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EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Wilson Estates 
2 messages 

Mary Lou Giles <mlgiles18@yahoo.com> Sun, Oct 20, 2013 at 4:00PM 
Reply-To: Mary Lou Giles <mlgiles18@yahoo.com> 
To: "bosone@edcgov.us" <bosone@edcgov.us>, "bostwo@edcgov.us" <bostwo@edcgov.us>, 
"bosthree@edcgov. us" <bosthree@edcgov. us>, "bosfour@edcgov. us" <bosfour@edcgov. us>, "bosfiw@edcgov.us" 
<bosfi~edcgo~us> 

Cc: "edc.cob@edcgov.us" <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Dear Supervisors Mikulaco, Nutting, Veerkamp, Briggs, and Santiago, 
I understand you will be considering a rezone of property in El Dorado Hill at your meeting on 
Tues. 10/22. The project is "Wilson Estates". This rezone will increase the number of housing 
units from the currently approved 28 to approximately 88. I urge you to deny this rezone. 
The current R1A zoning is consistent with the surrounding community. A rezone would 
substantially change the character of the community, and is unfair to folks who bought or built 
homes in the area specifically because they wanted to live in a semi-rural envirorment. Their 
quality of life will suffer. There will also be an adverse impact on traffic, both on Green Valley 
Road, and, inevitably, on Highway 50. Whether county staff believes it or not, according to 
Caltrans, 50 is already at LOS F at El Dorado Hills Blvd! 
I consider this decision a test of your willingness to abide by the wishes of the voters of the 
county as expressed in Measure Y, and the General Plan as it stands. What is the point of 
zoning, if zoning can be changed just because property owners want to make more money from 
the sale of their land or developers want to squeeze in more units and squeeze out more 
profit? That leaves residents with no protection and no faith in their local government. 
Again, I urge you to deny this rezone, and do the right thing by the voters and taxpayers of the 
county. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Lou Giles 

Mary Lou Giles <mlgiles18@yahoo.com> Sun, Oct 20, 2013 at 4:18PM 
Reply-To: Mary Lou Giles <mlgiles18@yahoo.com> 
To: "bosone@edcgov.us" <bosone@edcgov.us>, "bostwo@edcgov.us" <bostwo@edcgov.us>, 
"bosthree@edcgov. us" <bosthree@edcgov. us>, "bosfour@edcgov. us" <bosfour@edcgov. us>, "bosfiw@edcgov.us" 
<bosfiw@edcgo~us> 

Cc: "edc.cob@edcgov.us" <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Dear Supervisors Mikulaco, Nutting, Veerkamp, Briggs, and Santiago, 
I apologize if you have already received this e-mail-having some technical difficulties. 
I understand that at your meeting this coming Tues. 10/22, you will be considering a rezone of 
property in El Dorado Hills known as Wilson Estates. The rezone would increase the number of 
housing units from the currently approved 28 to approximately 88. I urge you to deny this 
rezone. 
The current R1A zoning is consistent with the surrounding community. A rezone would 
substantially change the character of the community, and is unfair to folks who bought or built 
homes in the area specifically because they wanted a semi rural way of life. Not only would 
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their quality of life, and their property values, be adversely affected by a rezone, there would be 
negative impacts on traffic on Green Valley Road and, inevitably, on Highway 50. Staffs recent 
flawed presentation not withstanding, according to Caltrans, 50 is already at LOS F at El 
Dorado Hills Blvd. during peak hours. 
I consider this decision a test of your willingness to abide by the wishes of the voters of the 
county as expressed in Measure Y and the General Plan as It stands. What is the point of 
zoning, if zoning can be changed purely to provide more profit for property owners or 
developers? That leaves residents with no protection-and no faith in their county government. 
Again, I urge you to deny this rezone, and do the right thing by the voters and taxpayers of the 
county. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Lou Giles 
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The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> 

Wilson Estates hearing 10/22/2013 
1 message 

John Giles <johngiles10@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 1:35PM 
Reply-To: John Giles <johngiles10@yahoo.com> 
To: boshNo@edcgo~us 
Cc: "bosone@edcgov.us" <bosone@edcgov.us>, "bosthree@edcgo~.us" <bosthree@edcgo\A.us>, 
"bosfour@edcgov. us" <bosfour@edcgov. us>, "bosfiw@edcgov. us" <bosfiw@edcgov. us>, "edc. cob@edcgov. us" 
<edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Dear SupeNisor Nutting: 

Regarding the approval of the Wilson Estates project: please wte No. 

The proposed rezoning is not necessary to maintain compliance with Measure Y, the General Plan, or the 
express wishes of County residents. The proposed rezoning is necessary only to facilitate the financial interests 
of its backers. These financial interests do not trump the desires of County residents to maintain the current rural 
character of our area. 

The backers of Wilson Estates haw made arguments which are not accurate or complete, and pre~ous actions 
on the proposal haw skipped reports, re~ews, and public comment which are required. To some extent it 
appears that Staff are complicit in the misrepresentations and missed steps. 

Would you please require Staff to bring to the Board, and to the public, a thorough, factual re~ew of all pre~ous 
actions relating to this project, so that all errors and omissions can be known and addressed. 

This County is not the place for greedy interests to come to increase their private wealth at the expense of our 
oaks, creeks, savannahs, and the low density rural character of li~ng here. 

Please wte No. 

Sincerely, 

John Giles 
3460 Cambridge Road 
Cameron Park 

htlcs:J/rrrail.aoaale.com'mail/b/55/u/OI?U=2&ik=b343fJbbeb&\4eN=ot&search=inbax&lh= 141dcbadl57cec36 1/1 Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013
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EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov us> 

Wilson Estates Vote NO Oct 22 2pm 
~ mes.sage 

Sheree n <shereenbaker@comcast. net> Sun, Oct 20, 2013 at 7:55 PM 
To: "edc.cob@edcgov.us• <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

As a resident on Malcolm Dixon Rd, I urge a NO wte for the Wilson Estates proposal. There are No high density 
lots in this area and that is why my family is here. My concerns are lack of open space, lack of proper traffic 
routes, oak tree removal, and strong desire to maintain medium density. Again please Vote NO. 

Sincerely, 
Shereen and Forrest Baker 
Malcolm Dixon Resident 
Shereenbaker@comcast. net 

Sent from my iPad 
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Fwd: Wilson Estates Rezone 
1 message 

The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> 
To: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

--Forwarded message-
From: <blacinfo@aol.com> 
Date: Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 8:00AM 
Subject: RE: Wilson Estates Rezone 

Eclcge11.us Mail - FV«l: Wilson Estates Rezone 

EDC COB <edc.cob .s edcgov.us>-

Man, Oct 21 , 2013 at 8:08AM 

To: bosone@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, bosfour@edcgov.us, bosfi-.e@edcgov.us 

To: BOS District 1, District 2, District 3, District 4, District 5 

Please deny the rezone of the Wilson Estates properties from 1 house per acre (R1A) or 28 homes which is consistent with the adjoining 
communities to R1, an inconsistent higher density allowance of 88 homes for the property. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kathy Prewst 
530 672-6836 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are 
i ntended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by persons other than the 

intended recipient or entity is prohibited . 
If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the 

material from your system. 
Thank you . 
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RE: 10·22-13 BOS MTG· PROPOSED REZONING WILSON ESTATES 

NANCY COFFEE <najava1 @sbcglobal. net> 
Reply-To: NANCY COFFEE <najava1@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "edc.cob@edcgov.us" <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

TO: MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: 

RE: 10/22/13 BOS MEETING, ITEM 36, #13-0024 

Fri, Oct 18, 2013 at 4:28 PM 

You been informed of the position of the residents who live in our area regarding the proposed 
rezoning to R1A for Wilson Estates, so I will not reiterate. The rezone should not be supported 
for all the logical reasons you have been made aware of and documentation has been proved. 

We have lived on Malcolm Dixon Road since 1985. This is a rural area. We are not one of the 
'villages'. The possibility of 49-88(?) homes being built on the land of Wilson Estates is 
unacceptable, and in the long run will cause the county more headaches, legal problems and 
difficulties than can be imagined. I feel that in most cases, landowners should be able to do 
what they choose with their land but not when it results in infringement on the rights of others. 

I recognize that more houses mean more $$$$$$ for the county and for you this is a strong 
influencing factor but this is one project proposal that is not the way to increase the coffers and 
direct monetary benefits to a developer. Remember that each of you represent each of us. 

Ask yourself this question: if my family lived on Malcolm Dixon Road, as a resident, would I 
support the rezoning? 

Do the right thing-Please vote NO on the rezoning to R1A for Wilson Estates. Thank 
you. 

Nancy Coffee 
1196 Malcolm Dixon Road 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
najava1 @sbcglobal.net 
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I .-; ~ ' ' 

Comment regarding Wilson Estates -Oct. 22, 2013 Agenda Item 36 

Marsha Burch <mburchlaw@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 6:30AM 
To: edc.cob@edcgov.us, bosone@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, bosfour@edcgov.us, 
bosfiw@edcgov.us 
Cc: roger.trout@edcgov.us, tom.dougherty@edcgov.us 

Please see attached comment letter regarding the abow-referenced Project, agenda Item 36. 

Mai"Sla A. Burch, Esq. 

131 South Aubum Street 

Grass Valley, Califomia 95945 

530/272.8411 

fax 530/272.9411 

mburchlaw@gmail.com 

2 attachments 

~ 10_21_13CommentletterWilson.pdf 
126K 

~ GHG_ Thresholds_and_Supporting_Evldence_3-28-12.pdf 
1129K 
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Via Electronic Mail 
edc.cob@edcgov .us 

MARSHA A. BURCH 
ATIORNEY AT LAW 

131 South Auburn Street 
GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945 

October 21, 2013 

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
Clerk of the Board 
2850 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Rezone Zll-0007/Tentative Map 
TMll-1504/Wilson Estates 

Dear Supervisors and Clerk of the Board: 

Telephone: 

(530) 272-8411 

Facsimile: 

(530) 272-9411 

rnburchlaw@gmail.com 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide the following comments on behalf of 
John and Kelley Garcia regarding the above-referenced Project. These comments focus 
on the environmental review, but we also recognize significant concerns raised in 
comments submitted to the County regarding the Project's inconsistency with the 
General Plan. 

We have reviewed the significant number of comments submitted to the County 
regarding this Project, and firmly believe that the Initial Study ("IS") and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration ("MND") do not comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act ("CEQA"). (Pub. Res. Code§ 21000 et seq.) Based upon the many areas of 
impact where there is substantial evidence to easily support a fair argument that the 
Project may have a significant impact, an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") must be 
prepared. 

I. Standard for use of Negative Declaration 

The standard in reviewing an agency's decision not to prepare an EIR for a 
project is subject to the "fair argument test'' and is not reviewed under the substantial 
evidence test that governs review of agency determinations under Public Resources 
Code sections 21168 and 21168.5. The "substantial evidence test" that generally applies 
to review of an agency's compliance with CEQA provides that if any substantial 
evidence in the record supports the agency's determination, then the determination will 
remain undisturbed. 
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El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
Clerk of the Board 
October 21, 2013 
Page 2 of 5 

In stark contrast, an agency's decision to omit the preparation of an EIR will not 
stand if any substantial evidence in the record would support a fair argument that the 
Project may have a significant effect on the environment. (No Oil, Inc. v. city of Los 
Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 75; Friends of"B" Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 
Cal.App.3d 988, 1000-1003; Pub. Res. Code§ 21151.) 

There is substantial evidence to support a fair argument that each of the Project 
impacts discussed in comments submitted to the County may be significant. A full EIR 
should be prepared for other reasons as well. The cumulative impacts of the Project are 
significant and the County has received many letters discussing the un-analyzed 
cumulative impacts, with particular concern about traffic impacts. Where a project's 
impacts are cumulatively considerable, adoption of a mitigated negative declaration is 
inappropriate unless the evidence in the record demonstrates that the mitigation 
measures will reduce all impacts to a level of insignificance. (See San Bernardino Valley 
Audubon Society v. Metropolitan Water District (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 382, 391.) In this 
case it does not. 

II. Reliance on General Plan EIR is Misplaced 

When a lead agency proposes to use a previously prepared EIR form an earlier 
project as the basis for its conclusion that a new project will not cause a significant 
impact, and thus can be approved with a negative declaration, the agency may employ 
the previous EIR as part of its initial study. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15153(c).) 

Where a lead agency intends to rely on an earlier environmental document for its 
analysis of a project's impact, the IS, at the very least, should summarize, with 
supporting citations, the specific relevant conclusions of the existing documents. Only 
then can the public determine whether the agency's reliance on extant data is in fact 
proper. (See Emmington v. Solano County Redevelopment Agency (1987) 195 Cal.App.3rd 
491, 501-503.) The IS/MND for the Project does not include a summary of (or specific 
citation to) the previous EIR sections relied upon. Thus, it violates CEQA's requirement 
that the public be afforded the opportunity to determine whether the data relied upon is 
in fact supportive of the conclusions in the IS/MND. 

Further, tiering from the 2004 General Plan EIR ("GP EIR") also violates CEQA. 
Public Resources Code section 21068.5 defines "tiering" as: 

[T]he coverage of general matters and environmental effects in an 
environmental impact report prepared for a policy, plan, program 
or ordinance followed by narrower or site-specific environmental 
impact reports which incorporate by reference the discussion in 
any prior environmental impact report and which concentrate on 
the environmental effects which (a) are capable of being mitigated, 
or (b) were not analyzed as significant effects on the environment 
in the prior environmental impact report. (Emphasis added.) 
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The 2004 GP EIR was adopted with a statement of overriding considerations 
because there were multiple areas of impact found to be significant and unavoidable, 
including impacts to air quality. Where a programmatic or master EIR is approved 
with a statement of overriding considerations, a lead agency may not tier from that 
document with a negative declaration or a mitigated negative declaration. (Communities 
for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 124-
125.) Accordingly, the County's attempt to tier a mitigated negative declaration from 
an EIR that was approved with a statement of overriding considerations is a violation of 
CEQA. 

