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The comment provides introductory remarks and does not
require a response.
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The comment asserts that the CAP and Draft SEIR do not
adequately describe the context of the project or its
consequences. It is not clear from the comment as to what
specific context the commenter believes is missing and the
commenter offers no evidence to support its assertion. The
County does not agree with this comment. The environmental
setting of the proposed project is detailed within Section 1.5 of
the Draft SEIR. The Project Background is detailed in Section
1.2.1 of the Draft EIR. The Draft CAP and Draft SEIR adequately
disclose the proposed project and alternatives in compliance
with CEQA. The County disagrees that these documents lack
disclosure or that they do not provide decision makers the
information required to choose an alternative. Again, the
comment provides no substantial evidence as to why the
commenter believes the draft documents are inadequate.
The comment asserts that the environmental analysis should
have fully disclosed the local, regional, and global baseline
emissions status and explained the status of global climate
change in more detail. The County disagrees with this comment.
The CAP and Draft SEIR do recognize the global context of
climate change as described in Chapter 1 of the CAP and on
pages 2.7-2 through 2.7-3 of the Draft SEIR. However, as
described at length in both documents, sources of GHG
emissions are primarily derived of combustion associated in
large part with the transportation, industrial/manufacturing,
electricity generation, agricultural, residential, and commercial
emissions sectors. As a land use regulatory authority, the
County can only regulate activities that occur within its
jurisdictional boundary.
Additionally, the CAP is intended to satisfy requirements set
forth by the State; hence, it establishes local targets (as
opposed to global) that can be achieved within the County’s
means of control. This approach is in line with direction from
CARB and the purpose of the CAP is to show compliance
with State regulations, not global; however, CARB develops
their targets and regulation with consideration and consistency
with the Paris Agreement and other relevant international
information.
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While the County is concerned about the global climate
context and recognizes its responsibility to reduce GHG
emissions as feasible within its jurisdiction, the global context
of climate change is an ancillary issue and occurs outside of
the land use authority of the County. Similarly, CEQA is a
State law that requires an environmental analysis of the
physical environmental impacts that would occur because of
implementation of a project, which in this case is the CAP.
Therefore, it is the project’s contribution to a cumulative
issue, such as global climate change, that is required to be
analyzed under CEQA. The Draft SEIR adequately analyzes
this cumulative issue as required by CEQA and State
regulations pertaining to GHG emissions.

