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X33-1 The comment provides a summary of comments that follow. See 
responses to comments below. No further response is required or 
necessary. 
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X33-2 The comment states that it supports the comments of other 
commenters and provides a summary of those comments including 
assertion that the County did not consider the compatibility of GPAs 
with SANDAG’s RTP and SCS; the County is failing to participate in 
the SANDAG regional planning process and the provisions of SB 375; 
reliance on GHG credits under the CAPCOA GHG Rx as mitigation is 
not appropriate; and the CAP should show how streamlined 
permitting will achieve reductions associated with installing solar 
photovoltaics on existing homes. 
The County disagrees that it has not addressed compatibility of 
GPAs with SANDAG’s RTP and SCS and is not participating in their 
regional planning process. The County is an active participant in 
SANDAG’s regional planning process. As detailed in Master 
Response 2, concerning the relationship between the County’s land 
use plans and the Regional Plan, the County provided SANDAG land 
use forecasts based on the GPU, which SANDAG then incorporated 
into the adopted Regional Plan. SANDAG uses these land use 
forecasts to determine VMT projections within the region. If a 
project proposes a land use change from what was established in 
the 2011 GPU (i.e., a General Plan Amendment (GPA)), it is the 
responsibility of the GPA project to determine how it affects VMT 
projections and in turn how that affects the ability of the Regional 
Plan to meet SB 375 targets. Currently, however, the VMT 
projections within the Regional Plan align with the 2011 GPU. These 
projections were also used to establish the GHG inventory within 
the Draft CAP. As explained in the Draft CAP, to conservatively 
account for GHG emissions in the unincorporated county, the Draft 
CAP’s GHG inventory includes GPAs adopted between August 2011 
(adoption of 2011 GPU) and March 28, 2017 (date at which the 
inventory technical reports were prepared). GPAs with pending 
applications with PDS have not been adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors and, therefore, are included in the SEIR cumulative 
impacts analysis because they are current or reasonably 
foreseeable. Again, however, the CAP itself does not propose any 
changes to land use. Therefore, it is inherently consistent with the 
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VMT projections in the Regional Plan, which in turn is consistent 
with SB 375.  
The commenter claims that approving new development outside of 
the designated “Smart Growth” areas will cause VMT to violate 
SANDAG’s adopted SCS/RTP. This is incorrect. First, the CAP does 
not “approve” new development. Second, SANDAG uses the 
General Plan land use designations to inform the Regional Plan 
(which includes the SCS/RTP), including all land uses within the 
unincorporated county that are located outside of “Smart Growth” 
areas. Thus, contrary to commenter’s assertion, there is not a 
General Plan inconsistency. 
The comment states that many of the CAP’s “mitigation measures” 
are speculative and not supported by substantial evidence, then 
goes on to discuss a GHG reduction measure, Measure T-4.1. 
Measure T-4.1 is a GHG reduction measure, one measure of the 
overall CAP, consistent with CEQA Guideline section 15183.5, and 
incorporated into the CAP consistent with Sierra Club v. County, 231 
Cal.App.4th 1152 (2014). Please see Master Response 3. The 
commenter appears confused regarding the local direct investment 
program (all protocols will be used to reduce GHG locally) and the 
cumulative impacts CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 that 
references carbon offset credits. Please see Master Response 3 for 
further explanation of the differences. 
Regarding GHG credits under the CAPCOA GHG Rx, the County 
would use an existing registry to track GHG reductions from the local 
direct investment program. It appears the commenter 
misunderstands the reference to the CAPCOA GHG Rx. The local 
direct investment program is a GHG Reduction Measure identified 
in the CAP and is one element of the comprehensive CAP to reduce 
GHG emissions. The CAP as a planning document serves as a 
mitigation measure for the 2011 GPU related to significant GHG 
impacts identified in the 2011 GPU PEIR (GPU PEIR Mitigation 
Measure CC-1.2). As described in Chapter 1 of the Final SEIR, GPU 
Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 has been updated as part of the Project 
and would require the preparation of a CAP that meets the 
performance standard of reducing GHG emissions consistent with 
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state-legislative targets and that meets the content requirements of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. This update results in GHG 
reductions that exceed (i.e., results in overall more GHG reductions 
within the County) the outdated language of CC-1.2 which only 
sought reductions through 2020. Please see Master Response 4 
regarding use of the CARB 2017 Scoping Plan methodology to 
establish targets in the CAP. As indicated in Master Response 4, the 
targets used in the CAP are more stringent (i.e., require more 
reductions in GHG emissions) compared to using the previous 
targets established in General Plan Mitigation Measure CC-1.2.  
