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Response to Comment Letter X32

Backcountry Against Dumps 
Stephan C. Volker
January 16, 2018 

X32-1 The comment provides introductory remarks and introduces 
the commenting organization, Backcountry Against Dumps, as 
well as major themes that will be addressed in specific 
comments below. The comment asserts that the CAP, 
Guidelines, and Final SEIR are inadequate and that the project 
should not be adopted because the Enhanced Direct 
Investment Alternative is feasible. The comment also asserts 
that the recent wildfires throughout the State constitutes “new 
information” under CEQA and, therefore, necessitates 
revisions to the SEIR. The response to this issue is included 
below in response to comment X32-20. No further response is 
required.  
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 X32-2 The comment expresses concern regarding the baseline 
inventory that was prepared and utilized to establish GHG 
emissions reductions because the inventory does not include 
an estimate of air traffic emissions. The County has responded 
to this comment previously and no new information is provided 
here. Please refer to response to comment O5-7.  
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 X32-3 The comment expresses concern that rural areas of the county 
will not adopt electric vehicles (EV) at the rate estimated by the 
CAP because the unincorporated areas lack supportive 
charging infrastructure and because the median household 
income does not support the purchasing power necessary to 
obtain EVs. The comment urges that the baseline assumptions 
regarding this measure be revised to reflect these barriers to 
adoption. The County has responded to this comment 
previously and no new information is provided here. Please 
refer to response to comments O5-8 and O5-9. Regarding 
where EV charging stations will be located, the Final CAP GHG 
Reduction Measure T-3.5 was added in response to public 
comments on the Draft CAP and Draft SEIR (see Measure T-
3.5 in the Final CAP). GHG Reduction Measure T-3.5 requires 
the installation of 2,040 Level 2 EV charging stations through 
public-private partnerships at priority locations in the 
unincorporated county by 2030. Through this measure, the 
County will establish a program to designate priority areas, 
identify funding, and install the EV charging stations. During 
the development of the program, a pilot project will be 
established to install 100 of the 2,040 EV charging stations by 
2025. The County could prioritize areas such as 
commercial/retail centers, institutional and government 
buildings, libraries, and other priority locations. The County will 
determine the exact locations of EV charging stations during 
implementation of the CAP.  
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 X32-4 The comment states that the GHG Reduction Measures and 
their calculations are too vague to comply with CEQA’s 
standards for a stable project description and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.5. Specific measures are discussed 
in subsequent comments. The County has responded to this 
comment previously and no new information is provided here. 
Please refer to response to comment O5-11 and response to 
comment X23-2. 
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X32-5 The comment questions where the residents of “offset” 
dwelling units from GHG Reduction Measures T-1.1 and T-1.2 
will relocate and what will be their carbon footprint. The County 
has responded to this comment previously and no new 
information is provided here. How individuals who have 
voluntarily retired their land development potential use the 
compensation they received is entirely speculative and has no 
bearing on the adequacy of the CAP or SEIR. Please refer to 
response to comment O5-12. 

X32-6 The comment questions the effectiveness of reductions from 
GHG Reduction Measure T-1.3. The County has responded to 
this comment previously and no new information is provided 
here. Please refer to response to comments O5-13 and O5-14. 
The CAP and SEIR have provided an appropriate level of 
analysis at the program level. Previous responses have 
disclosed the rationale for conducting such an analysis at the 
community plan level to ensure that the unique setting and 
needs of each individual community are met. This does not 
amount to a deferred analysis as stated in this comment 
because the CAP establishes a reduction target for this 
measure, specifies a performance standard that would need to 
be met by each Community Plan Update, and provides for 
regular monitoring and updates to ensure that the CAP target 
is met. Please see Master Response 5 regarding community 
plan updates. 
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X32-7 The comment states the Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Reduction Targets, Measures, and Gap Analysis for the 
unincorporated County Memo included as an attachment to the 
CAP does not explain how Measure SDT-2 would apply to the 
CAP. Specifically, the comment contends that CAPCOA 
Measure SDT-2 quantification method is largely project-level 
and cannot be applied at the plan level. The County has 
responded to this comment previously and no new information 
is provided here. Please refer to response to comment O5-15.  
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X32-8 The comment states that the CAP provided no evidence that 
additional outreach associated with GHG Reduction Measure 
T.2.3 would reduce County employee commute VMT. The 
County has responded to this comment previously and no new 
information is provided here. Please refer to response to 
comment O5-17.  