III. The IS/MND Ignores Cumulative Impacts 

The staff report for the Project notes that several developments are occurring in 
the Project area at this time, and this fact is completely glossed over in the IS/MND 
with respect to every other area of impact. The document fails to consider whether the 
Project's impacts will be "cumulatively considerable" with respect to each area of 
impact. (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Item 2.) 

Section 15130(b)(l) of the CEQA Guidelines provides two options for considering 
potentially significant cumulative adverse impacts. This analysis can be based on either: 
(1) A list of past, present and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or (2) A 
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, 
which described or evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the 
cumulative impact. Any such planning document shall be referenced and made 
available to the public at a location specified by the lead agency. The County did not 
perform the required analysis under either of the options, and so the MND contains an 
insufficient review of the Project's cumulative impacts. 

Specifically with respect to air quality, the El Dorado County Air Pollution 
Control District has identified the Mountain County Air Basin as an impaired air basin. 
Cumulative impacts to the already impaired air basin are particularly alarming, and 

dismissed in the IS/MND. A California Court of Appeal has found that "[t]he relevant 
question to be addressed in the EIR is not the relative amount of precursors emitted by 
the project when compared with preexisting emissions, but whether any additional 
amount of precursor emissions should be considered significant in light of the serious 
nature of the ozone problems in this air basin." (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of 
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 781, emphasis added.) The Fifth District concluded 
that the more severe the existing environmental problems are, the lower the threshold 
for finding that a project's cumulative impacts are significant. (Id.) The IS/MND fails 
to analyze this issue, and simply dismisses the potentially significant impacts to air 
quality by stating that the Project will comply with regulations. 

The Initial Study does not provide an accurate view of the Project such that the 
public and decision-makers may balance the Project's benefits against its environmental 
cost. To move forward to Project approval on the basis of the IS/MND in its current 
form would prevent the document from fulfilling its purpose of providing relevant 
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information to all interested parties and decision makers. 

IV. The Direct Impacts of the Project are Not Adequately Addressed 

This comment letter is intended to supplement the many comments previously 
submitted to the County regarding the Project. The individual areas of impact will not 
be discussed in detail here, but substantial evidence has been submitted to the County 
~d there is no way around the fact that an EIR is necessary. 

A wide range of traffic impacts have been identified and discussed in comments 
to the County. Cumulative impacts have not been sufficiently addressed, and some of 
the mitigation of traffic impacts is being left to impact fees, which may or may not ever 
result in actual mitigation of the Project's impacts. There is no support for a finding that 
the traffic impacts have been mitigated to a level of insignificance. 

Construction impacts to air quality are discussed briefly, and the IS I MND 
acknowledges that construction will result in violation of air quality standards for PM10. 
The discussion dismisses this as "minor." Without any analysis of how applicable 

regulations would reduce the threshold violation to a level of insignificance, the 
ISIMND simply concludes that the impacts will be mitigated. The ISIMND similarly 
dismisses operational violations of air quality thresholds in an already impaired air basin. 

The air quality analysis in the ISIMND generally just refers to the 2004 GP EIR 
and concludes that cumulative impacts have already been addressed. There is no 
citation to the GP EIR, nor the required discussion of that previous analysis. 

The Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the ISIMND does not begin to comply 
with CEQA. Based upon a finding that the greenhouse gases generated by the Project 
would be small relative to the global emissions, the MND concludes that the Project's 
impacts would be less than significant. This conclusory analysis falls short of CEQA's 
requirements. 

The CEQA Guidelines (effective on March 18, 2010) clarified how greenhouse gas 
("GHG") emissions should be analyzed and mitigated under CEQA. These Guideline 
requirements are not optional. When adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency 
may adopt thresholds previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or 
recommended by experts, provided the decision to adopt such thresholds is supported 
by substantial evidence (14 CCR § 15064.7(c)). The ISIMND uses the thresholds of 
significance from the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District ("SLOAPCD"). 

There is no discussion in the IS I MND regarding any substantial evidence that 
would support the use of the SLOAPCD thresholds. There is no discussion about the 
fact that San Luis Obispo County is in attainment for many air quality standards. The 
SLOAPCD created its thresholds based upon an inventory of GHG emissions in San 
Luis Obispo County. The documents supporting the SLOAPCD thresholds identified the 
gap in GHG reduction under current State law, and then based the thresholds on 
estimated future development in the County. (See San Luis Obispo GHG Thresholds 
and Supporting Evidence, p. 18, attached for your reference.) 
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There is no evidence, much less substantial evidence, to support the use of the 
SLOAPCD thresholds for a Project in El Dorado County. The question of whether the 
thresholds are appropriate has not yet been addressed. 

V. Conclusion 

This letter does not go into the details of the impacts identified in the many 
public comment letters, but we have reviewed the comments and urge the County to 
consider the substantial evidence of potentially significant impacts that has been 
presented, and prepare an EIR as required by CEQA. Commenter' s have also noted the 
Project's inconsistency with the County's General Plan and the very real problems 
facing the community as a result of the traffic impacts from development in the Project 
area. 

An overarching concern raised consistently by the comments submitted is the 
incompatibility of the proposed Project with surrounding uses, as well as a failure by 
the County to conduct sufficient study to address the cumulative traffic impacts in the 
Project area, and develop a way to effectively mitigate those impacts. 

Because of the issues raised above, we believe that the IS I MND fails to meet the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, and the Project is also 
inconsistent with the General Plan and the interests of the citizens of ElDorado County. 
Accordingly, the rezone proposed by the Project must be denied on October 22nd and 
any future application should include preparation of an EIR to fully assess any proposal 
to increase density. A full EIR should be prepared which adequately addresses all 
direct and reasonably foreseeable impacts, provides adequate and feasible mitigation, 
considers the alternatives under the correct assumptions about the current 
environmental setting and avoids excessive and unnecessary impacts to the 
environment and people in the vicinity of the Project. 

Very truly yours, 

I I Marsha A. Burch I I 

Marsha A Burch 
Attorney 

cc: Roger Trout, Development Services Director (roger.trout@edcgov.us) 
Tom Dougherty, Planner (tom.dougherty@edcgov.us) 
EDC Board of Supervisors 
(bosone@edcgov. us; bostwo@edcgov. us; bosthree@edcgov. us; 
bosfour@edcgov.us; bosfive@edcgov.us) 
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GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS AND SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 

Air Pollution Control District 
San Luis Obispo County 

March 28, 2012 
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1. 

GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

INTRODUCTION 

The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is a local public agency with the 
primary mission of realizing and preserving clean air for all county residents and businesses. The 
APCD's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) is one tool for 
implementing this mission. The Handbook serves as a general guide for lead agencies, consultants, 
project proponents, and the general public on quantifying project construction and operational 
emission impacts, comparing those impacts to APCD significance thresholds, and applying 
appropriate mitigation measures when necessary. The APCD typically acts as a concerned agency 
(land use projects) or a responsible agency (APCD permit required) in the CEQA process, but can also 
be designated as the lead or co-lead agency for some projects. 

The APCD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook was first released in 1997 and was updated in 2003. These 
editions primarily focused on evaluating and mitigating the emissions of traditional criteria air 
pollutants (ozone precursors and particulate matter) from new development. Subsequently, a 
considerable shift in air quality issues and priorities occurred at both state and local levels. This shift 
resulted in State programmatic changes and new legislation that placed greater focus on reducing 
and mitigating health and air quality impacts from toxic diesel particulate matter (DPM) and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The APCD Board adopted significant changes to the Handbook in 
December 2009 to add comprehensive guidance for toxic DPM and staff is now proposing GHG 
thresholds of significance and applicable mitigation measures to help lead agencies meet the GHG 
reduction goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Ace . 

In 2007, through the adoption of Senate Bill (SB) 97, California's lawmakers identified the need to 
analyze greenhouse gas emissions as a part of the CEQA process. Even in the absence of adopted 
CEQA thresholds for GHG emissions, lead agencies are required to analyze the GHG emissions of 
proposed projects and must reach a conclusion regarding the significance of those emissions. The 
proposed GHG thresholds for SLO County provide guidance for lead agencies to implement new 
development in a manner that will help our region provide its share of the GHG reductions outlined 
in AB 32. To meet these reduction goals, development in the County must become more 
sustainable with a focus on energy efficient mixed use urban infill and redevelopment that reduces 
vehicle dependency and expands alternative transportation modes, all of which supports SLO 
County's Clean Air Plan2

• While building efficiency has significantly improved in California over the 
years and continues to improve, the necessary reductions cannot be achieved by one area or sector 
alone. It will require careful consideration of site design, location, transportation, energy efficiency, 
water and waste handling. 

1 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. 2009 (December). APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. San 

Luis Obispo, CA. Available: www.slocleanair.org/business/regulations.php#cega-handbook. Accessed December 

1, 2011. 

2 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. 2001. Clean Air Plan San Luis Obispo County. San Luis 

Obispo, CA. Available: http:/ /www.slocleanair.org/business/pdf/CAP.pdf. Accessed December 1, 2011 
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Since the adoption of our 2009 Handbook, a number of agencies in California have subsequently 
developed GHG thresholds of significance for new development being evaluated under CEQA. 
Extensive research was conducted by the APCD to determine the most appropriate methodology for 
establishing GHG thresholds for our countl. After reviewing the GHG threshold analyses 
performed by other Air Districts and discussions with the California Attorney General, the California 
Office of Planning and Research and the Center for Biodiversity, staff determined the methodology 
used by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) was the most appropriate 
approach. Although SLO County's size and population is not comparable to that of the Bay Area, the 
technical approach they used to develop appropriate GHG thresholds for their regions was found to 
be scientifically sound and supported the State's effort to reach defined GHG reduction goals. The 
methodology employed by the BAAQMD was applied to specific data for SLO County and used to 
define the land use threshold for our region. 

This document provides the necessary substantial evidence4 in support of the GHG thresholds of 
significance that the APCD developed. Once adopted by the APCD Board, the 2009 CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook will be updated to include these thresholds. The APCD will then recommend lead 
agencies within the county use the adopted GHG thresholds of significance when considering the 
significance of GHG impacts of new projects subject to CEQA. Projects with GHG emissions that 
exceed the thresholds will need to implement mitigation to reduce the impacts to less than 
significant. This process can be accomplished through a Mitigated Negative Declaration or an 
Environmental Impact Report. 

2. GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS 

No single land use project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global 
average temperature. Cumulative GHG emissions, however, contribute to global climate change and 
its significant adverse environmental impacts. Thus, the primary goal in adopting GHG significance 
thresholds, analytical methodologies, and mitigation measures is to ensure new land use 
development provides its fair share of the GHG reductions needed to address cumulative 
environmental impacts from those emissions. As reviewed herein, climate change impacts include 
an increase in extreme heat days, higher ambient concentrations of air pollutants, sea level rise, 
impacts to water supply and water quality, public health impacts, impacts to ecosystems, impacts to 
agriculture, and other environmental impacts. 

3 Mathison, Nancy. 2010 (December). Emerging Trends in Greenhouse Gas Thresholds of Significance for Use under 

the California Environmental Quality Act. Master's Thesis, California Polytechnic State University. 

4 As defined in the California Public Resources code (§21080(c))"Substantial evidence" includes facts, reasonable 
assumptions, predicted upon facts, or an expert opinion supported by facts, but does not include argument, 
speculation, unsubstained opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly inaccurate erroneous, or evidence of social 
or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment.; see 
also CEQA Guidelines §15384. 
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2.1 JUSTIFICATION FOR ESTABLISHING GHG THRESHOLDS 

The APCD's approach to developing a threshold of significance for GHG emissions is to identify the 
emissions level for which a project would not be expected to substantially conflict with existing 
California legislation adopted to reduce statewide GHG emissions. If a project has the potential to 
generate GHG emissions above the threshold level, it would be considered a substantial 
contribution to a cumulative impact and therefore significant. If mitigation can be applied to lessen 
the emissions such that the project meets its share of emission reductions needed to address the 
cumulative impact, the project would normally be considered less than significant. 

The APCD's framework for developing a GHG threshold for land development projects is based on 
comprehensive policy and regulatory analysis, as well as considerable technical evaluation of 
development trends in SLO County. 

Scientific and Regulatory justification 

Climate Science Overview 
Prominent GHG emissions that contribute to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (C02), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons, chlorofluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride. Human-caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient concentrations are 
responsible for intensifying the natural greenhouse effect and have led to a trend of unnatural 
warming of the earth's climate, known as global climate change or global warming. 

According to Article 2 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC), "Avoiding Dangerous Climate Change" means: "stabilization of greenhouse gas 
concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference 
with the climate system5

." Dangerous climate change defined in the UNFCCC is based on several 
key indicators including the potential for severe degradation of coral reef systems, disintegration 
of the West Antarctic Ice Sheet, and shut down of the large-scale, salinity- and thermally-driven 
circulation of the oceans. The global atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide has increased 
from a pre-industrial value of about 280 ppm to 370 ppm currentll. "Avoiding dangerous climate 
change" is generally understood to be achieved by stabilizing global average temperature to 2 
degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels. It is estimated that global atmospheric levels of carbon 

5 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 2009. Article 2 of the UNFCCC. Available: 

http://unfccc.int/essential background/convention/background/items/2536.php. Accessed December 1, 2011. 

