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Response to Comment Letter O12 
 

Endangered Habitats League 
Dan Silver, Executive Director 

September 25, 2017 
 

O12-1 The comment provides introductory remarks. No response is 
required.  
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O12-2 The comment provides background information about 
Endangered Habitats League and expresses general concern 
regarding the contents of the CAP and mitigation measures. 
The County acknowledges the comment as an introduction to 
comments that follow and does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR. The comment also states that comments 
submitted by the Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association 
are incorporated by reference. Please refer to responses 
provided to comments O1 and O2.  

O12-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the conclusion of 
the Draft CAP that GHG emissions resulting from on-road 
transportation accounts for 45% of the total emissions, yet 
provides a disproportionate amount of reductions (13%). The 
comment states that future general plan amendments (GPAs) 
are under the County’s direct control. The County 
acknowledges this comment and notes that GPAs are 
analyzed in the Draft SEIR as cumulative impacts. These 
projects are analyzed in the cumulative impact analysis of the 
Draft SEIR, Chapter 2.7, because they represent current or 
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Please refer 
to Master Response 6 related to transportation GHG 
reductions measures.  

O12-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the lack of GHG 
emissions reduction measures that address VMT reductions 
for the residential sector. Please refer to Master Response 6 
related to transportation GHG reduction measures and Master 
Response 9 regarding the selection of GHG reduction 
measures. 

O12-5 The comment expresses concern that VMT will rise between 
2014 and 2050, yet transportation emissions will fall between 
that same period. The commenter suggests that the County 
must not rely upon a fleet conversion to electric vehicles to 
achieve those reductions because the County cannot ensure 
that the conversion will occur. Fleet turnover accounted for in 
the CAP is based on the California Air Resources Board’s 
EMFAC model that forms the basis of the State’s GHG 
inventory. See Sections 4.1.2 and 6.1 of Appendix A to the 
CAP for details on how vehicle fleet is accounted for in the 
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GHG inventory and projections. The County has included a 
measure in the CAP to specifically target EV uptake in the 
unincorporated County. The commenter also states that 
reductions from car and truck technology is dubious. The 
County does not agree with this comment because, as 
explained above, the technology conversion is based on 
CARB’s published data in the EMFAC model. Moreover, the 
comment does not provide any evidence to support this claim. 
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. Please refer to Master 
Response 6 related to transportation GHG reduction 
measures.  
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O12-6 The comment recommends establishing per capita VMT 
thresholds for all general plan land use amendments and that 
carbon offset credits cannot be used to reduce emissions. 
Specific performance standards, similar to those identified in 
GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 for non-residential 
development, are not applied to residential development 
because of the challenges in tracking VMT performance from 
residential uses. Therefore, the County has determined that 
CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 is the appropriate 
mechanism to mitigate GHG emissions related to GPAs. 
However, when a per capita VMT approach become feasible 
and/or required, the County will adjust accordingly. Per capita 
VMT targets are associated with SB 375 targets which are 
described in detail in Master Response 2. Additionally, GHG 
Reduction Measure T-1.3 is intended to reduce residential 
VMT by establishing mixed-use communities that provide a 
balanced approach to housing, jobs/economic development, 
services, and infrastructure needs. Please refer to Master 
Response 6 related to transportation GHG reduction measures 
and Master Response 2 related to the CAP and consistency 
with SB 375. The GHG reduction targets used in the CAP are 
consistent with guidance from CARB. Please refer to Master 
Response 4 related to GHG reduction targets. The comment 
also questions the adequacy of CAP Mitigation Measure M-
GHG-1, but does not provide any evidence that the mitigation 
would not reduce emissions. Please refer to Response to 
Comment O14-12 and Master Response 12 related to the use 
of mitigation and carbon offset credits. The comment also 
suggests that the CAP facilitates automobile-dependent 
sprawl. The County does not agree with this comment for the 
reasons described in Master Response 6. The comment goes 
on to assert that there are “many speculative measures in the 
draft CAP” but does not specify which measures are allegedly 
speculative, nor does it offer any evidence to support this 
claim.  

