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CLIMATE ACTION PLAN: CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL for the adoption of the Climate
Action Plan (CAP) and associated policies. Former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s
Executive Order S-3-05 established the 2050 statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
target of 80 percent below 1990 levels. In 2015, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr.’s
Executive Order B-30-15 established the 2030 statewide GHG reduction target of 40 percent
below 1990 levels. The City of San Diego has prepared a draft CAP that identifies measures
to effectively meet GHG reduction targets for 2020, 2030, and 2035, as targets and interim
targets for achieving the 2030 and 2050 State targets. The CAP estimates the GHG
emissions for the City of San Diego in the baseline year 2010 (baseline) to be around

13.0 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMT COe). The CAP estimates the
City’s emissions would increase to approximately 14.1 MMT COe by 2020, 15.97 MMT
COze by 2030, and 16.74-MMT COe by 2035. With implementation of the CAP, the City
aims to reduce emissions 15 percent below the baseline to approximately 11.02 MMT COe
by 2020, 40 percent below the baseline to approximately 7.8 MMT CO.e by 2030, and 50
percent below the baseline to approximately 6.5 MMT COe by 2035. With implementation
of the CAP, it is anticipated that the City would exceed its reduction target by 1.23 MMT
CO,e in 2020, 176,528 211,196 metric tons (MT) COze in 2030, and +2/3435 205,462 MT
COze in 2035. The CAP relies on significant City and regional actions, continued
implementation of federal and state mandates, and five local strategies with associated
action steps for target attainment. The five strategy areas are:

Water & Energy Efficient Buildings;

Clean & Renewable Energy;

Bicycling, Walking, Transit & Land Use;
Zero Waste (Gas & Waste Management); and
Climate Resiliency.

Implementation of the CAP is divided into:

e Early Actions (Adoption of the CAP-December 31, 2017),
e Mid-Term Actions (January 1, 2018-December 31, 2020), and
e Longer-Term Actions (2021-2035).

Fhrough-2020; It is anticipated that with future implementing actions, the CAP would meets
the requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, whereby a lead agency
(e.g. the City of San Diego) may analyze and mitigate the significant effects of GHG
emissions at a programmatic level, such as in a general plan, a long range development plan,




APPLICANT: City of San Diego — Planning Department
Update 12/18/2014:

Minor revisions have been made to the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) which
are shown in a strikeout and underlined format. In accordance with California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15073.5 (c)(4), the addition of new information that clarifies, amplifies,
or makes insignificant modification does not require recirculation as there are no new impacts and
no new mitigation identified. An environmental document need only be recirculated when there is
identification of new significant environmental impact or the addition of a new mitigation measure
required to avoid a significant environmental impact.

CONCLUSIONS:

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City has prepared the following
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) to inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental
effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, identify possible ways to minimize the
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15121). As further described in the attached PEIR, the City has determined that the project would have a
significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): Land Use, Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Historical Resources, Transportation and Circulation,
Utilities, and Water Supply.

For impacts related to Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, Air Quality, Historical Resources,
and Transportation and Circulation, mitigation measures (Chapter 11) would not reduce program-level
impacts to below a level of significance. The attached PEIR documents the reasons to support the above
determination.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND PROGRAM:

A series of mitigation measures are identified within each issue area discussion in the PEIR to reduce
environmental impacts. The mitigation measures are also fully contained in Chapter 11, Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the PEIR.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR REDUCING SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

Based on the requirement that alternatives reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed project,
the PEIR considers the following Project Alternatives which are further detailed in the Executive Summary
and Chapter 8 of the PEIR:

1. No Project (Adopted General Plan)
2. Climate Mitigation and Adaptation Plan (CMAP)
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DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT:
Copies of the Draft PEIR were distributed to the following individuals, organizations, and agencies:

DISTRIBUTION:

Federal Government
US Environmental Protection Agency (19)
US Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

State of California

Caltrans, District 11 (31)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)
California Natural Resources Agency (43)
Regional Water Quality Control Board: Region 9 (44)
Department of Water Resources (45)

State Clearinghouse (46)

California Coastal Commission (48)

State Water Resources Control Board (55)
Native American Heritage Commission (56)
Office of Planning and Research (57)

County of San Diego

Air Pollution Control District (65)
Department of Planning and Land Use (68)
County Water Authority (73)

Department of Environmental Health (75)

City of San Diego
Mayor’s Office (91)
Council President Lightner, District 1
Councilmember Zapf, District 2
Councilmember Gloria, District 3
Councilmember Cole, District 4
Councilmember Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Cate, District 6
Councilmember Sherman, District 7
Councilmember Alvarez, District 8
Council President Pro Tem Emerald, District 9
City Attorney’s Office (MS 59)
Amanda Guy
Heather Stroud
Heidi Vonblum
Planning Department
Tom Tomlinson, Interim Director
Nancy Bragado, Deputy Director
Brian Schoenfisch, Program Manager
Rebecca Malone, Associate Environmental Planner
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Kurtis Steinert, Senior Environmental Planner
Myra Herrmann, Senior Environmental Planner
Seth Litchney, Senior Planner
Kelley Stanco, Senior Planner—Historical Resources
Jeff Harkness, Park Designer
Susan Morrison, Associate Environmental Planner
Jenny An, Urban Designer
Cathy Winterrowd, Former Deputy Director
Development Services Department
Kerry Santoro, Deputy Director
Martha Blake, Senior Planner
Anna McPherson, Senior Planner
Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen, Senior Planner
Jeff Szymanski, Senior Planner
Public Utilities Department
Nicole McGinnis
Keli Balo
Public Works Department
Carrie Purcell
Environmental Services Department
Lisa Wood
Transportation and Storm Water Department
Mark Stephens
Park and Recreation Department
Kim Roeland
Libraries
Library Department—Gov. Documents (81)
Central Library (81A)
Balboa Branch (81B)
Beckwourth Branch (81C)
Benjamin Branch (81D)
Carmel Mountain Ranch Branch (81E)
Carmel Valley Ranch Branch (81F)
City Heights/Weingart Branch (81G)
Clairemont Branch (81H)
College-Rolando Branch (811)
Kensington-Normal Heights Branch (81K)
La Jolla/Riford Branch (81L)
Linda Vista Branch (81M)
Logan Heights Branch (81N)
Malcolm X Library and Performing Arts Center (810)
Mira Mesa Branch (81P)
Mission Hills Branch (81Q)
Mission Valley Branch (81R)
North Clairemont Branch (81S)
North Park Branch (81T)
Oak Park Branch (81U)
Ocean Beach Branch (81V)
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Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch (81W)
Pacific Beach/Taylor Branch (81X)
Paradise Hills Branch (81Y)

Point Loma/Hervey Branch (812)
Rancho Bernardo Branch (81AA)
Rancho Penasquitos Branch (81BB)
San Carlos Branch (81DD)

San Ysidro Branch (81EE)

Scripps Miramar Ranch Branch (81FF)
Serra Mesa Branch (81GG)

Skyline Hills Branch (81HH)
Tierrasanta Branch (8111)

University Community Branch (81JJ)
North University Branch (81JJJ)
University Heights Branch (81K)
Malcolm A Love Library (457)

Other Governments

City of Chula Vista (94)

City of Coronado (95)

City of Del Mar (96)

City of El Cajon (97)

City of Escondido (98)

City of Imperial Beach (99)

City of La Mesa (100)

City of Lemon Grove (101)

City of National City (102)

City of Poway (103)

City of Santee (104)

City of Solana Beach (105)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
San Diego Unified Port District (109)

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

San Dieguito River Park JPA (116)

Other Interested Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals
Community Groups, Associations, Boards, and Committees
Community Planning Committee (194)
Balboa Park Committee (226 and 226A)
Black Mountain Ranch-Subara | (226C)
Otay Mesa-Nestor Planning Committee (228)
Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235)
Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee (248)
Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee (259)
Serra Mesa Planning Committee (263A)
Kearney Mesa Community Planning Group (265)
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Linda Vista Community Planning Committee (267)
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275)
City Heights Area Planning Committee (287)
Kensington-Talmadge Planning Committee (290)
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291)
Eastern Area Planning Committee (302)
North Bay Community Planning Committee (307)
Mira Mesa Community Planning Committee (310)
Mission Beach Precise Planning Board (325)
Navajo Community Planners, Inc. (336)
Carmel Valley Community Planning Board (350)
Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board (361)
North Park Planning Committee (363)
Ocean Beach Planning Board (367)
Old Town Community Planning Board (368)
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375)
Pacific Highlands Ranch-Subarea 111 (377A)
Rancho Penasquitos Planning Board (380)
Peninsula Community Planning Board (390)
Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board (400)
Sabre Springs Community Planning Group (406B)
San Pasqual-Lake Hodges Planning Group (426)
San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433)
Scripps Miramar Ranch Planning Group (437)
Miramar Ranch North Planning Committee (439)
Skyline Paradise Hills Planning Committee (443)
Torrey Hills Community Planning Board (444A)
Southeastern San Diego Planning Committee (449)
Encanto Neighborhoods Community Planning Group (449A)
College Area Community Planning Board (456)
Tierrasanta Community Council (462)
Torrey Highlands — Subarea IV (467)
Torrey Pines Community Planning Board (469)
University City Community Planning Group (480)
Uptown Planners (498)

Town/Community Councils
Town Council Presidents Association (197)
Barrio Station, Inc. (241)
Downtown Community Council (243)
Harborview Community Council (245)
Clairemont Town Council (257)
Serra Mesa Community Council (264)
La Jolla Town Council (273)
Rolando Community Council (288)
Oak Park Community Council (298)
Darnell Community Council (306)
Mission Beach Town Council (326)
Mission Valley Community Council (328C)

Page 7 of 10



San Carlos Area Council (338)
Carmel Mountain Ranch Community Council (344)
Ocean Beach Town Council, Inc. (367A)
Pacific Beach Town Council (374)
Rancho Penasquitos Town Council (383)
Rancho Bernardo Community Council, Inc. (398)
San Dieguito Planning Group (412)
United Border Community Town Council (434)
Tierrasanta Community Council (462)
Murphy Canyon Community Council (463)

City of San Diego Sustainable Energy Advisory Board

The Beach and Bay Beacon News (137)

San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157)

Building Industry Association (158)

San Diego River Park Foundation (163)

San Diego River Coalition (164)

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Canyonlands (165A)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)

San Diego River Conservancy (168)

Environmental Health Coalition (169)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)

Endangered Habitats League (182 & 182A)

San Diego Tracking Team (187)

League of Women Voters (192)

National City Chamber of Commerce (200)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Historical Society (211)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organization (214)

Ron Chrisman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216)

Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Native American Distribution
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)
Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D)
Jamul Indian Village (225E)
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)
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Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225I)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J)
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L)
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q)
San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R)
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S)

San Diego Apartment Association

Building Owners and Managers Association

San Diego Association of Realtors

Industrial Environmental Association

NAIOP San Diego

Urban Land Institute

American Institute of Architects, San Diego Chapter

Coastal and Estuarine Research Federation

The Nature Conservancy

Walk San Diego

Bike San Diego

American Lung Association

Community Forest Advisory Board

Green Edge Technology

San Diego 350

Diane Coombs

Landry Watson

Nicole Capretz

Nicola Hedge

Doug Smith

Bill Powers

Elyse Lowe

Angie Mei

Dr. D. Bart Chadwick

Joan Raphael

Masada Disenhouse

Angela Deegan

Grace Van Thillo

Janina Moretti

Philip Petrie

Lyla Fadali

Mike Bullock

Kath Rogers

Chandra Slaven

Monique Lopez

Melanie Tylke
Jean Costa
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Joe LaCava

Kayla Race

Micah Mitrosky
Nick Ervin

Rena Marrocco
Colleen DieTzel
Sylvia Ollinger
Rodrigo De La Rosa
Rosario Garcia

Luz Palomino
Raymond Paulson
Phil Petrie

Louise Russell
Angela Deegan
Kimberly McGinley
Douglas Kot

Mary Lou Finley
Kathy Smith
Carolina Martinez
Gina Schumacher
Masada Disenhouse
Patricia Gracian
Huge Moore

Bob Silvern

Ashley Manzanec
Sam Ballard
Richard Hoverstock
Janina Moretti
Tasha Zogo

Ken Brucker
Michael Brackney
Jack Shu

Susan Randerson
Roddy Jerome
Adriana Covarrubias
Norma Norega

Joy Williams

Gaby Schubert
James Lawson
Craig Benedetto
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Climate Action Plan was distributed
for public review on July 31, 2015, initiating a 60-day public review period ending on
September 29, 2015. The document was made available online, at 37 public libraries throughout
the City of San Diego, and at the City of San Diego’s Planning Department. During the public
review period, a total of 36 letters and emails were received before the close of the public
comment period. Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
§15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from
persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” All comment letters
received on the Climate Action Plan Draft EIR were evaluated for environmental issues, and
written responses to comments on the environmental issues were prepared.