The comment appears to suggest that individual GHG Reduction 
Measures in the CAP (such as the local direct investment program) 
are mitigation measures within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 (a). As described above, CC-1.2 required the 
adoption of a climate action plan, which requirement is consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(c), and the CAP, as a plan to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, satisfies mitigation measure CC-
1.2. The CAP consistent with and as authorized by CEQA Guidelines 
section 15183.5, is an adaptive management plan that includes a 
variety of strategies, GHG reduction measures, and supporting 
efforts, will be implemented and monitored to ensure that the 
identified performance standard (i.e., meeting state-legislative 
targets) is achieved and the County will enforce the achievement of 
these standards. The CAP contains the elements specified in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5, including a group of measures (the GHG 
reduction measures) with performance standards that substantial 
evidence demonstrates when implemented will achieve the 
specified emissions level. These group of measures to reduce 
greenhouse gases have been incorporated into the CAP, are 
enforceable, and are consistent with Sierra Club v. County of San 
Diego, 231 Cal.App.4th 1152 (2014). Please refer to Master Response 
13 for a comprehensive discussion of the functional differences 
among the different types of measures referenced in the CAP and 
SEIR.  
The comment also suggests that the direct investment program 
(GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1) would rely upon credits from the 
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CAPCOA GHG Rx. This is incorrect. As stated on page 2.7-24 of the 
SEIR and throughout the record for the project, 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 County direct investment projects.” The County will not use 
the existing credits on the CAPCOA GHG Rx or any other CARB-
approved registry. The County is not relying upon credits from the 
CAPCOA GHG Rx. Rather, the CAPCOA GHG Rx was identified as a 
registry to track GHG reductions from GHG Reduction Measure T-
4.1. Further, the County would determine which of the identified 
protocols to implement in the County, and would undertake a 
separate CEQA evaluation at the time of the establishment of the 
program, if required. Because the project-level detail and locations 
of protocols are unknown at this time, the Draft SEIR evaluates at a 
programmatic level, the potential physical impacts that could result 
from the local direct investment projects that may be considered by 
the County. The potential physical impacts that could occur because 
of implementing direct investments are evaluated within each 
subtopic of the Draft SEIR. For additional information about the 
direct investment program, please refer to Master Response 3. 
Regarding how GHG reductions would be achieved through 
streamlined permitting associated with the installation of solar 
photovoltaics on existing homes, please refer to response to 
comment O23-28. 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 6 
January 2018 

 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 7 
January 2018 

 

X33-3 The comment disagrees that the County has limited options under 
its control for implementing transportation-based strategies and 
suggests that not approving greenfield GPAs until the County is on 
target to achieve 2030 emission targets is one option. The CAP does 
not propose and/or facilitate the development of new land uses or 
changes in land use density, nor does it propose to change land use 
designations that were adopted with the 2011 General Plan. The 
authority for land use policy and regulations continues to be 
governed by the 2011 General Plan. Consideration of whether to 
approve or deny GPAs lies with the discretion of County decision-
makers. As such, a strategy that would regulate the processing of 
GPAs would not be appropriate. The CAP through the CAP 
Consistency Review Checklist and the Final SEIR through CAP 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 provides a framework to be followed 
and performance standards to be met when GPAs are under 
consideration by decision-makers. GPAs do not receive the 
streamlining benefits pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. 
At the time GPAs are considered, those project’s must demonstrate 
to the County’s satisfaction that they would not conflict with 
implementation of the CAP (i.e., that GPAs would not result in 
increase in GHG emissions above what is allowed in the General Plan 
land use designations), if adopted, and where significant impacts 
would occur, must demonstrate how they would reduce impacts in 
alignment with the mitigation hierarchy identified in Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 of the Final SEIR. Regarding the use of out-of-
county offsets, in accordance with the identified hierarchy in 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 of the Final SEIR, only when projects 
have demonstrated that no other feasible onsite or within County 
offsets are feasible, could out-of-county offsets be proposed. Please 
refer to Master Response 5 regarding transportation-based GHG 
reduction strategies and Master Response 12 regarding mitigation 
hierarchy and use of carbon offset credits. This comment will be 
included with the Final SEIR and provided to decision makers. 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Diego Supplement to the 2011 GPU PEIR Page 8 
January 2018 

 

X33-4 The comment summarizes comments from the Golden Door 
suggesting that the elements and measures in the CAP are still being 
determined. This is not correct. Please refer to the responses to 
comments made after the public review deadline by Golden Door in 
Letter X23 (specifically, responses to comments X23-2 through X23-
6). 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 decision-makers will review and contemplate 
the full suite of reduction measures and actions that are proposed 
and will ultimately determine what measures are approved as part 
of the CAP. That discretion appropriately lies with the decision-
makers. All GHG reduction measures in the CAP will achieve CAP 
targets, contain deadlines, and will be enforceable and measurable. 
