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 Response to Comment Letter X26 
 

Endangered Habitats League 
Dan Silver, Executive Director 

January 16, 2018 
 

X26-1 The comment expresses concern regarding the 
disproportionate amount of GHG emissions attributed to the 
transportation sector as compared to the amount of GHG 
emissions reductions that would occur under the CAP. The 
comment also references the 2017 Scoping Plan and asserts 
that the County is required to reduce VMT. Both concerns have 
been addressed by the County previously. The concern 
regarding transportation GHG emissions is addressed in 
Master Response 6 and response to comments O12-3 through 
O12-5. The concern regarding the Scoping Plan language is 
addressed in responses to comment letter X22. Please refer to 
those responses to comments. The comment will be included 
in the administrative record and provided to decision makers 
for consideration.  

X26-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the CAP’s 
consistency with SB 375 and SANDAG’s regional planning 
efforts. The County describes how the CAP is consistent with 
regional planning efforts in Master Response 2 and disagrees 
that the project-level analysis of GPA projects is deferring 
analysis. The CAP is not a land use plan, it is a greenhouse 
gas reduction plan and therefore future processing of GPA 
projects would occur as a separate and discreet discretionary 
action. The CAP provides a pathway for mitigating GHG 
emissions of GPA projects, but does not authorize or otherwise 
approve GPA projects. GPA projects must undergo a 
comprehensive evaluation for policy consistency and potential 
environmental impacts prior to being considered by the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. GPAs also 
do not get to streamline their GHG analysis by relying on the 
CAP Consistency Review Checklist. For more information 
related to the use of carbon offset credits as mitigation for 
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project-related GHG emissions, please refer to pages 2.7-39 
through 2.7-41 of the Final SEIR and Master Response 12. In 
addition, the commenter suggests two ways to reduce VMT in 
the new residential development sector, by developing in 
SANDAG “Smart Growth Opportunity Areas” or by making a 
“fair share contribution to SCS VMT-reduction targets. As 
stated in Master Response 2, the CAP is inherently consistent 
with the SANDAG Regional Plan (which includes the Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategies) 
because the land uses in the General Plan were provided to 
SANDAG and form the basis of the Regional Plan. The CAP 
provides for VMT reductions through GHG Reduction 
Measures that are in addition to the reductions accounted for 
in the Regional Plan (including, but not limited to, GHG 
Reduction Measures T-1.3, T-2.2, T-2.3, and T-2.4). 
Therefore, the CAP does more than the Regional Plan to 
reduce VMT in the unincorporated county. As stated in Master 
Response 2, GPAs would have to evaluate consistency with 
the Regional Plan in their respective CEQA documents. The 
comment will be included in the administrative record and 
provided to decision makers for consideration. 
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 X26-3 The comment expresses concern regarding CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1. The comment suggests that a minimum 
threshold for onsite GHG reductions be established. As 
described in response to comment O14-12, at a program- level 
of analysis, establishing a minimum threshold would be 
speculative because there are many ways in which a project 
can mitigate GHG emissions. In addition, the County will apply 
to M-GHG-1 the standard of feasibility established by CEQA 
Guidelines section 15364: capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors. The comment also suggests that carbon 
offsets have been demonstrated to be ineffective, however the 
commenter does not provide evidence of this assertion, 
therefore, no further response can be provided. Please refer to 
pages 2.7-39 through 2.7-41 of the Final SEIR which describes 
how all carbon offset credits must be demonstrated to be 
certified and legitimate through a CARB-approved carbon 
offset registry to be considered appropriate mitigation for GPA 
projects. Finally, the comment suggests that carbon offset 
credits will not be available locally, which will result in an 
“offshoring” of offsets. The County agrees that carbon offset 
credits are not widely available currently, but it is speculative 
to assume that local credits will never be available. At any rate, 
as described in Master Response 12, the County has 
established a mitigation hierarchy that first requires onsite and 
local mitigation before considering non-local mitigation. The 
use of carbon offset credits to mitigate GHG emissions is 
expressly authorized by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(c)(3). Lastly, the commenter confuses the local direct 
investment program required under GHG Reduction Measure 
T-4.1 with carbon offsets for purchase by GPAs and land 
development projects from CARB-approved registries (e.g., 
Climate Action Reserve, Verified Carbon Standard, American 
Carbon Registry). As stated on page 2.7-24 of the SEIR and 
throughout the record, the County will not purchase carbon 
offset credits from a registry in the carbon offset market, but 
will use the registry to track carbon offsets achieved through 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 4 
January 2018 

County direct investment projects under Measure T-4.1. The 
County will invest locally under Measure T-4.1 as stated in the 
CAP and will not consume all future local credits from the 
registries as the commenter assumes. The comment will be 
included in the administrative record and provided to decision 
makers for consideration. 

X26-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the enforceability 
of the local direct investment program under GHG Reduction 
Measure T-4.1. Local direct investments are described on 
pages 3-40 and 3-41 of the Final CAP, in Master Response 3, 
and in Attachment H-3 Preliminary Assessment of the County 
of San Diego Local Direct Investment Program. The 
Preliminary Assessment refines the analysis in the Draft CAP 
and Draft SEIR and concludes that the County could directly 
invest in projects to reduce up to 198,800 MTCO2e of GHG 
reductions with the establishment of the local direct investment 
program. However, the County would not provide more than 
the 190,262 MTCO2e from local direct investments as analyzed 
in the Draft SEIR. As with every other GHG Reduction Measure 
that becomes part of the adopted Final CAP, the County is 
committing to the GHG reductions associated with the 
measure as part of meeting the performance standard to meet 
or exceed the established GHG emissions reduction targets for 
2020 and 2030. In addition, the direct investment protocols 
listed in the Final SEIR Appendix B, provide further specific 
performance standards under which direct investment projects 
will carried out to ensure that GHG emissions reductions will 
be achieved. The CAP’s robust monitoring and update 
requirement will further allow the County to periodically assess 
the progress of this measure and make any adjustments if 
needed. As a result, the direct investment reduction measure 
does not improperly defer mitigation. It is one of the 30 GHG 
reduction measures that would together, allow the County to 
reach the 2030 target. The study referenced above in 
Attachment H-3 while not necessary at this time (a local direct 
investment program is due by 2020), provides evidence and 
establishes the preliminary framework to demonstrate that the 
measure would result in substantial GHG emissions reductions 
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upon implementation. On the issue of performance standards 
in the protocols that will be used to establish projects under the 
local direct investment program please see Master Response 
3. The comment will be included in the administrative record 
and provided to decision makers for consideration. 
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 X26-5 The comment expresses support for Option 1 and opposes 
Options 2 and 3. The County acknowledges the comment and 
no further response is required. The comment will be included 
in the administrative record and provided to decision makers 
for consideration. 

 

 


