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The comment provides background information about the
commenting organization, the Southwest Wetlands
Interpretive Association, and expresses opposition to the Staff
Recommended Option presented at the Planning Commission
Hearing. The comment also introduces remaining concerns
that will be addressed specifically in the body of the letter. No
further response is required.
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The comment expresses continued concerns about the use of
a 2014 GHG emissions baseline and reiterates previously
submitted comments. The County responded to this comment
in Master Response 4. No new information is provided in this
comment; therefore, no further response is required or
necessary. The comment will be included in the administrative
record and provided to decision makers for consideration.
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The comment expresses continued concerns about the
amount of transportation-related GHG emissions compared to
the amount of GHG emissions reductions identified in the Final
CAP. This comment is addressed in Master Response 6.
Related to consistency with SB 375 and SANDAG’s regional
planning efforts, please refer to Master Response 2. No new
information is provided in this comment; therefore, no further
response is required or necessary. The comment will be
included in the administrative record and provided to decision
makers for consideration.
The comment expresses support for the monitoring and
reporting program established in the CAP and provides
suggestions for improvements. The County acknowledges the
comment. The comment does not contain information related
to the adequacy of the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted
that the intent of the CAP’s monitoring and update requirement
is to assess progress toward meeting the CAP’s reduction
goals and make adjustments to the CAP’s reduction measures
as needed. The comment will be included in the administrative
record and provided to decision makers for consideration.
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The comment expresses interest in establishing carbon offset
credit “limits” when utilized as mitigation for GPA projects. The
County disagrees with this approach because projects may be
able to mitigate through a variety of ways which will change
with technological advances, and setting an arbitrary limit
would be speculative. This comment is addressed in response
to comment O14-12. The comment also states opposition to
the use of GHG emissions streamlining benefits as allowed
under CEQA Guidelines 15183.5. The commenter should refer
to Master Response 10 for more information on this topic;
however, the County disagrees with this assertion.
Streamlining benefits that could be conveyed to projects upon
adoption of a Final CAP would not be provided to GPA projects
because by nature, they are not considered in the 2011 GPU
land use map for which the CAP is a mitigation measure. Only
projects that are consistent with the 2011 GPU would be
eligible for streamlining benefits upon establishing consistency
with the CAP and those projects would not require the
purchase of carbon offset credits. The comment will be
included in the administrative record and provided to decision
makers for consideration.
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The comment expresses continued concerns related to the
effectiveness of CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1. The
commenter also appears to confuse the local direct investment
program that would be established under GHG Reduction
Measure T-4.1 with the use of carbon offset credits by GPA
projects as mitigation through CAP Mitigation Measure MGHG-1. Please refer to Master Response 3 for more
information about the local direct investment program and
Master Response 12 for more information about the use of
carbon offset credits. At any rate, the comment regarding
effectiveness of carbon offsets as mitigation under CAP
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 and the establishment of limits
is addressed in response to comment X26-3. Please refer to
that response to comment. The comment will be included in
the administrative record and provided to decision makers for
consideration.
The comment expresses support for the CAP Option 1 which
includes a commitment to 100% Renewable Energy. The
commenter also expresses support for the Increased Solid
Waste Alternative. The comment also provides contact
information. No further response is required. The comment will
be included in the administrative record and provided to
decision makers for consideration.
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