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BB-1 The relative contribution of a GHG to global warming is based on 

two factors:  the atmospheric concentration of the GHG and its 
ability to absorb radiation and trap heat in the atmosphere relative 
to other GHGs.  Although carbon dioxide (CO2) represents 84 
percent of all GHG emissions in California, the relative 
contribution of CO2 to global warming is smaller because other 
GHGs with lower atmospheric concentrations such as methane 
(CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) absorb 23 and 300 times more 
radiation in the atmosphere, respectively, than CO2. 

 
BB-2 Comment noted.  The Final EIR has been amended to explain that 

the decomposition of solid waste results in GHG emissions.   
 
BB-3 Comment noted.  The Final EIR has been amended to include a 

discussion of federal climate policy.  
 
BB-4 Comment noted.  The Final EIR has been amended to include a 

discussion of Senate Bills 1368, 107, and 1505, and Assembly Bill 
1493.   

 
BB-5 The numbers referenced in the comment are from the City’s 

Climate Protection Action Plan (CPAP), which was adopted by the 
City in 2005.  Without knowing the state GHG emission inventory 
or source to which the commenter is referring, the City is unable to 
respond to the comment that the results of the GHG emissions 
inventory reported in the CPAP are different from statewide GHG 
emissions.  The CPAP did not inventory GHG emissions from 
agricultural activities in the City.
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BB-6 This is a comment on information from the CPAP.  This 
commenter is correct that the City uses recovered landfill gas to 
generate power.  This item has already been included in the text 
below the referenced section.  Please see the second bullet under 
the title, “Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.” 

 
BB-7 This is a comment on information from the CPAP.  The CPAP 

states that the City will provide incentives for vehicles that meet 
the Super Ultra Low Emission Vehicle (SULEV) California 
tailpipe emission standard, such as providing preferred parking at 
City parking facilities and free meter parking. 

 
BB-8 This is a comment on information from the CPAP.  Comment 

noted.  
 
BB-9 The DEIR states that “there are no universally accepted means of 

quantifying vehicular emissions of GHGs.”  This is a correct 
statement.  As the comment points out, there are several accepted 
methods of quantifying GHG emissions from vehicles.  Publicly 
available methods include but are not limited to:  URBEMIS; 
Clean Air and Climate Protection (CACP) software; EMFAC, and 
the Climate Action Registry Reporting On-line Tool (CARROT).  
The statement in the DEIR is simply pointing out that none of 
these methods is universally accepted.  The City provided a 
calculation of vehicular GHG emissions in the EIR using VMT, 
estimated fuel efficiency (miles per gallon), assumptions about the 
content of CO2, CH4, and N2O in a gallon of gasoline, and 
assumptions about the global warming potential of each GHG.  
The City could have used other available methodologies and 
assumptions to calculate vehicular GHG emissions under the 
General Plan, although the results would not be anticipated to vary 
substantially from those presented in the DEIR.  No revision to the 
DEIR is required.  

 
BB-10 The comment that the “local direct causal effects on worldwide 

climate change are still speculative” is incorrect.  The global 
scientific community has expressed through the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report: 
Climate Change 2007 very high confidence that global warming is  
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caused by increased concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere 
attributed to human activities; and that global warming will lead to 
adverse climate change effects around the globe.  The incremental 
increase in GHG emissions associated with future development 
would cause a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution 
to the significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts when viewed in 
connection with worldwide GHG emissions. 

 
Regarding the comment that the preparation of Statements of 
Overriding Considerations (SOCs) could be required for every 
project developed under the General Plan, environmental 
documentation required by CEQA for future development may be 
able to tier off of the global warming analysis of the General Plan 
EIR if the global warming impacts of such future development 
were adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR.   

 
BB-11: The sentence referenced in the comment has been revised in the 

Final EIR to replace the word “preclude” with the words “avoid or 
reduce.” 
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BB-12 The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is 
responsible for the planning and funding of the regional 
transportation network, including transit service such as the light 
rail Trolley system and planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes.  
As a result, the City has not identified the development and 
construction of mass-transit options, including funding for such 
options, as mitigation for the GHG emissions associated with 
future development.  However, as discussed in the response to 
comment B-2, the City of Villages development strategy policies, 
which would focus growth into walkable, mixed-use villages 
served by high frequency transit service, thus increasing 
opportunities for use of public transit, were strengthened within the 
General Plan and included in the MMRP to ensure that these 
policies are imposed on future development.  

 
BB-13 The Conservation Element has been revised to include a policy 

calling for the City to, “pursue the development of “clean” or 
“green” sector industries that benefit San Diego’s environment and 
economy”.  The General Plan Action Plan identifies measures to 
implement this policy.   

