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The comment provides introductory information related to the
commenting organization, the Golden Door Spa, and reasons
for commenting on the project. No environmental issues were
raised in this comment; therefore, no response can be
provided.
The comment expresses concern regarding information
provided by the County at a meeting on October 20, 2017. The
comment states that the County expressed that the GHG
reduction measures selection process of the CAP was ongoing
even as the Draft SEIR had been released, which may result
in a CEQA violation. The County disagrees with this assertion.
The Draft SEIR which was released for public review on August
25, 2017 appropriately described the elements of the project
and evaluated and disclosed the potential environmental
impacts associated with implementation of the CAP. As
described in “Chapter 1, Project Description, Location, and
Environmental Setting,” the project consists of the CAP, a
General Plan Amendment and revision to the associated
mitigation monitoring and reporting program (collectively
referred to as the GPA), a threshold of significance for GHG,
and a revised Guidelines for Determining Significance for
Climate Change (Guidelines).
It appears the comment is suggesting that the elements and
measures in the CAP are still being determined. This is not
correct. The County wishes to reiterate that the CAP, as
described in Chapter 1 of the Draft SEIR, consists of 11
strategies, 30 GHG reduction measures, and supporting efforts
that will be considered by decision makers. Regarding
decisions about specific GHG reduction measures in the CAP,
the County acknowledges that its decisionmakers will review
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and contemplate the full suite of feasible and enforceable
reduction measures and actions that are proposed and will
ultimately determine what measures are approved as part of
the CAP. That policy discretion appropriately lies with the
decisionmakers. Nonetheless, the County has put forth a
stable and well-defined project description for the Draft SEIR
and the CAP and the commenter offers no evidence to dispute
this. Further, the CAP has been prepared through a
transparent, iterative process that includes considerations of
many factors, including public input, feasibility and cost
considerations, and stakeholder concerns. The fact that the
CAP consists of multiple GHG reduction measures, as
required for a qualified GHG reduction plan pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15183.5, does not result in an unstable
project description. Even if some measures are removed after
public review, the underlying fundamental purpose of the
project, which is to reduce County GHG emissions consistent
with state legislative requirements through implementation of a
CAP, has not changed and will be met. This comment will be
included in the administrative record and provided to decision
makers.
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The comment expresses concern that studies related to the
cost and feasibility of GHG reduction measures have not been
released for public review prior to publication of the Draft SEIR.
It appears the commenter is referencing statements from
County staff indicating that two technical studies for certain
GHG reduction measures were in preparation as of the date of
that meeting. The studies that the commenter has expressed
concerns about were released with the Final CAP and Final
SEIR on January 8, 2018 and are included as attachments to
the Planning Commission Hearing Report. These studies, the
Climate Action Plan Implementation Cost Report and Climate
Action Plan Cost-Effectiveness Analysis address the cost
effectiveness of proposed measures and do not relate to or
change the environmental analysis prepared for these
measures, nor do they change the conclusions in the Draft
SEIR previously circulated for public review. These studies
were not pertinent nor required in preparation of the Draft
SEIR. Nonetheless, the County proceeded with preparation of
the studies to inform decision makers of the costs and benefits
associated with the implementation of the CAP. This comment
will be included in the administrative record and provided to
decision makers.
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The comment expresses concern that the County is providing
a menu of options that may or may not be deployed to reach
the GHG reduction targets which could result in mitigation
measures that are not “fully enforceable” and would be in
violation with CEQA. The County disagrees with this assertion
for several reasons. As described in response to comment
X23-2 above, the County has put forth a detailed and stable
project description for the Draft SEIR and the CAP. The
commenter offers no evidence to dispute this. However, the
County recognizes that decisionmakers, at the time of CAP
adoption, have the ultimate authority in determining what
specific GHG reduction measures would be approved with the
CAP to achieve the CAP’s reduction targets. The CAP
provides a comprehensive set of strategies, measures, and
supporting efforts that have been determined to feasibly
achieve the established targets. The County has provided a
good-faith effort in defining the elements of the CAP, but also
recognizes that it is a planning document that will guide the
process for managing and implementing GHG reduction
measures over time. Where updates to the plan are required,
the CAP appropriately describes the process and the specific
future discretionary and environmental steps that would be
required.
