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O22-17 The comment states that the County has failed to acknowledge 
feasible mitigation suggested by the commenter and this is a 
violation of CEQA. The County acknowledges that this 
comment and other letters submitted on the Draft EIR have 
offered opinions on additional GHG reduction measures the 
County could consider in the implementation of its CAP. The 
County has in good faith considered these suggestions in light 
of the information available, their potential feasibility, and 
whether they are within the County’s jurisdiction to implement. 
As an example, the County has proposed to implement a new 
GHG Reduction Measure T-3.5 based on comments provided. 
This individual comment does not provide specific 
recommendations on feasible mitigation for the CAP and Draft 
SEIR. Where suggestions for other measures are provided in 
the comments that follow, the County provides responses to 
those suggestions below. The County disagrees with the 
commenter’s opinion that it has violated CEQA and the 
comment offers no evidence to support this contention. With 
regard to the process and considerations that went into the 
selection of GHG reduction measures and the requirements of 
CEQA in selections of measures, please refer to Master 
Response 9.  
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O22-18 The comment reiterates that the Project Description states that 
the fundamental purpose of the CAP is to reduce County 
emissions consistent with State legislative requirements. The 
reduction targets and goals used in the CAP are consistent 
with CARB recommendations. Please see Master Response 4 
related to GHG reduction targets. A climate stabilization 
alternative was presented in the Draft SEIR (Section 4.2.3). 
While additional GHG reduction measures would result in an 
overall reduction in GHG emissions in the unincorporated 
County, no significant unmitigated GHG emissions impacts 
related to the legislatively required 2020 and 2030 targets were 
identified for the project. A climate stabilization target as a 
mandatory requirement for implementation goes beyond 
currently adopted state targets and federal legislative 
requirements. For instance, CARB currently focuses on the 
2030 target in their most recently updated Scoping Plan (The 
Strategy for Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas 
Target). Many of the actions required to achieve climate 
stabilization are outside of the jurisdiction and land use 
authority of the County. Achievement of climate stabilization 
would require substantial behavioral changes and paradigm 
shift in policy and technology that the County cannot control. 
Implementation of most of the measures required for climate 
stabilization, such as decarbonization of the transportation 
fleet, would be outside the County’s direct jurisdiction. This 
alternative would also require construction of new transit 
infrastructure in remote areas of the County which would be 
technologically and economically infeasible for the County to 
implement, would not be consistent with the rural character of 
much of the unincorporated County, and may not be able to be 
implemented at the scale that would be required to achieve 
climate stabilization. While this alternative would meet some of 
the project objectives to identify reduction targets that meet 
current legislative requirements and would establish a plan to 
reduce community and County operations GHG emissions, 
this alternative would not meet the fundamental purpose of a 
CEQA alternative, which is to reduce or avoid the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, for reasons described 
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above. For example, the construction of new transit 
infrastructure and other physical infrastructure that would be 
needed to achieve these reductions would result in new 
significant and unavoidable impacts. In addition, this 
alternative goes far beyond the scope of the climate change 
action plan mitigation intended by the 2011 GPU EIR, which 
was limited to addressing the climate change impacts from 
buildout of the General Plan. For the reasons described in the 
Draft SEIR, the County rejected this alternative from further 
consideration in the Draft SEIR.  
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O22-19 The comment states that the County did not consider the 
commenter’s previously recommended mitigation of installing 
a car-parking system that gives County employees more 
choice over how they spend their wages, which violates CEQA. 
It appears the comment is also suggesting that the County 
cannot develop a threshold that identifies a level at which 
impacts would be less than significant and that a CAP cannot 
be established that allows streamlining of GHG impact analysis 
without further CEQA review. The County disagrees with both 
points. Please see Master Response 10 regarding the use of a 
Program EIR and streamlining under CEQA. Please refer to 
Master Response 9 regarding GHG reduction measure 
selection, specifically that the County does not have to 
implement all feasible measures to develop a qualified GHG 
reduction plan per Section 15183.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Please also refer to Master Response 13, which addresses the 