6 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 2011. Essential Background > Basic Facts & Figures. 

Available : http://unfccc.int/essential background/basic facts figures/items/6246.php. Accessed December 1, 

2011. 
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dioxide equivalent (C02e7
) cannot exceed 450 ppm if we are to prevent global temperatures from 

rising above 2 degrees Celsius8
. 

Executive Order S-3-05 
Executive Order S-3-05, signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims California's 
vulnerability to the impacts of climate change, including potentially significant reductions in the 
Sierra snowpack, further exacerbation of air quality problems and rising sea levels. To combat those 
concerns, the Executive Order established specific targets to reduce GHG emissions statewide to 
the level of year 2000 emissions by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below the 1990 level 
by 2050. 

Assembly Bill 32. the California Global Worming Solutions Act of2006 
In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which set the 2020 GHG emissions reduction 
goal into law. AB 32 finds and declares that "Global warming poses a serious threat to the 
economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the environment of California." AB 32 
requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020, and establishes 
regulatory reporting, voluntary and market-based mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions 
in GHG emissions to meet the statewide goal. 

In December of 2008, ARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), which is the 
State's plan to achieve GHG reductions in California, as required by AB 329

• The Scoping Plan 
contains strategies California will implement to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. This 
will require a reduction of 80 million metric tons (MMT) C02e emissions, an approximate 16% 
reduction from the state's projected 2020 emission level of 507 MMT of C02e under a business-as
usual (BAU) scenario; this is a reduction of 33 MMT of C02e, or almost 7%, from 2008 GHG 
emissions. The AB 32 Scoping Plan is ARB's plan for meeting this mandate (ARB 2011). While the 
Scoping Plan does not specifically identify GHG emission reductions from the CEQA process for 
meeting AB 32 derived emission limits, the scoping plan acknowledges that "other strategies to 
mitigate climate change ... should also be explored." The Scoping Plan also acknowledges that 
"Some of the measures in the plan may deliver more emission reductions than we expect; others 
less ... and new ideas and strategies will emerge." In addition, climate change is considered a 
significant environmental issue and, therefore, warrants consideration under CEQA. 

7 C02e, or Carbon Dioxide equivalent is a metric measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse 

gases based upon their global warming potential (GWP). The carbon dioxide equivalent for a gas is derived by 

multiplying the tons of the gas by the associated GWP. 

8 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 2011. Essential Background > Basic Facts & Figures. 

Available: http://unfccc.int/essential background/basic facts figures/items/6246.php. Accessed December 1, 

2011. 

9 California Air Resources Board. 2008 (December). Oimate Change Scoping Plan. Sacramento, CA. Available: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/scopingplandocument.htm. Accessed December 1, 2011. 
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The AB 32 Scoping Plan establishes the policy intent to control numerous GHG sources through 
regulatory, incentive and market-based means. CEQA is an important and supporting tool in 
achieving the required GHG reductions; local adoption of GHG emission thresholds of significance 
for stationary sources (industrial) and land use development projects (residential and commercial) 
is important in assisting that effort. 

Senate Bill 97 
58 97, signed in August 2007, represents the State Legislature's confirmation of this fact by 
directing the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop CEQA Guidelines for 
evaluation of GHG emissions impacts and recommend mitigation strategies. In response, OPR 
released the Technical Advisory: CEQA and Climate Change (OPR 2008), and proposed revisions to the 
State CEQA guidelines (April14, 2009) for consideration of GHG emissions. The California Natural 
Resources Agency adopted the proposed State CEQA Guidelines revisions on December 30, 2009 
and the revisions were effective beginning March 18, 201 0. These changes to the Guidelines were 
adopted in recognition of the need for new land use development to contribute its fair share toward 
achieving AB 32 goals, or, at a minimum, not hinder the State's progress toward the mandated 
emission reductions. Even in the absence of clearly defined thresholds for GHG emissions, the 58 
97 requires that such emissions from CEQA projects must be disclosed and mitigated to the extent 
feasible whenever the lead agency determines that the project contributes to a significant, 
cumulative climate change impact.10 

Senate Bill 375 
Senate Bill (58) 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning efforts, 
regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. 58 375 requires 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), or 
Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), that prescribes how land use will be allocated in their Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). ARB, in consultation with MPOs, has provided each affected region with 
reduction targets for GHGs emitted by passenger cars and light trucks in the region for the years 
2020 and 2035. These reduction targets will be updated every eight years, but can be updated 
every four years if advancements in emission technologies affect the reduction strategies to 
achieve the targets. ARB is also charged with reviewing each MPO's SCS or APS for consistency with 
its assigned targets. If an MPO does not meet their GHG reduction targets, its transportation 
projects would not be eligible for State funding programmed after January 1, 2012. New provisions 
of CEQA incentivize qualified projects that are consistent with an approved SCS or APS, categorized 
as "transit priority projects." 

The proposed revisions to the APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook include methodology consistent 
with the recently updated State CEQA Guidelines, which provides that certain residential and 

10 Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory. 2008. "CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate 

Change Through California Environmental Quality Act." Available : http:/ /opr.ca.gov/docs/june08-ceqa.pdf. 

Accessed: November 15, 2011. 
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mixed use projects, and transit priority projects consistent with an applicable SCS or APS, need not 
analyze GHG impacts from cars and light-duty trucks. 

2.2 SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTING PROIECT LEVEL GHG THRESHOLDS 

There are several types of thresholds that can be supported by substantial evidence and be 
consistent with existing California legislation and policy to reduce statewide GHG emissions. In 
determining which thresholds to recommend, staff studied numerous options, relying on 
reasonable, environmentally conservative assumptions on growth in the land use sector, 
predicted emissions reductions from statewide regulatory measures and resulting emissions 
inventories, and the effectiveness of GHG mitigation measures. 

Staff recommends setting GHG significance thresholds based on AB 32 GHG emission reduction goals 
after taking into account the emission reductions expected from the strategies outlined in ARB's 
Scoping Plan. The GHG CEQA significance thresholds recommended in this document were based 
on substantial technical analysis and provide a quantitative and/or qualitative approach for GHG 
evaluation. Until AB 32 has been fully implemented in terms of adopted regulations, incentives, and 
programs, and until 58 375 required plans have been fully adopted, or the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) adopts a recommended threshold, the APCD recommends that local agencies 
throughout SLO County apply the GHG thresholds set forth herein. 

The following sections provide the detailed description of the thresholds being proposed. Different 
thresholds have been developed to accommodate various development types and patterns. Three 
options are recommended for residential/ commercial development: 

1) Qualitative Reduction Strategies (e.g., Climate Action Plans): a qualitative threshold that is 
consistent with AB 32 Scoping Plan measures and goals; 

2) Bright-Line Threshold: numerical value to determine the significance of a project's annual 
GHG emissions; 

3) Efficiency-Based Threshold: assesses the GHG efficiency of a project on a per capita basis. 

Residential and commercial projects may use any of the three options above to determine the 
significance of a projects GHG emission impact to a level of certainty for lead agencies. In addition to 
the residential/commercial threshold, one threshold is also proposed for stationary source (industrial) 
projects. 

2.2.1 Qualified GHG Reduction Strategies 

Many local agencies have already undergone or plan to undergo efforts to create or update general 
plans or other plans consistent with AB 32 goals. The Air District encourages such planning efforts 
and recognizes that careful upfront planning by local agencies is invaluable to achieving the state's 
GHG reduction goals. If a project is consistent with an adopted Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
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Strategy (e.g. Climate Action Plan) that addresses the project's GHG emissions, it can be presumed 
that the project will not have significant GHG emission impacts and the project would be considered 
less than significant. This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h) 11 and 
15183.5(b), which provides that a "lead agency may determine that a project's incremental 
contribution to a cumulative effect is not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply with 
the requirements in a previously approved plan or mitigation program which provides specific 
requirements that will avoid or substantially lessen the cumulative problem." 

A Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy (or similar adopted policies, ordinances and 
programs) is one that is consistent with all of the AB 32 Scoping Plan measures and goals. The 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy should identify a land use design, transportation network, 
goals, policies and implementation measures that would achieve AB 32 goals. Strategies with 
horizon years beyond 2020 should consider continuing the downward reduction path set by AB 
32 and move toward climate stabilization goals established in Executive Order S-3-05. 

A Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy adopted by a local jurisdiction should include the 
following elements as stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5: 

(A) Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time period, 
resulting from activities within a defined geographic area; 

(B) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively 
considerable; 

(C) Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or categories 
of actions anticipated within the geographic area; 

(D) Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that substantial 
evidence demonstrates, if implemented on a project-by-project basis, would collectively 
achieve the specified emissions level; 

(E) Establish a mechanism to monitor the plan's progress toward achieving the level and to 
require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified levels; 

(F) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review. 

The District's revised CEQA Handbook will include detailed methodology to determine if a Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Strategy meets these requirements. In addition, the APCD has developed more 
specific guidance intended to assist local governments in developing community scale Climate 
Action Plans. The guidance emphasizes the need for GHG inventories to be comprehensive and 
based on valid, well documented methodologies; the reduction strategies developed as part of the 
Climate Action Plans should rely on mandatory measures that address both new and existing 
development. Please refer to Attachment 1 for the complete guidance document. 

11 California Air Resources Board. 2010 (December) . California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2008-by IPCC 

Category. Sacramento, CA. Available: http:/ /arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory_ipcc_00-

08_all_2010-05-12.pdf. Accessed December 1, 2011. 
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APCD staff recognizes some communities in SLO County have been proactive in planning for 
climate change but have not yet developed a stand-alone Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy 
that meets the above criteria. Nonetheless, some jurisdictions have adopted climate action policies, 
ordinances and programs that may, in fact, achieve the goals of AB 32 and a Qualified 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. If a local jurisdiction can demonstrate its collective set of climate 
action policies, ordinances and other programs is consistent with AB 32 and State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15183.5, and includes requirements or feasible measures to reduce its GHG emissions to 
1990 levels or 15% below 2008 emission levels, staff recommends the AB 32 consistency 
demonstration be considered equivalent to a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies that are tied to the AB 32 reduction goals would 
promote reductions on a plan level without impeding the implementation of GHG-efficient 
development, and would recognize the initiative of many SLO County communities who have 
already developed or are in the process of developing a GHG Reduction Plan. Compliance with a 
Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy (or equitably similar adopted policies, ordinances 
and programs) would provide the evidentiary basis for making CEQA findings that development 
consistent with the plan may normally be considered to have a less than significant GHG emissions 
impact. Therefore, projects approved under qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies or 
equivalent demonstrations would achieve their fair share of GHG emission reductions in meeting 
AB 32goals. 

2.2.2 Land Use Projects Bright-Line Threshold 

The methodology used in developing the Bright-Line Threshold is intended to help reach the AB 32 
emission reduction targets by attributing an appropriate share of the GHG reductions needed from 
new land use development projects subject to CEQA in the SLO County region. This approach is 
referred to as the "gap-based approach." This approach is a conservative method that focuses on a 
limited set of state mandates that are currently expected to have the greatest potential to 
reduce land use development-related GHG emissions. This approach is predicated on the 
premise that there is a shortfall, or "gap" between the current emissions trajectory (projected 
emissions with existing control measures) and the desired emissions trajectory needed to reach a 
defined emissions level at a point in time-the target year. Figure 1 is a graphic representation of 
the gap-based approach concept. 
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Figure 1: The gap is the amount of GHG 

emissions reductions that are needed beyond 

existing controls to meet the reduction target. 

The recommended threshold will close the 

gap between the projection with existing 

controls and the projection needed to reach 

the target emissions inventory. 

The threshold of significance derived from the gap-based approach is assumed to reduce a certain level 
of emissions from each new land use project expected to be built by the target year (2020). Thus the 
threshold of significance defines the level of a project's emissions that, under CEQA, would require the 
project to include emission reduction measures (mitigation) to lessen the project's significance. The 
appropriate threshold level is found when the total reductions from all new land use projects achieves 
the level of emission reductions needed to close the gap and alleviate the predicted shortfall. 

Preparing the Gap Analysis entailed estimating the statewide growth in emissions between 1990 and 
2020 attributable to the land use-driven sectors of the GHG emissions inventory. The emission 
inventories for 1990 and 2020 were used because AB 32 requires that GHG emissions projected to 
occur in 2020 under existing conditions be reduced to 1990 emissions level by 2020. This data was 
used in the Gap Analysis to assess the overall level of emission reductions needed to close the gap 
(target year shortfall). Only the land use-driven emission sectors (emission sources affected by land 
use) were considered because the Bright-Line Threshold will apply only to future land use projects. The 
emission inventory sectors related to land use include On-Road and Off-Road Passenger Vehicles, 
Electricity and Cogeneration, Residential and Commercial Fuel Use, Landfills, Domestic Wastewater 
Treatment, Wineries, and Lawn and Off-Road Equipment (i.e. construction vehicles). 

GHG reductions expected from a few Scoping Plan measures have not yet been accounted for in 
ARB's 2020 GHG emissions inventory forecasts (i.e., business as usual). An adjustment was made 
(credit given) to include those reductions that are also associated with key Scoping Plan measures 
affecting the land use-driven sectors, such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), Senate Bill 375 (58 
375), and improvements in energy efficiency. Factoring in these reductions (subtracting from the 
overall gap referred to above) provided the net residual reduction needed from future regional land 
use projects. 