O12-7 The comment states that the County could require GPAs to 
achieve a 15% per capita VMT reduction compared to the 
countywide baseline which is consistent with the targets 
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established in SANDAG’s RTP/SCS. The comment is correct 
that VMT reduction through coordinated land use and 
complimentary transportation investments are a key to the 
success of the RTP/SCS. GPAs have a specific set of criteria 
established through CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, which 
requires no net increase or net-zero GHG’s. Off-site mitigation 
required in CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 requires 
projects to provide all feasible on-site measures to reduce 
GHGs, which would include VMT reduction strategies to aid in 
the reduction of GHGs.  
CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 is provided to reduce the 
cumulative impact from GPAs to less than significant. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure by GPAs would 
address their individual GHG emissions and ensure that the 
County can meet the targets in the CAP. Additionally, CEQA 
documents prepared for each GPA would need to assess their 
consistency with the RTP/SCS independent of this analysis. 
The comment also references the recommended 15% VMT 
reduction cited in the Draft CEQA Guidelines updates 
developed to implement SB 743. SB 743 was signed by the 
Governor on September 27, 2013. The State Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) released proposed amendments to the 
CEQA Guidelines to implement SB 743 in November 2017. 
Once rulemaking is completed by the California Natural 
Resources Agency, local jurisdictions will have two years to 
implement VMT in compliance with SB 743. The proposed 
amendments to CEQA Guidelines allow for flexibility in how 
each jurisdiction would implement the new CEQA Guidelines. 
The County will be able to determine what the most appropriate 
threshold is for coordinating land use and transportation and 
thus addressing VMT impacts, based on the County’s unique 
land uses. This threshold could be lower or higher than the 
recommended 15 percent threshold. The State guidelines 
allow each jurisdiction flexibility to develop guidelines based on 
their local experience and based on substantial evidence. The 
County has commented on drafts of OPR’s documents, 
participates in regional subcommittees, and meets regularly 
with SANDAG and other local agencies to discuss 



Response to Comments 

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

implementation of SB 743 in the San Diego region. Please 
refer to Master Response 6 related to transportation GHG 
reductions measures and Master Response 2 related to the 
CAP and consistency with SB 375. 
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O12-8 The comment suggests another way to reduce VMT would be 
to develop a transfer of development rights (TDR) program 
which would establish a mechanism to shift densities from a 
high VMT location to a low VMT location. Please see 
Response to Comment O15-9.  

O12-9 The comment states the County does not provide substantial 
evidence that GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1 will work as 
described and suggests that there is only one project on a 
carbon offset registry, the CAPCOA GHG Rx. The commenter 
is confused about the mechanics of the local direct investment 
program as described by GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1, 
which requires the County to directly invest in local projects. 
This program is comprehensively described in Master 
Response 3. The County would not purchase carbon offset 
credits through a registry such as the CAPCOA GHG Rx as 
stated on page 2.7-24 of the Draft SEIR. However, GPAs may 
use the CARB-approved registries to purchase carbon offset 
credits as detailed in CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 and 
in Chapter 2.7 of the SEIR upon satisfying the appropriate 
mitigation hierarchy as described in Master Response 12. The 
County does not agree that the CAP and Draft SEIR lack 
substantial evidence regarding GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1 
or CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1, as described above and 
throughout the record. 

O12-10 This comment expresses concern about the mechanism to 
prioritize the use of carbon offset credits and states that there 
needs to be a limit on the amount of carbon offset credits out 
of county that can be utilized. Please refer to Master Response 
12 related to the mitigation hierarchy and use of carbon offset 
credits and Response to Comment O14-12. Determinations 
regarding mitigation will be required to be based upon 
substantial evidence and cannot be arbitrary. The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR, therefore, 
no further response is required or necessary. 

