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The comment provides information about the Building Industry
Association of San Diego County and recommends that the CAP
not adversely affect housing costs or diminish supply
opportunities. The County appreciates the comments. The
comment does not address adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The
comment will be included as part of the Final EIR and made
available to the decision makers prior to a decision on the project.
No further response is required.
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The comment generally questions GHG Reduction Measure T3.1 and how the County would monitor and enforce
implementation of the measure. As described in GHG Reduction
Measure T-3.1 (see page 3-28 of the CAP), fossil fuels used in
construction can be replaced with renewable diesel, renewable
natural gas, or compressed natural gas; or vehicles and
equipment could be replaced with electric alternatives, such as
electric or hybrid-electric bulldozers, excavators, or loaders. The
GHG reductions assumed in the CAP from this measure are
applied to construction equipment only (as opposed to work
trucks and vehicles). Monitoring and enforcement of compliance
with this measure would be through evidence provided on the
CAP Consistency Review Checklist and through the County’s
permitting process. Please see Chapter 5 of the CAP and
instructions in the Consistency Review Checklist.
The comment states that the high costs associated with zero net
energy requirements under GHG Reduction Measure E-1.1 and
the limited production of homes in the County would not be cost
effective. The County acknowledges this comment. However, the
comment does not address the adequacy of the SEIR.
Therefore, no further response is required or necessary.
However, this comment will be included in the Final EIR and
made available to decision makers prior to a final decision on the
project.
The comment suggests that for the County to adopt a reach
code, multiple studies would be required to determine that the
regulation would be cost-effective pursuant to Public Resources
Code 25402.1(H)(2). The commenter suggests that full zero net
energy standards have been determined to be not cost-effective
at the State level. The County would seek all necessary
approvals as part of the process to adopt a local requirement for
Zero Net Energy through amendment of the County Construction
Codes as required by Measure E-1.1.
The comment states that grid harmonization issues related to
zero net energy need to be considered. The commenter also
details that consumers would pay higher energy costs during
higher demand, especially without the use of battery storage
technology. Measure E-1.1 and the CAP Consistency Review
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Checklist do not specifically call for battery storage installation at
this time. However, the County Construction Codes would be
updated to enforce Measure E-1.1. At the time of these updates,
if battery storage is more available in the market the County may
require this as part of the ZNE requirements. The CAP is
adaptable with periodic updates, so the County would be well
positioned to include storage technology in the future. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the SEIR.
Therefore, no further response is required or necessary. This
comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available to
decision makers prior to a final decision on the project.
The comment is related to a rule called “NEM 2” and states that
SDG&E needs to be on board with a local jurisdiction seeking to
implement a full zero net energy reach code. As part of the
process to adopt and implement a local requirement for Zero Net
Energy, the County would coordinate with the local utility. Please
refer to Master Response 7 related to Measure W-1.2.
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The comment is related to GHG Reduction Measure W-1.2 and
requests clarification regarding what the baseline is for water
consumption, prior to implementing a 40% reduction. The County
agrees with the commenter and has provided a clarification to
the measure that the 40% reduction would be as compared to
the 2014 water consumption baseline. Please see Master
Response 7 related to Measure W-1.2.
The comment expresses concern related to the types of plants
that would need to be selected to meet the 40% outdoor water
reduction target if implemented. Please see Master Response 7
related to Measure W-1.2.
The comment expresses concern regarding the 40% outdoor
water reduction target which would limit the ability of
homeowners to install turf grass at a rate that could support
active play. Please see Master Response 7 related to Measure
W-1.2.
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O6-10 The comment is related to GHG Reduction Measure A-2.1 and
expresses concern that the requirement to plant two trees per
unit per acre would conflict with the requirement to reduce
outdoor water by 40%. Please see Master Response 7 related to
Measure W-1.2. The tree planting requirement would not apply
to multifamily residential and commercial properties as they
already have requirements for tree planting contained within
community design guidelines and the parking design manual.
The requirement to plant two trees per dwelling unit would apply
only to new single-family residential dwellings. The County does
not agree that the two measures are incompatible. If adopted,
there would be efficiencies necessary at the district level as well
as residential. In the case of tree planting with new homes, it is
presumed that new units would be equipped with more highly
efficient water conservation infrastructure than existing homes.
The water budget calculations set forth in the County’s Water
Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance (Landscape Ordinance)
account for trees’ establishment period, and allow for the
requisite water use in the first few years after planting; the 40%
reduction in water use is assumed based upon maturation.
Additionally, it is also assumed that new homes would be
landscaped using drought resistant plants and less turf, and
utilize drip irrigation technology and mulching practices
recommended by the County’s Landscape Ordinance, thereby
further increasing water use efficiency. In many cases, it is
possible that rainwater or recycled water could be available for
use, particularly as a result of rain barrel incentives as described
in Measure W-2.1 (page 3-74 and 3-75 in the CAP). Therefore,
the County does not believe the requirement to plant two trees
per acre is onerous and in conflict with the requirement to reduce
the average outdoor water consumption by 40% from 2014
levels.
O6-11 The comment states that fuel modification zones and
bioretention requirements could result in the inability to plant
trees due to space constraints. The County provides flexible
alternatives to meet planting requirements while also meeting
appropriate setback criteria in fuel modification zones. GHG
Reduction Measure A-2.1 would apply only to single-family
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residential dwellings, and would be implemented through the
County’s Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance. Tree
planting within a bioretention basin in not applicable to this
Measure. The County will develop guidelines for demonstrating
compliance, including compliance with any fire protection
measures, and specific project-level site constraint issues would
be addressed during the discretionary review process.
O6-12 This comment states the County should continue to provide a fair
process for GPAs to be considered. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR and, therefore, no
further response is required or necessary. However, in an effort
to be responsive, the following context is provided. The purpose
of the County’s CAP is to provide a plan for the county-wide
reduction of GHG emissions consistent with state targets. Upon
adoption, the County’s CAP would provide CEQA streamlining
benefits to projects that were considered in the 2014 baseline
emissions inventory (used to establish CAP targets) and are
consistent with the 2011 General Plan land use (also used to
establish CAP targets). As detailed in Section 1.2.4 of the Draft
SEIR, if a 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. Because the 2014
baseline emissions inventory does not and could not include a
complete inventory of GHG emissions that may be created
because of unknown projects that do not comply with the existing
2011 GPU land use, these projects would be required to provide
additional GHG emissions analysis at the time of discretionary
review as described in the CAP Checklist. The County
appropriately analyzed GPAs as cumulative impacts because
they are present or reasonably foreseeable future projects.
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 is feasible and, therefore, the
County is required to adopt this mitigation to reduce the impacts
from GPAs on the project.
O6-13 This comment states the County should take some amount of
GHG emissions reductions related to the preservation of
developable land under the approved MSCP. The County is
anticipating GHG reductions from the County’s Multiple-Species
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Conservation Program under Measure T-1.1 (Acquire Open
Space Conservation Land). Please refer to response to comment
O1-14.
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O6-14 This comment provides concluding remarks. No further response
is required.
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