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Response to Comment Letter O9 
 

California Native Plant Society, San Diego Chapter  
Frank Landis, PhD, Conservation Chair 

September 25, 2017 
 

O9-01 The County acknowledges the comment as an introduction to 
comments that follow. The comment does not raise issues 
related to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. No further response 
is required.  
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O9-02 The comment generally asks how projects can tier off the Draft 
SEIR to streamline their review, and how County planners 
would be expected to “detect deceptions.” It is not clear as to 
what, specifically, the comment is referring to regarding 
“deceptions,” therefore no further response is required or 
necessary. Please also refer to response to comment below 
O9-30. On the CAP as a qualified CAP please see Response 
to Comment O11-3. 

O9-03 The comment expresses concern about the cost of 
photovoltaic systems and electric vehicles and suggests that 
the County should subsidize these purchases. The County 
recognizes that implementation of the CAP comes with a cost. 
The County has prepared a cost-benefit analysis to inform the 
Board of Supervisors on the costs to implement the CAP which 
is included with the Planning Commission Hearing Report as 
an attachment called the Climate Action Plan Cost-
Effectiveness Analysis. The County acknowledges this 
comment; however, it does not raise any issues with the 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is 
required.  
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O9-04 The comment suggests that when considering a large 
development requiring a General Plan Amendment, it is 
necessary to ask questions, such as: how much electricity is 
the development proposing to generate, either for its own use 
or for export, as well as orientation of roofs. As detailed in 
Section 1.2.4 of the Draft SEIR, if a project is not consistent 
with the density in 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 
CAP Checklist for New Development. The analysis conducted 
in the CAP Checklist for New Development demonstrates how 
the project would achieve consistency with the CAP through 
implementation of the measures outlined in the Checklist. 
Section 2.7.5 of the Draft SEIR provides a complete 
description of the GPA process for evaluating GHG emissions. 
Projects that are required to prepare a project-specific GHG 
emissions analysis will be required to incorporate all feasible 
design measures on-site, including PV systems. The PV 
systems that are incorporated into the project design typically 
are determined by several factors, such as available roof 
space, infrastructure, roof orientation, etc. and is determined 
at the project level of analysis. Please refer response to 
comment O9-7 and Master Response 10 on the CAP as a 
programmatic document. 
This comment also asks what measures the County can take 
to promote battery technology within buildings and the grid as 
a whole. The County and the Draft CAP generally support new 
measures and technology and will account for such changes 
through implementation and monitoring of the Draft CAP. 
Please see Chapter 5 of the CAP, Implementation and 
Monitoring. 

O9-05 The comment suggests that the best way to maximize fleet 
conversion to electric vehicles would be to expand commercial 
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urban solar arrays, access to PV, PV batteries, and charging 
stations. The CAP includes GHG Reduction Measures E-2.1, 
E-2.2, and E-2.3 which would result in increased availability of 
renewable energy sources in the county. In response to similar 
comments, the County has included GHG Reduction Measure 
T-3.5 to increase the uptake of EVs throughout the 
unincorporated County. The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is 
required. This comment will be included in the Final EIR and 
made available to decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the project. 

O9-06 The comment expresses an opinion about PV as a mitigation 
measure for a private development project in process. The 
Newland Sierra project released a Draft EIR that was 
circulated for public review from June 15, 2017 to August 14, 
2017. The County acknowledges this comment; however, it 
does not raise any issues with the adequacy of the Draft SEIR 
prepared for the Draft CAP and associated actions. Therefore, 
no further response is required. This comment will be included 
in the Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the project.  
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O9-07 The comment generally states that the solar power mitigation 
for car miles generated from a private development project will 
not work. Please see the response to comment O9-04. The 
County acknowledges this comment; however, as a point of 
clarification, the CAP and Draft SEIR are programmatic 
documents that establish the actions that would be 
implemented to reduce GHG emissions in compliance with 
2020 and 2030 targets and disclose the possible 
environmental impacts of doing so. With regard to specific 
project-level mitigation, applications for new development 
would be required to demonstrate consistency with the CAP. 
In cases where new development is not consistent with the 
density in the 2011 GPU, projects would be required to prepare 
a project-level GHG emissions analysis during which time 
projects may choose to utilize photovoltaic systems to offset 
emissions. Each project would be reviewed under the County’s 
discretionary process which includes CEQA and will be 
evaluated for specific mitigation programs as needed.  

