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X20-1 The comment provides introductory remarks and introduces 
the topics presented in subsequent comments within the body 
of the comment letter. No further response is required.  
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 X20-2 The comment expresses frustration with the outreach process 
that was employed to engage community planning groups and 
suggests that the 45-day public review period was too short to 
review both the CAP and Draft SEIR. The commenter also 
requests an extension to the comment period.  
The County values the feedback provided by community 
planning groups and as such held meetings open to any 
member of the public on September 7, 2017 at the Alpine 
Branch Library, on September 12, 2017 at the County 
Operations Center, and at the North Inland Live Well Center 
on September 13, 2017. The County respectfully disagrees 
that no planning group presentations were planned or would 
be provided. The County held a separate meeting for 
community planning group chairs on September 9, 2017 at the 
County Operations Center. This meeting was held on a 
Saturday morning to accommodate typical working schedules. 
In addition, the County answered questions from those in 
attendance to facilitate an understanding of the CAP and 
where information can be found within the documents released 
for public review. PDS staff also encouraged the chairs or vice-
chairs present to have members within the community 
planning groups contact staff with any questions or comments 
on the Draft CAP or Draft SEIR.  
The County respectfully disagrees that it did not comply with 
Policy I-1. PDS Staff contacted all planning group chairs via 
email and phone to inform of the meetings that were being 
held, made a detailed presentation, and answered questions 
as they were posited. 
The comment also states that the County intends to force 
changes to a number of community plans to fit the CAP and 
CREP and that the County has already done so in the 
Boulevard community. It is not clear what the commenter is 
specifically referring to as the Boulevard community is within 
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. This plan was adopted 
in 2011 as part of the General Plan Update. The CAP does 
include GHG Reduction Measure T-1.3, Update Community 
Plans. This measure would update 19 community plans by 
2030. The updates would incorporate a balanced approach to 
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housing, jobs/economic development, services, and 
infrastructure needs. They would also achieve mixed-use and 
transit-oriented development within existing village centers. 
The comment also states that none of the planned meetings 
provide anything beyond information and that no formal 
comments were gathered at any of the public meetings. This is 
incorrect. While the County did not record verbal comments, 
the County accepted written comments at any of the 
aforementioned meetings, as they were held during the public 
review period and the County did not want to misrepresent any 
verbal comments received during the meetings.  
Finally, the comment expresses frustration with the 45-day 
public review period for the Draft CAP and Draft SEIR. Section 
21091(a) of the CEQA Statute sets forth the applicable public 
review period for Draft EIRs.  
The public review period for a draft environmental 
impact report shall not be less than 30 days. If the draft 
environmental impact report is submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse for review, the review period shall be at 
least 45 days, and the lead agency shall provide a 
sufficient number of copies of the document, in either a 
hard-copy or electronic form as required by the Office 
of Planning and Research, to the State Clearinghouse 
for review and comment by state agencies. 
The Draft EIR was circulated for review for 45 days, in 
compliance with CEQA. The comment will be included in the 
administrative record and provided to decision makers for 
consideration.  
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X20-3 The commenter expresses concern that the Final CAP and the 
Final SEIR exclude GHG emissions from vegetative and soil carbon 
losses from clearing because of industrial-scale wind and solar. Please 
refer to Master Response 11 regarding carbon sequestration lost from 
removed vegetation and disturbed soil because of development of large-
scale renewable energy generation and why carbon storage and 
sequestration were excluded from the CAP inventory and forecasts. The 
comment will be included in the administrative record and provided to 
decision makers for consideration.  
X20-4 The comment states that the projected GHG reductions are 
assumed rather than quantified. The County disagrees with this 
statement. As shown in Appendices A and C of the CAP, three different 
emissions projection scenarios are quantified: business-as-usual, 
legislative-adjusted, and legislative-adjusted with CAP measures. 
These projections are based on adopted state and federal regulations 
(e.g., Renewable Portfolio Standard, Senate Bill 350, Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy standards, and the Advance Clean Car 
regulations) as well as population growth trends from SANDAG and the 
County. Appendices A and C of the CAP explain the assumptions and 
calculations of the projections in detail. The comment will be included in 
the administrative record and provided to decision makers for 
consideration.  