If all areas of the state reduced their new land use emissions by the percentage reduction derived 
above, the statewide shortfall (gap) from the land use sector would be eliminated; the percentage 
reduction needed statewide is each region's fair share of the statewide reduction goal. Thus, the 
percentage of the statewide reduction needed, or gap, was applied to the SLO County regional land 
use sector GHG emissions inventory to derive the total aggregate annual mass emission reductions 
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needed to provide our fair share of reductions from all new regional land use projects anticipated 
through 2020. 

In order to determine the types, sizes and number of future land use projects from which to realize 
these reductions, development trends in the SLO County region over the past ten years were 
analyzed. For each future project a baseline, unmitigated emissions level (i.e. assuming all 
projects were built in conformance with currently adopted building codes) was calculated using 
computer modeling. In an iterative process referred to as a "threshold sensitivity analysis," various 
threshold levels and mitigation effectiveness options were analyzed. Each future project with 
emissions greater than a potential threshold level was assumed to mitigate down to the threshold 
level or, if unable to feasibly reduce emissions to the threshold level, was assumed to reduce 
emissions by a given percentage of their total emissions (mitigation effectiveness). Through this 
iterative analytical process, a threshold level was found that achieved sufficient mass reductions 
from all future projects to equal the predicted regional 2020 gap, or shortfall. 

Development of the Bright-Line Threshold approach involved comprehensive evaluation and 
analyses through a well-defined eight step process, which is summarized below: 

Step1 Estimate Overall Statewide Growth in GHG Emissions 

Using ARB's statewide GHG emissions,12estimate the growth in emissions between 199013 

and 202014 that can be attributed to "land use-driven" sectors of the emission inventory. 
Land use-driven emission sectors include the following categories; Transportation (On
Road Passenger Vehicles; On-Road Heavy Duty), Electric Power (Electricity; Cogeneration), 
Commercial and Residential (Residential Fuel Use; Commercial Fuel Use), Recycling and 
Waste (landfills; Domestic Waste Water Treatment), Agriculture/Farming (Winery), and 
Off-road Equipment (Lawn and Garden, Entertainment Equipment, Recreational 
Equipment, Pleasure Craft, Light Commercial Equipment, Construction and Mining 
Equipment). 

12 California Air Resources Board. 2007 (November) . California Greenhouse Gas Inventory (millions of metric 

tonnes of C02 equivalent)-By IPCC Category. Sacramento, CA. Available: 

http://www .arb .ca .gov Icc/inventory /archive/tables/ ghg_i nve ntory _i pee _90-04 _all_ 2 007-11-19. pdf. Accessed 

December 1, 2011. 

13 California Air Resources Board. 2010 (December). California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2008-by IPCC 

Category. Sacramento, CA. Available: http:/ /arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghg_inventory _ipcc_00-

08_a11_2010-05-12.pdf. Accessed December 1, 2011. 

14 California Air Resources Board. 2010 (October). Greenhouse Gas Inventory- 2020 Emissions Forecast. 

Sacramento, CA. Available: http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm. Accessed December 1, 2011. 
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Methodology: The 2020 projected GHG emissions for land use sectors were 
developed using growth factors computed from historic trend data that best matched 
the prospective growth for each sector analyzed. Some examples include: 

a. Electricity Usage and On-Road Passenger Vehicles: The predicted 2020 GHG 
emissions associated with SLO County electricity and passenger vehicle usage 
was estimated from the average growth factor associated with the SLO County 
population from 2000 to 2010 as reported by the Federal Reserve, which used 
Federal Census data. 

b. Lawn & Garden Equipment The predicted 2020 GHG emissions for this sector 
was based on an annual average growth in all SLO County dwelling units based 
on the number of units in the 2010 Census compared to the San Luis Obispo 
Council of Government's projected number of units for 2020. 

c. On-Road Heaw Duty Trucks and Commercial Fuel Use: The predicted 2020 
GHG emissions for these sectors were based on a projected SLO County 
economic trend using 2000 to 201 0 countywide employment data from the 
California Employment Development Department (EDD) as the indicator. The 
2000 to 2010 trend slope was then extrapolated to 2020 to determine the 
projected GHG emissions for that year. 

~:As shown in Table 1, California's 1990 land use-driven GHG emissions were 
estimated at 308.35 MMT C02e/yr, 15 while the 2020 business-as-usual land use GHG 
emissions are projected to be 343.06 MMT C02e/yr. Thus a 10.12% reduction from 
projected 2020 land use-driven GHG emissions would be necessary statewide to meet 
the AB 32 goal of returning to 1990 emission levels by 2020. 

15 California Air Resources Board. 2007(November). California Greenhouse Gas Inventory-Summary by Economic 

Sector. Sacramento, CA. Available: www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/archive/tables/ghg inventory sector 90-

04 sum 2007-11-19.pdf. Accessed December 1, 2011. 
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California 1990, 2008, and 2020 Land Use Sector GHG Emissions (MMT C02e/yr) 

.S 1 1990 E . 2008Emissions 2020BAU 0 , f 2020TII 
ec or miSSIOns p . E . . P . 10 o o a 

roject10ns miSSIOns ro1eCI1ons 
Transportation 137.99 162.80 168.10 49.00% 

On-Road Passenger Vehides 108.95 128.00 127.00 37.02% 

On- Road Heavy Duty 29.05 34.80 41.20 12.01% 

Electric Power 110.63 117.20 107.60 31.37% 

Electricity 95.39 103.00 91.10 26.56% 

Cogen 15.20 14.20 16.50 4.81% 

Commercial and Residential 44.08 43.10 45.30 13.20% 

Residential Fuel Use 29.66 28.40 31.00 9.04% 

Commercial Fuel Use 14.43 14.70 13.90 4.05% 

Recycling and Waste 9.09 8.68 10.45 3.05% 

Landfill 6.26 6.71 8.50 2.48% 

Domestic Waste Water Treatment 2.83 1.97 1.95 0.57% 

Agrlcultura/Farmlng 0.20 0.25 0.31 0.09% 

Winery 0.20 0.25 0.31 0.09% 

Off-road Equipment 6.36 9.21 11.29 3.29% 

Lawn and Garden Equipment Subtotal 0.43 0.56 0.65 0.19% 

Recreational & Pleasurecraft 1.23 1.73 2.55 0.74% 

Light Commercial Equipment Subtotal 0.91 1.00 1.04 0.300k 

2.06% 

Table 1: Land use sector GHG emissions were quantified for the years 1990, 2008, and 2020. Based on comparison to the 

reduction goals set by the State, a 10.12% reduction in overall emissions would be needed to reach the 2020 goal. 

Step 2 Estimate Statewide "Off-Inventory" GHG Reductions 

Estimate the anticipated GHG emission reductions affecting the same land use-driven 
emissions inventory sectors associated with statewide measures identified in the AB 32 
Sea ping Plan not yet incorporated into ARB's GHG emissions inventory (i.e. "off-inventory" 
reductions). These measures, as described in the Scoping Plan, include: 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard CLCFSl 
According to the staff report for the adopted LCFS rule (CARB, April 2009), the LCFS 
is expected to result in an approximate 10% reduction in the carbon intensity of 
transportation fuels. This will result in GHG emission reductions in both the 
transportation fuel production process and in the mobile-sources burning the 
lower carbon fuels. Based on CARB's estimate of 15 MMT reductions in on-road 
emissions from implementation of the LCFS and comparison to the statewide on-
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road emissions sector, the LCFS is estimated to result in a 4.6% reduction in SLO 
County's on-road transportation sector. 

58 375 (Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act) 
The Scoping Plan used 5.0 MMT C02e as a placeholder for potential GHG 
reductions that could be achieved by the Sustainable Communities and Climate 
Protection Act of 2008 (58 375) through sustainable regional transportation and 
land use planning strategies. The 58 375 Staff Report lowered that estimate to 3.0 
MMT C02e, which is the aggregate reductions expected from the regional 
passenger vehicle GHG reduction targets established for the 18 Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations approved in 2010. For SLO County, 58 375 is projected to 
achieve GHG reductions of approximately one percent from on-road 
transportation. 

Energy Efficiency and Solar Roof 
Energy efficiency and renewable energy measures from the Scoping Plan were also 
included in the Gap Analysis. The Scoping Plan estimates that energy efficiency 
gains with periodic improvement in building and appliance energy standards and 
incentives will reach 6% for natural gas and 13% electricity statewide. The final 
state measure included in this Gap Analysis is the solar roof initiative, which is 
estimated to result in reduction of the overall electricity inventory of 1.2%. 

Since the GHG reductions expected from these Scoping Plan measures were not 
accounted for in ARB's or APCD's 2020 GHG emissions inventory forecasts (i.e., 
business as usual), an adjustment (credit given) was made to include reductions 
associated with these key Scoping Plan measures for the land use-driven sectors. 

Methodology: This step estimates the anticipated reductions in the 2020 GHG 
emissions inventory that will occur from Scoping Plan measures that ARB has not yet 
incorporated into the statewide GHG emissions inventory. 

a. Estimate the total statewide 2020 emissions reduction for that portion of the 
off-inventory source category affected by land use development. 

b. Determine the portion of the regional end use inventory sector (e.g. On-Road 
Transportation, Natural Gas) affected by the statewide reduction for each 
Scoping Plan measure. 

c. Calculate the scaled percentage of the regional inventory reduction for each 
regional end use sector affected by land use development. 

Result As shown in Table 2, an estimated 9.57% reduction can be expected in the land 
use-driven GHG emissions inventory from adopted Scoping Plan regulations, including 
Low Carbon Fuel Standards, Sustainable Community Strategies, Energy-Efficiency 
Measures, and Solar Roofs. 
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Table 2: Based on land use sector GHG emission reductions from statewide regulations and AB 32 measures not included in 

the inventory prepared by ARB, a reduction of 9.57% in GHG emissions from this sector is expected to occur by 2020. This 

value is used to calculate the remaining gap. 

Step3 calculate the Statewide GHG Emission Gap 

Determine any short fall or "gap" between the 2020 statewide emission inventory 
estimates and the anticipated emission reductions from adopted Seeping Plan 
regulations. This "gap" represents additional GHG emission reductions needed 
statewide from the land use-driven emissions inventory sectors, which represents new 
land use development's fair share of the emission reductions needed to meet statewide 
GHG emission reduction goals. 

Methodology: This estimates the additional regional emission reductions needed from 
the projected regional 2020 projected inventory. 

a. Divide the 1990 statewide land use sector emissions inventory (308.35 MMT C02e/yr.) 
by the projected 2020 emissions inventory (343.06 MMT C02e/yr.); this shows a 
10.12% percent difference (gap) in GHG emissions between 1990 and 2020. 

b. Subtract the statewide off-inventory reductions calculated in Step 2 above (9.57%) 
from the total estimated statewide reduction gap (10.12%) to determine the 
additional land use sector reductions needed to achieve AB 32 goals (0.55%). 

~:The statewide "gap" (emission reductions from the 2020 land use sector inventory 
needed to reach the statewide 1990 land use inventory goal) was calculated to be a 
10.12% reduction. With the 9.57% reductions from AB 32 off-inventory Seeping Plan 
Measures calculated in Step 2 above, there is a "gap" of 0.55% in necessary additional 
GHG emissions reductions to meet AB 32 goals of a 10.12% reduction from statewide 
land use-driven GHG emissions to return to 1990 levels in 2020. 
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Calculating the Gap 

% Reduction Goal from Statewide land Use Driven Sectors 

Total credits given land use-driven emission inventory sectors 
from Seeping Plan Measures 

10.12% 

9.57% 

Statewide CEQA Gap O 55% 
(Statewide Reductions Needed Beyond Scoping Plan Measures) • 

Table 3: The statewide land use emissions "gap" between projections with existing control and the reduction goals set by AB-
32 is 0.55%, after factoring in the off-inventory land use credits that will be applied from Seeping Plan measures. 

Step 4 Apply the Statewide Gap to SLO County Regional Land Use Emissions GHG Inventory 

Determine the percent reduction this "gap" represents in the land use-driven 
emissions inventory sectors from the SLO County Regional 2020 GHG emissions 
inventory. Identify total emission reductions needed in SLO County to fill the gap from land 
use-driven emissions inventory sectors 16

• 

Methodolo&Y: The total estimated additional regional reductions needed was 
calculated by multiplying the total projected land use sector emissions for 2020 

(2,506,983 MT C02e/yr.) by the remaining gap of 0.55%. 

Result: As shown in Table 4 below, 2008 land use-driven GHG emissions in the SLO County 
Region were estimated at 2,304,333 MT C02e/yr, with 2020 emission projected at 2,506,983 
MT C02e/yr under business-as-usual conditions. The 2008 land use driven GHG 
emissions were the baseline use to perform the 2020 projections. Multiplying the projected 
2020 SLO County GHG emissions of2,506,983 MT C02e/yr by the 0.55% reduction gap 
determined in Step 3 above results in an estimated 13,788 MT C02e/yr. of reductions needed 
from projected new development projects in SLO County to contribute our fair share toward 
achieving the statewide 2020 GHG reduction targets in AB 32. 