Table 1 provides a list of the comment letters received, including details on the agency,
organization, or individual that submitted the letter and the date of the letter. For organizational
purposes, each letter has been assigned a letter identification as outlined in Table 1. Each
comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is aligned side-by-side with the response(s) to the
letter. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line
bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment letter.
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Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

TABLE 1

LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS ON THE CLIMATE ACTION PLAN DRAFT PROGRAM EIR

Letter No. Agency/Organization/Individual Letter Date Page No.
A State Clearinghouse NA RTC-1
B Art Harrison Aug. 4, 2015 RTC-3
C WaterSmart Software Aug. 4, 2015 RTC-4
D Thomas J. Sun Aug. 6, 2015 RTC-6
E Jim Bell Aug. 9, 2015 RTC-7
F Caltrans Aug. 27, 2015 RTC-8
G Ellen McCann Sep. 9, 2015 RTC-10
H California Department of Fish and Wildlife Sep. 14, 2015 RTC-11
| Elaine and Howard Maltz Sep. 15, 2015 RTC-13
J Peninsula Community Planning Board Sep. 17, 2015 RTC-14
K Center for Sustainable Energy Sep. 22, 2015 RTC-18
L Community Energy Action Network Sep. 24, 2015 RTC-21
M Donna Shanske Sep. 27, 2015 RTC-25
N Bill Tippets Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-26
o Green Cities California Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-37
P San Diego Unified Council of PTAs Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-38
Q San Diego 350 Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-39
R SolarCity Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-41
S Sustainable Energy Advisory Board Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-43
T Erika Morgan Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-47
U Environmental and Economic Sustainability Task Force Sep. 28, 2015 RTC-49
\% Dorothy Gesick Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-53
w Catheryn Mullinger Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-54
X William F. Avrin Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-55
Y Climate Action Campaign Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-56
z Carlos F. Cabezud Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-60

AA San Diego Gas and Electric Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-61
AB Colleen Dietzel Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-70
AC Building Industry Association Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-71
AD Environmental Health Coalition Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-75
AE Boulevard Planning Group Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-98
AF CERF Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-113
AG Sierra Club of San Diego Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-118
AH Community Forest Advisory Board Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-140
Al Circulate San Diego Sep. 29, 2015 RTC-146
AJ Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board Sep. 17, 2015 RTC-149
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Comment Letter A

Response to Comment Letter A
Comment noted.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Comment Letter A
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Response to Comment B-1

Comment noted. CAP strategies are identified in CAP Chapter 3, and the
environmental impacts of implementation of those strategies are discussed in
Draft EIR Chapter 3. CAP Chapter 3 also establishes a monitoring and
reporting mechanism to ensure successful implementation of the CAP.

Response to Comment B-2
Comment noted.

The CAP has been developed in response to State legislation and policies that
are aimed at reducing California’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This
includes Executive Order S-3-05, which established the 2050 statewide GHG
reduction target of 80 percent below 1990 levels, Executive Order B-30-15,
which established the 2030 statewide GHG reduction target of 40 percent below
1990 levels, and Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, which
tasked the California Air Resources Board (CARB) with creating the Climate
Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan) to establish a 2020 interim target and to
provide a path for local governments to contribute their fair share of the GHG
emission reductions necessary to achieve the target.

The CAP was developed to achieve the statewide mandates and was developed
to serve the interests of all residents in the City of San Diego.

Response to Comment B-3
Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

RTC-3




LETTER RESPONSE

Response to Comment C-1
Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER RESPONSE
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Response to Comment D-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
The CAP identifies five primary strategies implemented by 17 actions and 32
supporting measures to meet specified targets.

The primary strategies include actions that support City-wide water
conservation efforts, multi-modes of transportation, and actions that promote
the effective land uses needed to reduce vehicle miles traveled. The following
CAP actions and strategies relating to water conservation, multimodal
transportation and land use are briefly described below. Potential impacts
associated with implementation of the CAP actions and strategies are addressed
in the Draft EIR. In particular, please refer to Actions 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, and 3.1-3.6.
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LETTER RESPONSE

Response to Comment E-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11, DIVISION OF PLANNING

4050 TAYLOR ST, M.S, 240

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

PHONE (619) 688-6960

FAX (619) 688-4299

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

August 27, 2015

Mrs. Rebecca Malone

City of San Diego

1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mrs. Malone:

Comment Letter F

= EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

Serious drought
Help save water!

11-SD-VAR

San Diego Climate Action Plan
Draft PEIR

SCH #2015021053

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the City of San Diego’s (City) Draft Climate Action Plan
(CAP). The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated, and efficient
transportation system to enhance California’s economy and livability. The Local

Development-Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans
to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning priorities of infill, conservation, and
efficient development. To ensure a safe, efficient, and reliable transportation system, we
encourage early consultation and coordination with local jurisdictions and project proponents on
all development projects that utilize the multi-modal transportation network.

Caltrans has reviewed the Draft CAP and the CAP Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) dated July 2015, and has the following comments:

Caltrans encourages the City to coordinate with the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) and their Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) efforts, to address regional
strategies to reduce greenhouse gases (GHG) and Vehicle Miles Travel (VMT). The Draft
CAP’s proposed actions coordinate with the GHG emission reduction efforts as outlined in the
adopted SCS for the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan.

Caltrans commends the City for the CAP’s proposed implementation of the City’s existing
Pedestrian Master Plan (Action 3.2) and Bicycle Master Plan (Action 3.3). Furthermore,
Caltrans recommends coordination with the City on the proposed implementation of a future
Traffic Signal Master Plan (Action 3.4) and a Roundabouts Master Plan (Action 3.5) for
locations where a traffic signal retiming or roundabout installation may impact the State
Highway System.

Caltrans recognizes that there is a strong link between transportation and land use. Development
can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State transportation facilities. In
particular, the pattern of land use can affect both total vehicle miles traveled and the number of

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient ransportation system
to enhance California’s econormy and livabiliyy”

F-1

F-2

F-3

Response to Comment F-1

The 2050 RTP/SCS forecasts population and employment growth in the region
and establishes a regional plan for future land use and transportation system
improvements that would reduce GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and
light trucks.

For the 2050 RTP/SCS, SANDAG staff worked directly with local jurisdictions,
including the City of San Diego staff, to include land use and transportation
data into the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast. The City will continue to
coordinate with SANDAG and its Sustainable Communities Strategy efforts.

Response to Comment F-2
Comment noted.

Response to Comment F-3

The CAP includes actions and strategies (see CAP Action 3.1) that implement
the General Plan’s Mobility Element and the City of Villages strategy in Transit
Priority Areas to increase the use of transit.
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LETTER RESPONSE

Response to Comment G-1

The Draft EIR analyzes the environmental effects of implementation of the
CAP.
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RESPONSE

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Response to Comment H-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment H-2

Biological resources were addressed in Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR (Effects
Found not to be Significant). This chapter discusses the environmental issue areas
where impacts were found to not be significant. These discussions address the
CEQA checklist questions and thresholds developed by the City of San Diego for
each of the environmental topic areas. The discussion of the proposed CAP’s
consistency with the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan and Multi-Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) (as discussed on Page 7-4 of the Draft EIR) are summarized below.

Action 2.1 of the CAP targets achievement of a 100 percent renewable supply of
electricity by 2035 through consideration of a CCA or other program. While the
CAP does not propose to construct any site-specific renewable energy
infrastructure projects, this Action could result in the development of small-scale
renewable energy systems (such as residential and commercial roof-top solar PV
systems). This type of small-scale project would generally result in minimal
environmental impacts. There is the potential, however, for development of
renewable energy facilities in undeveloped areas and more sensitive areas, both
within and outside the City limits. Within the City limits, any such development
would be subject to the restrictions and requirements of the MSCP Subarea Plan,
ESL ordinance, and the Biology Guidelines. Such projects would be required to
comply with the MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, which require all
projects to ensure that site drainage is not directed into MSCP lands, measures are
incorporated to reduce potential for chemicals to enter the MHPA lands, lighting is
directed away from MHPA lands and buffered by landscaping where possible,
noises are minimized and excessive noise during the breeding season is curtailed,
and barriers are constructed along new development to protect MHPA lands from
the public. Any renewable energy project proposed to implement CAP Action 2.1
would be subject to the ESL Ordinance, Section143.01 of the Land Development
Code, which would reduce impacts to these areas. Therefore, conflicts or
inconsistencies with these plans are not expected to occur within the City and are
not expected to have a substantial adverse impact on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive or special status species.
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LETTER RESPONSE

Response to Comment -1

The Draft EIR analyzes the environmental effects of implementation of the
CAP.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Response to Comment J-1

The City of San Diego, when determining its GHG emission reductions from
the CAP actions for 2020 and 2035, used a 2010 baseline as recommended by
the California Air Resources Board. To make the long range projected emission
reductions consistent and easy to understand, the City set its 2020 and 2035
reduction targets on a percentage reduction from that 2010 baseline.

Per the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 1990 statewide emission levels
are estimated to be 431 MMTCO.¢e (http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/
1990Ievel/1990level.htm). CARB has also reported 2011 statewide emissions
were found be 429 MMTCO.¢e (http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/reporting/ghg-
rep/reported-data/2008-2012-ghg-summary-2013-11-04.pdf), meaning emissions
in the baseline year were likely at or near what they were in 1990.

Additionally, although the statewide GHG emissions were approximately the
same in 2010 compared to 1990, the City population increased at a slower rate
during that same time period (17.15%) than the state as a whole (24.96%)
(https://www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/00ccdb/cc00_tabCl.pdf;
http://quickfacts.census.gov/aqfd/states/06/0666000.html). Moreover, since
1990, Title 24 requirements for new construction were adopted, use of
renewable energy increased, and fuel standards have become more strict. For
these reasons, it was determined that the 2010 baseline was an appropriate
baseline from which to measure the City’s GHG emissions reductions.

Since CARB has not provided guidance on a specific reduction target for local
governments to use for 2030 and 2050 and the City cannot acquire data to
determine its exact 1990 emission levels, the 2010 baseline provides the most
accurate description of the emission reductions that can be achieved by the
proposed long-term CAP actions. If CARB provides new guidance on how
cities should address the 2030 targets, the City will adjust the CAP accordingly.
Page 3 of the Climate Action Plan has been amended to clarify the calculations
used to determine the City’s emission reduction targets.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Response to Comment J-2

The conclusions in the Draft EIR analyses in Chapter 3.B (Visual Effects on
Neighborhood Character), Chapter 3.C (Air Quality), Chapter 3.E (Historical
Resources), and Chapter 3.F (Transportation and Circulation) indicate that
significant and unmitigable impacts would remain for these resources even with
implementation of mitigation measures. Table E-1 accurately reflects the
findings of significance for these resource issues. The text in the first paragraph
under Executive Summary, Subsection | (Major Conclusions, Areas of
Controversy, and Issues to be Resolved) has been revised to reflect the correct
conclusions for these resource issues.

Response to Comment J-3

The Draft EIR concluded that implementation of the proposed CAP would
result in significant impacts to the following resources issues: Land Use, Visual
and Neighborhood Resources, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Historical
Resources, and Traffic and Circulation. All applicable mitigation measures
identified in the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that are enforceable by
the City. The CAP strategies that involve state and regional actions are not
mitigation measures required by CEQA. Rather, they are actions that are
included in CAP, which is the approval analyzed in the Draft EIR.

RTC-15




LETTER RESPONSE

Response to Comment J-4

The CAP used the most current information available at the issuance of the
Notice of Preparation to calculate the GHG emission reductions from walking,
biking, and transit. When SANDAG amends its Regional Transportation Plan,
the City will amend the calculations to reflect the most current data. Please see
CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and reporting,
including annual reporting.
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Response to Comment J-5

The CAP is intended to more fully address projected communitywide
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and provide a plan for reducing such
emissions. As a Program EIR, the Draft EIR was prepared to consider broad
programmatic issues at an early stage of the program planning. The Draft EIR
analysis provides for the consideration of broad policy alternatives and
development of program-wide mitigation measures at an early stage. See CEQA
Guidelines 815168(b)(4).