X20-5 The comment expresses concern that plug-in electric vehicles 
(EV) may generate more emissions than high efficiency gasoline 
engines especially when the source of electricity is based on fossil fuels. 
San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), the utility that serves the San 
Diego Region, has a renewable mix of 43% as of 2016 (CEC 2016). That 
means that 43% of the electricity procured by SDG&E comes from 
eligible renewable sources, which include solar, wind, biomass, 
geothermal, and small hydroelectric sources. As part of SDG&E 
compliance with the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard, SDG&E is 
on contract to reach a 46% renewable mix by 2020. Thus, nearly half of 
the electricity that would supply EVs in the San Diego region would be 
renewably sourced. Also, as shown in final Appendix C of the CAP under 
the quantification of GHG Reduction Measure T-3.5, a new measure 
added to the Final CAP, emissions from EVs are estimated to be four 
times less than emissions from their gasoline vehicle equivalents by 
2030. Please refer to Appendix C of the CAP for the calculation 
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assumptions. GHG Reduction Measure E-2.1 proposes to achieve 90% 
renewable electricity for the unincorporated county by 2030, and an 
alternative evaluated in the Final SEIR would achieve 100% renewable 
electricity by 2030. Therefore, the CAP would ensure that the majority 
of electricity consumed in the unincorporated county would be from 
renewable sources. The comment will be included in the administrative 
record and provided to decision makers for consideration.  
X20-6 The comment expresses concern that the CAP ignores the life-
cycle carbon emissions associated with wind turbines, especially with 
rare earth mining for turbine materials, and provides a list of links to 
websites, articles, and studies. As described in response to comment 
O5-7 an analysis of life-cycle emissions would be speculative under 
CEQA. The 2009 amendments to the CEQA Guidelines removed the 
term “life-cycle” because “no existing regulatory definition of life-cycle 
exists” (California Natural Resources Agency Final Statement of 
Reasons for Regulatory Action: Page 71). The California Natural 
Resources Agency acknowledged that even if a standard definition of 
the term “life-cycle” existed, requiring such an analysis may not be 
consistent with CEQA. As a general matter, the term could refer to 
emissions beyond those that could be considered “indirect effects” of a 
project as that term is defined in section 15358 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. This comment will be included in the administrative record 
and provided to decision makers for consideration. 
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X20-7 The comment expresses concern that the Draft SEIR did not 
address the impact of renewable energy projects on wildlands. 
Please refer to Master Response 11 which addresses lost 
carbon sequestration from removed vegetation and disturbed 
soil because of development of large-scale renewable energy 
generation projects pursuant to the CAP. The comment is 
correct in stating that a programmatic evaluation of large-scale 
renewable energy facilities cannot determine with certainty the 
outcomes of any individual project because of the uncertainty 
regarding location, topography, existing habitat, etc. Therefore, 
as stated throughout the Draft SEIR, future large-scale 
renewable energy projects would be required to obtain a Major 
Use Permit and would be required to undergo a thorough 
environmental review at the time of discretionary application 
which would examine the environmental impacts of individual 
projects. At any rate, the Draft SEIR appropriately disclosed 
the likelihood of significant and unavoidable impacts for most 
issue areas because of the inability to determine whether 
individual future projects could mitigate all significant impacts. 
Please see Master Response 10 which describes the use of a 
programmatic EIR.  
The comment also requests that a “cradle-to-grave” pollution 
cost be included for large-scale renewables. An analysis of life-
cycle emissions would be speculative under CEQA. The 2009 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines removed the term “life-
cycle” because “no existing regulatory definition of life-cycle 
exists” (California Natural Resources Agency Final Statement 
of Reasons for Regulatory Action: Page 71). The California 
Natural Resources Agency acknowledged that even if a 
standard definition of the term “life-cycle” existed, requiring 
such an analysis may not be consistent with CEQA. As a 
general matter, the term could refer to emissions beyond those 
that could be considered “indirect effects” of a project as that 
term is defined in section 15358 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
The comment also requests more accurate accounting on the 
value of electric cars but did not specify the type of value meant 
by the comment. Assuming that the commenter meant to 
request a life-cycle analysis of electric vehicles be included in 
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the CAP or Final SEIR, refer to the previous discussion 
regarding life-cycle analysis under CEQA. This comment will 
be included in the Final SEIR and provided to decision makers.  