16 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. "trklst08.xls." 2011 (June). Microsoft Excel. file. 
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Table 4 
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On-Road Passenger Vehicles 

On-Road He 

Off-road Res. and Light Commercial 
Lawn and Garden Equipment 

Recreational & Pleasure craft 

Light Commercial Equipment 

and Residential 

78,398.29 
7,198.11 

20,317.46 

9,514.12 

368.59 

456,766.12 
445,563.64 

202.48 

376,539.30 
291,353.48 

185.82 

72,023.60 
22,295.09 

48,063.01 

GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

46% 

946.11 10% 

97,974.75 4% 
7,474.11 

30,814.53 

10,548.88 

137.23 

497,240.07 
485,044.94 

195.13 

403,504.57 
313,362.23 

142.34 

78,405.60 
24,270.65 

52,321.87 

813.09 

Table 4: The statewide gap of 0.55% is multiplied by the regional GHG emission projections for 2020 (i.e. 2,506,982.99 MT 
C02e/yr.), leaving a total of 13,788 MT C02e/yr., which will need to be achieved locally from future land use projects to meet 
the emission reduction goals set by the state. 

Step 5 Evaluate Historical Land Use Development Trends in SLO County to Estimate 
Potential Future Development 

Assess SLO County's historical permit database for residential and nonresidential projects 
(2001 -201 0) and determine the frequency and distribution trends of project sizes and 
types that have been subject to CEQA over the past several years. 

Methodology: By acquiring historical permit data from local governments and SLOCOG, 
historical patterns of residential and nonresidential development were determined by 
evaluating various parameters for each land use development type (e.g. - number of 
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Table 5 

persons per household; average square footage and number of employees per 1000 sf of 
commercial development. etc.). Permits were first categorized into individual projects, 
and then summarized by land use type. The results were then used to calculate typical 
historical project emissions for each type of land use using CaiEEMod. The average project 
for each land use type was modeled to determine GHG emissions, amortizing 
construction emissions and adding them to the operational emissions. These emission 
calculations are used in Step 6 below to distribute anticipated SLO County growth among 
different future project types and sizes. 

~:The historical trend analysis found that, between 2001-2010, over 2,400 projects 
were approved to be built, with estimated emissions of more than 22,400 metric tons of 
C02e per year. Table 5 below provides a summary of the historical land use 
development in the SLO County region. Appendix 2 includes a detailed report of this 
summary. 

Historical SLO County Regional Land Use Projects & 

Emissions 2001-2010 
Emissions 

Average Annual LU 
Total LU LU Projects from LU 

Land Use Type Projects Per Year (2001-
Emissions per year 

(2001-2010) MT 
(2001-2010) (2001-2010) 2010) MT 

COze/yr 
C02e 

Residential 1,934 193 42,674 4,267 

Non Residential 469 47 181,589 18,159 

Total 2,403 240 224,263 22,426 
Table 5: Between the years 2001 and 2010 there were 2,403 residential or nonresidential projects approved, equating to 240 
projects per year. These projects resulted in emitting more than 22,400 MT COze/yr. 

Step 6 Project the Level of New Development Expected in SLO County By 2020 

Forecast new land use development trends for SLO County through 2020 based on 
historical and recent trends. Translate the land use development projections into land use 
categories consistent with those contained in the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CaiEEMod). 

Methodology: SLO County APCD recognized the continuing economic downturn 
needed to be factored into any estimates of future growth in land uses where 
projections are based on historical trends. Thus, this step used more conservative 
recent historical data (2000 and later) and future regional demographic information to 
define the growth factors needed to distribute the anticipated growth across the land 
use types and sizes used in the historical trend analysis in Step 5. The demographic 
information selected to define future growth rates for specific land use types included 
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SLO County population, employment, and dwelling units, with the data obtained from 
federal, state, and local sources. APCD staff specified the demographic parameter that 
seemed most applicable to each land use sector where future growth was to be 
determined for the gap analysis (Table 6). 

For land use sectors where the growth factor is best represented by population, 
historical annual (2000 to 201 0) SLO County population data was used to define the 
average annual population growth rate (0.7100%)17

• For those land use sectors where 
an economic growth factor seemed most applicable, employment in SLO County was 
used as a surrogate using historic values over the years 2000 to 2010 to define the 
future economic growth rate (0.4724%) 18

• The future emissions from lawn and garden 
equipment associated with land uses was determined with a growth factor based on all 
dwelling units. The APCD used a conservative approach to predict the future growth 
rate (.3892%) 19 of SLO County dwelling units using the 2010 U.S. census value20 for this 
demographic as well as SLOCOG's dwelling unit predictions for 2015 and 202018

• 

Future land use emissions from related off-road recreational equipment and pleasure 
craft, and from residential fuel use, were estimated using a growth factor for occupied 
dwelling units. The APCD used a conservative approach to predict the future growth 
rate (0.6087%) of SLO County occupied dwelling units using census values for this 
parameter for 2000 and 201019 and predicted occupied dwelling units for 2015 and 
2020 based on SLOCOG's dwelling unit values for these years, minus the vacant 
properties for those years (determined using the average vacancy rate between 1990 
and 201 019

). For the Construction & Mining Equipment activities associated with future 

17 Federal Reserve Bank of St. lewis. US Department of Commerce: Census Bureau . 2011. Resident Population in 

San Luis Obispo County, CA. Available : http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/series/CASANL9POP?cid=27561. 

Accessed January 17, 2012. 

18 California Employment Development Department. September 16, 2011. San luis Obispo-Paso Robles 

Metropolitan Statistical Area 1990 to 2010 Annual Average Industrial Employment Data Available: 

www.calmis.ca .gov/file/indhist/slo$haw.xls accessed on: http://www.calmis.ca.gov/ htmlfi le/county/slo.htm . 

Accessed January 17, 2012. 

19 San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments. 2010. 2040 Regional Growth Forecast. Available: 

http:/ /library. sl ocog. org/P D Fs/Specia I Proj ects/SLOCou nty2040Region a IG rowth Forecast_ a ug20 11. pdf. Accessed 

December 1, 2011. 

20 U.S. Census ''Total Housing Units" for SLO County for 2010, "Occupied Housing Units" for SLO County for 2000 

and 2010, and "Vacant Housing Un its" for SLO County for 1990, 2000, and 2010. Available: 

http:/ /factfinder.census.gov/servlet/QTiable? _bm=y&-context=qt&-qr _name=DEC_1990 _STF1_DP1&

ds_name=DEC_1990_STF1_&-CONTEXT=qt&-tree_id=403&-redoLog=false&-all_geo_types=N&-

geo _id=OSOOOUS06079&-search_results=01000US&-format=&-_lang=en. Accessed January 17, 2012. 
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land use, 2020 emissions were directly estimated using ARB's 2007 Off-road model21
, 

therefore a growth factor was not necessary. 

The total forecasted emissions for each land use type were combined to determine 
total emissions for all land use projects anticipated to occur in SLO County through 
2020. 

Result Based on population and employment projections and the trend analysis from 
Step 5 above, approximately 1,142 new development projects were forecasted to occur 
in SLO County through 2020, averaging about 114 projects per year during that period. 

Table 6: Future GHG emissions associated with land-uses were determined using historic trends to define applicable 

growth rates. APCD staff specified the type of growth factor that seemed most applicable to each land use sector. 

Table 6 summarizes the average annual growth factors used in this GHG forecasting and describes the methods used 

to define each growth factor. 

21 
California Air Resources Board. 2007. Off-road model. Available : www.arb.ca.gov/msei/offroad/offroad.htm. 

Accessed December 1, 2011. 
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Step 7 GHG Emissions Reductions Needed from Future Development in SLO County 

Table7 

Estimate the amount of GHG emissions from SLO County land use development 
through 2020 using CaiEEMod. Determine the amount of GHG emissions that can 
reasonably and feasibly be reduced through currently available mitigation measures 
("mitigation effectiveness") for future land use development projects subject to CEQA 
(based on land use development projections and frequency distribution from Step 6 
above). 

Methodolo~: The amount of annual GHG emissions from each projected land use 
development average project type and size was estimated using CaiEEMod and 
combined to determine the total annual emissions based on unmitigated modeling 
scenarios. Next, modeling was performed for various land use types and sizes using 
all reasonable feasible and available mitigation measures to determine the feasible 
mitigation effectiveness factor; examples of potential mitigation measures used in 
this analysis are shown in Appendix 3, Tables A-2 and B-2. 

Result: Total emissions from new land use in SLO County region through 2020 are 
estimated to be approximately 114,969 MT C02e/yr. (18,068 MT C02e/yr. Residential; 
96,901 MT C02e/yr. Nonresidential). Table 7 below provides a summary of 
projected land use development in the SLO County region. 

Based on the mitigation measure information available and sample CaiEEMod 
calculations, staff found mitigation effectiveness between 23 and 25 percent is 
feasible. 

Forecast for SlO County Regional land Use Projects & Emissions to 

2020 

Land Use 
Total New 

New LU Projects/yr. 
New Emissions Average Annual LU 

LU* Projects from LU (2011- Emissions per year 
Type 

(2011-2020) 
(2011-2020) 

2020) MTC02e (2011-2020) MTC02e/yr. 

Residential 979 98 180,677 18,068 

Non 
164 16 969,015 96,902 

Residential 

Total 1,142 114 1,149,692 114,969 

*LU = Land Use 

Table 7: New emissions from land use are forecasted to total1, 149,692 metric tons COze between the years 2011 and 
2020. These emissions are associated with an expected 1,142 new land use projects from the same years. 
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Step 8 Determine Threshold Level Needed to Close the Regional Gap of13,788 MTCO~. 

Conduct a sensitivity analysis of the numeric GHG mass emissions threshold needed to 
achieve the 2020 emission reductions from the land use-driven emission sectors to meet 
SLO County's fair share of the statewide "gap", as determined in Step 4. 

Methodology: The sensitivity analysis is an iterative process using the following steps: 

1. The emissions above various potential threshold levels were calculated for each 
projected land use project (e.g. 900 MT, 1,000 MT, 1,200 MT, etc.); only those projects 
above a given threshold option were included in the analysis. 

2. The remaining emissions for each project were then subjected to various mitigation 
effectiveness scenarios (e.g. 25%, 30% and 35%). 

3. Mitigated emissions for each project were compared to a given threshold under 
iterative mitigation scenarios until the threshold level was achieved (CEQA only 
requires mitigation down to the threshold). 

4. The final step in the process identified a threshold level (1, 150 MT C02e/yr.) and 
mitigation effectiveness level (23 to 25 percent) that could achieve the total emission 
reductions needed from all future projects to close the regional "gap" of 13,788 MT 
C02e/yr identified in Step 4, above. Examples of how this analysis was performed 
are shown in Appendix 3. 

Result: Projects with unmitigated emissions (i.e. assuming all projects were built in 
conformance with currently adopted building codes) greater than the recommended 
threshold would be required to mitigate to the threshold level, or assumed to reduce 
project emissions by a percentage (mitigation effectiveness) deemed feasible based on 
currently available mitigation measures. The base year condition is defined by an 
equivalent size and type of project with annual emissions using the defaults in CaiEEMod 
(unmitigated project emissions). By this method, land use project mitigations resulting 
from application of the CEQA GHG thresholds would help close the "gap" remaining after 
implementation of the key regulations and measures noted above. 

The results of the sensitivity analysis conducted in Step 8 found that reductions of about 
13,788 MT C02e/yr. were achievable and feasible (see Table 8). A mass emissions threshold 
of 1,150 MT of C02e/yr. is estimated to result in approximately 5% of all future projects 
being above the significance threshold and required to implement feasible mitigation 
measures through CEQA. This threshold level is approximately equivalent to the 
operational GHG emissions associated with a 70- unit residential subdivision in an urban 
setting (49- unit rural development) or a 40,000 sq. ft. strip mall in an urban setting. With 
23 to 25 percent mitigation effectiveness, staff estimates the 1,150 MT C02e threshold would 
achieve approximately 13,800-14,200 MT C02e/yr. in GHG emissions reductions from new 
development subject to CEQA from now through 2020. The Bright-Line Threshold of 1,150 
MT C02e/yr. is expected to capture a total of 56 projects over the next 10 years; 26 
residential projects and 30 non-residential projects. 
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Table 8 

GHG Threshold Sensitivity Analysis 

Threshold Option 
No. of Projected Percent of Projects Percent of Emissions OVerall Mltlptlon Actual Emissions 

(MT/Yr)• 
New LU* Projects Over Threshold OVer Threshold Prosram Mltlsatlon Reduced 
OVer Threshold (Project capture) (Emissions capture) Effectiveness Effectiveness (MT/Yr)• 

25% 19.1% 16,508 

1100 56 5% 22% 30% 20.5% 17,720 

35% 21.9% 18,933 

25% 16.4% 14,158 
1150 56 5% 19% 30% 17.8% 15,370 

35% 19.2% 16,583 

25% 15.0% U,983 
1175 56 5% 18% 30% 16.4% 14,195 

35% 17.8% 15,408 

*MT/Yr.= Metric Tons Per Year *LU= Land Use 

Table 8: The Bnght·Lme Threshold of 1150 MT C02e IS expected to capture a total of 56 projects (or approximately 5% of total 

projects) over the next ten years. 

Summary of the Bright-Line Threshold 

Conducting the 8 Step Gap Analysis described above was a substantial undertaking requiring 
considerable data review and a variety of technical analyses. Based on the results of that effort, staff 
recommends a GHG emissions significance threshold of 1,150 MT C02e per year to achieve the 
aggregate emission reductions of 13,788 MT C02e/yr. needed in SLO County Region by 2020 to meet 
AB 32 reduction targets. As shown in Table 8, about 5% of all future projects would exceed that 
threshold and have to implement feasible mitigation measures to meet their CEQA obligations. 
These projects would account for approximately 19% of all GHG emissions anticipated to occur 
between now and 2020 from new land use development in SLO County. 