As identified in the Draft EIR, Chapter 3A, Land Use, the specific location for
siting of future large-scale renewable energy facilities is not known at this time.
However, as discussed in the Draft EIR, future land use changes and any large-
scale renewable energy projects proposed to implement the CAP would undergo
further CEQA analysis to identify project-specific impacts, to identify feasible
mitigation measures, and to consider alternatives, and to provide for public
review and comment, prior to approval of any plan or project. Through the
CEQA process, the compatibility of surrounding land uses and applicability of
all land use plans would be reviewed to determine land use impacts that would
result from a particular project, once sufficient detail is available to provide for
meaningful environmental review. Additionally, the Draft EIR includes
Mitigation Measure LU-1, which addresses the siting of large-scale renewable
energy projects.

Response to Comment J-6

As discussed above in Response to Comment J-5, the Program Draft EIR is a
first-tier programmatic environmental document and detailed site-specific
information such as siting of future large-scale renewable energy facilities is not
currently known. However, the Draft EIR provides a program level of analysis
of the CAP strategies, actions, and supporting measures to be implemented at
each phase of the project (Phase 1: Early Actions; Phase 2: Mid-Term Actions
and Phase 3: Longer-Term Actions).
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Response to Comment K-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment K-2

Comment noted. The attached letter comments on and provides
recommendations for the CAP. The letter does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. The attachment letter can be found in Appendix 8.

Response to Comment K-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Additionally, the CAP accounts for commercial building energy efficiency and
disclosure under Federal and State Actions (see CAP Appendix pages A-47 to
A-48). While not included in the CAP, any additional requirements that are
implemented in the future with respect to such actions would contribute to an
even greater amount of anticipated GHG reductions. Please see CAP Chapter 3
regarding CAP implementation monitoring and reporting, including annual
reporting.
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Comment Letter K

CSE commends the inclusion of energy efficiency disclosure and reporting in the residential sector; we /M
would also like to see itin c ial and multifamily buildi

Commercial and multifamily energy efficiency offers the greatest opportunity for cost-effective carbon
reductions. A benchmarking and transparency ordinance is the first step to understand energy-savings
opportunities and encourage energy retrofits and behavioral changes of building occupants. Currently,
the buildings sector is the single largest poll of carbon emissions in the United States as a whole, and
the second largest in the San Diego region, after transportation.

The California Energy Commission passed the Existing Buildings Energy Efficiency Action Plan on
September 9, 2015, providing a roadmap for doubling energy efficiency in buildings. The Action Plan
calls for a statewide benchmarking and transparency program for commercial and multifamily buildings
starting in 2017" and cites grant opportunities for cities that adopt nonresidential (commercial and

4

multifamily) benchmarking p in of the Energy Commission’s requirements.” This is an

exciting opportunity for the City of San Diego to take the lead on energy efficiency and secure resources
to prepare local stakeholders for energy tracking in EPA’s Portfolio Manager tool in advance of a

statewide requirement. K-3

Remaining silent on energy efficiency in commercial and multifamily buildings will result in San Diego
falling behind other major cities in California and across the country that have already implemented
comprehensive building energy efficiency measures and are on the direct path of realizing cost-effective
energy savings.

In regard to Strategy 1 of the PEIR pertaining to energy and water efficient buildings, the energy savings
potential and benefits for the commercial buildings sector are significant. Table 2-4, “Growth
Assumptions used in the City of San Diego Climate Action Plan”, of the PEIR highlights the data included
in the CAP and quantifies the predicted growth in the city in a table. Given the expected growth of the
Commercial Building Area which is expected to grow to 398 million square feet by 2035, it is imperative
San Diego invest in green buildings and building emissions reduction efforts immediately, including
short-term high priority actions.

Benchmarking and reporting the energy and water ption of buildings is a national best practice;
these gies in the ¢ ial buildings sector directly translate to building performance
improvements and reductions in GHG emissi Itisan in t that pays dividends in the long term

— both financially and environmentally. Brokers, consumers, local residents, building owners and
managers, and tenants all stand to reap the subsequent benefits of implementing building efficiency

measures.

" Existing Buildings Energy Efficiency Action Plan, California Energy Commission, p. 45
2 .
ibid. p. 56
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Response to Comment K-4
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment K-5
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment L-1
Comment noted.

Comment Letter L
Response to Comment L-2

Community Energy Action Network Comment noted.

a San Diego-based cooperation promoting local clean energy

Response to Comment L-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Comment noted.

September 24, 2015

Rebecca Malone, Associate Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101 By USPS and EMAIL: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
PROJECT NAME: San Diego Climate Action Plan
SCH NO.: 20150210353

Dear Ms. Malone:

I am submitting these comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the San
Diego Climate Action Plan (CAP) on behalf of the Community Energy Action Network, a San
Diego-based cooperation promoting local clean energy.

My comments are related to the adequacy and accuracy of the PEIR with respect to the following L-1
Project Objectives:
- Create green jobs through incentive-based policies, such as the manufacture and
installation of solar panels;
- Increase local control over the City’s future by reducing dependence on imported water
and energy:
- Save taxpayer money by decreasing municipal water, waste, and energy usage in City-
owned buildings. L

The PEIR and CAP should include recommendations that the City Sustainable Energy Advisory
Board have made over the past two years to the Mayor and City Council in the arcas of Solar
Energy system permitting, CCA feasibility/validation studies, Net Energy Metering and L2
residential electric rate restructuring in pertinent sections as appropriate. These documents are
available through the City’s Energy and Sustainability Division of the Environmental Services
Department. |

1. CCA: Strategy #2 “Clean and Renewable Energy, Action 2.1 is listed as a “Phase 27 item.
“Present to City Council for consideration a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) or another
program that increases the renewable energy supply on the electrical grid.*”

Action Item 2.1 regarding presenting a proposal for a Community Choice Aggregation energy L-3
district or an alternative needs to be a higher priority and phased in earlier. If the phasing noted
corresponds to the implementation periods cited, it is not unreasonable and, in fact, highly
desirable to present (emphasis added) a CCA or another program to the City Council” within the
next two years (ie, a Phase 1 activity to be completed by December 31, 2017).
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Comment Letter L

Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
San Diego Climate Action Plan

September 24, 2015

Page 2 of 4

City staff and the City Sustainable Energy Advisory (SEA) Board are in the process of
reviewing components of City-funded validation study on the results of an independently-funded
CCA draft feasibility study. SEA Board has communicated factors to be included in the study
and establishment of a CCA by letter to the Mayor and City Council that should be incorporated
in the Draft PEIR.

A Phase 1 designation for the evaluation and presentation of the CCA or other program to the
City Council is critical to meet the project objective to increase local control and reduce
dependence on imported energy and achieve the target to add additional renewable electricity
supply to achieve 100 percent renewable electricity by 2035 city-wide. It is also critical to
consider options for the City municipal facilities including more efficient operation of public
infrastructure such as lighting that will not subject the City to rate increases for operation of
those investments,

Table 3.1 Local. Regional and Federal Actions assigns 2,603.944 MT CO2e to Action item 2.1.
This is nearly three-quarters of the Total Reductions from Local Actions of 3.531.399 MT CO2e.
Every vear of delayving the implementation of an enforceable, effective program to promote
renewable energy within the City of San Diego adds significantly to later year requirements.

2. “Energy Resources™ description at page 1-11 in the Introduction and Environmental Setting is
deficient and includes inaccuracies. SDG&E recently published a “Power Content Label™,
circulated in the bills of all customers that sets forth the SDG&E 2014 Power Mix. This
information should be included in this section.

The description of energy resources should acknowledge the generation of electricity, largely
photovoltaic electricity independently produced by residents, businesses and institutions. The
current baseline of renewable distributed energy should be provided as a benchmark. An estimate
of the potential capacity of roof top and covered parking lot photovoltaic installations for the
City should be included — even if it is expressed as an approximate prorated portion of the
estimated 7,000 Megawatt potential in the entire SDG&E service territory.

The role and expectation of the agency or entity that will use the public right of way for
distribution of energy sources in making the transition to 100% renewables with an emphasis on
locally generated renewable energy, employment of storage technologies and demand
management strategies needs to be defined in the CAP and made a part of the conditions for the
City franchise agreement for operation of distribution lines within the public right of way.

Alternatives to the formation of a CCA should include the potential for municipal public utility
options and aggregation and consortium of micro energy districts in accord with City Charter
provisions.

L-3

L-4

L-5

Response to Comment L-4

The information regarding SDGE has been corrected in the FEIR. In the
baseline year (2010), the amount of energy in the SDGE mix from solar was 0.0
percent. This is why it is not listed as an energy source.

Response to Comment L-5

Comment noted. The CAP is a planning-level document. Details related to
actions identified within the CAP will be explored during implementation of the
CAP.
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Comment Letter L

Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
San Diego Climate Action Plan

September 24, 2015

Page 3 of 4

3. Economic Development. California Solar Energy Industry Association cited in statewide
study, “California Solar Jobs Census 2014” released on February 12, 20135 that there are 54,690
workers at 3,813 establishments throughout the State of California.

The PEIR should include current jobs in the solar industry and within the energy efficiency
industries within the City and/or region as a baseline and identify the need for a stable Net
Energy Metering program to ensure sustainable growth of the solar industry job and business
sector., The SEA Board recommendation and resolution forwarded in a recent letter to the Mayor
and City Council regarding economic development implications of the Net Energy Metering
program should be incorporated as a part of the PEIR.

4. Community Development and Equity. The baseline and potential quantified targets for
achievement of project objectives and plan targets in each of the plan actions should be prepared
for each community planning area and eventually tracked by census tract.

The CAP PEIR should address the methods and incentives contemplated by the actions proposed
to ensure equity in the allocation of resources so that “communities of concern™ are able to
participate and realize the benefits of energy efficiency and renewable energy installations as
well as the jobs created in making those installations.

This strategy should be integrated with the City’s Consolidated Plan for expenditure and
leveraging of Federal CDBG and HOME funds as well as funds made available through
distribution of cap and trade funds and redevelopment loans which the state has authorized for
reimbursement to the City.

5. Inter-relationship of CAP Actions.

A number of the CAP strategies and actions in areas not categorized as energy will have impact
on energy use. As examples, achieving the objective of reducing dependence on imported water
may reduce costs of pumping and transporting water, but increase energy use for treatment of
waste water.

How any new energy needs are created in an area such as water reclamation should be clearly
addressed along with the actions to achieve water and energy savings in municipal facilities, As
in energy conservation, the best strategy for cost saving in water is efficiency first.

In the treatment of waste and generation of methane, the potential for capture and potential use
of methane for energy generation should clearly indicate the cost benefit and net impact on
GHGs.

L-6

L-9

Response to Comment L-6

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
See CAP Chapter 4 regarding job creation.

Response to Comment L-7

Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting. Please see CAP Chapter 4 regarding social equity.

Response to Comment L-8

CAP Appendix A describes the methodology used to determine GHG emissions
reductions from CAP Actions. The section on Common Assumptions and
Sources in CAP Appendix A includes a discussion of the relationship between
the GHG emissions rate and CAP measures. This section outlines the ways in
which the CAP measures are interrelated and what was done to account for this
in calculating the GHG emissions reductions from the CAP. As for the example
in the comment, the CAP does not include recycled water as an action item, so
any reductions or increases in GHG emissions from less reliance on imported
water were not included in the GHG reduction calculations. A description of the
City’s Pure Water Program was included in CAP Chapter 5, Adaptation.

Response to Comment L-9
Please see Response to Comment L-8.
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Response to Comment L-10
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment L-11

The CAP includes actions and strategies that address both the Urban Tree
Planting Program and Clean and Renewable Energy. Upon adoption of the
proposed CAP program, the City will establish policies, programs and
ordinances that facilitate and promote the Urban Tree Planting Program and the
siting of new onsite photovoltaic energy generation and energy storage systems.
As part of the annual monitoring program, City staff will annually evaluate city
policies, plans and codes as needed to ensure the CAP reduction targets are met.