functional differences between GHG reduction measures and 
CAP mitigation measures.  
Upon careful consideration and evaluation, the County 
determined that a program to unbundle the cost of parking from 
County employees’ salaries, as recommended in this comment 
and described more fully in comment O22-35, would be 
infeasible as a GHG reduction measure in the CAP at this time. 
County employees work in widely varying roles and in diverse 
locations where parking is either free and plentiful or expensive 
and precious. Calculating a fair unbundled charge applicable 
to all County employees would be virtually impossible under 
these varied conditions. Even if calculating a fair unbundled 
charge was possible, free or subsidized parking is currently a 
benefit provided to all County employees; therefore, to institute 
such a policy would affect County employee’s Terms and 
Conditions of Employment, which would require negotiation 
and agreement from each of the County’s nine labor unions, 
something that cannot be guaranteed at this time. The majority 
of the County’s employees are currently covered by collective 
bargaining agreements, which are not open for negotiations 
until 2022. In addition, unbundling the cost of parking would 
require both the elimination of subsidies paid to some classes 
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of employees who park in paid lots, and charging employees 
who park for free in lots owned by the County. This would 
potentially affect employee income. In addition, if the County 
were to credit parking costs to employees’ compensation, this 
would also increase employees’ taxable income and, in some 
cases, move employees into a higher tax bracket. Again, as 
discussed above, the County cannot propose changes to staff 
income without further negotiation of collective bargaining 
agreements with County employees.  
Additionally, a policy to unbundle the cost of parking would 
need to be adopted for all County facilities to ensure equal 
opportunities, benefits, and access for County employees. 
However, this may have a disproportionate impact on 
employees that work at facilities in more rural areas of the 
County, where there is no or limited public transportation 
alternatives available. It would be costly and in many locations 
be the responsibility of other public agencies to build 
transportation infrastructure to reach each County facility. In 
sum, due to the practical difficulties with calculating a fair 
unbundled parking charge in the context of widely varied 
County facility locations, the time, cost, and resources required 
for labor negotiations, and the lack of viable alternative 
transportation options for many County employees, an 
unbundled parking strategy was not ultimately included as a 
reduction measure in the County’s CAP. However, this does 
not preclude the ability of the County to consider unbundled 
parking during future CAP updates.  
The CAP includes 30 GHG reduction measures, all of which 
combine to meet the legislatively-required reductions by 2030. 
The County could consider varying degrees of implementation 
of each GHG reduction measure, to the degree implementation 
would be feasible to reach its ultimate 2030 target. However, 
the CAP that is proposed and evaluated throughout this Draft 
SEIR has recommended the full spectrum of feasible GHG 
reduction measures, including a new measure and increases 
in reductions from other measures, at the levels that reductions 
can be feasibly attained. The Draft SEIR appropriately 
evaluates the landscape of environmental impacts that could 
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potentially occur with all reduction measures considered and 
implemented. While commenters may suggest that certain 
GHG reduction measures be pursued, funded, or supported, 
and some to a greater or lesser degree than proposed, the 
County has proposed a CAP that based on its assessment of 
local conditions, regulatory requirements, and feasibility, 
provides a full spectrum of feasible GHG reduction measures 
at levels that can be feasibly achieved consistent with 
applicable targets. Please refer to Master Response 9 
regarding CAP measure selection, specifically that the County 
does not need to implement every feasible reduction measure 
to develop an effective qualified GHG reduction plan per 
15183.5. Regarding establishing thresholds and streamlining 
of subsequent GHG analysis, please refer to response to 
comment O11-3. The County disagrees with the claim that any 
GHG emissions from a project should be deemed significant. 
As discussed in response to comment O11-3, the CAP has 
been prepared in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5. This section outlines the specific components of a 
qualified CAP and expressly allows the streamlining of GHG 
analysis when projects demonstrate consistency with a CAP 
establishing “a level, based on substantial evidence, below 
which the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from 
activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively 
considerable.” The comment offers no evidence to support that 
the CAP or the Draft SEIR does not meet the requirements of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.  