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 comment also 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. The studies 
that the commenter has expressed concerns about were released 
with the Final CAP and Final SEIR on January 8, 2018. These studies 
address the cost effectiveness of proposed measures and do not 
relate to the environmental analysis prepared for these measures. 
As such, 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, 
although such studies are not required for either the CAP or the 
Draft SEIR. This comment will be included with the Final SEIR and 
provided to decision makers. 
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The comment also asserts that the County has admitted that the 
CAP’s GHG reduction measures do not meet the criteria for 
mitigation measures. The County disagrees. The commenter quotes 
language from page 8-53 of the Final SEIR. The cited text attempted 
to distinguish the CAP’s GHG emission reduction measures from the 
mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR to address potential 
significant impacts caused by implementation of the CAP. To the 
extent this attempted clarification created any confusion about the 
nature of the CAP’s GHG reduction measures, the County wishes to 
clarify that the reduction measures mitigate the significant GHG 
impact from General Plan buildout as identified in the 2011 GPU 
PEIR. The CAP’s GHG reduction measures meet the criteria for 
effective mitigation measures under CEQA, and are achievable, 
measurable, and enforceable.  
The CAP is a mitigation measure for the 2011 GPU. The GHG 
reduction measures are incorporated into the CAP, consistent with 
Sierra Club v County of San Diego, 231 Cal.App.4th 1152 (2014). As 
described above at X33-2, the 2011 General Plan Update mitigation 
measure CC-1.2 required the adoption of a climate action plan, 
which requirement is consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.4(c), and the CAP, as a plan to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, satisfies that mitigation measure to the 2011 GPU. The 
CAP, consistent with and as authorized by CEQA Guidelines section 
15183.5, is an adaptive management plan that includes a variety of 
strategies, GHG reduction measures, and supporting efforts, will be 
implemented and monitored to ensure that the identified 
performance standard (i.e., meeting state-legislative targets) is 
achieved and the County will enforce the achievement of these 
standards. The CAP contains the elements specified in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15183.5, including a group of measures (the GHG 
reduction measures) with performance standards that substantial 
evidence demonstrates when implemented will achieve the 
specified emissions level. The group of measures to reduce 
greenhouse gases have been incorporated into the CAP, are 
enforceable, and are consistent with Sierra Club v. County of San 
Diego, 231 Cal.App.4th 1152 (2014).  
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Lastly, regarding the commenters claim that delays will make it next 
to impossible to meet requirements for 2020 reductions, as 
indicated in the CAP, SEIR, and throughout the record the County is 
on track to meet the 2020 target with existing State and County 
programs, without implementation of the CAP. 
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X33-5 The comment expresses dissatisfaction that the County changed the 
text of 2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 and states the 
County must achieve GHG reductions within the County and should 
include “comprehensive and enforceable GHG emissions reduction 
measures that will achieve the specified GHG reductions by 2020.” 
The County has engaged in the preparation of a new stand-alone 
CAP. The CAP is being prepared as a mitigation requirement 
associated with significant GHG impacts identified in the 2011 GPU 
PEIR. In preparing the CAP, the County has also proposed to update 
the language of 2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 to better 
reflect the current State regulatory requirement pertaining to GHG 
reduction targets and CEQA requirements for qualified plans for the 
reduction of GHG emissions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5). To 
not update the CC-1.2 would result in a plan that only demonstrates 
reductions to achieve 2020 targets, as opposed to this CAP which 
demonstrates achieving 2020 targets, 2030 targets, and a pathway 
to 2050 goals. The 30 GHG reduction measures comprising the CAP 
will be implemented within the unincorporated area of the County 
and from County operations. All measures in the CAP will be 
achieved locally. See Master Response 4 for the targets used in the 
CAP. As indicated in Master Response 4, the County’s current 
targets for 2020 and 2030 comply with the latest CARB 2017 Scoping 
Plan and would be more stringent (i.e., results in more GHG 
reductions due to a more stringent target) than if the County left 
General Plan Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 unchanged as the 
commenter suggests.  