X20-8 The comment requests that the County quantify the GHG 
savings associated with self-generation of renewables in new 
and existing housing and commercial projects. GHG 
reductions from private operation of renewables on new and 
existing housing and commercial projects are already included 
in the quantification of GHG Reduction Measures E-2.2 and E-
2.3, and, starting in 2030, includes GHG Reduction Measure 
E-1.1. The quantification of these measures can be found in 
Appendix C of the CAP. Although, the quantification of these 
measures mentions solar electricity generation, the language 
of the measures does not limit renewable generation to be from 
solar generation only. For renewable generation in existing 
buildings as of 2014, the benefits from those operations are 
already included in the baseline electricity usage in the county, 
which would have been higher if not for those operations. The 
Final SEIR incorporates the Wind Energy Ordinance EIR 
throughout each topic, and recognizes that the County’s 
Renewable Energy Ordinance provides streamlining benefits 
for installation of small solar systems which will continue to 
encourage the installation of such systems. See also Section 
4.2.5 of the Final SEIR for a discussion on the distributed 
generation alternative which references and summarizes the 
best available data regarding the availability of rooftop space 
for privately-owned residential and commercial properties. This 
comment will be included in the Final SEIR and provided to 
decision makers.  

X20-9 The comment expresses concern that the Final SEIR does not 
address transmission losses from wind and solar fields and 
requests that the County provide an assessment of 
transmission losses. Transmission losses are accounted for in 
the quantification of electricity consumption and associated 
emissions, as discussed in Section 4.2.1 of Appendix A of the 
CAP. Also, according to a 2017 report by the California Public 
Utilities Commission, approximately 4.66% of SDG&E 
generated electricity is lost through transmission losses as of 
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2015. In California, the average percent loss in 2014 was 
6.58% with an overall declining trend in losses as utilities 
continue to upgrade aging infrastructure and remedy system 
inefficiencies since 2009 (CPUC 2017a). This trend in 
transmission losses includes both typical natural gas power 
plants and renewable energy sources, the latter of which 
accounted for over 40% of SDG&E’s power mix in 2016 (CPUC 
2017b). Although only affecting a small percentage of total 
electricity generated, the effect of transmission losses on total 
electricity demand will be included in the Final SEIR. Because 
the electricity emissions factors already account for 
transmission losses, the inclusion of transmission losses in the 
Final SEIR will not change the quantification of the CAP’s GHG 
estimates.  

X20-10 The comment expresses frustration that the input that was 
provided by community planning groups at the outset of the 
CAP process was not included in the Final CAP. The 
commenter states that the CAP takes a one-size-fits-all 
approach to policy recommendations, but the comment does 
not provide specific recommendations regarding how any of 
the CAP’s strategies or measures could be included. 
Therefore, a specific response cannot be provided. Please see 
Master Response 9 regarding measures selection. This 
comment will be included in the Final SEIR for decision 
makers.  
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X20-11 The comment expresses concern that forcing clustered 
“village” style development on low-density rural communities 
would result in greater GHG emissions because new residents 
would be forced to drive further to services. The County 
disagrees with the commenter on two points. First, clustered 
“village” development has demonstrated GHG emissions 
reductions in many cases because of co-locating residents, 
jobs, and commercial and civic services in close proximity. 
Please see Master Response 5 for additional information. 
Secondly, the CAP is not a land use plan, it is a greenhouse 
gas reduction plan, and therefore does not propose to directly 
increase density as the commenter suggests. The “villages” 
land use plan was adopted in August 2011 as a result of the 
completion of the County’s General Plan Update. The CAP 
itself will not directly change, increase, or result in additional 
density because of its adoption.  