O9-08 This comment expresses the opinion that the use of natural 
gas appliances should be regulated. The comment addresses 
a private project in process with the County of San Diego. New 
development will be required to provide electric or alternative-
fueled water heating systems through Item 5a of the CAP 
Checklist for New Development. However, this may include 
tankless natural gas water heaters, which use a lower amount 
of natural gas than a comparable tank-based natural gas 
heater. The State identifies a shift from natural gas end uses 
as part of its overall strategy to achieve long-term climate 
goals. The County is addressing the water heating end use as 
specified above and will continue to monitor the State’s 
strategy to incorporate further reductions from natural gas end 
uses and a potential shift to renewable natural gas, when 
feasible, in future CAP updates. No specific comments were 
raised on the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. This comment will be included in the 
Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the project. 
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O9-09 This comment asks questions about how carbon sequestering 
vegetation can be quantified and continuously monitored. 
Please refer to Master Response 11 on carbon sequestration. 

O9-10 This comment requests clarification about why the 2014 
baseline GHG emissions inventory was chosen. Please refer 
to Master Response 4 regarding GHG reduction targets and 
the baseline inventory. The commenter does not provide any 
evidence that the 2014 baseline is inadequate. Therefore, no 
further response is required or necessary.  
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O9-11 This comment expresses confusion with the 1990 level and 
2020 emissions reduction year. Please refer to Master 
Response 4 for GHG reduction targets.  

O9-12 This comment expresses an opinion that the method for 
dealing with GPAs is unclear and “that it was impossible to 
determine if the impacts of Newland Sierra would actually be 
mitigated by the measures proposed.” This comment does not 
address the adequacy of the SEIR. Each GPA would have to 
conduct their own analysis as part of CEQA to quantify their 
emissions from GHGs and quantify—where data to do so is 
available—emissions reductions from design measures and 
mitigation. The County disagrees with this assertion as the 
Draft SEIR provides a framework for future discretionary 
projects to follow as detailed in the response to comment O9-
04. Please also see the responses to comments O9-06 and 
O9-08. See Section 2.7.5 of the SEIR for specific detail on 
cumulative impacts.  

O9-13 The comment provides information related to the Forest 
Project Protocol and Urban Tree Planting Protocol which are 
included in Appendix B of the Draft SEIR, and are two of the 
sample protocols that the County could consider as a direct 
investment in the unincorporated area. The commenter 
expresses disappointment that CNPS did not receive a 
response from California State Parks regarding a carbon offset 
project in Cuyamaca Rancho State Park. This does not 
address the adequacy of the direct investment program, the 
CAP, or the CAP SEIR or any CAP SEIR mitigation; therefore, 
no further response is required or necessary. It should be 
noted that the County has consulted with multiple CARB-
approved carbon registries, including Climate Action Reserve. 
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding direct 
investments and Response to Comment O14-13.  
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O9-14 This comment questions whether the 2030 target and 2050 
goal proposed in the CAP are consistent with State targets. As 
described in detail on page 2-10 through 2-13 of the CAP, the 
GHG emissions reduction 2030 target and 2050 goal 
established by the CAP are consistent with State legislation. 
Please also refer to Master Response 4 related to GHG 
reduction targets.  

O9-15 This comment expresses interest in seeing the CAP updated 
more frequently than every 5 years if more effective GHG 
reduction measures become available between review 
periods. As detailed in Section 1.2.2.1 of the Draft SEIR, as 
part of the evaluation of CAP implementation, each strategy 
and measure must be continually assessed and monitored. 
Annual tracking and reporting on the status of implementation 
of the measures, periodic updates to the GHG emissions 
inventories (every two years), continual CAP updates (every 
five years beginning in 2025), and other monitoring activities 
would help to ensure that the adopted CAP is making progress 
towards meeting established reduction targets. The 
implementation and monitoring actions detailed in Chapter 5 of 
the CAP are the mechanism to monitor that progress (i.e., 
updated GHG inventories and annual monitoring reports). 
Consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5 (b)(1)(E), an agency is required to monitor the CAP’s 
progress and amend it if it is determined that the plan is not 
achieving its specified targets. If amendments to the CAP are 
required they would be reviewed considering CEQA’s 
requirements for subsequent environmental review as outlined 
in Section 15162 to 15164.  

O9-16 The comment expresses concern about why the CAP contains 
a disproportionate amount of measures that are related to the 
transportation sector. Please refer to the Master Response 6 
on transportation GHG reduction measures. In response to 
public comment the County has included GHG Reduction 
Measure T-3.5- to increase the uptake of EVs throughout the 
unincorporated County. 