Response to Comment L-12

The Draft EIR addresses the potential impacts that may occur with
implementation of the proposed CAP strategies and actions. The CAP does not
propose to construct any site-specific renewable energy infrastructure projects;
rather, Action 2.1 directs the City to consider adoption of a community choice
aggregation program, or other program, to leverage its purchasing power for
renewable sources of energy. This would include encouraging and facilitating
the installation of distributed (small-scale) renewable energy systems for homes
and businesses. It may also result in the need for large-scale generation,
transmission, and storage systems to maintain a consistent energy supply. The
potential impacts associated with the construction of large-scale renewable
energy facilities are discussed in DEIR Chapter 3.
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Response to Comment M-1

Comment noted. Implementation of Action 5.1 would increase the urban tree
canopy coverage. The program includes water conservation measures to
minimize water use for tree plantings, use of drought-tolerant plantings and
native trees, and prioritizing planting in areas with recycled water and grey
water infrastructure. Although the increase in urban tree canopy would result in
additional use of water, the program would be developed to conform to current
and future water use restrictions. The use of recycled water and drought tolerant
and native planting and tree species would also reduce the demand for water.

Response to Comment M-2
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Comment Letter N

Bill Tippets
5850 Soledad Mountain Road
La Jolla, CA 92037

September 28, 2015

Rebecca Malone, Associate Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department

1222 First Avenue, M5 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Submitted Via Email to: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Comments on the City of San Diego 2015 Climate Action Plan (CAP) and Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR); Project Number 10 No:21002571/11003392

Dear Ms. Malone:

These cor on and rec
of 5an Diego’s July 31, 2015 Public Notice of PEIR (comments period closes September 29, 2015). The
CAP presents a reasonable overall strategy and many measures to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)

that, if aug ted/modified along the lines in the comments and recommendations herein
(and those of other environmentally-oriented commenters), would also serve as an important model for
other local jurisdictions. The PEIR provides a reasonable assessment of potential impacts that could
result from implementing the CAP and identifies mitigation measures to address most of those impacts.
However, as identified in these comments and recommendations, there are a number of uncertainties
and questions regarding the adequacy of those measures, clearer assurances are needed that the
identified CAPs measures can/will be implemented, and important additional measures should be
included - in an amended CAP/PEIR (proposed project/EIR). Additional or modified PEIR mitigation
measures are needed that establish relevant thresholds of significance (particularly for GHG emissions).
This letter provides recommendations to improve the CAP (the proposed project) and the PEIRs
mitigation and implementation.

The San Diego region and the City of San Diego have made significant commitments and fiscal
investments to conserve important habitats and species, preserve and enhance bay and coastal
resources, and provide for improved quality of life for its citizenry, Although the City's efforts through
its CAP can only partly address (i.e., reduce] the drivers of climate change — especially GHG emissions — it
can also serve as an example for other urban centers to aggressively confront and reduce their GHG

issions while maintaining/improving their quality of life.

As stated in the PEIR's public notice (page 2): “The CAP relies on significant City and regional actions,
continued implementation of federal and state mandates, and five local strategies with associated
action steps for target attainment. The five strategy areas are: Water & Energy Efficient Buildings; Clean
& Renewable Energy; Bicycling, Walking, Transit & Land Use; Zero Waste (Gas & Waste).
Implementation of the CAP is divided into: Early Actions (Adoption of the CAP-December 31, 2017), Mid-
Term Actions (January 1, 2018-December 31, 2020), and Longer-Term Actions (2021-2035). Through

dations for the CAP and PEIR are submitted in response to the City T

N-2

Response to Comment N-1

Comment noted. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation
monitoring and reporting. The City is working on refining and formulating
appropriate GHG significance thresholds, and anticipates bringing such
thresholds for City Council consideration in 2016.

Response to Comment N-2
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-3

As part of the CAP implementation strategy, the City intends to monitor the
effectiveness of CAP actions at reducing GHG emissions. This will enable the
City to make adjustments to the CAP, including implementing new, more
aggressive strategies to achieve the City’s GHG reduction targets beyond 2020,
if needed. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring
and reporting. As stated on page 29 of the CAP, the City “recognizes that given
the long planning horizon of the CAP, it may become necessary to modify the
specific actions as circumstances change over time. While the City is committed
to meeting the 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction targets, the City recognizes that
there are multiple ways to achieve that goal and that flexibility in
implementation is necessary to allow the City to evolve its strategies to achieve
the most effective path to the desired result. Specifically, for identified local
ordinance, policy or program actions to achieve 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction
targets, the City may substitute equivalent GHG reductions through other local
ordinance, policy or program actions.” Achieving the specified 2020 and 2035
targets would be ensured through implementation for the monitoring and
reporting measures set forth in CAP Chapter 3. With respect to the CAP as a
qualified GHG reduction plan under CEQA, since the Draft EIR was published,
the City has decided to refine and formulate its approach to utilizing the CAP as
a qualified GHG reduction plan. Accordingly, the CAP has been changed to
provide for the future implementation of the CAP as a qualified GHG reduction
plan to address both the 2020 and 2035 targets. It is anticipated that future
implementing actions will be brought to the City Council for consideration in
2016.
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Response to Comment N-4
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-5
Please see Response to Comment N-3.

Response to Comment N-6

See Response to Comment N-3 regarding updates to the CAP. In Draft EIR
Section 3.D Greenhouse Gases, Issue 2 discusses whether the CAP would
conflict with the GHG reduction targets and measures identified in Governor’s
Executive Order S-3-05, Executive Order B-30-15, and CARB’s AB 32
Scoping Plan. Please refer to Draft EIR section 3.D for additional analysis.
Please also see Response to Comment J-1.
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emissions to fully meet the state-based (1990 baseline) target; a 50% reduction by 2035 would resultin A

6.5 MMTCOse vs. 5.9 MMTCO.e of emissions to fully meet the state (1990 baseline) target; an 80%
reduction by 2050 would resultin 2.6 MMTCO.e vs. 2.4 MMTCO.e of emissions to fully meet the state
(1990 baseline) target.

However, as documented in the CAP and PEIR documents, the CAP is expected to reduce GHG levels by
more than the City's targets (“...it is anticipated that the City would exceed its reduction target by 1.3
MT COe in 2020, 176,528 metric tons (MT) CO2e in 2030, and 127,135 MT CO2e in 2035."). This
information, combined with the above paragraph, indicates that the CAP would align with — but not fully
achieve - the state’s goals after 2020. The inclusion of several new measures (recommendations in this
letter and other reasonable/viable recommendations from other commenters) would further reduce the
GHG emissions and the CAP should be revised so that it fully meets the state-based 1990 baseline GHG
emission reduction targets. Additionally, the CAP should have a requirement for regular review and
updates (at least every 3-5 years) and the City should commit to adjust its GHG emission reduction
targets and implementation actions so that they fully meet the state’s or other more rigorous targets, as
appropriate.

Page ES-3 lists nine plan objectives including providing the roadmap to GHG reductions, complying with
state targets and regulations, implement Gen Plan climate policies, CEQA streamlining for GHG
reductions by projects, improve local control over and reduce dependence on imported water and
energy use, improve air and water quality/reduce pollutants, create green jobs/energy efficiencies,
enhance quality of life through active transportation/tree planting/waste reduction, save taxpayers
money. Subsequent comments and recommendations are provided on several of these items that
would improve the City's proposed GHG emission reductions in the short and mid-term, bringing it
closer to conformance with the state’s targets.

Pages ES-3 to 5 identify a number of Significant and Unavoidable Potential Impacts to Historical
Resources, Air Quality, Transportation and Circulation network, Visual Effects/Neighborhood Character.
The mitigation element proposes that potentially significant effects to the items listed above (except for
Historical Resources) as well as to GHG emissions and Land Use, except for Historical Resources, can be
mitigated to below levels of significance.

Page ES-4 identifies two Project Alternatives: No Project and the 2012 Climate Mitigation and
Adaptation Plan. CEQA requires that a range of r bl ives be presented for public
review. Presenting only two alternatives has the effect to limit the number and range of potentially
feasible avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures for review by the public and consideration by
the lead/adopting agency (the City/City Council). Given the limited scope of the alternatives, this
comment letter requests that the proposed project (CAP) be amended to include additional/modified
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures. 4

[feasible alter

Table E5-1: Issue A.1 (Land Use — large energy facilities siting/operations) focuses on potential impacts
from facility siting and operations and the primary mitigation measures are to ensure that any proposed
facility {within the City’s purview) conform to a proposed project (impact minimizing) checklist,
community/neighborhood plans, etc. A checklist is essential to verify whether a project meets the
requirements of the CAP and its impacts are below the thresholds/criteria for significant impacts, and to
provide information regarding what, if any, modifications would be required to achieve compliance

N-6

N-7

N-8

Response to Comment N-7
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-8
Please see Response to Comment J-2.

Response to Comment N-9

The commenter is requesting that additional and/or modified avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures be developed given the limited amount
of alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6, the Draft EIR includes a range of reasonable alternatives that
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. See Draft EIR
Chapter 8 for additional information regarding the selection of the alternatives
considered.

In addition to the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR also
included appropriate mitigation measures to reduce land use, air quality, and
water supply impacts to a less than significant level.

Response to Comment N-10
Comment noted.
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(including ongoing monitoring and reporting). Comments on the checklist and monitoring/reporting
aspects are provided later in this letter.

Issue C- AIR 1 and AIR 2 (Air Quality) - (1) construction projects will adhere to checklists and best
available control measures and (2) recycling/organic operations will enact clean(er) practices including
offsetting increased VMT effects. The proposed mitigation approach appears reasonable.

Issue D (GHG) identifies no significant effects related to (1) increasing (cur
project activities or (2) conflicts with state targets/fair share expectations. As noted in previous
comments, the proposed CAP intends to use the 2010 GHG baseline and specific percentage emission
reductions, but after 2020 those reductions would not fully meet the state’s targeted reductions for
2030 and 2050 —which is a potentially significant effect. Comments and recommendations to modify
the proposed CAP (the proposed project) would further reduce GHG emissions and should be included
in a revised CAP/proposed project.

Issue F (Transportation and Circulation) identifies less than significant impacts for general effects to the

planned system/network or to adopted plans/policies with a mitigation measures for altering traffic
circles-roundabouts and fuel use. A substantial concern regarding the CAPs proposed approach to
avoiding/mitigating traffic and circulation effects is that the CAP relies too much on the (draft) SANDAG
Regional Plan (RTP/SCS) to facilitate the City’s smart growth and on the City's “City of Villages” strategy
to increase population/housing densities along transit routes. The Regional Plan does little to
strengthen the implementation of (the cities’ and County’s) existing transit priority areas and reduce
demand for more freeways and major roads — and does not result in a substantial reduction in vehicle
miles traveled. The City of Villages strategy, while potentially viable, has no assurances that it will be
implemented through the community plans. Given those uncertainties, it appears that the CAP cannot
fully rely on the anticipated benefits from the Regional Plan and Community Plans/City of Villages, which
calls into question whether there will be significant impacts to traffic and circulation if the CAP is

approved and implemented. As shown in Table 2-3, the CAP would not produce any land use/smart
rowth—derived GHG reductions by 2020 and the contributions in 2030 and 2035 are projected to be 3.5

and 3.1% of the total City reductions. Given the emphasis in the CAP on smart growth as an

avoidance/mitigation measure, it appears that the City should specify implementation measures to both

ensure that those minimum targets are met, and make serious efforts to increase smart growth planning
to increase the contributions by 2030,

Issue H (Water Supply) identifies a potential impact regarding excessive water use and focuses on
enacting mitigation measures to ensure that renewable energy facilities do not to use too much water
and sets certain other significance thresholds for the amount of water projects could use, Water
transport, treatment and recycling are significant energy demands, and the CAP should provide
additional measures to reduce water demand. Recommendations are provided later in this letter to
implement additional water reductions as part of the CAP strategies.

Page 1-3 (Qualified CAP): Per the PEIR, CEQA Section 15183.5(b}(1}(A)-(F) provides that a lead agency
may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively

considerable if the project complies with the requirements in a previously adopted plan or mitigation
program, The CAP incorporates project screening criteria and will include a Consistency Checklist for

ive) GHG emissions from T

T N-10

N-14

N-15

Response to Comment N-11
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-12

Comment noted. See response to Comment N-6 regarding use of the baseline
year 2010. In Section 3.D Greenhouse Gases, Issue 1 considers whether
implementation of the CAP itself, would generate GHG emissions, directly or
indirectly, that may have a cumulatively significant impact on the environment.
Although projects described in the CAP may result in short-term construction-
related GHG emissions, “[iJjmplementation of the CAP would reduce per capita
GHG emissions. Implementation of the CAP would also result in an overall
decrease in GHG emissions citywide.”