O12-11 The comment states allowing unlimited out-of-county carbon 
offset credits sets a bad precedent. The commenter cites Cap-
and-Trade limits on compliance offsets required in California. 
The offset limits established pertain to the compliance offset 
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program under the Cap-and-Trade program, whereas private 
projects not subject to Cap-and-Trade compliance purchase 
carbon offset credits in the voluntary market. Please see 
Response to Comment O14-12 and Master Response 12 
related to the use of carbon offset credits. The County 
acknowledges this comment; however, this comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR and no further 
response is required or necessary. This comment is noted and 
will be included as part of the Final EIR and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed 
project.  
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O12-12 The comment expresses concern regarding the ability to utilize 
remote carbon offset credits as a way to mitigate for projects 
under CEQA because of the lack of enforceability and lack of 
ability to monitor by the County. On the strict performance-
based requirements of carbon offset registries that undertake 
mitigation and ensure carbon offset credits are environmentally 
sound, please see Response to Comment O14-13 and Master 
Response 12. 

O12-13 This comment expresses concern regarding the effectiveness 
of GHG Reduction Measure T-1.3 which would require 19 
community plans to be updated to facilitate VMT reductions. 
Please refer to response to comment O10-10. However, the 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR 
and no further response is required or necessary. This 
comment will be included as part of the Final EIR and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 5 related 
to community plan updates.  

O12-14 This comment expresses support for GHG Reduction 
Measures T-1.1 and T-1.2 which would seek to expand the 
PACE program and acquire additional lands for preservation 
under the MSCP program. The commenter requests that the 
targets for expansion and acquisition be raised and that 
financial mechanisms for protection-including TDR- be 
developed and strengthened. The County appreciates this 
comment. However, the comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR and, therefore, no further response 
is required or necessary. This comment will be included as part 
of the Final EIR and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the project.  

O12-15 The comment expresses concern regarding the feasibility of 
achieving a 40% water reduction as stated in GHG Reduction 
Measure W-1.2 through public outreach and asserts that the 
County has not provided substantial evidence that the target 
will be achieved. Please refer to Master Response 7 related to 
outdoor water use and GHG Reduction Measure W-1.2. 
Please also note that GHG Reduction Measure W-1.2 has 
been made a condition of future project approval through the 
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CAP Consistency Review Checklist item 9a; therefore, this 
measure is enforceable and, contrary to the comment, will be 
enforced and is supported by substantial evidence. 

O12-16 The comment expresses concern regarding the feasibility of 
replacing farm equipment to electric as stated in GHG 
Reduction Measure A-1.1, and asserts that the County has not 
demonstrated a financial mechanism to substantiate the 
results. The County does not agree with the comment. The 
APCD has a program to fund this program. See the following 
http://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdc/apcd/en/grants-and-
incentives/portable-and-stationary-agricultural.html. Further, 
the reduction stated in the CAP for this measure is based on 
available historical data and, therefore, is substantiated.  

 

http://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdc/apcd/en/grants-and-incentives/portable-and-stationary-agricultural.html
http://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdc/apcd/en/grants-and-incentives/portable-and-stationary-agricultural.html
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O12-17: The comment expresses concern regarding GHG Reduction 
Measure E-2.3, which would result in increasing the amount of 
photovoltaic systems on existing residential structures. The 
commenter asserts that the County has not provided 
substantial evidence that this measure is feasible. As 
described in great detail in the CAP (Page 3-56), the reduction 
associated with this measure is based on County’s 
demonstrated support of several initiatives and programs. The 
commenter states that the County needs to show substantial 
evidence that permitting obstacles have prevented installation 
of solar in order for this measure to be credible. The County 
does not agree for the following reasons. The measure is 
quantified by using historical rates of PV installation in the 
unincorporated areas to project the rate of future installations. 
The historical PV installation rate in the unincorporated area 
was driven not only by incentives, but by the County’s effort to 
streamline the process through the Renewable Energy 
Ordinance which allows homeowners to install up to 500 
square feet of PV without a building permit. In addition, 
awareness about the cost effectiveness of solar systems has 
risen, along with incentive programs offered by the State. 
Recent adoption of SB 350 further illustrates the State’s 
commitment to increasing energy efficiency and offer an 
indication that incentive programs may continue. Additionally, 
CARB’s The 2030 Scoping Plan Update indicates that to 
achieve the State’s 2030 GHG emissions reduction targets, 
continued investment in renewables, including solar roofs, 
wind, and other distributed generation will be required. 
Therefore, the County believes that its streamlining efforts that 
make PV more accessible to homeowners, coupled with 
continued incentive programs, will help achieve projected PV 
installation rates.  