O3-4

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

The comment reiterates the assertion that the County should
relate the CAP to broader global climate stability targets.
Please refer to response to comment O3-3 above. This
comment does not raise an environmental issue related to the
adequacy of the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted, and will
be included in the administrative record and made available
to decision makers prior to a final decision on the project.
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The comment provides a description of the global targets that
the commenter believes are necessary to keep the worst effects
of climate change from occurring. The commenter suggests that
Draft SEIR is inadequate without a more robust discussion of the
global context of GHG emissions and potential mitigation
measures that could reduce impacts. Please refer to response
to comment O3-3, O22-18, and O22-24.
The comment states that a zero net emissions-maximum carbon
negative plan alternative should be prepared. It appears that the
comment is suggesting that the County consider a zero net
emissions alternative also known as a carbon neutral alternative.
Section 4.2.4 of the Draft SEIR evaluates a Carbon Neutral
Alternative. This alternative would require additional GHG
emissions reductions in all CAP categories to reach a level at
which all development would achieve zero emissions by 2050.
As described in the Draft SEIR, this alternative was rejected from
further consideration because many of the measures required to
achieve this level of GHG emissions reductions may be
technologically and economically infeasible. Further, many of the
actions and strategies that could be required would result in
greater physical environmental changes and impacts to
implement these measures. Finally, many of the measures
required are not subject to the County’s control and
implementation.
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The comment states that the correct order of mitigation should
be first to exhaust all on-site opportunities prior to moving to offsite possibilities. It appears the comment is referring to the
hierarchy of mitigation that would be implemented for
discretionary projects to reduce their GHG emissions. As
detailed in Section 1.2.4 of the Draft SEIR, all discretionary
projects that are subject to CEQA, no matter the size of the
project, would be evaluated for consistency with the CAP. The
CAP Checklist has been incorporated as an appendix to the
Guidelines, and would be the mechanism that is utilized to
demonstrate compliance with the CAP. The determination of
consistency with the CAP would be evaluated utilizing the
following two approaches:
• First Approach: If the project is consistent with the County’s
General Plan, then the project could use the CEQA
streamlining provision, CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5,
which would allow the project to tier from and incorporate by
reference the GHG emissions analysis presented in the Draft
SEIR, upon certification. To show consistency with the CAP,
the project would be required to implement applicable GHG
reduction measures as adopted in the CAP and outlined in the
Checklist.
• Second Approach: If the project is not consistent with the
2011 GPU and would require a GPA, then the project would
not qualify for the CEQA streamlining provision and would be
required to prepare a project-specific GHG emissions
analysis. If the project is requesting a GPA but not requesting
an increase in density or intensity beyond that assigned by
the 2011 GPU, then the project could achieve consistency
with the CAP by implementing applicable GHG reduction
measures as adopted in the CAP and outlined in the
Checklist. The analysis conducted in the Checklist should
demonstrate how the project would achieve consistency with
the CAP through implementation of the measures outlined in
the Checklist.
This CAP checklist process is not to be confused with the separate
mitigation identified on pages 2.7-26 and 2.7-37 of the Draft SEIR to
address significant GHG impacts from future GPA projects. As
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described therein, all feasible on-site measures must be incorporated
into the project and an analysis must be provided as to why and how all
feasible on-site measures have been incorporated. Only after these
measures have been incorporated and analyzed can off-site measures,
such as the purchase of carbon offset purchases, be considered. See
Master Response 12 related to mitigation hierarchy and use of carbon
offsets.
O3-8 The comment states that methods for carbon capture and longterm storage should be analyzed. Please refer to Master
Response 11 related to carbon sequestration.
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The comment requests that the County prepare and adopt a
CAP that exceeds the State mandated emission targets. This
comment is acknowledged. However, the CAP targets are
established based on and consistent with State targets as
directed by CARB (refer to Master Response 4 related to GHG
reduction targets). There is no requirement for the County to go
beyond these targets. The comment does not address adequacy
of the Draft SEIR, and no further response is required.
O3-10 This comment provides a list of suggested climate goals for the
County and includes the following: 100% Renewable Energy by
2030; 75% electrification of the transportation sector by 2030;
50% more efficiency in public and governmental facilities by
2030; 35% urban forest canopy by 2030; zero waste by 2030
and increased water conservation; reduced VMT and policies
that favor alternative forms of transportation; prohibition on
residential projects that are more than ½ mile from public transit;
carbon negative by 2050; social justice considered in climate
investments; and General Plan Update with supporting
ordinances to incorporate these goals. The CAP contains 11
strategies, 30 GHG reduction measures, and numerous
supporting efforts that are organized under five GHG emissions
categories including built environment and transportation,
energy, solid waste, water and wastewater, and agriculture and
conservation to achieve the targets and goal as detailed within
the CAP. Please see Master Response 9 related to CAP
measures selection. The comment is acknowledged. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, and
no further response is required.
O3-11 This comment states the County must implement, monitor, and
enforce actions intended to meet GHG reduction levels. The
measures in the CAP were developed to be enforceable,
achievable, and measurable. As described in Chapter 5 of the
CAP, progress toward achieving GHG reductions will be
monitored through an annual CAP monitoring report, GHG
emissions inventory updates every two years, and CAP updates
every 5 years. The regular monitoring and assessment regimen
ensures that implementation of the CAP will achieve established
GHG emission reductions. Additional information about the
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relative cost of implementation for each measure is located in
Chapter 3, GHG Reduction Strategies and Measures and as an
attachment to the Planning Commission Hearing Report. Please
see the Climate Action Plan Implementation Cost Report: A
Preliminary Estimate of County of San Diego Costs for the FiveYear Forecast and the Climate Action Plan Cost-Effectiveness
Analysis.
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O3-12 The comment expresses support for the establishment of a
Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) program within the
County. This comment is acknowledged. This comment does not
raise environmental issues related to the adequacy of the Draft
SEIR, and no further response is required. This comment is
noted, and will be included in the administrative record and made
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on the
project.
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O3-13 This comment expresses concern that the CAP should curtail
new sprawl development by including urban growth boundaries
or other similar policies. The CAP is not a land use plan. Land
use is regulated through the 2011 GPU. The 2011 GPU, which
contains the approved land use map for which the CAP is a
mitigation measure, is the approved document which establishes
the patterns of development in the County. The County’s 2011
GPU focused growth in existing communities by establishing
higher densities in villages and planning for diverse uses to
create comprehensive live, work, and play communities and a
sustainable pattern of development. Therefore, the County has
established the regulatory framework to create sustainable
patterns of development. Finally, the CAP is not a mechanism
which governs land use development. The CAP is a plan to
reduce GHG emissions resulting from the build-out of the 2011
GPU land use map.
O3-14 This comment summarizes previous comments that have been
addressed in the body of the letter. No further response is
required.
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