The APCD recommends that project applicants and lead agencies use CaiEEMod to estimate a 
project's GHG emissions, based on project specific attributes, to determine if they are above or 
below the Bright-Line Threshold. After incorporating all emission-reducing features of a proposed 
project, those still exceeding the threshold would have to reduce their emissions below that level to 
be considered less than significant. 

Establishing a "Bright-Line" to determine the significance of a project's GHG emissions impact provides 
a level of certainty to lead agencies in determining when an EIR is required, and whether or not GHG 
mitigation is needed. If additional regulations and legislation aimed at reducing GHG emissions from 
land use-related sectors are adopted in the future, the 13,788 MT C02e/yr. GHG emissions 
reduction goal may be revisited and recalculated by APCD. 

2.2.3 Efficiency-Based Threshold for Land Use Projects 

GHG efficiency metrics can also be utilized as significance thresholds to assess the GHG efficiency of 
a project on a per capita basis (residential only projects) or on a "service population" basis (the sum of 
the number of jobs and the number of residents provided by a mixed-use project). GHG Efficiency 
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Thresholds can be determined by dividing the statewide GHG emissions inventory goal (allowable 
emissions) by the estimated statewide 2020 population and employment. This method allows highly 
efficient projects (e.g. compact and mixed use development) with higher mass emissions to meet the 
overall GHG reduction goals of AB 32. 

Staff believes it most appropriate to base the land use Efficiency Threshold on the service population 
metric for the land use-driven emission inventory. This approach allows the threshold to be applied 
evenly to all project types (residential, commercial/retail and mixed use) and uses an emissions 
inventory comprised only of emission sources from land-use related sectors. The efficiency-based 
threshold encourages infill and transit-oriented development and puts highly auto-dependent 
suburban and rural development at a severe disadvantage. 

Staff proposes a project-level Efficiency Threshold of 4.9 MT C02e/SP/yr.; the derivation of this is 
shown in Table 9. This efficiency-based threshold would accommodate larger, very GHG-efficient 
projects that would otherwise significantly exceed the bright-line threshold. As stated previously and 
below, staff anticipates these significance thresholds will function on an interim basis until adequate 
programmatic approaches are in place at the city, county, and regional level that can allow 
CEQA streamlining for individual projects. (See State CEQA Guidelines §15183.5 ["Tiering and 
Streamlining the Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions"]). 

To calculate the efficiency of an individual project for comparison to the efficiency threshold, one 
can use CaiEEMod to estimate the annual C02e emissions (MT C02e/yr.); this value is then divided by 
the projecfs service population (population + employment). For projects where the employment is 
unknown, please refer to Attachment 4, "Employees per 1 OOOsf' to estimate the number of 
employees associated with any project. 

Table 9 

Efficiency Threshold 
California 2020 Emissions, Population, Employment 

(Metric Tons C0 2e) 
land Use Sectors Greenhouse Gas Emissions Target 308,349,358 
Population 44,135,923 
Employment 18,226,478 
California Service Population (Population + Employement) 62,362,401 

Project Level Efficiency Threshold 
4.9 

Allowable GHG Emissions per Service Population (MT C02e/SP/Yr)* 
*MT C02e/SP/Yr.= Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide equivalent per service population per year 

.. 
Table 9: W1th the EffiCiency Threshold, a proJect can demonstrate compliance by be.ng extremely eff1c1ent on a per-cap1ta 
(service population) basis. Efficiency is calculated by dividing the emissions per year by the service population (residents plus 
employees). This threshold is a viable option for large, infill, transit-oriented projects that may exceed the Bright-Line 
Threshold, but are still extremely efficient. 
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2.24 Stationary Source GHG Threshold 

GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

Staffs recommended significance threshold for stationary source GHG emissions to be evaluated 
under CEQA uses the Governors Executive Order S-3-05 emission reduction goals as its basis. To 
avoid hindering attainment of these goals, new or modified stationary source projects above the 
threshold will need to be analyzed under CEQA and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. The 
proposed level for requiring that analysis and potential mitigation is based on capturing at least 
90% of the GHG emissions from all new or modified stationary source projects. This means at least 
90% of total emissions from all new or modified stationary source projects would be subject to a 
CEQA analysis, including a negative declaration, a mitigated negative declaration, or an 
environmental impact report, which includes analyzing feasible alternatives and imposing feasible 
mitigation measures. 

A 90% minimum emission capture rate results in an emission threshold low enough to capture a 
substantial fraction of future stationary source projects that will be constructed to accommodate 
future population and economic growth, yet high enough to exclude small projects that will in 
aggregate contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. These 
small sources are already subject to Best Available Control Technology requirements for other 
pollutants and are more likely to be single-permit facilities, which limit the opportunities readily 
available to reduce GHG emissions from other parts of their facility. 

The recommended GHG significance threshold to capture at least 90% of GHG emissions from new 
or modified stationary sources was derived using the SLO APCD 2009 GHG emissions inventory for 
combustion sources from all permitted facilities. This analysis is based on combustion emissions 
because that covers the vast majority of GHG emissions from stationary sources in the SLO County; 
all fuel types are included in the estimates. Emission values are actual and do not account for any 
offsets (i.e., Emission Reduction Credits) applied. It should also be noted this analysis did not 
include other possible GHG pollutants such as methane or nitrous oxide, nor GHG emissions from 
mobile sources or indirect electricity consumption. 

Conducting the analysis described above showed facilities with C02e emissions above 10,000 
metric tons accounted for 94% of all combustion-related C02e emissions in 2009, generating 
356,000 tons C02e compared to a countywide total of 377,000 tons C02e from all combustion 
sources. For comparison purposes, 10,000 MT C02e/yr. would be equivalent to an industrial boiler 
with a rating of approximately 27 million British thermal units per hour (mmBtu/hour) of heat input, 
operating at an 80% capacity factor. 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) have already adopted a 10,000 metric tons of C02 equivalent (MT C02e) per year 
CEQA significance threshold for stationary sources with the goal of achieving emission capture rates 
between 90 to 95 percent; Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD and Santa Barbara County are also 
considering a 10,000 MT C02e per year threshold for stationary sources. The threshold analyses 
conducted by these other districts were very similar to ours and also focused on C02e emissions 
from stationary combustion sources subject to district permit requirements. 

Based on these findings, staff recommends a stationary source GHG emissions significance 
threshold level of 10,000 metric tons of C02e per year to capture at least 90% of the GHG 
emissions from new stationary sources in San Luis Obispo County. This threshold level is consistent 
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with precedence established throughout the state and would focus only on the larger, most significant 
GHG sources and not expose the smaller sources to unnecessary requirements. This would be 
considered an interim threshold that Air District staff will reevaluate as AB 32 Scoping Plan measures 
are more fully developed and implemented at the state level. 

2.2.5 Summary of Recommended GHG Thresholds 

Table 10 below summarizes the GHG emission thresholds recommended in this document: 

Table 10 

GHG Emissions Threshold Summary 

Residential and Commercial Projects 

Industrial (Stationary Sources) 

•sp =Service Population (residents-.employees) 

Compliance with Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy 

OR 
Bright-Line Threshold of 1,150 MT of C02e/yr. 

OR 

Efficiency Threshold of 4.9 MT C02e/SP* /yr. 

10,000 MT of C02e/yr. 

Table 10: For projects other than stationary sources, compliance with either a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, 

or with the Bright-Line (1 , 150 C02e/ yr.) or Efficiency Threshold (4.9 MT C02e/SP/yr.) would result in an insignificant 

determination, and in compliance with the goals of AB 32. The construction emissions of projects will be amortized over the 

life of a project and added to the operational emissions. Emissions from construction-only projects (e.g. roadways, pipelines, 

etc.) will be amortized over the life of the project and compared to an adopted GHG Reduction Strategy or the Bright-Line 

Threshold only. 

The Bright-Line numeric threshold of 1,150 MT C02e/yr. represents an emissions level below which 
a projecfs contribution to global climate change would be deemed less than "cumulatively 
considerable." This threshold is equivalent to a project size of approximately 70 single-family 
dwelling units, or a 70,000sf office building; it is anticipated to capture approximately 5% of all future 
projects, which equates to approximately 19% of future unmitigated emission. 

Emissions from projects that exceed the 1,150 MT C02e/yr. Bright-Line Threshold could still be found 
less than cumulatively significant if the project as a whole would result in a GHG efficiency of 4.9 MT 
C02e per service population per year. If projects as proposed exceed both thresholds, they would 
be required to implement mitigation measures to bring them below the 1,150 MT C02e/yr. Bright-Line 
Threshold or within the 4.9 MT C02e Service Population Efficiency Threshold. If required mitigation 
could not bring a project below either threshold requirement, the project would be found 
cumulatively significant and could be approved only with a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and a showing that all feasible mitigation measures have been implemented. A 
projecfs GHG emissions could also be found less than significant if they comply with a Qualified 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. 

28 March 28, 2012 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



~ sLO couNTa , .A.ir Pollution Contrcl Distnct ape San Luis Ol:::ispo C:Junty 
GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

If the land use projects expected in SLO County between now and 2020 are built in compliance 
with these thresholds, their resulting GHG emissions would be approximately 0.55% below 
projected 2020 business as usual emissions and would achieve an aggregate reduction of 
approximately 13,788 MTC02e/yr. This is the level of reductions needed from land-use sector 
emissions to provide ourfair share toward meeting the AB 32 statewide reduction goals, per ARB's 
Scoping Plan as discussed above. Although the emissions from such projects would add an 
incremental amount to the overall greenhouse gas emissions that cause global climate change 
impacts, emissions from projects consistent with these thresholds would not be a "cumulatively 
considerable" contribution under CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines §15064(h)(1 )). 

Building all new projects expected in SLO County between now and 2020 in accordance with the 
proposed GHG significance thresholds will achieve the appropriate overall share of GHG reductions 
for our land use sector. Further, each local project will achieve its respective portion of the GHG 
reductions needed to accomplish the overall statewide AB 32 reduction targets. Even though these 
local projects will add an incremental amount of GHG emissions, their incremental contribution will 
be less than "cumulatively considerable" because they are helping to achieve the cumulative 
solution, not hindering it. Such projects will therefore not be "significant" for purposes of CEQA 
(see CEQA Guidelines §1 5064(h)(1 )). This idea of a project's relative insignificance is also 
supported by CEQA Guidelines §1 5030(a)(3), which provides that a project's contribution to a 
cumulative problem can be less than cumulatively considerable "if the project is required to 
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the 
cumulative impact." 

It is also worth noting that this "fair share" approach is flexible and will allow a project's 
significance to be determined by how well it is designed from a greenhouse gas efficiency 
standpoint, not just by the project size. For example, a large high-density infill project whose 
GHG emissions might otherwise be found cumulatively significant could be found to have 
insignificant GHG emissions if located in an urban core near public transit and/or other alternative 
transportation options, and built using state-of-the-art energy efficiency methods and 
improvements such as solar panels, as well as all other feasible mitigation measures. Projects such 
as this hypothetical development with low greenhouse gas emissions per service population are 
what California will need to accommodate future growth while doing its part in achieving a solution 
to the problem of global climate change. The determination of significance under CEQA will 
therefore need to take these factors into account to accomplish this important policy goal. In all, 
land use sector projects that comply with the GHG thresholds would not be "cumulatively 
considerable" because they would be helping to solve the cumulative problem as a part of the AB 
32 process. 

Likewise, new permit applications for industrial stationary sources that comply with the 
quantitative threshold of 10,000 MTC02e/yr. would not be "cumulatively considerable" because 
they would not hinder the State's ability to solve the cumulative greenhouse gas emissions problem 
pursuant to AB 32. While industrial stationary source projects will need to comply with the cap
and-trade program once it is enacted and reduce their emissions accordingly, the program will be 
phased in over time starting in 2012 and will initially apply only to the very largest GHG emission 
sources. Meanwhile, stationary source projects with large GHG emissions will still have a 
cumulatively considerable impact on climate change. 
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The proposed 10,000 MT C02e/yr. threshold would capture 90% or more of the stationary source 
sector GHG emissions in SLO County. Stationary source projects below the 10,000 MT C02e/yr. 
threshold account for only a small portion of SLO County's total GHG emissions from stationary 
sources. Such small sources will not significantly add to global climate change and will not hinder 
SLO County's ability to reach the AB 32 goal, even when considered cumulatively. 

The proposed GHG CEQA significance thresholds are intended to serve as interim levels until AB 32 
and SB 375 have been fully implemented through adopted regulations, incentives, plans and 
programs, or the California Air Resources Board (ARB) adopts a statewide GHG threshold. 
Compliance with such thresholds will be part of the solution to the cumulative GHG emissions 
problem and is essential for California to meet its statewide GHG reduction goals. 

H:\PLAN\CEQAICEQA Handbook\GHG_Threshold\Board_justification_and_presentations\GHG_Thresholds_and_Supporting_Evidence_3·28·12.doc 
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Appendix 1 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

Qualified GHG Plan Level Guidance 

This guidance is intended to assist local governments in developing community scale Climate Action 
Plans. In drafting this guidance, the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has 
drawn from established methodologies and practices, rather than creating new protocols or 
quantification methods. This guidance should be interpreted as recommended approaches rather 
than a formal protocol. This guidance will be continually updated as new tools, methodologies and 
protocols are developed and refined. 