O12-18 The comment expresses concern regarding GHG Reduction 
Measure E-2.1, which would establish a target of 90% 
renewable energy within the unincorporated area. The 
commenter asserts that this measure is infeasible without 
establishing a Community Choice Aggregation program, which 
was previously rejected by the Board of Supervisors. The 
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County disagrees that a Community Choice Aggregation 
program is the only mechanism to implement this measure. 
The description on page 3-52 of the CAP states that “[t]his 
target be achieved through the establishment of a Renewable 
Energy Program, which could include a partnership with the 
local utility, Community Choice Aggregation or another similar 
program. The County could also investigate opportunities to 
develop a regional or joint effort with other jurisdictions seeking 
to achieve similar renewable energy goals through a 
partnership (e.g., Joint Power Authority).” Lastly, it should be 
noted that the Board of Supervisors has not made a decision 
regarding Community Choice Aggregation. 

O12-19 The comment expresses concern regarding GHG Reduction 
Measure T-2.2, which would require VMT reductions in non-
residential projects that would be achieved through the 
development and implementation of a Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) Ordinance. The commenter asserts that 
no monitoring for effectiveness is described. As stated in the 
CAP, a transportation demand ordinance will be developed 
and will include a monitoring and reporting mechanism (CAP 
pages 3-20-3-21). Measure T-2.2 is also a requirement 2a of 
new development in the CAP Consistency Review Checklist, 
which makes the measure fully enforceable at the project level.  

O12-20 The comment expresses concern that setting a 30-year 
timeline for the operation of offsets assumes that the impacts 
of a project that uses the offsets would not continue beyond 30 
years. The use of 30-year project life is a methodological 
determination that is supported by CARB and local air districts 
and widely used in CEQA. Specifically, CARB, the state 
agency charged with the responsibility for and expertise to 
administer the state’s GHG emissions policies (Health & Saf. 
Code, Section 38510), approved the use of 30-year project life 
for the Newhall Ranch Additional Environmental Analysis. 
Relatedly, CARB has approved the use of a 30-year project life 
when certifying AB 900 “leadership projects” (Public 
Resources Code Sections 21178 through 21189.3). AB 900 
requires leadership projects to mitigate all project-related GHG 
emissions to net zero. Also, guidance from the South Coast Air 
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Quality Management District (SCAQMD) supports using a 30-
year project life to analyze a project’s GHG emissions under 
CEQA.  
In using the 30-year project life, it is recognized that the 
residential and non-residential development could continue to 
exist for more than 30 years. During and after the 30-year 
project life period, a future project would become part of the 
built environment and would be subject to a range of existing 
and future regulatory standards and policies applicable to the 
built environment. That is, future reduction measures that 
apply to the built environment would be applicable to these 
projects. California is expected to implement numerous 
additional policies, regulations and programs to reduce 
statewide emissions to achieve the GHG reduction goals of SB 
32 and EO S-3-05.  
Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 established 2050 as the target 
year for an 80% reduction in statewide GHG emissions below 
1990 levels. The carbon offset credits that could be utilized as 
part of a comprehensive mitigation program under CAP 
Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 would be implemented by a 
future GPA if approved at time of construction and operation 
impacts. If a future GPA is approved that could be operational 
by 2020, the carbon offset credits utilized as part of Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1 would extend to or beyond the 2050 
planning horizon established in EO S-3-05. Please see 
Response to Comment O14-16 and Master Response 12 
pertaining to carbon offset credits.  
In summary and in accordance with the authority established 
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a)(1), the choice of a 30-
year project life is consistent with established modeling 
frameworks used in CEQA analysis and the available scientific 
and evidentiary information.  