Regarding the assertion that the CAP provides a menu of
options that the County selects from at its discretion, is not
accurate. The 11 strategies and 30 GHG reduction measures
proposed in the CAP have been proposed as a combination of
actions and activities that together will achieve proposed
reduction targets. Therefore, all 11 strategies, and 30 GHG
reduction measures would need to be implemented as
proposed in the CAP to meet the reduction targets. However,
the County recognizes that over time and as technology
advances, some measures may be more or less effective in
achieving GHG reductions that have been identified in the
CAP. The CAP, as a planning-level document, requires future
updates that will provide some flexibility in allowing changes in
the level of implementation of the GHG reduction measures to
ensure that the CAP meets its targets. In these situations, the
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County must also follow a process by which it would determine
whether new or substantially more severe environmental
impacts would occur with these changes consistent with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162-15164. This
is an appropriate pathway for considering planning-level
changes and is the recommended pathway for supplemental
analysis as identified in CEQA.
Regarding the enforceability of reduction measures, each of
the 30 GHG reduction measures in the CAP are achievable,
measurable, and enforceable. The commenter offers no
specific evidence to dispute this.
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The comment expresses concern related to the Project
Description and asserts that because the GHG reduction
measure selection process was iterative, that this caused the
public to be deprived of a stable Project Description. The
County disagrees with this assertion. Please refer to response
to comments X23-2 and X-23-3 above. The case cited by the
commenter, Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of
Parks and Recreation, 17 Cal.App.5th 277 (2017), involved an
EIR that included no project description, instead presenting the
public and decisionmakers with detailed analysis of five
separate and vastly different project alternatives, none of
which were identified as a preferred alternative prior to public
review of the EIR. The court in that case found the EIR failed
to include a stable project description, and instead required
commenters “to offer input on a wide range of alternatives that
may not be in any way germane to the project ultimately
approved.” Id. at 288. In contrast, the Final SEIR sets forth a
clear, stable, and well-defined project description of the CAP’s
11 strategies and 30 GHG reduction measures. Minor changes
made to the CAP’s GHG reduction measures in response to
comments received from the public do not change the analysis
of the project in the Draft SEIR, nor do they change the
conclusion that the measures will meet the CAP’s reduction
targets. As discussed above, the studies related to the cost and
feasibility of the CAP’s GHG reduction measures address the
cost effectiveness of proposed measures and do not relate to
or change the environmental analysis prepared for these
measures, nor do they change the conclusions in the Draft
SEIR previously circulated for public review. These studies
were not pertinent to nor required in preparation of the Draft
SEIR, but simply provide the public and decisionmakers with
additional information regarding the reduction measures
included in the CAP and analyzed in the Draft SEIR.
In addition, the fundamental purpose of the project is to reduce
County GHG emissions consistent with state legislative
requirements through implementation of a CAP, which
includes strategies and measures to reduce community and
County local government operations (County operations) GHG
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emissions. Even if some measures are changed or removed
after public review, the underlying fundamental purpose of the
project, which is to reduce County GHG emissions consistent
with state legislative requirements through implementation of a
CAP, has not changed and will be met. See also Master
Response 9 on selection of GHG reduction measures in the
CAP. The comment will be included in the administrative
record and provided to decision makers.
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The commenter expresses concern that the County did not
adequately analyze the feasibility of mitigation measures in the
Draft SEIR and suggests that any changes to mitigation
measures after the close of the public review process may
require recirculation. The commenter appears to confuse the
GHG reduction measures included in the Draft CAP with CAP
Mitigation Measures developed to reduce impacts from the
GHG reduction measures. This topic is thoroughly addressed
in Master Response 13. Additionally, each of the CAP’s 30
GHG reduction measures are achievable, measurable, and
enforceable. The Final CAP does not contain any new GHG
reduction measures that have not been adequately evaluated
in the Final EIR, nor have any of the Draft SEIR Mitigation
Measures been changed since the close of public review. The
Recirculation Findings which are provided as an attachment to
the Planning Commission Hearing Report thoroughly describe
the revisions which have been made to the Draft SEIR and
substantiate the County’s decision not to recirculate the SEIR.
The comment provides closing remarks and requests that the
comment letter be included in the administrative record. This
comment letter is included with the Final SEIR and will be
provided to decision makers for consideration prior to adoption
of the project.
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