Regarding the CAP Mitigation Measure GHG-1 that requires GPAs to 
mitigate their GHG emissions, this mitigation is feasible and is 
effective to reduce individual GPAs cumulative, global GHG impacts. 
Climate change is a global issue as acknowledged by the California 
Supreme Court (see Master Response 12). All 30 GHG Reduction 
Measures in the CAP will be implemented within the 
unincorporated County and from County operations in full 
compliance with General Plan Mitigation Measure CC-1.2. General 
Plan Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 and the Conservation and Open 
Space Goal-20 to reduce local GHG emissions will be satisfied with 
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adoption of the CAP. Reductions in the CAP are consistent with the 
General Plan. CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, which may include 
purchase of carbon offset credits from a CARB-approved registry 
outside of the County, are a separate regulatory scheme than what 
is required for the County in its CAP.  
Save Our Peninsula Comm. V. County of Monterey, 87 Cal.App.4th 
99, 142 (2001) provides that “When we review an agency's decision 
for consistency with its own general plan, we accord great deference 
to the agency's determination. This is because the body which 
adopted the general plan policies in its legislative capacity has 
unique competence to interpret those policies when applying them 
in its adjudicatory capacity. (City of Walnut Creek v. County of Contra 
Costa (1980) 101 Cal. App. 3d 1012, 1021[162 Cal. Rptr. 224].) 
Because policies in a general plan reflect a range of competing 
interests, the governmental agency must be allowed to weigh and 
balance the plan's policies when applying them, and it has broad 
discretion to construe its policies in light of the plan's purposes. 
(Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. 
App. 4th 704 [29 Cal. Rptr. 2d 182]; Greenebaum v. City of Los 
Angeles (1984) 153 Cal. App. 3d 391, 407 [200 Cal. Rptr. 237].) A 
reviewing court's role ‘is simply to decide whether the city officials 
considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the 
proposed project conforms with those policies.’ (Sequoyah Hills 
Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland, supra, 23 Cal. App. 4th at pp. 
719-720.)” For all the reasons previously explained, the CAP 
conforms to General Plan Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 and 
Conservation and Open Space Goal-20. 
As described in responses above, the CAP, which is an adaptive 
management plan, will be implemented and monitored to ensure 
that the identified performance standard (i.e., meeting state-
legislative targets) is achieved and the County will enforce the 
achievement of these standards. This comment will be included with 
the Final SEIR and provided to decision makers. 
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X33-6 The comment restates previous comments pertaining to the release 
of cost studies and requirements for reducing GHG emissions within 
the County. Please refer to response to comments X33-4 and X33-5. 
The comment also introduced comments on the Newland Sierra 
project Draft EIR and Property Specific Requests General Plan 
Amendment EIR and suggests the County should reject the use of 
out-of-county offsets. These comments are not relevant to the CAP 
and Final SEIR and no further response is required. See Master 
Response 12. The comment also references a report from the 
Institute of Applied Ecology regarding the effectiveness of the Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM). CDM allows a country with an 
emission-reduction or emission-limitation commitment under the 
Kyoto Protocol to implement an emission reduction project in 
developing countries. Such projects can earn saleable certified 
emission reduction (CER) credits which can be counted towards 
meeting Kyoto targets. The cited study is not relevant to the 
County’s CAP as the CAP does not propose to use CDM as source for 
direct investment protocols. The SEIR sets a hierarchy for mitigation 
under CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 where carbon offset 
credits located internationally would be the last option for a project. 
Any carbon offset credits purchased would need to be purchased 
from a reputable registry and be consistent with Cal. Health & Saf. 
Code section 38562(d)(1). Please see Master Response 12 regarding 
the use of carbon offset credits as mitigation.  
None of the sources cited by the commenter pertain to any of the 
CARB-approved registries, which the County requires for purchase 
of carbon offset credits first. See Master Response 12 and Response 
to Comment O14-13. 
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X33-7 The comment states that the Draft SEIR and the CAP is not 
consistent with CARB’s updated Scoping Plan, SANDAG’s RTP/SCS, 
and SB 375, and does not provide separate metrics for measuring 
VMT. The County disagrees. Please refer to Master Response 4 
regarding the CAP and CARB’s updated Scoping Plan. Please refer to 
Master Response 2 regarding SB 375 and consistency with regional 
plans. Please refer to responses to comments X22-4 and X22-14 
regarding VMT references in the Scoping Plan and proposed updates 
to SB 375 targets. 