X32-9 The comment states the CAP provides no specifics on what 
Measure T-2.4 will entail. The County has responded to this 
comment previously and no new information is provided here. 
Please refer to response to comment O5-18.  

X32-10 The comment states that Measure T-3.1 and T-3.2 do not 
define alternative fuels with sufficient specificity to be 
informative or enforceable. The County has responded to this 
comment previously and no new information is provided here. 
Please refer to response to comment O5-20.  
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X32-11 The comment states the Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Reduction Targets, Measures, and Gap Analysis for the 
Unincorporated County Memo included as an attachment to 
the CAP does not show how Measure T-3.3 would reduce 
GHG emissions by 866 MTCO2e by 2030. The County has 
responded to this comment previously and no new information 
is provided here. Please refer to response to comment O5-21. 
The previous responses provide data from CARB’s Enhanced 
Fleet Modernization Program to demonstrate effectiveness 
and participation rates from vehicle retirement programs. The 
County’s proposed participation of 1,600 vehicles by 2030 is 
lower than similar programs. The San Diego County Air 
Pollution Control District has implemented such programs in 
the past and is the agency with the expertise in this area. The 
County believes that this level of participation is achievable 
due to the data presented in response O5-21.  

X32-12 The comment states that GHG Reduction Measure E-1.3 is 
vague because it does not specify what the required energy 
efficiency audit would entail. The County has responded to this 
comment previously and no new information is provided here. 
Please refer to response to comment O5-22. 

X32-13 The comment states that GHG Reduction Measure E-2.1 is 
vague because it does not specify what type of renewable 
energy program the County would adopt and what the 
renewable energy generation mix would be under the program. 
The County has responded to this comment previously and no 
new information is provided here. Please refer to responses to 
comments O5-23 and O5-24.  

X32-14 The comment states that GHG Reduction Measure E-2.2 is too 
vague because it does not define what the minimum renewable 
electricity generation would be for non-residential development 
and does not identify what outreach would entail. The County 
has responded to this comment previously and no new 
information is provided here. Please refer to response to 
comment O5-25. 
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X32-15 The comment claims that the anticipated percent of electricity 
use in homes offset by solar (32 to 80% from 2020 to 2030) is 
not supported by evidence and is too vague to be enforceable 
by CEQA. The County has responded to this comment 
previously and no new information is provided here. Please 
refer to response to comment O5-26. 

X32-16 The comment states that GHG Reduction Measure W-1.1 is 
unclear in its requirements. The County has responded to this 
comment previously and no new information is provided here. 
Please refer to response to comment O5-27. Please also see 
Response to Comment O2-5 regarding the implementation 
and monitoring approach that will ensure GHG Reduction 
Measure W-1.1 is developed and implemented to achieve the 
targeted GHG reductions. 
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X32-17 The comment states that GHG Reduction Measure W-2.1 does 
not define what types of education, outreach, and marketing 
that would be employed and would therefore be 
unenforceable. The County has responded to this comment 
previously and no new information is provided here. Please 
refer to response to comment O5-28. 

X32-18 The comment states that GHG Reduction Measures A-1.1 and 
A-1.2 do not discuss how converted farm equipment will be 
charged in rural areas that do not have electric equipment 
charging. The County has responded to this comment 
previously and no new information is provided here. Please 
refer to response to comment O5-29. The County also 
disagrees with the assertion that the measure relies on battery 
upgrades to become feasible. To the contrary, the County 
asserts that the measure is achievable with existing 
infrastructure as noted in the response.  