 
BB-14 As already discussed in the response to comment BB-10, the 

comment that the link between new development and global 
climate change is speculative in nature is incorrect.  In addition, 
the response to comment BB-9 explains that although “there are no 
universally accepted means of quantifying vehicular emissions of 
GHGs”, several methods of quantifying such emissions are 
available.  The commenter appears to agree in comment BB-9, 
stating that, “there apparently are several accepted methods of 
quantifying GHGs from automobiles…”  Available methods to 
quantify GHG emissions include, but are not limited to:  
URBEMIS; Clean Air and Climate Protection (CACP) software; 
EMFAC, and the Climate Action Registry Reporting On-line Tool 
(CARROT).  The comment states that, “a quantitative assessment 
of these [global warming] impacts at the General Plan level or at a 
project-specific level would not be practicable at this time.”  Given 
the availability of such models, and the fact that the DEIR includes 
a quantitative assessment of GHG emissions at the General Plan  
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 level, it would be incorrect to state that such a quantitative 
assessment is not practicable at this time.   

 
Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines §15064(b) states that “[a]n 
ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible…” 
and that “the determination of whether a project may have a 
significant effect on the environment calls for careful judgment on 
the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible 
on scientific and factual evidence.”  The DEIR states that GHG 
emissions from vehicular sources alone would total approximately 
6.3 million tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) annually in 
2020, and 6.7 tons of CO2e annually in 2030.  Projected 2020 
GHG emissions associated with VMT are approximately 16 
percent higher than 1990 levels and projected 2030 GHG 
emissions associated with VMT are approximately 24 percent 
higher than 1990 levels.  The DEIR also concludes that energy 
consumption associated with future development would result in 
substantial levels of GHG emissions in excess of existing and 1990 
levels.  In the context of the state requirement under AB 32 to 
reduce statewide GHG emissions to 25 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2020, and the overwhelming scientific evidence that global 
warming is already occurring and that additional GHG emissions 
would only exacerbate the problem, the City has determined that 
the incremental GHG emissions associated with future 
development would cause a cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution to the significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts 
when viewed in connection with worldwide GHG emissions. 

 
BB-15 The comment is correct that, “the inclusion of a mitigation 

framework for future projects in the draft PEIR should not be 
understood to reflect a conclusion by the City…that the effects of 
new development on climate change are necessarily significant.”  
As explained in the response to comment BB-14, the global 
warming impacts of the General Plan are considered cumulatively 
significant because future development would result in substantial 
levels of GHG emissions in excess of existing and 1990 levels in 
the context of AB 32 requirements for a 25 percent reduction in 
statewide GHG emissions below 1990 levels by 2020, and 
overwhelming scientific evidence that global warming is already  
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occurring and that additional GHG emissions would lead to 
additional warming and exacerbation of the adverse climate change 
effects.  The City’s determination of cumulatively significant 
global warming impacts is not based on a disagreement among 
expert opinions. 

 
BB-16 The global scientific community has expressed through the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth 
Assessment Report: Climate Change 2007 very high confidence 
that global warming is caused by increased concentrations of 
GHGs in the atmosphere attributed to human activities; that global 
warming is already occurring and will lead to adverse climate 
change effects around the globe; and that additional GHG 
emissions would lead to additional warming and exacerbation of 
the adverse climate change effects.  As discussed in the DEIR, 
future development would result in substantial levels of GHG 
emissions in excess of existing and 1990 levels associated with 
increased VMT and increased energy consumption.  It is clear that 
the incremental increase in GHG emissions under the General Plan 
would cause a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution 
to the significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts when viewed in 
connection with worldwide GHG emissions.  Thus, there is 
substantial evidence that the global warming impacts of the 
General Plan are cumulatively significant.  The commenter 
provides no facts or evidence supporting the claim that there is 
disagreement among expert opinions on cumulative climate change 
impacts.   
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BB-17 The City agrees with the comment that “AB 32 does not amend 

CEQA or otherwise dictate the type of document to be prepared 
under CEQA or the conclusions to be reached regarding a project’s 
impacts”.  The DEIR for the General Plan and the significance 
conclusions thereof have been prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines.  However, it is 
the City’s opinion that the GHG emissions reduction targets of AB 
32 and Executive Order S-3-05 provide useful standards for 
determining the significance of the global warming impacts of a 
project under CEQA.   

 
BB-18 The City again agrees with the comment that “AB 32 does not 

directly amend CEQA”.  Although “new development and 
significant redevelopment” is not explicitly categorized as a main 
source of GHG emissions in the CalEPA report referenced in the 
comment, new development and significant redevelopment would 
nevertheless significantly affect the level of GHG emissions from 
some of the main sources of GHG emissions within the City.  For 
example, the increase in VMT and energy consumption associated 
with future development would result in increased GHG emissions 
in the transportation and electric power sectors, two of the main 
sources of GHG emissions cited in the CalEPA report referenced 
in the comment.    