Response to Comment N-13

As stated on Page 42 of the CAP, “the City will annually evaluate city policies,
plans, and codes as needed to ensure the CAP reduction targets are met.” This is
the City’s primary near-term mechanism of implementing CAP Strategy 3,
Action 3.1, and Action 3.6, which would enable smart growth and transit-oriented
development in transit priority areas. The City will begin these evaluations and
updates as early as 2016. In addition, the General Plan contains multiple policies
supporting smart growth and transit oriented development in TPAs (See City of
Villages Strategy and policies ME-A.8, ME.B-1, ME-B.2, ME-B.3, and ME-B.9),
and because the Community Plans are updated to be consistent with the goals of
the General Plan, Community Plans would implement these goals within their
land use element. Furthermore, the City will monitor the success of CAP actions
so that the City may develop additional implementation measures in the future to
support smart growth and transit oriented development and achieve the reductions
quantified in the CAP for Strategy 3, Action 3.1, and Action 3.6. Various
supporting measures are also provided within CAP Strategy 3 that would help
support implementation of Actions 3.1 and 3.6.

Response to Comment N-14

Overall analysis of the CAP accounts for water supply in determining overall
GHG reductions. Comment noted.
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projects to determine projects qualify (are not ¢ ly considerable). Ce on the screening

criteria are provided later in this letter.

Page 2-1 establishes the City’s approach for establishing its 2020 GHG reduction target: “...such that
statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 {representing a 25 percent reduction in
emissions). AB 32 anticipates that the GHG reduction goals will be met, in part, through local
government actions. The CARB has identified a (clarification added: 2020) GHG reduction target of 15
percent from 2010 levels for local governments (municipal and community-wide) and notes that
successful implementation of the plan relies on local governments’ land use planning and urban growth
decisions as local governments have primary authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit land
development to accommodate population growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions.” As
commented on previously, this approach would meet the state’s initial (2020) target, and the CAP
proposes measures that would exceed the City's “fair share” contribution to the state’s target — but
implementing the CAPs subsequent targets would not fully meet the state’s targets for 2030, 2035 and
2050, based on the 2010 baseline and percentage reductions. The CAP should include additional GHG
reduction measures (as provided in this letter), and periodically revise the CAP to incorporate new
technologies and actions to further reduce the City's GHG emissions so that they achieve the state’s
1990-baseline based targets.

Page 2-4: The CAP estimates the GHG emissions for the City of San Diego in the baseline year 2010 were T

approximately 13.0 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMT CO2e), of which the largest
contributing sector was transportation (54 percent), followed by electricity use (24 percent), natural gas
use (16 percent), and solid waste and wastewater collection, disposal, and treatment (5 percent). An
essential focus of additional GHG reductions should be in the transportation (and land use fsmart
growth), building energy and water use sectors.

Pages 2-4 and 5 describe the GHG 2010 baseline ({13.1 MMTCO:e); BAU projections for 2020 (14.1
MMTCOe), 2030 (15.7 MMTCO.e), 2035 (16.6 MMTCO,e); if CAP implemented emissions reduced to
9.8, 7.6, 6.4 MMTCO.e, respectively for those years) — CAP reduces GHG emissions by an additional 1.3,
0.18 and 0.13 MMTCO;e, respectively, in those years, compared to the City’s targets. In 2020, 2030, and
2035, a majority of the GHG reductions are associated with actions taken at the state and regional level
(90 percent in 2020, 74 percent in 2030, and 65 percentin 2035). The City's CAP demonstrates its
expectation to play an increasingly significant role in reducing overall GHG emissions, which is
commendable.

Page 2-6: Table 2-2 documents that the SANDAG RTP/SCS (and the draft 2015 Regional Plan is little
different) would have a decreasing role in (i.e., contributes a reduced percentage to) the city’s GHG
emissions through 2035. As described in earlier c ts, the draft Regional Plan does not provide an
appropriate regional framework for the individual cities to increase their “smart growth/transit priority
areas” beyond what their extant general plans call for. Unlike the other reductions listed as “state and
regional reductions,” and as described in PEIR text, the City of San Diego not only participates in
SANDAG's planning decisions, but also relies — in part — on an effective regional transportation and
smart growth plan for its own transportation and circulation system.

The City has analyzed the current (2011) RTP/SCS and its contributions to support the General Plan’s
transportation/smart growth (Transit Priority Areas or TPAs) approaches, which are intended to

N-16

N-19

Response to Comment N-15
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-16
Please see Responses to Comments N-3 and N-6.

Response to Comment N-17

Comment noted. The CAP includes strategies and actions to address
transportation, building energy, and water use. Strategy 3: Bicycling, Walking,
Transit, and Land Use includes six actions that would increase mass transit use,
increase commuter walking, increase commuter biking, re-time traffic signals,
install roundabouts, and promote effective land use to reduce vehicle miles
traveled. Strategy 1: Water and Energy Efficient Buildings includes five actions
that would provide for a Residential Energy Conservation and Disclosure
Ordinance; a Municipal Energy Strategy and Implementation Plan; a new water
rate and billing structure; a Water Conservation and Disclosure Ordinance; and
an Outdoor Landscaping Ordinance.

Response to Comment N-18
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-19
Comment noted. Please also see Response to Comment N-13.
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contribute to the city’s GHG emission reductions, However, as a SANDAG member, the City should
encourage the forthcoming RTP/SCS update (the “Regional Plan”) to improve its regional GHG emission
reductions, particularly to increase the locations and number of smart growth/transit-oriented-
developments that can further shift mode share from private vehicles to “transit” modes, and further
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the City and region. As will be addressed later in these
comments, land use is a critical avoidance and mitigation measure that can be more effectively utilized
by the City. As an example of how the City could improve its approach to TPAs, the Grantville project,
which would appear to be designed to integrate smart growth and increased transit utilization, did not
prioritize such integration. Although it and similar projects may incorporate some elements of effective
TOD/smart growth, the City’s land use and transportation policies and practices must be improved to
ensure appropriate integration and linking with the regional transportation/circulation network (which
should reflect the local governments’ needs while providing the regional integration that individual local
governments cannot accomplish on their own).

Page 2-7 et seq. (Strategy 1: Water and Energy Efficient Buildings). Action 1.1 should be revised to have T

the disclosure ordinance apply to residential and commercial buildings; to be consistent with state

idance/targets, the ordinance should require energy audits at the point-of-sale or change in
ownership, energy reductions for existing homes should reduce energy use by 40% by 2020 and reach
zero net energy in 50% of commercial buildings by 2035, which will further reduce GHG emissions. The
City should establish appropriate energy efficiency ratings/levels for residential and commercial
buildings now, which should be adjusted each year so that the 2020 and 2035 target year levels are
attained. Lists of acceptable actions and measures to achieve those efficiencies should be prepared by
the City, which must also have the means to monitor and enforce compliance.

Also, the City should require all new residential construction to be zero net energy by 2020 and all new

commercial construction to be zero net energy by 2030 {consistent with state targets).

document net negative GHG emissions (that is, it will have less than zero GHG emissions) to “bank” their

extra GHG emissions as credits, The system would be similar to wetland and upland mitigation banking,
where a project’s gualifying “extra GHG emission reductions” could be subsequently traded/sold as GHG

credits to other projects in the City (essentially functioning like a cap-and-trade system within the Ci

Actions 1.3, 1.4 and 1.5. The City's Water Task Force prepared a strategy that would significantly water
use (reducing use by up to 35% by 2035). The CAP's three proposed actions do not appear to achieve
that level of water reductions. Furthermore, other municipalities in southern California have greatly
reduced their water consumption (e.g., 5anta Barbara’s daily average consumption is about 66
gallons/person/day, Goleta's is about 55 gpd). Melbourne, Australia (population of 4.3 million) was able
to reduce its average daily consumption per person by 50% using feasible, mostly low-technology
solutions. Because water transport, treatment and recycling are substantial energy demands, the City -
and this CAP - must do more to reduce its water (and associated energy) demand, which would further
reduce GHG emissions.,

4

N-19

N-20

N-21

Response to Comment N-20

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Regarding commercial building benchmarking, please see Response to
Comment K-3.

Response to Comment N-21
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment N-22
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-23

The City’s adoption of the CAP cannot legally provide for specific actions to
occur in a future community plan update. Regardless, the specific performance
standards called for in the comment are provided in the GHG reduction targets
in the CAP. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation
monitoring and reporting.

Response to Comment N-24

The CAP relies on SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan to identify the
City’s Transit Priority Areas. The City is setting walking, biking, and transit
ridership goals that will be achieved in Transit Priority Areas through the
implementation of its General Plan City of Villages Strategy and other related
documents such as the Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan. Please
see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and reporting.

Response to Comment N-25
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-26
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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N
open space (e.g., new or expanded parks, community gardens, and schoaols), the City should incorporate

local green waste recycling opportunities as alternatives transporting clean waste to the major landfill.

Pages 2-15 (Climate Resiliency) proposes to establish realistic urban tree canopy targets (increase
canopy 15% by 2020 and 35% by 2035) and identifies appropriate supporting measures that, if
implemented, would substantially improve the City’s urban green component — two critical actions
being to hire an urban tree program manager (completed in 2015) and prepare an urban tree canopy
assessment (a grant has been secured to do this). The CAP should clearly identify its urban tree
canopy//urban forest priorities for additional park and open space (green) and tree planting: tree-
deficient communities, underserved communities and

tential connectivity to natural lands (where

consistent with other conservation priorities).

Page 3A-15....3.A.22 “As noted in the General Plan PEIR, Chapter 3.8, Land Use, until all of the
community plans have been updated to reflect and incorporate the City of Villages strategy, there may
be conflicts between the policies contained in the older community plans and the General Plan.” This
raises a significant/serious problem because it will be years before the plans are modified and there are
no assurances that they will be amended to comply with the CAP. The CAP (via changes to the City’s
General Plan and other planning processes/documents) must provide a means to ensure that the land
use, den5| changes that are necessary to achleve the GHG reductlnn tar ets can be met and specify the

presented in the CAP.

Page 3.A-9, et seq. identifies a host of Land Use policies/activities (LU-A 1-10) that are proposed to
produce changes in City actions that will contribute to GHG emission reductions. While these
policies/activities could yield the anticipated benefits, and as commented on in previous comments,
there does not appear to be a mechanism/process to ensure than the General Plan policies/measures
and community plans will be changed/maodified to achieve the City of Villages’ strategy and concomitant
climate change/GHG reduction benefits. Nor can the City rely on the SANDAG Regional Plan to facilitate
the implementation of necessary smart growth actions/funding that would put the region and City onto
a GHG reduction trajectory to meet the long-term GHG emission reduction targets (and meet the City's

own GHG emission redul:'aun goals) . he City rnust |denl|& and adogl |mglement|ng regulrements and
I, the Ci

transit-oriented developments and improve the jobs-housing-transportation balance, can only be
effective if the City's community plans align with the CAP’s land use expectations and are implemented
on timelines consistent with those expectations.

As proposed, and with the mitigation measures implemented, the PEIR provides a reasonable rationale
that it will not have conflicts with the General Plan, community plans and regional/city conservation
plans. However, and as described above and previously, substantial uncertainty exists whether and
how the City will ensure that the goals of the CAP can/will be met in the absence of City's limited ability
to ensure that the relevant community plans will be modified to comport with the CAP.

Page 3.B-14 et seq. The Urban Design (UD) mitigation dd many of the concerns over
retaining a sense of place — maintaining community character and visual aesthetics, open space and

connectivity, improving walkability/bikability/transit access — should be included in each updated

N-26

N-27

N-28

N-30

N-31

Response to Comment N-27
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-28
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment N-29
Please see Response to Comment N-23.

Response to Comment N-30
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment N-31

The comment appears to refer to General Plan policies that should be included
in future community plans. Community plans are components of the City’s
General Plans, and would therefore be applicable within individual
communities.
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community plan (and on a time line that conforms to the CAP time line as the CAP is being
lmplemenled]

The City must be ab!e to ensure that these Iu:tes measures are included in each

included in eal:h updated community plan.

number of envlronmental groups have grovlded an exp_anded set of recommendaltons to reduce air

uality contributions that should be added to/included in the CAP and DPEIR (e.g., Environmental Health
Coalition and Climate Action Campaign scoping letters dates March 20, 2015; Ccalition of environmental
groups letter sent May 20, 2015).