Any Climate Action Plan (CAP) that aims to support tiering of future development projects for 
purposes of CEQA review of GHG impacts must include these standard elements. 

a) A community-wide GHG emissions inventory and "business-as-usual" forecast 
of year 2020 community-wide GHG emissions; 

b) GHG reduction targets consistent with AB 32; 

c) An analysis of local and state policies and actions that may impact GHG emissions 
within the jurisdiction; 

d) Quantification of GHG reduction measures demonstrating that, if fully 
implemented, the GHG reduction targets will be met; 

e) An implementation and monitoring strategy and timeline; 

f) An adequate environmental review of the proposed CAP. 

Early consultation with APCD staff is essential; the importance of communicating with District staff 
early in the climate planning process cannot be overemphasized. District staff is available to meet 
with local government planners, review methodologies, discuss approaches and any other issues 
throughout the process of preparing the CAP. 

An environmental document that relies on a greenhouse gas reduction plan for a cumulative 
impacts analysis must identify those requirements specified in the plan that apply to the project; if 
those requirements are not otherwise binding and enforceable, they must be incorporated as 
mitigation measures applicable to the project. If there is substantial evidence that the effects of a 
particular project may be cumulatively considerable, notwithstanding its compliance with the 
specified requirements in the plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, an EIR must be 
prepared for the project. 
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Qualitative Requirements for Qualified GHG Reduction Strategies 

1) The GHG emissions inventory should be complete and comprehensive 

Any GHG emissions source addressed in this guidance should be included in the GHG 
inventory and forecast for the local CAP. If an emissions source is not included (for example, 
direct access electricity use or wastewater treatment), it should be clearly explained why 
that source was omitted. District staff will review this explanation as part ofthe evaluation 
of the CAP. 

2) Calculations and assumptions should be transparent 

It is important to emphasize that all methodologies and assumptions should be documented 
and explained within the CAP document. 

3) GHG reduction strategies should rely primarily on mandatory measures 

To date, most CAPs have emphasized voluntary GHG reduction measures over mandatory 
measures, indicated with language like "should promote," and "will encourage," etc. 
However, because implementation of voluntary measures cannot be guaranteed, their 
contribution to meeting the GHG reduction target is more speculative than that of 
mandatory measures. Problems that may result from over-reliance on voluntary measures 
include the following: 

• It could be very difficult for local jurisdictions to demonstrate that GHG reduction 
targets are being met through voluntary measures. 

• This, in turn, will make it difficult for a local government to determine if a project is 
complying with the adopted CAP in order to appropriately tier off of the CAP CEQA 
document. 

• If the local government cannot document that its CAP is on track to achieve the GHG 
reduction target, then the CAP may cease to comply with the "qualified" criteria. In 
this case subsequent projects would not be eligible to benefit from the tiering 
provisions of CEQA. 

If voluntary measures are included in the CAP, distinctions should be drawn between those 
that are more or less likely to result in full implementation. For example, incentive-based 
programs (like AB 811 programs) are usually more likely to achieve results than outreach
based programs. Some CAPs have taken a cautious approach and have not quantified GHG 
reductions from the latter type of measure, due to their highly speculative nature. The APCD 
recommends only mandatory measures and strong voluntary measures (such as incentive
based programs) be quantified as contributing toward the GHG reduction target. 

4) Build in a margin of safety 

Once the CAP enters the implementation phase it is possible that unforeseen issues or 
obstacles may arise that prevent full implementation of all CAP measures, or the emission 
reductions achieved for some measures may be less than anticipated. These risks may be 
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heightened by unforeseen economic or political developments that adversely affect 
implementation of the measures. Therefore, APCD recommends the CAP build in a margin of 
safety to ensure it can continue to serve as a defensible "Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy." 
This can be accomplished by: 

• Including more GHG mitigation measures than needed to meet the GHG 
reduction target, thus creating a "buffer" against lower than anticipated results; 

• Emphasizing mandatory over voluntary measures; 

• Including contingency measures (with quantified emission reduction estimates) 
that can be activated to fill any gap needed to maintain the expected rate of 
progress toward achieving the emissions reduction target. 

5) Measures should address existing as well as new development 

The AB 32 target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 represents an initial 
step toward achieving the longer term goal of Executive Order S-3-05, which calls for 
reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050; this equates to less than 2 
metric tons of GHGs per capita. Reducing GHG emissions from new development alone 
cannot provide sufficient GHG reductions to achieve this long-term target. Therefore, 
climate action plans should address energy use and emissions from existing development 
as well. In its review of climate action plans, the APCD recommends aggressive and 
innovative strategies to achieve emission reductions from existing as well as new 
development. 

6) Implementation and monitoring should be clearly defined 

The parameters for determining if the CAP is being fully implemented, and if 
development projects are consistent with the CAP, must be clearly laid out. If a local 
government plans to tier future projects off the environmental review performed on a 
CAP, the monitoring program should include the following elements: 

• Annual tracking/reporting on implementation of all CAP measures, including measures 
that address existing development. The phasing-in of mitigation measures should be 
addressed (i.e. - have all the measures that were to have been adopted or 
expanded in the past year actually been adopted/expanded?). 

• Annual reporting of how new development projects have been implementing CAP 
measures. Tracking individual project attributes and implementation of mitigation 
measures should be done on a project-by-project basis. This can be facilitated 
through the use of a compliance checklist for new development projects to 
demonstrate consistency with the plan (listing all mandatory and voluntary 
measures that apply to new development) and whether the project is implementing 
the measures; the District will request a copy of this checklist (or similar 
documentation) when reviewing projects for CEQA. 
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• Annual review of the State's implementation of measures included in the CAP. Are 
state-level policies achieving the reductions anticipated? 

• Periodic update of the GHG inventory. The APCD recommends updating the 
community-wide GHG inventory at least once every 5 years. However, updating 
the inventory on a more frequent basis may improve the ability to monitor 
progress toward achieving the GHG reduction target in the CAP. 

• Analysis of whether the CAP is still a "qualified" plan for CEQA purposes. 
The analysis should be based on level of implementation and 
effectiveness of measures. 
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Appendix 3 

Example Projects 

Example A: 

As shown in Table A-1 below, a 100 unit single family housing development modeled for the year 

2020 was calculated to have emissions of 1330.02 MT C02e/yr. By incorporating mitigation measures 

outlined in Table A-2 below, the projecfs total annual emissions were reduced to 1101 .72 MT 

C02e/yr.; therefore the project fell into compliance with the Bright-Line Threshold (11SOMT C02e/yr.) 

with 16% mitigation effectiveness. With the same mitigation measures, this project also fell into 

compliance with the Efficiency Threshold (4.9MT C02e/SP/yr.) by achieving 4.7 MT C02e/SP/yr. 

Table A-1 

100 Unit, Single Family Housing Development 
land Use Size Metric 

SFH 100 units 

Service Population (Residents_l 236 people 

Annual Emissions (MTC02e/yr) 
1330.02 

without mitigation 

Annual Emissions (MTC02e/yr) 
1120.53 

with mitigation 

Per Capita Emissions (MTCOZe/SP/yr) 
5.6 

without mitigation 

Per Capita Emissions (MTCOZe/SP/yr) 4.7 
with mitigation 
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Table A-1 : This single family housing 

development exceeded both the Bright-Line 

and efficiency thresholds before mitigation, 

but complies with both thresholds after 

incorporating mitigation. 

March 28, 2012 
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.A.ir Polluticn Contrc l District 
San Luis Ol:::ispo County 

Table A-2 

M it i atton Measure s ~ 

Traffic 
Improve Destination Accessibility 

Increase Transit Accessibility 

Integrate Below Marice! Rate Housinc 

Improve Pedestrian Networlc 

Provide Traffic Calming Measures 

Area 
Uses Electric Landscape Equipment 

En•I'IIY 
Installs High Efficiency Lighting 

On Site Renewable Ene'IY 
Water 

Use Reclaimed Water 
Install Low-Flow Bathroom Faucet 

Install Low-Flow Kitchen Faucet 
Install Low-Flow Toilet 

Install Low-Flow Shower 

Turf Reduction 

Use Water Effident lrri cation Systems 

Solid Waste 
Institute Recycling and Com ostin Services 

Example B: 

0 miles to job center 
0 miles to transit station 

10 number of units 

Yes site, and connecting off-site 
100% streets with improvement 
100% intersections with improvement 

7S % Electric 

30% Energy Redut!ion 
25% of Electricity Generated 

75 % outdoor use 
32% Reduction in flow 

18 % Reduction in flow 

20% Reduction in flow 
20% Reduction in flow 

60% Reduction 

6.1 %Reduction 

SO% Reduction in Waste Disposed 

GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

Table A-2: By applying mitigation measures in 

Traffic, Area, Energy, Water, and Solid Waste 

categories this single family housing project 

reduced emissions by 16%. 

As shown in Table B-1 below, a commercial development with 3,000sf of quality restaurant, and a 

45,000sf of strip mall modeled for the year 2020 was calculated to have emissions of 1465.34 MT 

C02e/yr. By incorporating the mitigation measures outlined in Table B-2 below, the project's total 

annual emissions were reduced to 1141 .21 MT C02e/yr.; therefore the project fell into compliance 

with the Bright-Line Threshold (1150MT C02e/yr.) with 22% mitigation effectiveness. No further 

action would be required. 

Table B-1 

Commercial Strip Mall and Restaurant 
Land Use Size Metric 

Qual ity Restaurant 3 lOOOsf 
Strip Mall 45 1000 sf 
Parlcing Lot 100 Spaces 
Service Population (popu l at ion~mployment) 111 

Annual Emissions (MTCOZe/yr) 
1465.34 

without mitigation 

Annual Emissions (MTCOZe/yr) 
1141.21 

with mitigation 

Per tap ita Emissions (MTCOZe/yr/SP) 
13.Z 

without mitil!ation 

Per tapita Emissions (MTCOZe/yr/SP) 
10.3 

with mitigation 
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Table B-1: This commercial development 

project exceeded both the Bright-Line and 

efficiency thresholds before mitigation, but 

complies with the Bright-Line threshold after 

incorporating mitigation. 

March 28, 2012 
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<r apca I .A. ir Pollution Contrcl District 
San Luis OCispo C:Junty 

Table B-2 

Traffic 
Improve Pedestrian Network 

limit Parking Supply 

Eneray 
Exceed Title 24 

Installs High Efficiency lighting 

On Site Renewable Energy 

Water 
Water Conservation Strategy 

Install Low-Flow Bathroom Faucet 

Instal! Low-Flow Kitchen Faucet 

Install Low-Flow Toilet 

SolldWIStl 
Services 

Yes site, and connecting off-site 

25% with improvement 

10 % lm~~ovement 

SO % Energy Reduction 

7S %of Electricity Generated 

15 % reduction outdoor water use 

32 % Reduction in flow 

18% Reduction in flow 

20% Reduction in flow 

SO% Reduction In Waste Dis osed 

41 

GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

Table 8-2: By applying mitigation measures in 

Traffic, Energy, Water, and Solid Waste 

categories this commercial development 

project reduced emissions by 22%. 

March 28, 2012 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



~ SLO couN~ I .A.ir Polluticn Contrcl District apcu San Luis Obispo County GHG Thresholds and Supporting Evidence 

Appendix 4 

Employees per 1000sf, Based on Land Use 

Employees 

LAND USE per lOOOsf 

Automobile Care Center 2.47 

Bank (w/drive-through) 1.59 

City Park 0.23 

Convenience Market w/gas pumps 2.50 

Day-Care Center 1.01 

Elementary School 0.55 

Fast Food Restaurant w/drive-thru 6.22 

Fast Food Restaurant w/o drive-thru 1.74 

Gasoline/Service Station 2.22 

General Light Industry 1.54 

General Office Building 2.52 

Golf Course 2.96 

Government Office Building 3.63 

Hardware/Paint Store 1.56 

Health Club 2.47 

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 1.97 

Hospital 1.07 

Hotel 0.64 

Library 0.39 

Medical Office Building 3.33 

Motel 0.95 

Place of Worship 0.80 

Quality Restaurant 1.19 

Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.66 

Regional Shopping Center 1.39 

Strip Mall 2.39 

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.84 

Employees Per 1000sf developed from the historical trend 
analysis based on historical permit data from SLOCOG for the 
years 2001 to 2010 

42 March 28, 2012 
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1()'21/13 Edcgov.us Mail • F'MI: 2 D. lJ"ltil Wilson· October 22nd BOS Meeting 

Fwd: 2 Days until Wilson -October 22nd BOS Meeting 
1 message 

The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> 
To: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

-- Forwarded message --
From: John & Kelley <bugginu@sbcglobal.net> 
Date: Sun, Oct 20, 2013 at 12:44 PM 
Subject: 2 Days until Wilson - October 22nd BOS Meeting 

EDC COB <edc,cob@edcgov us:>-

Mon. Oct 21 , 2013 at 8:09AM 

To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, 
bosfiw@edcgov.us 

Happy Stmday Board ofSupe.Wors. 

Today's sliie dearly iDuminates the miitake that was tmde when t.lm land use was changed without puboc comrmn, or an EIR. The 
decisi>n makers at the time did not fully research the change. In 1996 they recldessly created an inconsistency and an island ofhigh 
density with no regard fur the existing land owners and residents. 

Policy 2.2.5.21 Development projects shall be located and designed in a manner that avoids incompatibility with 
adjoining land uses that are permitted by the policies in r:.«ect at the time the development prqject is prqpo.s,ed. 
Development projects that are potentially incompatible with existing adjoining uses shall be designed in a manner that 
avoids any incompatibility or shall be located on a different site. 