O22-20 This comment states that cars and light-duty trucks deserve 
focus and expresses disappointment that the County recently 
decided not to conduct a feasibility study for a CCA. Please 
refer to Master Response 6 related to transportation GHG 
reduction measures. The description on page 3-52 of the CAP 
states that GHG Reduction Measure E-2.1 would be achieved 
through the establishment of a Renewable Energy Program, 
which could include a partnership with the local utility, CCA, 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 
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through a partnership (e.g., Joint Power Authority).” The Draft 
SEIR evaluated the 100% Renewable Energy Alternative (see 
Section 4.3.3 of the SEIR), in part, to provide the decision 
makers and the public the opportunity to evaluate this 
alternative with the project. The decision makers have the 
authority to select this alternative. 

O22-21 The comment provides suggestions on how the 2011 GPU 
Goal COS-20 and 2011 GPU PEIR Mitigation Measure CC-1.2 
should be modified. The County acknowledges this comment. 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
SEIR. The comment will be included in the Final EIR and made 
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on this 
project. 
The County also disagrees that the GHG reduction measures 
in the CAP are any less enforceable due to revisions to Policy 
COS-20.1 to incorporate CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5, 
including the reference in this section to the substantial 
evidence standard. The reference to “substantial evidence” in 
section 15183.5 simply reinforces the standard of review that 
typically applies to most CEQA determinations. This standard 
of review would apply to the CAP whether or not Policy COS-
20.1 incorporates it. In addition, see Chapter 3 of the CAP for 
all performance metrics associated with each measure to 
enforce reductions of GHG emissions. See also Chapter 5 of 
the CAP for implementation and monitoring of the CAP. In sum, 
the reduction measures contained in the CAP are achievable, 
measurable, and enforceable. With regard to GHG reduction 
measures and their compliance with current regulations, 
please refer to Master Response 4, GHG reduction targets.  
The County has provided an extensive and good-faith effort at 
quantifying emissions, identifying reduction targets, identifying 
feasible reduction measures, and providing a pathway and 
mechanism to implement proposed reduction measures. 
Further, the County proposes to implement an extensive 
monitoring program that will provide annual reports to 
document the County’s progress towards its goals and allow it 
to make adjustments as needed to continue the pathway of 
success. Refer to response to comment O2-5. The comment 
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offers no evidence that that the data, science, and evidence 
provide in the CAP and Draft SEIR is inadequate; therefore, 
additional response is not required or necessary. Please see 
Response to Comment O22-5, O22-18, O22-19, and O11-3. 
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O22-22 This comment states that the County should implement all 
feasible mitigation measures. The County has implemented 
feasible GHG reduction measures in the CAP, as needed to 
meet the stated 2020 and 2030 targets, and the Draft SEIR 
implements all feasible CAP mitigation measures. However, 
the commenter appears to confuse the functional differences 
between GHG reduction measures and CAP mitigation 
measures which is described in detail in Master Response 13. 
Please also refer to Master Response 9 regarding GHG 
reduction measure selection, specifically that the County does 
not have to implement every feasible reduction measure to 
develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5. Finally, 
CEQA requires environmental review prior to the approval of 
all discretionary projects. Cal. Pub. Res. Code §21080. The 
County complies with this requirement. The comment will be 
included in the Final EIR and made available to decision 
makers prior to a final decision on this project.  

O22-23 The comment states that support for Community Choice 
Energy programs is widespread. The County acknowledges 
this comment. The comment does address the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR. Therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary. 

O22-24 The comment states that the CAP and Draft SEIR should 
address climate stabilization and that this is a significant 
impact. The CAP has been prepared in compliance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.5 and has recommended GHG 
reduction targets that are consistent with State legislative 
requirements. Climate stabilization targets would require 
reductions that go beyond current legislative requirements, 
and as such, the CAP was not intended or designed to meet 
these targets. Furthermore, CEQA focuses on the avoidance 
or mitigation of significant impacts. Cal. Pub. Res. Code 
§§21002, 21002.1(a). Nothing in CEQA requires projects to 
avoid or mitigate all impacts. In fact, the intent of the County’s 
CAP is to mitigate the 2011 GPU’s contribution to a significant 
global climate change impact (in addition to the other mitigation 
measures identified in the 2011 GPU PEIR), not to mitigate all 
global climate change impacts. Please also refer to Master 
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Response 4 related to the establishment of GHG reduction 
targets.  
Nonetheless, the Draft SEIR did consider a Climate 
Stabilization Alternative (see Section 4.2.3 of the Draft SEIR). 
However, this alternative was rejected as infeasible because it 
would require the implementation of substantial additional 
GHG reduction measures, the feasibility of many of which are 
currently unknown. Legal mandates are also not in place to 
require implementation of these additional GHG reduction 
measures, and the measures may also result in changes to the 
character of the County that would conflict with the County’s 
2011 GPU or other plans. Further, this alternative would 
require a substantially greater level of investment in additional 
infrastructure, the construction of which would result in greater 
environmental impacts compared to project. Therefore, this 
alternative was rejected from further consideration. Please 
also refer to Response to Comment O22-18. 
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O22-25 The comment states that the discussion of the effects of 
climate change provided on page 2.7.3 is inadequate. The 
comment offers no evidence on how the setting discussion is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary. Please refer to Response to Comments O22-18, 
O22-19, and O22-24. 

O22-26 The comment provides commentary on the regulatory setting 
section of Chapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the 
Draft SEIR. The County acknowledges this comment. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 
The comment will be included in the Final EIR and made 
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on this 
project. Please also refer to Response to Comments O22-18, 
O22-19, and O22-24. 