Page 3.D-1 etseq (GHGs). The state deferred determination of the thresholds of significance to lead
agencies, which could use modeling or other g ive analyses when considering significance. The
determination may include the extent of project GHG increases or decreases; whether the project
emissions exceed lead agency thresholds; and regulations or requirements adopted to implement
statewide, regional or local plans to reduce or mitigate GHGs. The City has adopted GHG emission
(reduction) thresholds that align with, but would not fully meet the percentage reductions established in
the state’s GHG emission reduction policies/regulations as presented in AB 32, 5-3-05 and B-30-15. The
state’s targets (using the 1990 baseline and relevant percentage reductions) are appropriate thresholds
for the PEIR assessment of the CAP's potential impacts for the target years (e.g., 2020, 2030, and 2035).
As noted previously, the CAP, if successfully implemented as proposed, would meet and exceed the
City's target reduction as well as the state-based GHG reduction target for the City’s “fair share” up to
2020. However, although the CAP would meet the City’s proposed GHG reduction targets in 2030 and
2035, it would not fully meet the state-based thresholds for 2030 and 2035 (see comments for pages ES-
2 and 2-1). Because the CAP is presuming to conform to the state’s GHG emission reduction targets and
use those as the thresholds of significance, then the DPEIR should make a finding that a Significant Effect
would occur as a result of implementing the CAP — and provide additional mitigation measures.
Alternatively, the CAP could be amended to include strategies and measures {some of which are
recommendations in this letter) so that the proposed project/CAP avoids those impacts.

Page 3.D-20, paragraph 3 has a typographical error; the sentence should state that the CAP’s target is
15% [not 25%] below the City’s 2010 baseline by 2020.

Page 3.F-15. This section uses LOS (level of service] as the City's criterion for traffic/circulation
effectiveness. There is considerable information regarding the increased effectiveness of using VMT
(Vehicle Miles Traveled) vs. LOS as a significance criterion parameter for transportation impact.
Proposals to amend CEQA law are already in the CA legislative process to require a project’s impacts to
be assessed using VMT rather than LOS, and the City should replace LOS with VMT as the appropriate
significance measure for traffic/circulation effectiveness.

Page 3.H-1 et seq. (Water Supply, Coastal Resources, Water Resource Management). As described in
prior comments, the City of San Diego should substantially reduce water consumption, following
guidance provided by its Water Task Force and the examples of other cities/municipalities that face
serious water supply/demand challenges, The measures in the PEIR (e.g., PF-H.1, H.2) call for optimizing
use of imported water and improving reliability, improve water storage capacity and better integrating

\

N-31

N-32

N-33

N-34

N-35

N-36

Response to Comment N-32

Comment noted. The City will consider these recommendations as policies in
the CAP are developed during implementation.

Response to Comment N-33
See Response to Comment N-6.

Response to Comment N-34

Comment noted. The text on Draft EIR page 3.D-20, paragraph 3, has been
revised, as follows:

Consistent with AB 32, the CAP sets a GHG target for 2020 equivalent
to 25 15 percent below the City’s 2010 baseline emissions, which is
equivalent to 11.1 MMT CO.e.

Response to Comment N-35

The California Governor’s Office or Planning and Research issued a draft set of
guidelines on August 6, 2014, and are in the process of developing a revised
draft which will be released for additional public review. Because these
guidelines are still in development at this time, they have not been incorporated
into the Draft EIR for the CAP. The Draft EIR’s transportation analysis relied
on the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San
Diego, 2011).

Response to Comment N-36
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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local and regional and state planning. And the CAP includes proposals for some reduction in water use.

However, as a number of other local governments have demonstrated (described earlier), water use can
be significantly reduced to the range of 55-65 gpd while maintaining economic, social and

environmental quality of life. The CAP should increase its water conservation targets, which also will
contribute to lower GHG emissions.

Page 5-1 et seq. The PEIR states: “The General Plan includes proposed roadway improvements that
have been designed to support the General Plan Land Use Diagram and to maintain the City’s proposed
level of service (LOS) standard of LOS D, where feasible and appropriate. The General Plan does not
include any provisions requiring the oversizing of infrastructure facilities to serve growth not anticipated
in the General Plan.” As noted in prior comments, the CAP relies on the regional transportation system
network (as detailed in the various SANDAG RTP/SCS and Regional Plan documents) that underutilizes
smart growth/transit oppor and does a reliance on highways/roadways. While
both the “transit-first” and “roadway first” approaches are intended to serve the same level of growth,
they are not comparable approaches. The transit approach is more effective with and promotes smart
growth/transit priority area planning (i.e., more efficient, less-sprawling growth). Although LOS has
been a standard measure of a project’s local effects on traffic/circulation, the CAP should adopt VMT as
a measure of traffic/circulation effects (or use itin conjunction with LOS) because the essential measure
of the CAP is how it reduces GHG emissions — for which VMT is a much better measurement parameter
than is LOS.

Page 11-1 et seq. (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program) The proposed MMRP addresses only
those issues that were identified to have potentially significant impacts and describes specific mitigation
measures to address those impacts. However, the CAP and PEIR identify a large number of strategies
and measures (some specific, some fairly generic that have to be further refined) that are necessary to
implement the proposed project/CAP. Additionally, as noted throughout these comments, a number of
additional measures should be included/added to the proposed CAP in order to achieve certain
thresholds (e.g., mitigation measures that would help the City to meet the state’s 1990-baseline based
GHG targets, thereby achieving the City’s “fair share” contribution to those reductions).

The MMRP should be expanded to describe how each of the strategies and measures in the CAP/PEIR
will be monitored and reported, and importantly how the City will respond if it determines that the

measures are not being implemented or are not producing the projected (GHG-reducing) results. If the

City intends to use existing or other procedures to monitor and report on all of the various measures
that are identified in the CAP, then this MMRP must clearly identify who, where, how often, etc. that

monitoring and re;

rting will occur and how it will be utilized by the City to ensure that all elements of

the CAP are being effectively implemented and are producing results.

Screening Criteria

The City states the proposed screening criteria were formulated on the “gap-based” approach, which is
an accepted method that has been utilized by other local governments in California. It applied historical
data and information that the City has regarding past projects/GHGs, and assumptions about the types
and number of projects it anticipates to process through 2020, As a result, the City determined that a
(discretionary) land use project that would emit less than 1,350 MT COze/year would result in a less-
than-cumulatively considerable (less-than-significant) GHG impact — and thus be exempt from further

N-36

N-37

N-38

N-39

Response to Comment N-37
See Response to comment N-35.

Response to Comment N-38

Comment noted. Chapter 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) of the Draft EIR, identifies the required mitigation measures by
resource topic that would be included in a MMRP. A separate MMRP will be
prepared and adopted in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. The
CAP strategies are part of the project analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please see
Response to Comment N-3 and CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation
monitoring and reporting.

Response to Comment N-39

The Draft Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist and Draft Screening
Criteria for Greenhouse Gas Emissions will not be adopted as a part of the
Climate Action Plan. Please see Response to Comment N-3.
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Response to Comment N-40

Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting.

Response to Comment N-41
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment O-1

Comment noted. Regarding commercial building energy disclosures and
benchmarking, please also see Response to Comment K-3.

RTC-37




LETTER

RESPONSE

Comment Letter P
San Diego Unified Council of PTAs

PTA

everychild.ore voice.

2375 Congress Street, San Diego CA 02110-2318 @ (619) 297-7821 # info@sdcouncilpta.org ® www.sdcouncilpta.org

September 25, 2015

Mayor Kevin Faulconer and Councilmembers
City of San Diego

202 CSt., 11th Ficor

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Support for Climate Action Plan and 100% Renewable Energy
Dear Mayor Faulconer and San Diego City Councilmembers,

I represent the San Diego Unified Council of PTAs with 76 PTA schools in the San Diego Unified
School District and 11,000 PTA members in the City of San Diego.

The Executive Board of the San Diego Unified Council of PTAs strongly supports the Climate Action
Plan draft as released by Mayor Faulconer in July 2015.

Climate change is one of the greatest threats to human existence. We as a community must act to
find common sense solutions to protect public health and our quality of life for future
generations. San Diego has a wealth of local, clean energy solutions, and we support the Mayor's
vision of making San Diego the green energy capital of the world.

It is the role of PTA to speak for children who will bear the brunt of climate change. The San Diego
Unified Council of PTAs authored a resolution Climate Change is a Children’s issue adopted by the
California State PTA in May 2015 and endorsed by the San Diego Unified School District Board of
Education. The resolution encourages PTAs to support legislation to substantially reduce man-
made contributions to climate change and to mitigate its impact on children’s health.

We urge you to act as quickly as possible to pass this strong, legally binding climate plan.

Sincerely,
e ¢
C @Lt
Celeste Bobryk-Ozaki
President, San Diego Unified Council of PTAs

cc: San Diego Unified Council of PTAs Executive Board

P-1

Response to Comment P-1
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Q-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment Q-2

Comment noted. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation
monitoring and reporting.

Response to Comment Q-3

Comment noted. Please see CAP Strategy 3 regarding promotion of transit-
oriented development. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP
implementation monitoring and reporting. Please also see Response to
Comment N-31.
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Response to Comment Q-4

Comment noted. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation
monitoring and reporting.
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Response to Comment R-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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September 28, 2015

Ms. Rebecca Malone

Associate Planner

City of San Diego Planning Department
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

PROJECT NAME: San Diego Climate Action Plan
SCH NO.: 2015021063

Dear Ms. Malone,

The Sustainable Energy Advisory Board (SEAB) for the City of San Diego convened a meeting
on September 24, 2015, to formalize comments on the City of San Diego Climate Action Plan
Draft EIR (CAP), the members present agreed in a 5-2-0 vote to submit the following comments.

The SEAB is proud of the City of San Diego's effort to develop a comprehensive and
enforceable CAP. We fully support implementation of the plan and are pleased to have an
opportunity to review it and to provide our comments.

California has become a leader and a role model for climate action because of its proactive
policies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Implementation of the City's CAP will
provide substantial benefits such as reducing dependence on imported water and energy,
diversifying energy supply, saving taxpayers money by decreasing water, energy usage and
waste, achieving public health benefits, and creating "green” jobs through incentive-based
policies.

San Diego's CAP is a set of strategies to be implemented by the City to support and
complement actions at the state and federal level. The City's key strategies include: 1) Energy
and Water Efficient Buildings, 2) Clean and Renewable Energy, 3) Bicycling, Walking, Transit &
Land Use, 4) Zero Waste (Gas and Waste Management), and 5) Climate Resiliency. The
specific action items with largest contribution to GHG reductions, and therefore the highest
priorities, are as follows: 1) the proposed transition to 100% renewable energy on the city-wide
electrical grid by 2035, 2) the increased use of mass transit by implementing the General Plan's
Mobility Element and the City of Villages strategy, 3) the reduction of vehicle miles traveled
through effective land use focused in Transit Priority Areas, 4) the diversion of solid waste and
the capture of landfill methane, and 5) restoring green infrastructure by a robust urban forestry
program. Much of the local action identified within the CAP includes partnering with other
regional agencies. We encourage the City, in its partnership role, to actively advocate for the
achievement of the CAP goals.

Although we agree with the strategies and associated key action items, we offer the following
comments for consideration in implementation and development of supporting policies:

1. In many cases, the action items in the plan simply state that a proposal will be presented
to the City Council for consideration. Although, the SEAB intends to support and offer
assistance however needed, we would like to work with City staff as the specific policies

N

S-1

S-2

Response to Comment S-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment S-2
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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and ordinances are being developed. Further, we note that there is—and will be—a
need to vertically integrate the CAP into current City policy and the development of the
Community Plans that are underway. The success of the CAP will result from
appropriate ongoing pricritization and budgeting that considers each action for cost-
effective and equitable solutions to greenhouse gas emissions reductions. We are
encouraged that the City is already investing in the implementation of the CAP in
advance of the formal adoption by the City Council.

. Should there be favorable results regarding the feasibility study of either Community
Choice Aggregation (CCA) or an alternative plan, we propose that Action Item 2.1 be
given higher priority and moved to Phase 1.

. Many highly energy efficient products and technologies are already available and ready
for deployment. The City should regularly examine its regulatory and incentive programs
to determine whether there are cost-effective opportunities to encourage adoption and
speed deployment of approaches and technologies that can support the GHG reduction
goals of the CAP with the support of the private sector.

