LLC v. County of 
San Diego, Case No. 2016-0037402 (April 28, 2017) ruled that the 
2016 Guidance Document and its "County Efficiency Metric" may not 
be used to provide the basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts for 
development proposals within the unincorporated County lands. Factor 
(3) is also not considered due to the parallel processing of the 
proposed project and the County’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). 
Although the CAP was very recently adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on February 14, 2018, it has been determined that a 
standalone analysis independent of the Draft CAP is more appropriate 
at this time. Therefore, in the context of this project, when determining 
the significance of GHG emissions, the County may only use factor (1): 
the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions 
as compared to the existing environmental setting. 

 
O2-6 The efficiency metric analysis previously included in the Draft SEIR 

has been removed in the Final SEIR. See response to comment O2-1. 
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O2-7 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 
Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The GHG analysis in 
the Final SEIR is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4. 
The CEQA Guidelines offer two paths to evaluating GHG emissions 
impacts in CEQA documents: 1) Projects can tier off a “qualified” GHG 
Reduction Plan (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5); or 2) Projects 
can determine significance by calculating GHG emissions and 
assessing their significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4). 
Neither the CARB nor the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
(SDAPCD) has adopted significance criteria applicable to land use 
development projects for the evaluation of GHG emissions under 
CEQA. OPR’s Technical Advisory CEQA and Climate Change: 
Addressing Climate Change through CEQA Review states, “public 
agencies are encouraged, but not required to adopt thresholds of 
significance for environmental impacts. Even in the absence of clearly 
defined thresholds for GHG emissions, the law requires that such 
emissions from CEQA projects must be disclosed and mitigated to the 
extent feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the project 
contributes to a significant, cumulative climate change impact.” 
Furthermore, OPR’s advisory document indicates, “in the absence of 
regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to 
clearly define what constitutes a ‘significant impact,’ individual lead 
agencies may undertake a project-by-project analysis, consistent with 
available guidance and current CEQA practice.”  

 
O2-8 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 

Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The climate change 
analysis in the Final SEIR does not rely on efficiency metric based on 
statewide reduction targets. Instead, the analysis in Section 2.4 of the 
Final SEIR relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG 
emissions. Discussion and references to the efficiency metric 
previously included in the Draft SEIR have been removed.  

 
O2-9 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 

Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The SEIR does not 
rely on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis Guidance document. 
Discussion, and references to the efficiency metric previously included 
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in the Draft SEIR have been removed. Instead, the analysis in Section 
2.4 of the Final SEIR relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating 
GHG emissions. Furthermore, this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is required. 
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O2-11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

O2-12 

 

 
 
 
 
 
O2-10  Section 2. 4.1.2 Methodology of the Final SEIR has been revised 

to remove the evaluation of the Proposed Project based on the 
efficiency metric.  The analysis in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR relies 
on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG emissions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-11 The County disagrees that a CAP must be prepared prior to 

conducting a GHG analysis for the proposed Project; see response to 
comment O2-5 above and O2-13 below.  The text previously included 
in the Draft SEIR has been revised to remove the evaluation of the 
proposed Project based on statewide metrics. Instead, the analysis in 
Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to 
evaluating GHG emissions. The analysis in the Final SEIR is 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4; refer to response 
to comment O2-7.  

 
 
 
 
O2-12 The proposed Project will reduce its contribution to greenhouse 

gas emissions through the Project applicant’s commitment to achieve 
carbon neutrality. The Final SEIR includes several mitigation 
measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to a net-zero level. 
See response to comment O2-1. 
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O2-12, 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

O2-13 
 

 

 
 
 
 
O2-13 This comment states that because the County of San Diego does 

not have an adopted CAP and that the Draft EIR does not have 
sufficient impact thresholds to analyze the project's GHG emissions 
and impacts. Relatedly, comment O2-21 states the Draft EIR will have 
to be recirculated following adoption of a County CAP. The County 
does not agree with either of these comments for the reasons stated 
below.  

 
First, the Program EIR (PEIR) for the General Plan Update (GPU) 
includes a mitigation measure that requires preparation of a CAP. 
Following certification of the Program EIR and adoption of the General 
Plan Update, the County prepared and adopted a CAP. However, 
litigation successfully challenged the validity of the County's CAP, the 
CEQA compliance documentation prepared for the CAP, and the 
thresholds of significance derived from the CAP. The County is 
working to issue and adopt an updated CAP, including thresholds of 
significance for GHG emissions in CEQA analysis, consistent with the 
mitigation parameters of the set forth in the GPU PEIR. It should be 
noted that the San Diego County Superior Court recently rejected 
arguments from the Sierra Club et al. to prevent the County from 
processing and approving projects prior to the adoption of a lawful CAP 
and corresponding CEQA significance thresholds. The Superior Court 
held that an injunction prohibiting the "County from undertaking its 
planning process is too broad." See Sierra Club v. County of San Diego 
(Case No. 2012-0101054) and Golden Door Properties LLV v. County 
of San Diego (Case No. 2016-0037402). 
 
Second, the Draft EIR for the project has thresholds consistent with 
the parameters of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4. Specifically, as 
set forth in Section 2.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Final SEIR 
includes feasible mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions 
associated with the proposed Project to net zero. Mitigation measure 
GHG-1a requires that the Project buildings will exceed Title 24 as of 
2016 by 20 percent. Mitigation measure GHG-1b requires the Project 
to include photovoltaic solar panels designed to provide 50 percent of 
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the Project’s commercial electricity use needs and 50 percent of the 
residential dwelling units’ electricity needs. 
 