O22-27 The comment states that the County did not consider the 
commenter’s previously recommended mitigation of 
developing a shared parking system or energy efficient zoning. 
Regarding the establishment of a parking system please refer 
to responses to comment O22-19 and O22-36. Regarding 
setting climate stabilization targets please refer to response to 
comment O22-18. The commenter states that energy efficient 
zoning, or not approving sprawl is a means to reduce GHG 
emissions and also cites CARB’s approval of the use of carbon 
offset credits to mitigate GHG emissions but suggests that the 
key on-site design feature is to not approve GPAs. First, the 
GHG Reduction Measure T-1.3 requires the County to focus 
growth in county villages to achieve mixed-use, transit-oriented 
development by updating a total of 19 community plans by 
2040. Second, the CAP evaluates reducing GHG emissions 
based on approved 2011 GPU designated land uses. As 
described in the Draft SEIR (see page 2.7-35), GPAs are not 
included in the CAP emission inventory or forecasts as they 
are not part of the adopted growth projections. However, 
reasonably foreseeable GPAs are included in the Draft SEIR’s 
cumulative analysis, which discloses potential significant 
impacts and provides feasible mitigation (CAP Mitigation 
Measure M-GHG-1), all as required by CEQA. Third, the 
comment also suggests that GPAs are project design features 
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that do not have to be approved. GPAs are required to undergo 
a comprehensive discretionary review process which includes 
an environmental evaluation in compliance with CEQA. The 
County Board of Supervisors will evaluate each GPA based on 
their respective projects prior to making a final decision. Each 
project is reviewed on its own merits and for consistency with 
existing County policies, standards, and regulations, and the 
Board of Supervisors ultimately has the legislative discretion 
whether to approve or deny a GPA project. On the feasibility of 
carbon offset credits to reduce GHG emissions associated with 
GPA projects, see Response to Comment O14-13 and Master 
Response 12 on mitigation hierarchy and the use of carbon 
offset credits. Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding 
GHG reduction measure selection, specifically that the County 
does not have to implement every feasible reduction measure 
to develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5.  
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O22-28 The comment states that there needs to be rigorous treatment 
of LDVs. The County acknowledges this comment. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required or necessary. The 
comment will be included in the Final EIR and made available 
to decision makers prior to a final decision on this project. 

022-29 The comment questions how the baseline emission inventory 
was generated and how it relates to 1990 emissions levels. 
Please refer to Master Response 4 on GHG reduction targets 
that explains how the 2020 target is different from the 2030 
target and 2050 goal. Also refer to Page 5 of Appendix C to the 
CAP for a description of how the 2020 target differs from the 
2030 target and 2050 goal.  

O22-30 The comment provides general commentary on Strategy T-1. 
The County acknowledges this comment. The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The comment will 
be included in the Final EIR and made available to decision 
makers prior to a final decision on this project. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 related to transportation GHG reduction 
measures. 
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O22-31 The comment questions the validity of reductions under GHG 
Reduction Measure T-1.1 based on the premise that the 
acquisition of lands may happen under existing programs. The 
CAP can still assign GHG reductions to existing programs as 
long as the programs are within the County’s jurisdictional 
control and the reductions are not double-counted. The 
dwelling units that would be offset under this measure are 
currently part of the County’s business-as-usual growth 
projections and are based on land uses currently allowed 
under the General Plan. In other words, development of these 
dwelling units could occur in the absence of this action from 
the County. Therefore, GHG reductions applied from reduced 
development potential from acquisition of conservation lands 
are valid. Please refer to Page 3 of Attachment 1, Appendix C 
to the CAP for details on how this measure was quantified. 
Because the dwelling units offset are included in the business-
as-usual projections and reductions are assigned from these 
projections, there is no double-counting of reductions. The 
comment also inquires about the average number of trips per 
household and trip length used to estimate GHG savings from 
this measure. Reductions were estimated based on California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) defaults for rural land 
uses. Average miles per gallon information was also based on 
aggregated data in CalEEMod.  

O22-32 The comment asks how the reductions for GHG Reduction 
Measure T-1.3, Update Community Plans, are calculated and 
whether future Boards of Supervisors will implement these 
plan updates. Please refer to Master Response 6 on related to 
transportation GHG reduction measures and Master Response 
3 related to community plan updates. Master Response 3 
includes a detailed explanation of the quantification of GHG 
Reduction Measure T-1.3. Regarding employee parking plan 
please see Response to Comment O22-19 and O22-36. As 
described on page 3-4 of the Final CAP, the CAP does not rely 
on any of the supporting efforts for GHG emissions reductions. 
Regarding roundabouts, please see response to comment I7-
2.  
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The comment also asks if a Community Plan has transit 
service, what is the standard by which an area would be 
considered to have transit-oriented development (TOD). The 
County’s understanding of TOD is in line with the definition and 
understanding set forth by SANDAG, the metropolitan planning 
organization for the San Diego region. SANDAG states the 
following in its Regional Transit Oriented Development 
Strategy as part of San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, the 
San Diego region’s Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy: 