O12-21 The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed 
methodology that would allow GPAs to determine less-than-
significant GHG emissions impacts with the use of offsets, 
which are feasible off-site mitigation. The commenter states 
that this process would undermine the CEQA alternatives 
analysis evaluation of off-site alternatives for future 
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discretionary GPAs. The comment offers no evidence to 
support this assertion. CEQA Section 15126.6 requires that a 
lead agency prepare an EIR that describes a range of 
alternatives to the project “or to the location of a project” that 
would feasibly attain most of the project objectives but would 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the 
project. The CAP includes consideration of GPAs within the 
cumulative context. As described in Chapter 2.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, a cumulative GHG impact associated with 
GPAs was identified and feasible mitigation was 
recommended to reduce the cumulative GHG impacts to less 
than significant. While the CAP Mitigation Measure M-GHG-1 
is available to GPAs to reduce impacts, provision of off-site 
mitigation would not remove the requirement, if an EIR would 
be required, for GPAs to consider alternatives that would 
reduce or avoid significant impacts including GHG impacts that 
may be reduced to less than significant. Within the range of 
alternatives considered, the lead agency must also discuss the 
feasibility of an offsite alternative. Each GPA would be required 
to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives in their 
respective EIRs as required by CEQA. Accordingly, offsets do 
not obviate the alternatives analyses under CEQA. Refer to 
Master Response 12 related to mitigation hierarchy and the 
use of carbon offsets.  

O12-22 This comment asserts that the use of carbon offsets that may 
occur outside of San Diego County is inherently inconsistent 
with the Goal COS-20 of the 2011 GPU which requires 
“Reduction of local GHG emissions contributing to climate 
change”. The County disagrees with this assertion. Please 
refer to Master Response 12 related to mitigation hierarchy 
and the use of local carbon offset credits. Please refer to 
Response to Comment O-22-8. 

O12-23 This comment suggests that because the CAP does not have 
a requirement to prohibit newly planned residential 
development in remote locations it is inconsistent with Strategy 
T-1 of the CAP. The County disagrees. 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 
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land use designations that were adopted with the 2011 GPU. 
The authority for land use policy and regulations continues to 
be governed by the 2011 GPU. The commenter also claims 
that offsets facilitate development in remote locations, but 
offers no evidence to support this claim. Therefore, no further 
response is required or necessary. 

O12-24 The comment asserts that it is essential that future general 
plan changes are consistent with regional policies to reduce 
VMT, and concludes that the CAP is inconsistent with those 
policies because of the ability to obtain unlimited carbon offset 
credits and continued allowance of GPAs that increase VMT. 
Please refer to Master Response 12 related to carbon offset 
credits, Master Response 6 related to transportation GHG 
reduction measures, and Master Response 2 related to the 
CAP and consistency with SB 375. The commenter asserts 
that the CAP undermines SANDAG’s compliance with SB 375, 
but does not provide any evidence that this would occur. 
Therefore, no further response is required or necessary. It 
should also be noted that the CAP proposes supporting efforts 
(see CAP Measures T-2.3, T-3.1, and T-3.3) to work with 
SANDAG as also required in General Plan Mitigation Measure 
CC-1.3. 
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O12-25 The comment provides a concluding statement and, therefore, 
no response is required. The County appreciates the 
comments.  

 

 