Policy 2.1.1.2 Establish Community Regions to define those areas which are appropriate for the highest intensity of 
self-sustaining compact urban-type development or suburban type development within the County based on the 
municipal spheres of influence, availability of infrastructure, public services, major transportation corridors and travel 
patterns, the location of major topographic patterns and features, and the abilitv to provide and maintain appropriate 
transitions at Community Re~ion boundaries. These boundaries shall be shown on the General Plan land use map. 

Do not let the miitakes and poor planning of a pmr board define our future. I wasn't properly vetted then Now we know better. Fix. 
the inconsistency and return the land use to MDR and rermve :from the colDliBlility regi>n 

Please vote NO on this rezone! 

Kelley & John Garcia 

916-941-0418 

NOTlCE: fhis e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



10121/13 Edcgov.us Mail - Fv.d: 2 08)6 until Wilson- October 22nd BOS Meeting 

entity is prohibited. 
If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the material from your 

system. 
Thank you. 

~ Day 10_111anda_10.20.13.pdf 
495K 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



Policy 5.2.1. 11: The County shall direct new development to areas where public water service already exists .. 

• Water and sewer are NOT on site, contrary to 
the site specific change request (dav 5!) 

Policy 2.1.1.2: Community Regions must " ... provide and maintain 
appropriate transitions ... " at Community Region boundaries. 

• Rezoning places high density R 1 adjacent to 
low density RES; the transition zoning is 

eliminated. 

REMOVE from the Communit and return to the MDR 

GVA, October2013 _Twelve Days of Wilson 10 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



10121/13 Edcgov.us Mall - F\\d: 3 08)6 until Wilson- October 22nd BOS Meeting 

Fwd: 3 Days until Wilson - October 22nd BOS Meeting 
1 message 

The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> 
To: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

--Forwarded message--
From: John & Kelley <bugginu@sbcglobal.net> 
Date: Sat, Oct 19, 2013 at 9:34AM 
Subject: 3 Days until Wilson - October 22nd BOS Meeting 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Mon. Oct 21, 2013 at 8:10AM 

To: The BOSONE <bosone@edcgov.us>, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us>, 
bosfh.e@edcgov. us 

Happy Saturday Board of Supervisors. 

Today is another. example ofdeceptim by the 13milyto the county. Brian Viet is (was?) Ann Wikon's son.in Jaw. He was alcio on the 
plaming comnission and assisted the 13mily in getting this land changed to high density. After the writ of rmndate there were mmy 
attempts to fix. the inconsistency and once again the 13mily wrote a Jetter. No public comrent, no EIR. just politi:al swagger. 

Who is representing the residents that live here? What about our rights as land owners? What about quiet enjoymmt which states: 

that the grantee or tenant of an estate in real property will be able to possess the premises in peace, without 
disturbance by hostile claimants. 

Quiet enjoyment is a right to the undisturbed use and enjoyment of real property by a tenant or landowner. The right 
to quiet enjoyment is contained in covenants concerning real estate. 

Your decision stands to rmke one 13mily very weallhy at the expense oflrundreds offiunilies. 

In their words: 

"We purchased this land in 1989 with the reasonable expectation that the land use and 
zoning on the land would remain. That is, quite simply, all we request now." 

Using their own words, the land was MDR/Rla. That is what they bought! That is what 
they should expect! 

Please vote NO on this rezone! 

Kelley & John Garcia 

91~941-0418 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



11Y21/13 Edcgov.us Mail - FYtd: 3D. until Wilson- October 22nd BOS Meeting 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by persons other than the intended recipient or 

entity is prohibited. 
If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the material from your 

system. 
Thank you. 

~ Day 9_VIet letter_10.19.13.pdf 
525K 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013
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Link: 
https://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&pid=sites&srcid-ZGVmYXVsdGRvbWFpbnxncmVI 
bnZhbGxleXJvYWRhbGxpYW5jZXxneDoOMziOM2FIMTMOZDYwNjZI 

GVA, October2013 _Twelve Days of Wilson 

Brian Viet letter, 612103, on bel1alf of the Wilson's and several others, 
requesting to retain the HDR(high density residential) land use 
designation granted in the '96 General Plan via a Site Specific Request 
form. Note: In 1989. this land was actually MDR(medium density) with 
R1 A zoning. They were disingenuous then; they're disingenuous now 

In their words: 
"We purchased this land in 1989 with the 
reasonable expectation that the land use and 
zoning on the land would remain. That is, 
quite simply, all we request now." 

To that, we would say: 
Exactly! Residents buying land on Malcolm
Dixon Rd with Wilson's parcels zoned as R1A 
had reasonable expectations of enjoying their 
rural setth1g into the future . 

No Double Standard! -
maintain the rural character we moved 
here for. 

-NO REZONE! 
9 
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11}'21/13 Edcgc:w.us Mail- Fw:l: Shingle Springs High Densitydeo.elopment 

Fwd: Shingle Springs High Density development 
message 

The BOSFOUR <bosfour@edcgov.us> 
To: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

--Forwarded message --
From: Gall P Cone <gpcwoodwk@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Oct 18, 2013 at 6:48 PM 
Subject: Shingle Springs High Density cle\elopment 

EOC COB <edc. cob t.~edcgov. u$> 

Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 8:18AM 

To: bosfour@edcgov.us, bos1he@edcgov.us, bosone@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us 

Dear EDC supei".Asor 

I was one ofthose that sat through the Sept. 30th 12hr counsel meeting. H was an eye opener as to the workings, or lets say, not 
workings of this body and process. You gaw "the people" their chance to present their desires. Howewr, I see that you are so hindered 
by intersecting or conflicting polices and OUTSIDE pressures that you are paralyzed from the neck up on being able to do what YOUR 
constituents haw requested you to do. 

Note this fact. It was .mentioned aeveral times during the meeting that the counties goal/objective Ia to ha~e an annual 
population growth of 1.03 percent You should be cognoecenta of the fact that the proposed San Stino development in 
Shingle Springs would Increase the Shingle Springs area population by over 100%. So, PLEASE, follow the lead of YOUR 
VOTERS and reject this high density zoning change request. 

Regards: 
Mr. Gail P. Cone Shingle Springs Resident AND VOTER. 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by persons other than the intended recipient or 

entity is prohibited. 
If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the material from your 

system. 
Thank you . 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



10/21/13 

Wilson Estate 
1 message 

Lloma Alameda <lloma@sbcglobal.net> 
Reply-To: Lloma Alameda <lloma@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "edc.cob@edcgov.us• <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Edcgov.us Mail- Wilson Estate 

EDC COB <edc.l".ob@edcgov.us> 

Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 10:50 AM 

I am a 40 yr long resident on Green Valley Rd. Back when it was a county 
road not the current alternate SOli Please DO NOT allow the Wilson Estate 
project to rezone by adding high density. Traffic is AWFUL at commute times 
and getting just as bad in between. I am butt puckered every time I try to 
turn into my driveway on Green Valley Rd when I have to wait for an 
opening. Traffic will go around me--no lane for that---as I keep watching my 
rear view mirror for the vehicle that doesn't realize I was stopped and waiting 
to cross as it crashes into the back of me sending me into oncoming traffic 
for a double whammie crunch. 

NO on rezoning I! I 
Thank you 
Uoma Alameda 
Green Valley Rd 
El Dorado Hills 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



11Y21/13 Edcgov.us Mail - VVilson Estales and Measure Y 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Wilson Estates and Measure Y 
1 message 

Craig Campbell <ccampbell@jonescampbell.com> Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 10:48 AM 
To: Brian Veerkamp <bosthree@edcgov.us>, Ron Mikulaco <bosone@edcgov.us>, Ray Nutting 
<bostwo@edcgov.us>, Ron Biggs <bosfour@edcgov.us>, Norma Santiago <Bosfiw@edcgov.us>, Jim Mitrisin 
<edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Brian, 

As a long time county resident I wish to express my opposition to the Wilson Estate project as proposed. 
There is the obvious lack of compatibility with the surrounding area, the lack of open space as called out in the 
general plan and the fact it further exacerbates the current lack of compliance with Measure Y. I strongly urge 
the supervisors vote the will of the people which is represented in the passing of Measure Y and how we want 
to mitigate the impacts of future development in all of our daily lives. The Wilson project is just one of many 
project that seem to be allowed to continue in a process that so obviously are not either in compliance with 
Measu~e Y or the general plan. 

I would also wish to strongly express my opposition to the Dixon ranch project as well as a number of other 
projects up the hill on highway 50 that will dramatically impact the quality of life in this county that was such a 
strong influence for me and my family locating here. If we continue to screw up this country with too much 
development we will not be able to recover from the mistakes now or ever. We can't un-develop a project 

Talk Soon 

Craig Campbell 
President 

Jones-Campbell Co., Inc. 
916-362-0123 X 20 
916-362-4644 fax 
ccampbell@jonescampbell.com 

www.jonescampbell.com 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



1QI21/13 EdcgOY.us Mall - No \Ole on VVilson Estates 

::oc COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

No vote on Wilson Estates 
1 111essage 

Sue <tripletsx3@comcast.net> Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 12:12 PM 
To: "edc.cob@edcgov.us" <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Please wte no I 
We cannot handle the amount of traffic we all experience every single day on Green Valley Road. 
This impacts our quality of life and puts undue strain on our existing infrastructure. 
Susan Spaur 

SentftommyiPhone 
SentftommyiPhone 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013



10121113 Ectcgov.us Mail - IMison Estates October 22nd Agenda Item 

EDC COB <edc.cob@edcqov.us> 

Wilson Estates October 22nd Agenda Item 
~ message 

Claire LaBeaux <claire_labeaux@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 12:15 PM 
Reply-To: Claire LaBeaux <claire_labeaux@yahoo.com> 
To: "edc.cob@edcgov.us" <edc.cob@edcgov.us>, "bosone@edcgov.us" <bosone@edcgov.us> 
Cc: "bosthree@edcgov.us" <bosthree@edcgov.us>, "bostwo@edcgov.us" <bostwo@edcgov.us>, 
"bosfiw@edcgov. us" <bosfiw@edcgov.us>, "bosfour@edcgov. us" <bosfour@edcgov.us>, "bugginu@sbcglobal. net" 
<bugginu@sbcglobal. net> 

Good afternoon, 

I'm writing to Ron Mikulaco as my elected representatiw and to the rest of the El Dorado County Board of 
Supel'\1sors to ask that you deny the request to rezone the Wilson Estates parcel in order to accommodate 
higher density housing. As someone who driws Green Valley Road on a frequent basis, and based on county 
declarations of sewral key intersections on GVR as LOS F, I feel it is unwise and unsafe to increase the \Ciume 
of traffic beyond what is already approwcl in the current plan. This is not denying the property owner his right to 
dewlop, it's simply requiring that it be dewloped in accordance with established standards rather than making an 
exception. There are so many pieces of land with approvals for dewlopment in the area that haw not been built 
out; I feel it is better to build what is currently approwd than to increase densities. 

As I understand it, a current \Cter initiatiw actually denies the ability to rezone. 

Transportation and Circulation Element ElDorado County General Plan 

Page 68 (Amended January 2009) July 2004 

Policy TC-Xa 

ThefoUowing policies shaU remain in effect until December 31, 2018: 
Traffic from single-family residential subdivision development projects of five or more parcels of land 
shall not result in, or worsen, Level of Service F (gridlock, stop-and-go) traffic congestion during 
weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway, road, interchange or intersection in the unincorporated 

areas of the county. 

I respectfully request that my written opinion be considered along with those that are given in person. Thank 
you. 

Claire LaBeaux 
214 Asuncion Ct. 
ElDorado Hills, CA 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013
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Re: Yes on Wilson Estates 
1 message 

The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us> 
To: Usa Vogelsang <jlwgles@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: EDC COB <edc.cob@edcgov.us> 

Thank you. 

Kitty Miller on behalf of 
Ray Nutting 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
530) 621-5651 

Edcgov.us Mall - Re: Yes on Wilson Estates 

On Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 9:10AM, Usa Vogelsang <jlwgies@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 
Dear Supervisor Nutting, 

EDC COB <edc.cob@eclcgov.us> 

Mon, Oct 21, 2013 at 12:27 PM 

My name is John Vogelsang and I am one of the owners ofWilson Estates . Due to several previous scheduled surgeries I amperfonuing tmmrrow 
I can not attend the meeting. I wanted to voice my request for a yes vote on this project. 
As you know we have owned this land for nearly twenty five years. We have worlc.ed veey hard to create a project that will meet aD requirements fur 
this pan:el We have worlc.ed and reworked this 1111p teying to appease all the neighbors colq)laints and have corm up with a DBP that should be a 
real benefit to the area. This project passed the Planning Coumision with a 5-0 vote and received praise for the way Dave Crosariol worked with all 

1 the neighbors. One ofthe lead opponents even stated at that ~meting that this map was "as good as they could hope for." Dave has worked 
tirelessly ~meting with them and worlcing to a&ke eveeyone happy and he did all this in good faith that this project could gain support. 
Also, this project will offer nice mid priced new homes in the area which should help attract new people in to the county making it more attractive to 
businesses. It also will demonstrate that the Board of Supervisors is reasonable and works with projects that demonstrate reasonable fair 
development. This will help attract business and families and give ElDorado County a reputation of being able to attract new fair sDBrt growth. 
We live in the area and do not want utban sprawl Our map fits the general plan which is designed to stop that fiomhappening. We love this piece 
of property and the con:munity. We know this will only enhance the quality of life for allofus who live in and enjoy ElDorado Hills. 
Please, vote YES on Wilson Estates. 

John Vogelsang, M.D. 

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by persons other than the intended recipient or 

entity is prohibited. 
If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the material from your 

system. 
Thank you . 

Public Comment received 10-18 thru 10-21-2013