O9-17 The comment expresses concern that the benefits of 
sequestered carbon in the County’s open space can only be 
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harnessed if the ground remains undisturbed and questions 
how the County can help protect those lands. The County 
acknowledges this comment. In the case of unpermitted 
grading or other destructive behaviors that destroy open space 
lands, the County has the regulatory authority to enforce 
trespassing against unauthorized users. No specific comments 
were raised on the adequacy of the Draft 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. 
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O9-18 The comment asks what can the County do to develop a more 
sophisticated understanding of land use that allows them to 
recognize the often conflicting land use needs and to include 
the CAP as a real priority that interacts with other real land 
management needs. This comment is unclear. However, in an 
effort to be responsive, the following is noted. The CAP is not 
a land use plan. Land use is regulated through the 2011 GPU. 
As detailed in Section 1.2.2.1 within the Draft SEIR, some of 
the proposed CAP measures would be implemented through 
regulations adopted by the County based on the County’s 
ability to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of its 
citizens. County ordinances, resolutions, and discretionary 
review processes also provide a mechanism through which to 
implement CAP measures. Coordination among County 
departments will be critical to the successful implementation of 
many CAP measures. Additionally, while many of the CAP 
measures and supporting efforts would be limited to actions 
that can be taken by the County, implementation of some CAP 
measures would also require coordination and joint actions 
with local, regional, state, and federal agencies.  

O9-19 The comment expresses concern that the County is not 
implementing the 2011 GPU. The County disagrees with this 
comment. The 2011 GPU provides the foundation for land use 
designations within the unincorporated County, and the CAP is 
the greenhouse gas reduction plan which satisfies the 2011 
GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 which was a part of the 
adoption of the 2011 GPU. GPAs are separate discretionary 
actions that can be taken by the Board of Supervisors. Please 
also see the response to comment O9-04 and the Draft SEIR 
pages 2.7-36 through 2.7-40 related to GPAs.  

O9-20 The comment references GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1 and 
“that the County ensure that all potential partners are willing 
and able to work under the legal limits of the CAP.” This 
comment is unclear. Please refer to Master Response 3 
regarding direct investments. The County would implement 
projects under the direct investment measure for the sole 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The commenter does not 
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provide any evidence that projects under GHG Reduction 
Measure T-4.1 would be used for other purposes.  

O9-21 This comment expresses concern regarding the efficacy of 
direct investments and the carbon offset registries relied on to 
track and ensure emissions are reduced pursuant to GHG 
Reduction Measure T-4.1. Please see Response to Comment 
O9-13 and Master Response 3.  

O9-22 This comment expresses support for tree planting efforts in the 
CAP but suggests that closer attention should be paid to site 
design to minimize conflicts with renewable energy systems. 
Each future discretionary project would have to evaluate the 
effectiveness of PV at final engineering and final landscape 
planning. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR and, 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. 

O9-23 This comment expresses concern about the potential loss of 
street trees. Please see Response to Comment O14-13 on the 
performance-based standards required by carbon offset 
registries, such as CAR. No specific comments were raised on 
the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. This comment will be included 
in the Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the project. 
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O9-24 This comment expresses interest in how the County will 
monitor carbon sequestration efforts in street trees. Please 
refer to Master Response 3 on direct investments and Master 
Response 11 regarding carbon sequestration. On the 
adequacy of direct investment protocols see response to 
comment O14-13 and Draft SEIR Chapter 2.7 and Appendix B 
of the SEIR. 

O9-25 This comment expresses interest in seeing the County do 
more to monitor and control plant pests and pathogens to 
ensure that tree planting efforts are successful. The County 
acknowledges this comment. No specific comments were 
raised on the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. However, in an effort 
to be responsive, the following is noted. As a component of the 
Gold-spotted Oak Borer (GSOB) Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) Program, County of San Diego Department of Parks and 
Recreation through County of San Diego Department of 
Agriculture, Weights, and Measures has initiated pesticide 
treatments of oak trees located in eight County Park facilities. 
Each tree identified for treatment is currently infected with 
GSOB. The focus of this IPM program is to apply a barrier 
treatment to prevent the egg hatching/adults emerging from 
the tree trunk. This treatment program is based on the GSOB 
recommendations from University of California Cooperative 
Extension Integrated Pest Management Program and U.S. 
Forest Service research from field trials. A pesticide with the 
active ingredient Bifenthrin has been sprayed on infected trees 
from base to first branch. DPR plans to continue budgeting for 
GSOB spraying.  