X20-12 The commenter asserts that the CAP misleadingly implies high 
GHG reductions related to mass transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian travel in the backcountry. The County disagrees 
with the assertion that high reductions are assigned to the 
backcountry related to mass transit and other alternative 
modes of transportation. There are no reductions assigned 
related to mass transit in the backcountry. In fact, the County’s 
analysis is in-line with the commenter’s assertion. The County 
acknowledges in the CAP that the nature of the unincorporated 
county is low-density development that is not conducive to 
non-driving trips. Trip distances are longer in the 
unincorporated county because of this low-density nature and 
intervening distance between land uses. The County’s 
jurisdiction covers rural and semi-rural lands, along with 
suburban areas, many of which have limited transportation 
options and are served by limited transit. Thus, proposed 
transportation measures in the CAP focus on reducing VMT 
through improved design of development, infrastructure 
improvements, travel demand management programs, parking 
code revisions, and alternative fuel use. While the nature of 
trips will likely continue to be personal vehicle based, the fuel 
source and emissions factors of those trips can be modified by 
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switching to renewable sources including electricity. GHG 
Reduction Measures in the CAP are applied countywide and 
disproportionately higher reductions are not expected from the 
backcountry.  

X20-13 The commenter expresses concern regarding the effect of the 
water heater requirement under GHG Reduction Measure E-
1.2 on the water pressure in rural areas that receive water and 
below standardized pressure and do not have access to 
natural gas. GHG Reduction Measure E-1.2 has been revised 
to remove “natural” from the description of the gas-powered 
tankless water heaters, so that residents and businesses 
would not be forced to use natural gas where there is no 
natural gas connection. This allows the proposed tankless 
water heater replacements to be powered by propane or other 
natural gas alternative. With respect to the comment’s concern 
over the effect of the measure on water pressure, tankless 
water heaters need to be properly sized to the available water 
pressure to work properly. Because tankless water heaters 
work by heating water in line with existing plumbing, water 
heaters that are not sized for the existing flow rate and water 
pressure may result in decreased water pressure at the outlet 
and will not work properly. The current market of tankless water 
heaters can support a minimum pressure of two pounds per 
square inch, depending on the brand and application. In 
addition, the measure allows homeowners the option to 
choose from solar, electrically-powered or tankless gas water 
heaters. If a tankless system is not feasible for a location based 
on water pressure or other factors, homeowners have the 
option to install a solar- or electrically-powered system. 
Alternative allowable new water heaters can include solar 
water heaters, tankless and storage electric water heaters, 
electric heat pump systems, and tankless gas water heaters. 

X20-14 The comment expresses concern that the CAP does not 
include policies to support distributed generation. The County 
notes that the Draft SEIR evaluated a Distributed Generation 
Alternative that was subsequently rejected because of 
infeasibility. Please refer to Draft SEIR pages 4-9 through 4-
10.  
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X20-15 The commenter suggests that the County should implement a 
policy that requires all new subdivisions to construct on-site 
renewable generation that is equal to the needs of both homes 
and cars, and should extend this requirement to commercial 
and industrial uses. The County acknowledges this comment. 
The CAP includes several GHG reduction measures that 
would improve the energy efficiency of new development, as 
well as increase access to renewable electricity throughout the 
unincorporated area. Please refer to GHG Reduction 
Measures E-1.1, E-2.1, and E-2.2. Please also refer to Master 
Response 9 regarding the selection of measures.  
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X20-16 The comment expresses concern that the CAP and EIR do not 
address excess generation needed to replace long-distance 
transmission losses from renewable energy. Please see the 
response to comment X20-9. The comment also requests that 
the County assess the “real” carbon costs of wind, solar and 
natural gas generation and transmission and write regulations 
that “fit the facts.” Assuming the commenter is referring to 
performing life-cycle assessments related to renewable 
energy, please see the response to comment X20-6. With 
respect to the regulations that would follow the CAP, the 
comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available 
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the project.  
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X20-17 The comment provides links to many online sources that 
support the commenter’s views. The responses above 
adequately address the comments included.  
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