“The conventional definition of TOD as “Transit-Oriented 
Development”— development immediately adjacent to 
an existing or planned transit station—alone would not 
result in sufficient development capacity and the vibrant 
communities serviced by transit called for in San Diego 
Forward. “Transit Oriented Districts,” generally described 
as places within 5 minutes of existing and planned transit 
stations, would allow communities to consider larger 
areas for reinvestment and to tailor development to meet 
community goals. The working definition for a Transit 
Oriented District set forth in this strategy is 0.25 miles by 
walking (at 3 mph), 0.75 miles by biking (at 9 mph), and 
2.0 miles by vehicle (at 25 mph) from a transit station. 
These 5-minute access areas vary based on the local 
topography and physical context of each transit oriented 
district.” (SANDAG 2015:1).  

The comment also includes a reference to a “Figure 2” that 
shows the relationship between annual VMT per household 
and residential density in an attempt to help quantify VMT 
reductions from increased density. The County appreciates 
this recommendation, however, the quantification of GHG 
Reduction Measure T-1.3 is based on percent reductions in 
VMT discussed in detail in Master Response 3. Also see 
response to comment O22-33 regarding the CAP’s robust 
monitoring and implementation component that will allow the 
County to monitor the progress of the CAP’s reduction 
measures, including GHG Reduction Measure T-1.3, and to 
make adjustments to the CAP as needed. 
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O22-33 The comment states that the CAP provides insufficient 
definitions of multi-modal enhancements that are being 
considered in GHG Reduction Measure T-2.1, Improve 
Roadways as Multi-Modal Segments. The quantification of this 
measure is an estimate of the reductions that would occur if a 
range of multi-modal improvements were made to County 
roadways. The measure is not intended to be prescriptive, and 
would allow flexibility for the County to apply the measure in 
the ways that may be most appropriate to the areas and 
communities in which the proposed improvements would 
occur. The adoption of “road-diets” and roundabouts could 
occur pursuant to this measure, but it is not specified. Chapter 
5 of the CAP specifies that the CAP is a dynamic document 
that would be continuously assessed and monitored. The 
County would conduct annual monitoring of the CAP to track 
progress and identify where further efforts and additional 
resources may be needed. Adjustments would be made to the 
CAP if measures fall short of the targets or additional measures 
become available. The County has proposed a comprehensive 
monitoring process for making performance adjustments to 
existing measures, replacing ineffective or obsolete actions, 
and adding new measures as technology, and federal and 
State programs change. The formal CAP update process 
would occur every five years as stated; however, the 
monitoring program would ensure that efficiency 
improvements of goals within each five-year period is not 
precluded. Please refer to Master Response 6 related to 
transportation GHG reduction measures for additional 
responses. Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding GHG 
reduction measure selection, specifically that the County does 
not have to implement every feasible reduction measure to 
develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5.  
With respect to the comments question about how GHG 
Reduction Measure T-2.1 would be funded, the CAP does not 
propose an increase in taxes. The feasibility of a road user 
charge (RUC) system is still being studied by the State and, as 
of November 2017, the State has not yet released the findings 
of the statewide RUC pilot project. Potential funding sources 
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for GHG reduction measures are discussed in Chapter 5 of the 
CAP. Apart from taxes, government funding can also come 
from grants from federal, State, and regional programs.  
The quantification of GHG Reduction Measure T-2.1 is based 
on a range of studies gathered by Measure SDT-2 in 
CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures 
(See page 5 of Attachment C to Appendix C to CAP). These 
studies may use various definitions of “multi-modal” and 
“bikeways” and can include all three classes of bikeways, as 
noted in the comment. SANDAG defines “multimodal” as of 
having multiple modes which can include automobile, transit, 
bicycle, and walking (SANDAG 2011:F-10). The County will 
rely on SANDAG’s definitions and understanding of planning 
and transportation-related terms as defined in the MPO’s 
Regional Transportation Plan.  
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O22-34 The comment questions whether GHG Reduction Measure T-
2.2, Reduce New Non-Residential Vehicle Miles is based on 
SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan VMT reduction. 
Please refer to Master Response 6 on transportation measures 
and Master Response 2 on SB 375. The comment erroneously 
claims that the 15% reduction is based on SANDAG’s Regional 
Plan’s VMT reduction as required by SB 375 and asserts that 
the CAP milestone year (2030) and SANDAG’s reduction year 
(2035) are mismatched. The 15% reduction is what the County 
will separately achieve through GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 
after SB 375 reductions as accounted for in SANDAG’s travel 
demand model. The County will adopt a TDM Ordinance as 
required by GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 by 2020. The exact 
language of this ordinance has not yet been developed; 
however, it would require achievement of the 15% reductions 
specified under this measure. The comment claims that the 
15% reduction in VMT is too low to support “a reasonable 
climate-stabilizing target”. This measure is one of several 
measures aimed at achieving the State GHG reduction goals. 
The 15% reduction in commute VMT is based on the maximum 
reduction estimated in CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse 
Gas Mitigation Measures for a combination of commute-
related transportation strategies and is a reduction from the 
BAU forecast not 2014 levels (CAPCOA 2010:55). The 
detailed calculations of this measure, including VMT estimates, 
are included on page 6 of Attachment 1 of Appendix C. Chapter 
5 of the CAP specifies that the CAP is a dynamic document 
that would be continuously assessed and monitored. The 
County would conduct annual monitoring of the CAP to track 
progress and identify where further efforts and additional 
resources may be needed. Adjustments would be made to the 
CAP if measures fall short of the targets or additional measures 
become available. The County has proposed a comprehensive 
monitoring process for making performance adjustments to 
existing measures, replacing ineffective or obsolete actions, 
and adding new measures as technology, and federal and 
State programs change. The formal CAP update process 
would occur every five years as stated; however, the 
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monitoring program would ensure that efficiency 
improvements of goals within each five-year period is not 
precluded. Lastly, the commenter claims that free parking at 
work is not free because it reduces everyone’s wages. The 
commenter does not provide any evidence. Please refer to the 
response to O22-19 and O22-36 regarding unbundled parking 
costs. The comment also does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or 
necessary.  