O9-26 This comment provides an overview of the effects of climate 
change according to the commenter and generally suggests 
that the CAP should use a different GHG emissions model. The 
CAP uses emission factors, models, and protocols that are 
consistent with those used in CARB’s most recent inventory 
and those accepted industry wide for consistency. RCP 8.5 is 
not an inventory model. It is a global climate scenario model 
under high emissions that is used to predict temperature 
changes. This is done at a global level, not local and would 
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therefore be inappropriate for use by the County in preparing a 
CAP.  
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O9-27 The comment provides an opinion about future impacts in the 
region because of climate change. This comment is 
acknowledged. The CAP describes the possible effects of 
climate change on the unincorporated area as discussed on 
pages 4-1 through 4-12. No specific comments were raised on 
the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. This comment will be included 
in the Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior 
to a final decision on the project. 
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O9-28 The comment provides suggestions about what the 
organization would like to see included as design features to 
mitigate wildfire. The County acknowledges this comment. The 
CAP describes the possible effects of climate change on the 
unincorporated area as discussed on pages 4-1 through 4-12. 
Additionally, the County’s Consolidated Fire Code implements 
existing fire design measures and regulations. No specific 
comments were raised on the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. This 
comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available 
to decision makers prior to a final decision on the project. 

O9-29 This comment requests more information about how GHG 
Reduction Measure T-4.1 would be used to fill emissions gaps. 
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding direct 
investments and Response to Comment O14-13.  

O9-30 The comment expresses several concerns regarding the 
County’s ability to extend CEQA streamlining privileges under 
section 15183.5 of CEQA Guidelines. To the first point in the 
comment, for projects to be considered consistent with the 
CAP, applicants must demonstrate this consistency by 
providing a completed Consistency Review Checklist, a copy 
of which was released with the Draft CAP and Draft SEIR. This 
Checklist requires that applicants produce substantial 
evidence that supports a project’s compliance with CAP 
measures to receive streamlining benefits. If a project cannot 
demonstrate compliance with CAP measures, a complete 
project-specific GHG emissions analysis including mitigation 
as needed, must be prepared. In the case of GPA projects, 
they are provided a processing path for compliance as 
described on pages 2.7-37 through 2.7-40 of the Draft SEIR. 
In all cases, projects are required to quantify their emissions 
and demonstrate through substantial evidence that mitigation 
would reduce emissions as needed.  
The comment also expresses concern regarding the ability of 
the County to provide streamlining benefits to projects that are 
consistent with the CAP under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5 if the CAP is not producing the desired GHG emission 
reductions. The commenter suggests that if the CAP is 
underperforming, projects that are consistent with the CAP 
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Checklist should be found to have significant impacts. The 
County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion for several 
reasons. Please refer to response to comment O11-3 and 
Master Response 10 for use of a Program EIR and 
streamlining. The CAP is a comprehensive plan to achieve 
county-wide GHG emissions reductions for the existing land 
use map that was approved with adoption of the 2011 GPU. 
The CAP contains 11 strategies, 30 GHG reduction measures 
and 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. As described on page 5-2 of the 
CAP, each of the components of the CAP is intended to 
functionally decrease GHG emissions; however, not all the 
components are directly related to development projects and 
many would be implemented at a much larger scale. The CAP 
would be implemented through a combination of regulations, 
programs, incentives, outreach, and educational activities and 
County efforts complement and build on other federal and 
State efforts to reduce GHG emissions. In other words, 
implementation of the CAP and achievement of the 2030 target 
and 2050 goal will be a county-wide effort.  
In addition, the CAP would be regularly monitored and 
assessed. The County would conduct annual monitoring 
beginning in 2019, which is assumed to be one year after 
adoption. Monitoring reports would include the status of 
measure implementation and would provide the County with 
the flexibility to adjust as needed, if measures are 
underperforming. The County would also prepare a CAP 
update every 5 years beginning in 2025 which would include 
updated inventories, adjustments to reduction measures, as 
necessary, and any changes to land use projections to achieve 
consistency with zoning and current 2011 GPU land use 
designations and policies. The regular monitoring and 
assessment regimen ensures that implementation of the CAP 
would achieve established GHG emission reductions. Because 
of the active and adaptive implementation and management of 
the CAP, the County does not anticipate a situation where the 
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CAP would deviate substantially from the pathway to achieving 
reduction targets. As such, because monitoring and 
implementation efforts will occur as designed, the CAP would 
continually serve as a streamlining mechanism for cumulative 
GHG analyses consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15183.5. 