X32-19 The comment asserts that GHG Reduction Measures E-2.4, 
W-1.3, and A-2.2 should be modified. The County has 
responded to this comment previously and no new information 
is provided here. Please refer to responses to comments O5-
30 and O5-31. 
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X32-20 The comment states that the Draft SEIR impacts should be 
reevaluated once changes to the CAP are made based on the 
comments above with less vague strategies and measures. 
The County has responded to this comment previously. Please 
refer to response to comment O5-32.  
A new comment expresses concerns regarding the CAP 
Options 1 and 3 and states that the associated environmental 
impacts resulting from the adoption of a 100% Renewable 
Energy Alternative were not addressed within the Final SEIR. 
The County disagrees and refers the commenter to pages 4.23 
through 4.48 of the Final SEIR which discloses the potential 
environmental impacts of the alternative if adopted. Similarly, 
all Options are accompanied by Findings and Statements of 
Overriding Considerations on the CAP Website: 
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/ceqa/Climat
e_Action_Plan_Public_Review.html. These items were made 
available along with the Final CAP and Final SEIR on January 
8, 2018. The County does not agree that finding potential 
impacts to be significant and unavoidable is the same as 
“sweeping impacts under the rug” because, in addition to the 
Final SEIR’s disclosure of impacts from these future projects, 
each new large-scale renewable energy project would also be 
required to undergo a comprehensive discretionary review 
process and independent CEQA analysis at the time of project 
application.  
The comment also suggests that the Final SEIR does not 
adequately evaluate the potential for increased wildfires 
related to large-scale renewable energy projects. The County 
disagrees and refers the commenter to pages 2.8-32 to 2.8-33 
of the Final SEIR which identified significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to wildfires. As stated within the Final SEIR, 
large-scale projects would be required to undergo a 
comprehensive CEQA analysis at the time of project 
application. The County does not agree that a lack of mention 
of the Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment results in an 
inadequate analysis of impacts.  
The comment also suggests that the Final SEIR does not 
adequately evaluate impacts on biological resources because 
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it does not specifically mention bats. The County disagrees 
with this assertion and refers the commenter to page 2.4-16 
which describes the potentially significant impacts that small-
scale wind turbines could have on bat species and page 2.4-
18 which describes the potentially significant impacts that 
large-scale wind turbines could have on bat species.  
The comment reiterates a comment previously submitted 
regarding wind turbine-related noise impacts. The County has 
addressed this comment previously. Please refer to responses 
to comment O5-32 and comment letter X30.  
Finally, the comment suggests that if the Final SEIR were 
utilized as a document to tier from, it would inappropriately 
result in the County ignoring environmental impacts resulting 
from future projects. The County disagrees. The Final SEIR 
fully discloses impacts at the program level from these future 
projects. In addition, tiering from program EIRs is specifically 
allowed under CEQA Guidelines sections 15168 and 15162. 
Tiering from the Final SEIR would also be allowed for the 
analysis of GHG emissions under CEQA Guidelines 15183.5. 
This topic is addressed comprehensively in Master Response 
10.  
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X32-21 The comment expresses concern regarding the dismissal of 
the Distributed Generation Alternative and asserts that the 
County incorrectly based this conclusion upon a flawed, 
outdated study. The County has responded to this comment 
previously and no new information is provided here. Please 
refer to responses to comments C5-43, C4-44 and O16-6. As 
described therein, the referenced study is the best available 
information that documents existing residential and 
commercial rooftop space that could support solar facilities. 
The commenter does not provide any evidence to the contrary. 
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X32-22 The comment states that the Enhanced Direct Investment 
Alternative must be adopted pursuant to CEQA’s mandates. 
The commenter cites sections of the CEQA Guidelines in 
reference to consideration and adoption of the project and 
alternatives and suggests that the County must adopt the 
Enhanced Direct Investment Program Alternative because it is 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The County has 
responded to this comment previously. Please refer to 
response to comment O5-33.  
A new comment expresses concerns about the final 
determination of feasibility of the Enhanced Direct Investment 
Alternative. The County disagrees that it has made a 
premature determination. As described therein, the feasibility 
report supports that the Alternative is no longer feasible. 
However, the Board of Supervisors will make a final 
determination of feasibility for this alternative based upon the 
best available evidence, which could include the feasibility 
report referenced in the Staff Report.  
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X32-33 The comment provides a list of attachments that are 
referenced in the above response to comments. The 
attachments have been considered through the above 
responses. No further response is required.  
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