. The state and federal regulatory environment is changing. The CAP was developed in
response to AB 32 and the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) subsequent
Scoping Plan, SB 1078, SB 107, SB 2, AB 758, several executive orders and other
actions. However, new rules have been published or are under consideration (EPA's
Clean Energy Plan, published in August of 2015, SB 350, and SB 32 to name a few).
There's a need to monitor regulatory trends and to update the CAP as needed to stay
current.

. Targets are set using a baseline of 2010; it is now near the end of 2015. Monitoring
should be updated as part of an annual update to show the current state of San Diego's
GHG emissions. Looking at which trajectory the City has been on since the 2010
baseline was established will help determine if current actions can ensure compliance
with the long-term goals. Annual updates should also include the best available data on
distributed generation and utility power acquisition mix.

Energy Efficiency in Commercial and Multifamily Buildings is critical to achieving San T
Diego's climate goals. Including the AB 758 “Existing Buildings Energy Efficiency Action
Plan” in the CAP is a step in the right direction to achieve energy efficiency in all
buildings. However, Strategy 1: Water and Energy Efficient Buildings should include a
commercial and multifamily energy efficiency goal, with a benchmarking and
transparency ordinance. This will ensure the City is able to measure its progress towards
cost-effective carbon reductions through building-level energy benchmarking, which is a
recognized industry best practice.

Including a commercial and multifamily energy savings goal demonstrates that the City
understands that all buildings must be included if we want to achieve our climate action
targets. Previous barriers to whole-building data access needed for successful
benchmarking are addressed in the recently passed AB 802, currently awaiting the
Governor's signature. This legislation was passed with broad support from local
governments, the Building Owner and Managers Association of California, the US Green
Building Council California, the Efficiency Council, San Diego Gas & Electric, and other

key industry stakeholders. v

S-4

S5

S-6

S-7

Response to Comment S-3
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment S-4
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment S-5
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment S-6

Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting, including annual reporting.

Response to Comment S-7

Comment noted. Regarding commercial building energy disclosures and
benchmarking, please also see Response to Comment K-3.
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With the adoption of the AB 758 Action Plan and passage of AB 802, it is clear that
commercial and multifamily buildings in San Diego will be compelled to benchmark and
publicly report building energy use information in the coming years.

These state level legislative directives only add to the rising need for the CAP to outline
a local ordinance for commercial energy transparency and goals that best fits the unique
needs of San Diego, while also meeting statewide energy efficiency goals. This is an
opportunity for San Diego to show its leadership on climate issues and benefit from
resources for local governments to meet these targets. Aligned local action will ensure
that this legislation will be done in the best interest of San Diego stakeholders.

. Moving forward, the City should adopt a broader definition of the green economy for the
CAP that includes a more complete description of the full spectrum of opportunities and
commitment to local equitable growth. In addition, there is a need to ensure committed
equity in allocation of resources so that communities of concern are able to participate
and realize benefits of energy efficiency, renewable energy installations, urban forestry,
public health benefits, and job creation, without carrying undue burden of cost.

Once methods for assessing job creation are agreed, targets should be set and progress
tracked for each community planning area. According to the Bureau of Labor statistics,
jobs in research and development, manufacturing and distribution, installation, and
maintenance of products or services in any of the following categories could be
considered "green jobs:"

+ Energy from renewable sources — electricity, heat, or fuel generated from wind,
biomass, solar, ocean, hydropower, biomass, landfill gas, and municipal solid
waste;

+ Products and services that improve energy efficiency such as energy efficient
equipment, appliances, buildings and vehicles, as well as products and services
that improve the energy efficiency of buildings and efficiency of energy storage
and distribution such as smart grid technologies. Cogeneration is included in this
category,

+ Products that reduce or eliminate the creation or release of pollutants or toxic
compounds, remove pollutants or hazardous waste from the environment, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, reduce or eliminate creation of waste materials, or
collect, reuse, remanufacture, recycle, or compost waste materials or wastewater,;

« Natural resource conservation, including products and services related to organic
agriculture and sustainable forestry, land management, soil water or wildlife
conservation, and stormwater management; and

* Environmental compliance, education and training, and public awareness-
products and services that enforce environmental regulations, provide education
and training related to green technologies and practices, or increase public
awareness of environmental issues.

The CAP establishes the requirements for future policy with regard to greenhouse gas
emissions targets. We request that the City clearly identify the methods, metrics, and
milestones for green jobs and include numeric commitment targets for these jobs and
economic development over the life of the plan. Monitoring and enforcing the economic

s-9

Response to Comment S-8
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment S-9
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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development metrics and milestones should be included in regular updates to the Mayor,
City Council, and the community.

. We encourage the Mayor and City Council to provide separate budget lines for the CAP

as part of the budgeting cycle for each department. Regular updates should be made to
assure that policy goals are on track and that implementation is being accomplished in
the most cost-effective way. The Sustainability Program Manager should have adequate
resources and be empowered to move forward with budgeted items.

. Adaptation to effects of climate change that can no longer be avoided. The CAP

acknowledges that a comprehensive plan for adaptation to the unavoidable effects of
climate change should be developed. \We agree with this priority. It should include public
health issues, biodiversity, coastal resources, water, agriculture, forestry, transportation,
and energy.

An urban tree planting program is the only specific tactic mentioned in the CAP for
adaptation to unavoidable climate change effects — the SEAB is supportive of this goal.
Appropriate installation of the urban forestry measures proposed as adaptation
measures needs to include safeguards that do not interfere with the potential for rooftop
and parking lot solar energy installation. Installation guidelines need to be coordinated to
achieve the maximum benefits of each measure — shade, carbon absorption, and
electric generation. PV installations, by creating shade, can significantly reduce heating
loads on buildings and parking areas as well as contribute to the charging infrastructure
for expansion of electric vehicles.

The Sustainable Energy Advisory Board is grateful for the opportunity to provide comments on
the City of San Diego’s CAP. We expect to be engaged throughout the development of future
policy and in the implementing and monitoring of those policies that align to the CAP.

If you or any members of your staff have questions on this, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

John Bumgarner
Chairman
City of San Diego Sustainable Energy Advisory Board

Cc:

Kevin Faulconer, Mayor

San Diego City Council

Mike Hansen, Director of Land Use & Environmental Policy, Office of Mayor Faulconer
Brian Schoenfisch, Senior Planner, Planning Department

Cody Hooven, Sustainability Manager, Economic Development Department

Response to Comment S-10
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment S-11
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment T-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment T-2
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment T-3
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment T-4
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment T-5
Comment noted.
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September 28, 2015

Rebecca Malone, Associate Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department,
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Via email: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

PROJECT: San Diego Climate Action Plan
SCH NO.: 2015021053

Dear Ms, Malone,

The City of San Diego Environmental and Economic Sustainability Task Force (EESTF) was established
by the City Council in October 2010 as an independent advisory body to work with City staff on the
development of the Climate Action Plan.

As such, the EESTF is pleased to offer support for the Climate Action Plan Draft EIR with consideration
for the following comments:

1. Strategy 1, Energy & Water Efficiency gs, Action 1.1 (Residential Buildings) and New
Action for Commercial Buildings. The EESTF notes that reductions in overall energy consumption
affect the magnitude of other measures; prioritizing efficiency first would align to the statewide
California’s Loading Order for Electricity Resources and makes other aspects of the CAP feasible,
such as such as the 100% renewable energy goal.

The EESTF believes residential disclosure alone will not be adequate to meet the goals in the CAP.

Consideration should be given for energy use benchmarking and public disclosure for private projects

including commercial and multi-family residential (as had been proposed in a prior draft of the CAP),
as managing energy use effectively starts with measuring and knowing what the options are, and
commercial and multifamily buildings are large users of energy and represent the cost-effective, low-
hanging fruit for efficiency and conservation. If greenhouse gas emission goals are not met, as
documented in annual CAP reports, then retrofit mandates should be considered as future action to
meet the emission reductions targets for Strategy 1, Action 1.1.

Education and outreach should be a part of the disclosure process, including information on available
funding and financing programs. Publicly disclosing the summarized scores would allow the City to
assess if energy programs are having the desired results and where to most effectively allocate
outreach and monetary resources, For example, the City could target funding towards the least
efficient multifamily housing and other building types service low-income residents.

The California Energy Commission has made clear in its Existing Buildings Energy Efficiency Action
Plan (2015) it is looking for local governments to play a leading role and it intends to make funding
available for such efforts. The City of San Diego would be wise to take advantage of these funds and
be in control of its energy efficiency future in a way that best suits San Diego.

Additionally, there may be a discrepancy with the appendix and the target for Action 1.1. The July
2015 CAP includes the following for Strategy 1.1 "Reduce energy use by 15% per unit in 20% of
residential housing units by 2020 and 50% of units by 2035;" whereas Appendix B, Table 3 has
slightly different values for percentage of units participating in the disclosure ordinance. Table 3 also

u-2

Response to Comment U-1

Comment noted. Regarding commercial building energy disclosures and
benchmarking, please also see Response to Comment K-3.

Response to Comment U-2

Please see Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Final EIR. The Project
Description has been revised to reflect current GHG emissions reductions
modeling and methodology. These changes reflect the revisions to the CAP and
CAP Appendix A.
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highlights a potential significant discrepancy in the percentage of units that are targeted to participate
in "Efficiency Activities."

EESTF asserts that the greenhouse gas emission reduction target should not be lowered as the
targets for Strategy 1.1 are reconciled. Please explain how the methods will be comrected to meet the
target.

Strategy 1, Energy & Water Efficiency Buildings, Actions 1.1-1.5. The EESTF would like to see
the water use reduction strategies that have been implemented across the City in response to the
mandated water use reductions become permanent elements of the Climate Action Plan

CEQA st ining Checklist and Thresholds should be d to be i with
the CAP and General Plan. As the purpose of CAP Appendix A, Climate Action Plan Consistency
Checklist is to allow exceptionally environmentally sustainable projects to have streamlined review of
the greenhouse gas portion of CEQA,; the checklist should require the projects actually be
exceptionally environmentally sustainable.

First, the Land Use and Transportation Checklist Part 1 should make being located in a Transit
Priority Area a threshold question. This emphasis on dense, transit-oriented development is
necessary to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMTs) that are so critical to achieving the overall GHG
goals.

Second, the Energy and Water criteria in Checklist Part 2, Question 1 should minimally use 15%
better than State Title 24, Section & standards, rather than "average”. However, it would be more
appropriate to require Net Zero Energy, as the City's General Plan Policy CE-AS calls for all new
development and major redevelopment to be net zero energy consumption by 2020 for residential
and 2030 for commercial construction.

Further, Question 2 in Part 2 water efficiency and conservation targets should be strengthened, given
that San Diego is facing drought as the new normal of living, and the City's Water Task Force
recommends reducing water use by 35% or more. In addition, EESTF requests that the City make
permanent the current, temporary drought conservation measures, as a supporting measure in
Strategy 1.

The CAP should reflect mini is of new state regulations including SB 350 (2015,
de Leon) AB 802 (2015, Williams). While these pieces of legislation have not (at the writing of this
letter) been signed into law by the Governor. The legislative intent is clear—coupled with the AB 758
Action Plan that has been released by the state in August 2015—that existing building will be subject
to energy disclosure and retrofit.

The following additional comments shall be considered as the Climate Action Plan is implemented to
ensure the intent of the CAP is maintained and tracked throughout its life:

Strategy 1, Energy & Water Efficiency Buildings and Strategy 3 (Transportation and Land Use), T

new supporting measure, Develop a community planning tool and checklist to align to CAP for
review with the EIR. Following from the approach developed by the Pacific Beach Planning
Committee as it relates to the Pacific Beach EcoDistrict (referenced in the CAP) a tool shall be

u-2

u-3

U-6

Response to Comment U-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Response to Comment U-4

Please see Response to Comment N-3.

Response to Comment U-5

The CAP assumes 50 percent of electricity will be provided by renewable
energy by 2030 which is consistent with SB350.

AB 802 effectively replaces AB 1103. Reductions in the CAP are assumed
based on AB 1103, with the expectation that AB 802 will achieve similar or
greater reductions, and not less. The details and programs for AB802 have not
yet been developed. As stated in the CAP (page 29), “improvements in energy
technology and efficiency, transportation technology and fuels, building
standards, consumer behavior, and future federal and state regulations may
warrant re-visiting the actions over time.” Please also see CAP Chapter 3
regarding CAP implementation monitoring and reporting, including annual
reporting.