O9-31 The comment asserts that any changes made in the CAP must 
also be reflected in the Draft SEIR. Please refer to the 
Recirculation Findings which are attached to the Planning 
Commission Hearing Report which describes changes to the 
Final SEIR and refer to the Errata which is attached to the 
Board of Supervisors Hearing Repot which details changes 
made to the CAP after public review. There are no changes to 
the SEIR as a result of this comment. 
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O9-32 The first portion of the comment is unclear regarding impacts 
to the MSCP; the second part of the comment suggests the 
addition of maps to provide clarity in impact determination. In 
Chapter 2.4 of the Draft SEIR, significant and unavoidable 
impacts were identified for sensitive species, riparian habitat, 
and wildlife corridors and nurseries. Conflicts with Plans, 
Policies, and Ordinances, including HCPs and NCCPs, was 
determined to be less than significant because discretionary 
projects approved after CAP adoption would be required to 
comply with applicable policies and/or ordinances, such as the 
Biological Mitigation Ordinance and the Resource Protection 
ordinance, and permitting procedures related to protection of 
biological resources. Any project approved after CAP adoption 
that identifies potentially significant impacts must also identify 
feasible mitigation measures to minimize if not avoid those 
impacts. The Draft PAMA of the North County MSCP Plan 
does contain riparian areas, but the comment offers no detail 
or verifiable data to support the assertion that direct impacts to 
riparian areas resulting from CAP implementation will 
disproportionately impact development and implementation of 
HCPs/NCCPs (Draft North County Plan or South County 
Subarea Plan) which appears to be the concern raised by the 
comment. 
To the second portion of the comment, maps depicting CAP 
applicability are not included in this Draft SEIR because the 
document is evaluating the potential impacts of implementing 
the CAP at a programmatic level. The CAP is applicable to all 
lands within the unincorporated County, excluding those lands 
not under the County’s jurisdiction such as Tribal reservations 
or National Forest Land. Therefore, a map depicting the area 
of CAP applicability would cover most of the unincorporated 
County including all of the riparian areas therein, and would not 
reveal greater or lesser severity of impacts to riparian areas 
than has been discussed in section 2.4 of the Final SEIR which 
was determined to be significant and unavoidable for potential 
impacts to riparian areas.  

O9-33 The comment expresses concern about how the effects of 
climate change will ultimately result in changing ecosystems. 
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The County acknowledges this comment. The County has in 
good faith, prepared a CAP which attempts to accurately 
describe the possible physical impacts of climate change, and 
establishes a series of actions and strategies that are within 
the County’s control to reduce GHG emissions. The County 
does not have data regarding the commenter’s specific point 
of concern, and therefore no further comment is required or 
necessary. No specific comments were raised on the 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR. This comment will be included in 
the Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the project. 

O9-34 The comment expresses concern about the potential impacts 
associated with implementing direct investment protocols. This 
comment is acknowledged. As described on pages 2.7-23 
through 2.7-27, the direct investment program would be 
established by the County by 2020 as a future discretionary 
action. If the CAP is adopted the County would determine 
which protocols would be feasible 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 
specific nature 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 direct 
investment projects that may be considered by the County. 
The potential physical impacts that could occur as a result 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 
- direct investments. This comment will be included in the Final 
EIR and made available to decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the project. 

O9-35 The comment requests clarification about what would happen 
if the CAP fails to meet its established goals. Refer to the 
second portion of response to comment O9-31. This comment 
will be included in the Final EIR and made available to decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the project. 
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O9-36 This comment expresses concern about whether the CAP is 
consistent with SB 375. Please refer to Master Response 2 
regarding the CAP and consistency with SB 375.  

O9-37 This comment is unclear and does not address the adequacy 
of the SEIR. Therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary.  
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O9-38 This comment asks what combination of education, outreach, 
and regulation can the County employ to keep the adaptation 
to the 21st Century from turning the County into a dusty 
industrial development. As detailed in Section 1.1 of the Draft 
SEIR, the fundamental purpose of the project is to reduce 
County GHG emissions consistent with state legislative 
requirements through implementation of a CAP, which 
includes strategies and measures to reduce community and 
County local government operations (County operations) GHG 
emissions. The additional project objectives are outlined within 
Section 1.1. No further response is required or necessary.  

 

 