 
BB-19 The CEQA Guidelines §15064 provides a framework for 

determining the significance of the environmental effects caused 
by a project.  No provisions of this section negate the City’s 
obligation under CEQA to determine the significance of the global 
warming impacts of the General Plan prior to the adoption of a 
mitigation program or other program such as the one being 
prepared by CARB under AB 32. 
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BB-20 The comment is correct that the state has enacted legislation, such 
as Senate Bill (SB) 1368, to achieve reductions in GHG emissions.  
Under this legislation, the California Public Utility Commission 
(PUC) and California Energy Commission (CEC) have adopted 
standards requiring all new long-term commitments for baseload 
generation entered into by investor- and state-owned utilities have 
emissions not greater than combined cycle gas turbine plant (i.e., 
1,100 pounds of CO2 per megawatt-hour).  Notwithstanding the 
fact future development would consume electricity generated in 
compliance with SB 1368, such development would still result in 
increased energy consumption, which in turn would result in 
increased GHG emissions relative to 1990 levels and existing 
conditions.  Increased GHG emissions from energy consumption 
under the General Plan, when considered in combination with 
increased GHG emissions from VMT and other sources, remain 
cumulatively significant.  As a result, the City has an obligation 
under CEQA to adopt feasible mitigation measures. 

 
BB-21 The calculation of GHG emissions associated with projected VMT 

under implementation of the General Plan accounts for, in the 
words of the commenter, “new” and “re-directed VMT”.  The 
projected VMT under the General Plan would result in increased 
GHG emissions, which would combine with the other sources of 
increased GHG emissions associated with future development to 
cause a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the 
significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts when viewed in 
connection with worldwide GHG emissions. 

 
BB-22 The calculation of GHG emissions used in the DEIR is based on 

projected VMT within the City under implementation of the 
General Plan.  Projected VMT is based on the future land use 
distribution within the City, which is anticipated to include the 
development of residences closer to existing or future places of 
employment/services, and vice versa, than is typical for existing 
suburban development in the City or county of San Diego.  Thus, 
the existing calculation of GHG emissions in the DEIR is not 
likely to overstate GHG emissions by substantial margins by 
failing to account for anticipated future increases in jobs/services 
and residential proximity.   



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 165 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BB-23 The comment appears to imply that the “new” climate change 
impacts (i.e., GHG emissions) attributed to “the continuing 
existence of new development” after completion of construction 
are caused by human beings and their activities, rather than by 
developments (such as dwelling units) themselves, although it is 
unclear what the commenter means by “new” climate change 
impacts and how such “new” impacts are differentiated from other 
climate change impacts.  In any event, the comment also cites 
VMT and energy use by dwelling units as primary examples of 
sources of GHG emissions that are not associated with 
development.  While it is true that the “continuing existence of 
new development” would not cause GHG emissions (apart from 
the construction of such development) if such development was 
unoccupied and unused by human beings, it would be incorrect for 
the analysis of GHG emissions associated with development under 
the General Plan to assume that such development would not be 
used by human beings or affect their activities in any way.  In fact, 
the types of building techniques and features used in new 
development (e.g., green building techniques and solar panels on 
rooftops), the distribution of development (e.g., the proximity of 
jobs, services and housing to each other and to high frequency 
public transit), and other aspects of new development would 
significantly affect energy use in dwelling units and how far and 
how often people drive (i.e. VMT), which in turn would 
significantly affect future levels of GHG emissions.  Thus, rather 
than having no effect on human beings and their activities, “the 
continuing existence of new development” significantly affects 
human activities, such as driving and energy consumption, that 
result in GHG emissions.   

 
Furthermore, the comments that new development in San Diego is 
very unlikely to “cause any increase in population from a global or 
national viewpoint”, and that “the evidence is mixed as to whether 
new development leads to additional immigration into the state or 
the region” are not relevant to the DEIR’s evaluation of GHG 
emissions associated with future development.  The General Plan 
represents the constitution for development in the City.   Thus, 
rather than examine whether or not new development allowed 
under the General Plan would cause population increases (at a  



 
 COMMENTS        RESPONSES 

Page 166 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

local, national, or global scale) that would in turn lead to increased 
GHG emissions, the DEIR examines whether development that is 
anticipated to occur under the General Plan in response to 
projected population growth would result in increased GHG 
emissions, and whether or not the increased GHG emissions would 
constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA; the 
DEIR concludes that the General Plan would result in increased 
GHG emissions and that the incremental increase in GHG 
emissions would cause a cumulatively considerable incremental 
contribution to the significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts 
when viewed in connection with worldwide GHG emissions.  This 
is a logical approach given that new development significantly 
affects human activities, like driving and energy consumption, that 
result in GHG emissions as explained above.  