O22-35 The comment states that the County did not consider the 
commenter’s previously recommended mitigation of 
developing a shared parking system for County staff. 
Response to comment O22-19 explains the rationale behind 
not including this measure. The comment refers to this 
suggestion as a “game changer” in achieving GHG reduction 
targets. 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. Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding 
GHG reduction measure selection, specifically that the County 
does not have to implement every feasible reduction measure 
to develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5.  
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O22-36 The comment would like the County to support efforts to 
achieve climate stabilization targets. The “Dividend-Account 
Parking” system mentioned in the comment is similar to the 
unbundled parking cost measure discussed in Response to 
Comments O22-19 but would apply to private developments 
as opposed to County-run facilities. GHG Reduction Measure 
T-2.4 together with GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 aim to 
reduce VMT from new developments through reduced parking 
and transportation demand management, respectively. The 
efforts that support GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 could 
include various parking strategies including priced parking. 
Priced parking may be a potential TDM strategy that eligible 
developments can employ. GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 is 
intentionally non-prescriptive, allowing for flexibility in 
determining how commute VMT is reduced.  
The County found the Sierra Club parking proposal to be 
infeasible for the reasons described in Response to Comment 
O22-19 and throughout the project record. Please refer to 
Master Response 9 regarding GHG reduction measure 
selection, specifically that the County does not have to 
implement every feasible reduction measure to develop a 
qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5.  
The comment also asks for clarification of how reductions from 
GHG Reduction Measure T-2.4 were calculated on the CAP. 
The quantification of this measure was based on Measure 
PDT-1 in CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Measures. Quantification details can be found on page 7 of 
Attachment 1 of Appendix C of the CAP. The comment also 
asks for clarification on how reductions from GHG Reduction 
Measure T-3.3 were calculated. See response to comment O5-
21 for details on this measure quantification. Quantification 
details can be found on page 9 of Attachment 1 of Appendix C 
of the CAP. 
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O22-37 The comment requests that GHG Reduction Measure T-3.4 be 
increased to 100%. GHG Reduction Measure T-3.4 requires 
the County to reduce fleet GHG emissions levels by 10% by 
2020 and 20% by 2030. As described under GHG Reduction 
Measure T-3.4 (pg 3-34 of the CAP), the County will implement 
the 2015-2020 Strategic Energy Plan and the 2016 Green 
Fleet Action Plan Implementation Strategy to achieve the CAP 
targets. The 4,200 vehicles and equipment that make up the 
County’s fleet vary in type and operating requirements greatly. 
As further clarified within GHG Reduction Measure T-3.4, 
based on current available market technologies, 44% of the 
light-duty fleet is eligible for conversion to plug-in hybrid 
electric (PHEV) or electric vehicles (EV), a portion of which 
cannot be transitioned due to operational constraints. The 
County is able to transition 23% of the eligible vehicles (10% 
of the entire light-duty fleet) to PHEV/EV by 2025, in addition 
to expanding use of alternative fuels, encouraging vehicle 
reductions, and making improvements in departmental 
efficiencies. The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR. The comment will be included in the Final EIR 
and made available to decision makers prior to a final decision 
on this project. Please refer to Master Response 6 related to 
transportation GHG reduction measures and Master Response 
9 related to the selection of GHG reduction measures. 