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X33-8 The comment states that the CAP should be coordinated with the 
efforts of SANDAG to reduce transportation emissions and should 
consider the impact of the recently published Cleveland National 
Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments 
opinion. Please refer to Master Response 2 for information on how 
the CAP intersects with SANDAG’s Regional Plan.  
Regarding the comment’s contention that the CAP needs to be 
updated based on the Court of Appeals ruling in CNFF v. SANDAG, 
the County believes that there are two separate issues at hand. 
SANDAG’s SCS is specifically focused on reducing per capita GHG 
emissions related to VMT from passenger cars and light-duty trucks. 
The County’s CAP, on the other hand, is intended to reduce GHG 
emissions from a spectrum of emissions sources that include VMT, 
but also energy consumption, water consumption, solid waste, and 
agriculture. The County has established GHG reduction targets and 
goal consistent with recommendations in the CARB’s 2017 Scoping 
Plan. To demonstrate achievement of the targets, the County has 
proposed GHG reduction measures in the CAP across all emissions 
categories. The importance of reducing VMT, as highlighted in the 
reference to the CNFF v. SANDAG case in the comment, is 
recognized by the County. Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 
4.  
The comment also inquires as to whether the County has reviewed 
other CAPs from other jurisdictions, and why has the County not 
adopted similar measures from other jurisdictions, but does not 
identify what particular measures from other such plans would be 
applicable to the County’s CAP. It should be noted that the County 
did review other plans from a variety of jurisdictions. As part of the 
County’s outreach efforts and preparation of the CAP, it reviewed 
plans from California jurisdictions with CAPs that are qualified as 
that term is used in CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5 and CAPs that 
do not meet the qualified CAP requirements under CEQA Guidelines 
section 15183.5. The County reviewed over 40 different CAPs and 
sustainability plans from jurisdictions in California and outside of the 
state and country. The County reviewed measures from these other 
plans and engaged stakeholders through the Sustainability Task 
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Force on the selection of measures that were applicable to the 
unincorporated county. For example, some measures which may be 
feasible in urban environments would not be feasible in the 
unincorporated county. This is illustrated by Strategy 3, Measure 
3.1—Mass Transit—of the City of San Diego’s Climate Action Plan 
that achieves reductions from mass transit of 138,016 MT CO2e in 
2030 (see City of San Diego Climate Action Plan, Table 3.1 at page 
30). The unincorporated county cannot realize reductions from 
mass transit at this scale. 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. See 
Master Response 6 regarding transportation GHG reduction 
measures. The County used Ascent Environmental to assist with 
preparation of this CAP and SEIR, and all supporting documents. 
Ascent Environmental has experience preparing CAPs for other 
jurisdictions in California, including the City of Sacramento, Yolo 
County, Napa County, City of Encinitas and City of Solana Beach, and 
CAP consistency checklists for the City of San Diego and City of 
Carlsbad.  
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X33-9 The comment states that the County must consider the 
commenter’s feasible GHG reduction measures and cites response 
to comment letter O22 of the Final SEIR. The commenter argues that 
the County should unbundle the cost of parking from County 
employees’ salaries. As previously explained, such a measure would 
violate current labor contracts. For this and other reasons stated in 
the record the commenter’s parking plan is infeasible. In addition, 
the County disagrees for the reasons outlined in Master Response 9 
and response to comment letter O22-19 and O22-35. Employee 
commute emissions from County operations form less than two 
percent of the County’s overall GHG inventory. Under GHG 
Reduction Measure T-2.3, the County commits to reducing these 
emissions by 20% by 2030. Ultimately, emissions from employee 
commute would offer lower returns than other GHG reduction 
measures due to their lower magnitude. The County currently offers 
subsidies and transit passes to employees. 
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X33-10 The comment provides a listing and summary of studies related to 
wildfires and climate change. The comment also states that the CAP 
should be updated every two to three years and the County should 
develop a Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee to advise the 
County and a Community Advisory Committee that would 
recommend improvements to the CAP to the Planning Commission 
and the Board. The CAP does commit to ongoing review by having 
an annual monitoring report assessing the CAP’s implementation, 
updates to the GHG emissions inventory every two years, and 
preparation of CAP updates every five years based on findings from 
the annual monitoring reports and inventory updates. These 
comments will be included with the Final SEIR and provided to 
decision makers.  
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X33-11 The comment provides a conclusion to the letter, re-summarizes 
points raised in the letter, and proposes terms to “avoid additional 
litigation.” Please refer to response to comments X33-1 through 
X33-10. No additional response is required. 
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