 
BB-24 See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the City’s 

approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible options for mitigating the GHG emissions of future 
development.  The inclusion of General Plan policies that reduce 
GHG emissions in the MMRP for the Final EIR ensures that they 
will be imposed on future development and not deferred to some 
later date.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15097(b), “(t)he 
monitoring plan (for a general plan) may consist of policies 
included in (the) plan-level document”.   
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BB-25 The comment references CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(3), which 

allows a lead agency to determine that a project’s incremental 
contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively 
considerable if the project will comply with the requirements in a 
previously approved plan or mitigation program which provides 
specific requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the 
cumulative problem.  The City agrees that the adoption of a plan or 
program with specific requirements to avoid or substantially lessen 
the cumulative problem of global warming could reduce the 
General Plan’s incremental contribution to the cumulatively 
significant problem of global warming to less than cumulatively 
considerable.  However, the City has determined that there are 
currently no approved plans or mitigation programs at the local, 
state, or federal level which provide specific requirements to avoid 
or substantially lessen the cumulative problem of global warming 
that will avoid or substantially lessen the General Plan’s 
incremental contribution of GHG emissions to the significant 
cumulative (worldwide) impacts when viewed in connection with 
worldwide GHG emissions.  As discussed in the EIR, no GHG 
emission reduction measures have yet been adopted under AB 32 
and it is unknown if any adopted measures will apply to local 
governments.  Furthermore, the measures included in the CPAP do 
not apply to discretionary development projects that are anticipated 
to occur under the General Plan.  As a result, the City has an 
obligation under CEQA to examine and require feasible mitigation 
measures.  See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the 
City’s approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development.
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BB-26 Comment noted.  
 
BB-27 As discussed in the response to comment BB-25, the City has 

determined that there are no currently approved plans or mitigation 
programs with specific requirements to avoid or substantially 
lessen the cumulative problem of global warming that will avoid or 
substantially lessen the General Plan’s incremental contribution of 
GHG emissions to the significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts 
when viewed in connection with worldwide GHG emissions.  As a 
result, the City is required by CEQA to identify feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the global warming impacts of the General 
Plan.  See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the 
City’s approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development. 

 
BB-28 As discussed in the response to comments BB-25 and BB-27, the 

City has determined that the “performance standard” referenced by 
the commenter (i.e., compliance with approved plans or mitigation 
programs) would not avoid or substantially lessen the General 
Plan’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions to the 
significant cumulative (worldwide) impacts when viewed in 
connection with worldwide GHG emissions.  Therefore, such a 
performance standard would not provide feasible mitigation under 
CEQA.  See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the 
City’s approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development. 
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BB-29 Comment noted.  The Development Services Department 

periodically updates its CEQA Significance Thresholds.  
 
 
 
 
BB-30 As discussed in the response to comment BB-10, environmental 

documentation required by CEQA for future development may be 
able to tier off of the global warming analysis of the General Plan 
EIR if the global warming impacts of such future development 
were adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR.   
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BB-31 As already discussed in the responses to comments BB-25, -27, 

and -28, currently adopted local, state, and federal plans and 
programs would not reduce the global warming impacts of the 
General Plan to a level less than cumulatively significant.  As a 
result, the City has identified an approach to mitigate the global 
warming impacts of future development.  However, the City 
acknowledges that local, state, and federal plans or program 
adopted or updated in the future may reduce the global warming 
impacts of future development if and when they are adopted.   

 
BB-32 The recirculation of certified CEQA documents would not occur, 

as the recirculation requirements of CEQA do not apply to certified 
documents.  In addition, future projects requiring preparation of 
subsequent or supplemental EIRs or any other environmental 
documentation required by CEQA may be able to tier off of the 
global warming analysis of the General Plan EIR if the global 
warming impacts of such future projects were adequately 
addressed in the General Plan EIR.   

 
BB-33 See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the City’s 

approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development.  In addition, future development 
requiring environmental documentation under CEQA may be able 
to tier off of the global warming analysis of the General Plan EIR 
if the global warming impacts of such future projects were 
adequately addressed in the General Plan EIR.   
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BB-34 See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the City’s 

approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development. 
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BB-35 See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the City’s 

approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development. 
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BB-36 See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the City’s 

approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development. 
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BB-37 See the response to comment B-1 for a discussion of the City’s 

approach to meet its obligation under CEQA to examine and 
require feasible mitigation measures that reduce the GHG 
emissions of future development.   
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