Calculations were developed in July 2015 under current regulations. Due to the
necessity to complete the calculations and finalize the document, any
regulatory/legislative changes that occurred after calculations were completed
will be included in future CAP updates. To date, regulatory changes that
occurred in the latter half of 2015 are anticipated to increase greenhouse gas
reductions, which would contribute an even greater amount to the anticipated
reductions under the CAP.

Response to Comment U-6
Comment noted. Also, please see Response to Comment N-3.
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Response to Comment U-7
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment U-8

Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting, including annual reporting.

Response to Comment U-9

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting, including annual reporting.

Response to Comment U-10
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment U-11

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting, including annual reporting.

Response to Comment U-12
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment V-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment W-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment X-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
Comment Letter Y Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist.
Response to Comment Y-2
Rebecca Malone, Associate Planner September 29, 2105 Comment noted_

City of San Diego Planning Department
1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101

Via email: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
Re: San Diego Climate Action Plan Draft PEIR Comments — Project 2015021053
Dear Ms. Malone,

Please accept these comments on the City of San Diego's Climate Action Plan (CAP) Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Repeort (PEIR), on behalf of Climate Action Campaign (CAC).
CAC is a watchdog organization dedicated to stopping climate change and protecting San Diego's
quality of life.

We support the CAP's legally-binding greenhouse gas reduction targets— 15% below the baseline T

by 2020 and 49% by 2035. In committing to and meeting these targets, the City will be doing its
part in helping the state meet its 2020, 2030, and 2050 targets and be a leading example of
addressing climate change regionally, statewide, and nationally. While the most recent science
suggests these goals may be insufficient to fully combat climate change, we agree these targets
are an appropriate starting point for this first iteration of the City's CAP.

We also fully support the CAP's groundbreaking and necessary goals, including for 2035:

* 100% clean energy citywide

e 50% of commutes by transit, walking, and biking in priority areas

e 2 mile reduction in average vehicle commute distance

* 90% reduction in waste

e 35% urban tree canopy
Achieving these goals will not only help protect and preserve our future, but will also improve our
quality of life and health today and drive technical and economic innovation and entrepreneurship
to find climate solutions. These strategies will ensure San Diego is prepared to meet the needs of a
21* century economy and emerging workforce that wants clean air, clean energy and bicycling,
walking, and transit as real and preferable transportation methods.

Qur review of the draft PEIR, CAP, and technical appendices shows some additional and amended
actions are needed to ensure the City and its residents are able to fully meet the CAP's goals. Our
recommendations can be summarized as the following:

1. Develop Budget and Year-1 Work Plan

. Develop CAP Consistency Checklists for Community Plans

. Strengthen CAP Consistency Checklist for CEQA Streamlining Review

Regional Transportation Planning and Funding—Leverage City Position at SANDAG
Plan for Adaptation to Climate Change

. Integrate Language on Social Equity into Goals, Targets and Actions in Chapter 3

- N N RN

¥Y-1
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We offer more detail on these six recommendations in our comments below.

1. Develop Budget and Year-1 Work Plan

Critical to ensure the Climate Action Plan results in tangible change and achieves real greenhouse
gas reductions is allocating the proper funding. Developing an accurate budget may require
creating more detailed work plan for the first year or two of implementation, which could be a
companion document to the CAP to be presented shortly following the plan's adoption.

Budgeting needs in the CAP's first year should include, but are not limited to:

* Infrastructure and programs needed to implement the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plans. The
share of transportation funds should minimally match the CAP's mode-share goals and be
adjusted upward as necessary to achieve of the goals. We also support prioritizing these funds
in disadvantaged areas identified by CalEnviroScreen.

Clean Energy and Efficiency Installation on City-owned properties.

Community Choice Aggregation Validation Study.

Tree planting sufficient to implement the Urban Forest Management Plan and meet 2020 goals.
Consultant and/or staffing for developing an Adaptation Plan.

Sufficient staff funding to move the Zero Waste program forward to meet 2020 goals.

Relevant City staff time and associated expenditures, including the Sustainability Manager,
Urban Forest Manager, staff of the Departments of Transportation and Stormwater,
Environmental Services, and Planning to implement and monitor CAP compliance.

2. Develop CAP Consistency Checklists for Community Plans

Community Plans are a key tool for implementing the CAP—in governing whether our urban
neighborhoods will be compact and transit-oriented, help people live close to where they work,
provide safe pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists, are affordable to a diversity of incomes, have
trees and parks to reduce heat and use energy and water wisely. In fact, the Mayor regularly touts
Community Plan Updates as the key strategy for implementing City of Villages and CAP goals.

As multiple Community Plan Updates are currently in development, we are concerned the CAP
includes no requirements or guidance for how these Updates should comply with and help achieve
the CAP's goals. This must be a key priority before any new plans are adopted by Council. This is
also important given the potential impacts the PEIR identifies to Land Use, Neighborhood
Character, and Transportation and Circulation. The City must develop a CAP Consistency
Checklist for Community Plans—a concept similar to the CAP Consistency Checklist for CEQA
streamlining (Appendix A). Success metrics should include reduction of VMTs and improvement of
air quality, rather than traditional Level of Service (LOS) as proposed in in the PEIR (p3.F-15).

3. Strengthen CAP Consistency Checklist for CEQA Streamlining Review

We support the purpose of CAP Appendix A, Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist— to allow
exceptionally environmentally sustainable projects to have faster review of the GHG portion of
N

Y-3

Y-4

Response to Comment Y-3

Comment noted. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation
monitoring and reporting, including annual reporting.

Response to Comment Y-4

Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist.

Response to Comment Y-5

Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist.
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Response to Comment Y-6

Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist. Response to Comment Y-7

Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist.

Response to Comment Y-8

Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist.

Response to Comment Y-9

Please see Response to Comment N-3 regarding the CAP Consistency
Checklist.

Response to Comment Y-10

Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP implementation monitoring and
reporting, including annual reporting.
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Regicnal Plan would put the City's Transit Priority Areas on a path to reach only 15% alternative
transportation by 2035, That's even lower than the CAP's 2020 goal of 21%.

This is a significant hurdle the City must and can do more to address. Luckily, there is a solution.
The City has two seats on the SANDAG board and can control 40% of the votes. While that's not
all of the votes needed to decide any cne outcome, the City has the influence needed to improve
the Region’s plans.

5. Plan for Adaptation to Climate Change in Stand-Alone Document by 2017

We support language in the CAP acknowledging the need for development of a stand-alone
climate adaptation document. This should be a mandatory action item in Phase 1. The City has a
critical need to assess the risks to the City's infrastructure, public health, safety, and natural
resources, especially for sensitive and disadvantaged populations, and prioritize limited resources
where they are most needed to reduce vulnerability and enhance capacity to adapt. Acting now will
also reduce future costs. The Coastal Commission agrees, highlighting in its recently adopted Sea
Level Rise guidance document: "The third National Climate Assessment notes that there is strong
evidence showing that the cost of doing nothing to prepare for the impacts of sea level rise
exceeds the costs associated with adapting to them by about 4 to 10 times (Moser et al. 2014)."

6. Integrate Language on Social Equity into Goals, Targets and Actions in Chapter 3

We support the City in having a special focus on ensuring disadvantaged communities benefit from
this plan and are prepared to adapt to climate change. \We support the goal in Chapter 4, Social
Equity and Job Creation, to “Prioritize programs and actions to reduce emissions in disadvantaged
communities that rank in the top 25 percent of CalEnviroScreen'’s ranking for San Diego region
communities.” (p51). We also join many stakeholders in recommending this goal be integrated
throughout the strategies in Chapter 3, so it is not forgotten. This could help address air quality
impacts the DEIR identifies for sensitive receptors. City staff informed us such prioritization may
currently be done as an informal practice. Formalizing this prioritization by integrating it into the
CAP would help keep the City accountable and transparent to the public in future years.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. With our recommendations included, we
are eager to work with the City in moving forward with adopting and fully implementing this
groundbreaking plan

Sincerely,
Mt
77
Aol L
7 Ak
Nicole Capretz Kayla Race
Executive Director Director of Operations and Programs

Y-11

Y-12

Response to Comment Y-11
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.

Response to Comment Y-12
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comment noted.
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Response to Comment Z-1
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment AA-1

CAP Appendix A has been updated to include a more detailed methodology for
how the GHG reduction from implementation of a CCA or another program
was determined. Please see specifically CAP Appendix pages A-5 through A-10
for the methodology for CCA or another program. Greater detail has been
provided for the forecasted GHG reductions for all of the CAP Actions.
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Response to Comment AA-2

Comment noted. Revisions to the CAP and CAP Appendix A separate out the
emissions reductions associated with Community Choice Aggregation or
another program that are attributable to the statewide Renewable Portfolio
Standard. This change decreased the amount of reductions achieved at the local
level, and increased the amount at the State level—the overall level of
reductions remained the same.
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Response to Comment AA-3

See Response to Comment AA-2. All GHG reductions attributable to State
actions have been categorized as such in the CAP and the FEIR.

Response to Comment AA-4

As specified in the CAP, on page 35, the City will “[clomplete a citywide
Community Choice Aggregation Feasibility Study” as part of the
implementation strategy for Action 2.1, which will consider these issues.
Calculations are based on reasonable assumptions. Please see CAP Chapter 3
regarding CAP implementation monitoring and reporting, including annual
reporting.
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Response to Comment AA-5

Natural gas is not a 100 percent renewable energy source, and thus, was not
included specifically in the CAP strategies. CAP Appendix A includes natural
gas, as it is an energy source currently in use.

Response to Comment AA-6

The CAP’s reference to the “potential contribution of a large-scaled pumped
storage project toward meeting the City’s renewable energy needs” is in a list of
examples of the “Growing Presence of Renewable Energy in San Diego.” It
describes a partnership between the City and the San Diego County Water
Authority to conduct an in-depth study of the feasibility of a multi-year
renewable energy project at San Vicente Reservoir. The CAP does not include
any reductions attributable to this reference.
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Response to Comment AA-7

The purpose of the CAP is to assess the policies and actions needed to reduce
emissions to meet specified targets. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP
implementation monitoring and reporting, including annual reporting.

Response to Comment AA-8

Recent changes to legislation either remain consistent with current GHG
estimates in the CAP or are anticipated to generate additional reductions. The
CAP calculations assume a 50 percent level of renewable energy for 2030,
consistent with SB 350. Please see CAP Chapter 3 regarding CAP
implementation monitoring and reporting, including annual reporting. Please
also see Response to Comment U-5.

Response to Comment AA-9

The Draft EIR has been revised to reflect that the CMAP Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative in that it would eliminate or reduce the
severity of impacts related to the implementation of large-scale renewable
energy projects. The commenter is correct that local GHG emissions achieved
under the CAP would be lower than those in the CMAP Alternative, but that
overall reductions in the CAP would be greater than those shown in the CMAP
because additional state and federal reductions are included in the CAP. The
lower locally-achieved actions are due to rapidly changing federal and state
regulatory environment. Where state and federal programs result in certain
greenhouse gas emissions reductions, implementation of certain local measures
become obsolete.
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Response to Comment AA-10

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Regarding the
CMAP Alternative more generally, please see Response to Comment AA-9.
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Response to Comment AA-11
See Response to Comment AA-5.
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Response to Comment AA-12

As stated in Section 8, Alternatives, in addition to the lack of jurisdiction over
transit projects, the environmental justice alternative was not selected because
actions to improve conditions in environmental justice communities are already
included in the General Plan, Housing Element, and CAP.

Response to Comment AA-13
The following text changes have been made:

“SDG&E purchases raw energy supplies from various suppliers located
outside of the city and transports those energy sources to local plants for
processing. SDG&E purchases electricity from the Otay Mesa Energy

Center, owned by Calpine, and SDG&E owns and operates the Palomar

SDG&E’s system of transmission lines.” (Introduction, page 1-11)

“...Gas and Electric Substations and Transmission Lines, identifies some
of SDG&E’s facilities within the City. SBG&E-produces-electricity

other-smallerpower-plants SDG&E purchases electricity from the Otay
Mesa Energy Center, owned by Calpine, and SDG&E owns and operates

the Palomar Energy Center in Escondido, which is then sent to customers
through various transmission lines.” (Section 3.G Utilities, Page 3.G-7)
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