Therefore, the environmental analysis for the project has been 
developed to comply with the requirements of CEQA, which exist 
independent of the County's CAP. Further, the requirement to achieve 
no net increase in GHG emissions ensures that the project will not 
conflict with the CAP that is under development because it fully 
eliminates project-related GHG emissions. 
 



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-14 
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O2-16 
 
 
 
O2-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-18 

 

 

O2-14 See responses to comments O2-5 and O2-13 above. 
 
O2-15 This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. 

Concerning the project at hand, as described in the response to 
comment O2-1, the Project applicant has committed to achieve a net-
zero level of emissions. With incorporation of mitigation, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

 
O2-16 The Draft SEIR relied on the 2016 Climate Change Analysis 

Guidance document. However, the SEIR was changed to reflect the 
outcome of Sierra Club v. County of San Diego. The proposed Project 
has been designed and conditioned with additional mitigation to 
achieve carbon neutrality (i.e., net zero emissions), and thus does not 
violate CEQA. See responses to comments O2-1, O2-4, O2-6, and 
O2-13. 

 
O2-17 See responses to comments O2-5 and O2-13. 
 
 
O2-18 The Final SEIR includes mitigation measures to achieve carbon 

neutrality. The efficiency metric analysis has been removed from the 
Final SEIR.  Instead, the analysis in Section 2.4 of the Final SEIR 
relies on CEQA’s guidance relative to evaluating GHG emissions.  
Subsequent to publishing and public review of the Draft SEIR, the 
Project applicant has voluntarily committed to achieve carbon 
neutrality. To fully mitigate the project’s impacts relative to GHG 
emissions, mitigation measures have been expanded to include a 
requirement for net zero emissions from future developments within 
the Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan 
Amendment area.  
 
Table 2.4-7 lists the proposed project’s on-site project design features 
to reduce GHG emissions. Based on the emissions inventory data 
presented in Table 2.4-8, the project will result in 37,554 MT CO2E 
with the incorporation of project design features. Note that this 
calculation under-represents the percentage of GHG emissions 
reductions that will be achieved through on-site features and measures 
because, as provided in Table 2.4-7, many of the features and 
measures conservatively were not assigned quantitative emissions 
reductions values.  
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Each phase of the project (i.e., implementing site plans) would be 
required to undergo a site plan review, and at that time, shall require 
the development to have net zero emissions. With mitigation, the 
Project would result in net zero GHG emissions and, therefore, would 
be consistent with the goals of Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 
that requires the state to reduce its GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030. Thus, GHG emissions impacts would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. 
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O2-19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O2-22 
 
 
 
  

O2-19 The County disagrees with the contentions within this comment. 
See to response to comment O2-1 above.  

 
There are a number of guiding documents that provide possible on-site 
design measures that subsequent site plans will be required to 
implement or otherwise prove to be infeasible in a subsequent GHG 
analysis, including requirements that future development achieve net 
zero emissions levels in addition to building efficiency and solar panels 
(see M-GHG-2). Additionally, as detailed in Section 2.4.2.5, it is 
important to recognize that the proposed Project is part of the planned 
and approved East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan 
community, which contains a mix of residential, commercial, civic, 
recreational, and public facilities, all of which reduce the amount of 
vehicle miles traveled and corresponding GHG emissions. The 
proposed Project would further reduce the amount of vehicle miles 
traveled by incorporating into the Specific Plan an increase in 
residential units at high densities mixed with supporting retail and 
employment uses, adding to what was previously a primarily light 
industrial/technology center to create a mixed-use village setting. In 
addition to being part of a larger Specific Plan area, the proposed 
Project itself contributes a more integrated and balanced mix of uses, 
including community-serving commercial, light industrial employment 
uses, a 50.3-acre open space preserve, and trail amenities. The 
Project’s mix of uses allows for the Project to internally capture 
approximately 15.04 percent of all vehicle trips. Further, the Project’s 
mix of land uses, including residential in conjunction with the retail and 
employment, is coupled with an integrated pathway and trail plan and 
traffic calming features along internal streets and roads that promote a 
pedestrian experience for the Project’s residents and visitors and 
facilitate non-vehicular travel.  

 
O2-20  See response to comment O2-19 above. VMT is not a metric used 

for traffic analysis in this SEIR. LOS is used for the traffic analysis, and 
the Project fully mitigates its impacts. The State has not provided final 
guidance for VMT.  

 
O2-21 The Final SEIR accurately identifies the significant impact 

associated with greenhouse gas emissions and provides mitigation 
measures that, in concert with the Project’s design features presented 
in the SEIR, will reduce impacts to a net-zero level. The revisions in 
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the Final SEIR do not constitute significant new information that would 
require recirculation, in accordance with the CEQA, Section 15088.5. 
See response to comment O2-2. 

 
O2-22 See responses to comments O2-1 and O2-2.  
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 Very truly yours, 
 
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP 
 
 

 
 
Joseph Petta 
 

cc:  Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League 

 

List of Exhibits: 

Exhibit 1: County of San Diego, 2016 Climate Change Analysis Guidance, July 
29, 2016. 

 
Exhibit 2: April 28, 2017 Decision in San Diego County Superior Court Case 

No. 37-2012-00101054-CU-TT-CTL. 
 
Exhibit 3: University of San Diego’s 2013 GHG inventory, Executive 

Summary, March 2013. 
 
 

 

892155.3  
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TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-28 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-29 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-30 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-31 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-32 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-33 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-34 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-35 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-36 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-37 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-38 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-39 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-40 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-41 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-42 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-43 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-44 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-45 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-46 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-47 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-48 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-49 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-50 

   



TABLE 8-3. COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Otay 250 Sunroad – East Otay Mesa Business Park Specific Plan Amendment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report – March 2017; Final Environmental Impact Report – March 2018 RTC O2-51 

   

 