O22-38 The comment expresses support for its recommended shared 
parking system that could be included as one of the local direct 
investment projects under GHG Reduction Measure T-4.1. 
Please see Response to Comment O22-36 which addresses 
the recommended parking system for new developments. 
Currently there is no such protocol for the Sierra Club’s 
recommended car parking system; however, the County could 
consider a paid parking proposal within the context of the case-
by-case protocol option under the local direct investment 
measure and the local direct investment program due in 2020. 
The projects resulting from the local direct investment program 
must be enforceable and the same certainty would need to be 
applied to any proposed parking system.  
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Please see Master Response 3 related to the local direct 
investment program, Draft SEIR pages 2.7-23 to 2.7-27, and 
Appendix B of the Draft SEIR which detail the specific 
standards-based approach for local direct investment projects. 
Direct investments will be tracked and emissions reductions 
will be ensured through application to a CARB-approved 
registry. Please see Response to Comment O14-13 on the 
environmental integrity established by the protocol 
requirements. Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding 
GHG reduction measure selection, specifically that the County 
does not have to implement every feasible reduction measure 
to develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5. Also, 
the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
SEIR. The comment will be included in the Final EIR and made 
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on this 
project. 
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O22-39 The comment expresses support for a community choice 
energy program. The description on page 3-52 of the CAP 
states that GHG Reduction Measure E-2.1 would be achieved 
through the establishment of a Renewable Energy Program, 
which could include 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).” The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The comment will be included 
in the Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior 
to a final decision on this project.  
The comment expresses a desire for the proposed Energy 
measures listed on page 3-40 of the CAP to be enforceable. 
Nearly all of the proposed Energy measures are enforceable 
through ordinances and building codes, or are enforceable as 
requirements the County is imposing on its own operations. A 
few required measures rely on the voluntary participation of 
County residents and businesses through incentives and 
education, the predicted performance of which is based on 
historical data or conservative assumptions. In addition, as part 
of the CAP implementation and monitoring plan, shown in 
Chapter 5, the County will be tracking the progress of the 
measures in achieving their goals and adjusting their efforts as 
part of an adaptive management process. See Master 
Response 9 for a discussion of the adaptive management 
approach toward meeting the County’s GHG reduction goals.  
The commenter also points to the Lancaster requirement that 
all new residential construction include solar power. The CAP 
Checklist for New Development item 4a, pursuant to GHG 
Reduction Measure E-2.3, requires zero net energy (ANE) 
standards for new non-residential and residential 
development, which would primarily be achieved through on-
site solar energy or other renewable energy onsite. CAP 
Checklist for New Development item 6a requires 100% of non-
residential projects electricity needs to be supplied through 
rooftop solar or other on-site renewable, or procurement of 
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100% renewable electricity from a utility purveyor. Therefore, 
the County’s CAP requires the same program as does the City 
of Lancaster. 

O22-40 The comment states that there needs to be rigorous treatment 
of LDVs. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR. The comment will be included in the Final EIR and 
made available to decision makers prior to a final decision on 
this project. Please refer to Response to Comment O22-19, 
O22-36, and O22-24. The commenter provides a link to the 
California Democratic Party’s 2016 platform related to energy 
and environment. This is a proclamation of commitments the 
political party makes to preserve and protect the environment 
and has no legal compliance requirements for a local agency. 
Specific actions under this platform may inform the State’s 
long-term GHG reduction strategy prepared by CARB; 
however, the extent of this overlap is not known at this time. 
Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding GHG reduction 
measure selection, specifically that the County does not have 
to implement every feasible reduction measure to develop a 
qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5. 
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O22-41 The comment suggests that SANDAG funds earmarked for 
highway expansion be reallocated to transit projects. However, 
SANDAG is the regional planning agency for the San Diego 
County region and is the primary provider of transit funding and 
planning. Therefore, the County does not have the jurisdiction 
to control the use of funds as the commenter suggests. The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. 
The comment will be included in the Final EIR and made 
available to decision makers prior to a final decision on this 
project. 
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O22-42 The comment states that both the County and SANDAG need 
to support an effective road use charge (RUC) pricing and 
payout system. The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft SEIR. The comment will be included in the Final 
EIR and made available to decision makers prior to a final 
decision on this project. As noted in the response to comment 
O22-33, the feasibility of RUC is still being determined by the 
State under its California Road Charge pilot program as of 
November 2017 (Caltrans/CalSTA 2017). In response to this 
comment, the County has added a supporting effort under 
GHG Reduction Measure T-2.2 which would result in efforts to 
monitor the State’s progress related to the California Road 
Charge Pilot Program.  

O22-43 The comment states that the County did not consider the 
commenter’s previously recommended mitigation of 
unbundling parking costs. Please see Response to Comment 
O22-19. Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding GHG 
reduction measure selection, specifically that the County does 
not have to implement every feasible reduction measure to 
develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5. 
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O22-44 The comment provides information on bicycle projects and 
bicycle skills education programs that could be implemented. 
The County appreciates these suggestions. Many of these 
recommended bicycle-related projects and programs could be 
implemented as part of GHG Reduction Measure T-2.1, which 
would result in the improvement of 700 centerline miles by 
2030 with multi-modal enhancements for pedestrian and 
cyclist comfort and safety. The County will consider these 
suggestions as part of the implementation of GHG Reduction 
Measure T-2.1.  
The comment also states that transit-oriented development 
(TOD) should be prioritized as a means of accommodating 
new growth in the County where possible, including shared 
parking and unbundled parking as supporting policies. Shared 
parking is already included in GHG Reduction Measure T-2.4. 
Please refer to responses to comments O22-19 and O22-36 
regarding unbundled parking costs. With respect to land use 
planning, the County agrees that TOD is a desirable planning 
strategy to reduce GHG emissions but is limited by the 
availability of transit service in the unincorporated County, as 
noted in the comment. The adopted 2011 GPU provides the 
designated land uses that have been established by the 
County. Growth and densities in the plan were established by 
emphasizing the development of villages which could support 
additional forms of transit and would reduce GHG emissions 
by locating services and jobs closer to residential uses. In 
addition, GHG Reduction Measure T-1.3 further requires the 
County to focus growth in county villages to achieve mixed-
use, transit-oriented development by updating a total of 19 
community plans by 2040. The County does not have 
jurisdiction over the provision of transit services, but does 
coordinate with SANDAG on such matters.  
Finally, the commenter suggests that the County should 
develop a “dividend-account” system at train stations in the 
county. Many of these train stations are located in incorporated 
cities and, thus, would be outside the County’s jurisdiction. 
Additionally, such a system would still be under the jurisdiction 
of local transit districts and not the County because it affects 
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facilities owned and operated by those districts. While the 
County will consider recommending the “dividend-account” 
system described in this comment to those districts, such a 
system cannot be managed the same way the system would 
be managed by an employer. An employer already has control 
over salaries and how benefits are managed. In contrast, a 
transit district would need to set up an entirely new system to 
manage both parking “income” and fares. It is in the County’s 
opinion that the comment’s proposed “dividend-account” 
system may work from an employer’s perspective but would be 
overly complex for a transit agency and could result in 
confusing riders and defeating the purpose of the system to 
increase ridership despite any reduction in fares or net income 
generated. The comment assumes that those living close to 
train stations drive and park at stations at such a level that 
discourages those living further away from parking at these 
stations. However, no evidence is provided to support this 
assumption. The comment also did not explain how such a 
system could be easily explained to riders to encourage 
participation in such a program, given its complexity. Such a 
system would also require significant resources to purchase 
the technology required to manage such a program, which 
would need to be agreed upon by the entire transit agency 
board before implementation.  
Please also refer to response to comment O22-19 and O22-36 
for more information regarding the County’s constraints to 
implementing a priced parking system. Please refer to Master 
Response 9 regarding GHG reduction measure selection, 
specifically that the County does not have to implement every 
feasible reduction measure to develop a qualified GHG 
reduction plan per 15183.5. The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The comment will be included 
in the Final EIR and made available to decision makers prior 
to a final decision on this project. 
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O22-45 The comment provides a summary of comments listed above. 
In light of the body of comments that the commenter has 
submitted and have been addressed in responses above and 
in master responses, the County recognizes the severity of the 
issue of climate change as summarized in this comment. 
Although the CAP is not required to address climate 
destabilization, the County has provided a good faith, 
evidentiary-based effort to meet state mandated targets for 
2020 and 2030 and to disclose to the public and decision 
makers the potential significant impacts from the project. 
Please refer to the responses above specifically addressing 
each of the comments that are summarized here by the 
commenter. Also refer to Master Response 9 regarding GHG 
reduction measure selection, specifically that the County does 
not have to implement every feasible reduction measure to 
develop a qualified GHG reduction plan per 15183.5. No 
further response is required or necessary. 
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O22-46 The comment provides concluding remarks. No further 
response is required or necessary.  
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