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Section 1 – Introduction 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), as required pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section  

15132, includes the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision thereof, comments and 

recommendations received on the DEIR, a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies 

commenting on the DEIR, and the responses of the lead agency, which is the City of Eastvale  (City) for 

this Project, to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process. A 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is also included to ensure compliance during 

Project implementation (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). 

1.1 Information Added Following Distribution of the DEIR 

 As a result of the comments received on the DEIR, minor changes, corrections, and clarifications were 

made to the text of the DEIR which are reflected in this FEIR.  Upon certification of the FEIR by the lead 

agency, the DEIR will be revised to reflect these corrections, minor changes and clarifications.  In 

addition, this FEIR contains corrections, errata, and additions to the information contained in the DEIR. 

As provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(d), responses to comments may take the form of a 

revision to a DEIR or may be a separate section in the FEIR. This section complies with the latter and 

provides changes to the DEIR in revision-mode text, i.e., deletions are shown with strikethrough text 

(example text) and additions are shown with underline text (example text). These notations are meant 

to provide clarification, corrections, or minor revisions as needed as a result of public comments or 

because of changes in the Project since the release of the DEIR as required by State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15132.  

As discussed in Section 1.2, below, none of the corrections and additions constitute significant new 

information or substantial Project changes requiring recirculation, as defined by State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5.    Taken together, these changes do not constitute “significant new information” 

pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 because they do not change the Project impacts 

and/or mitigation measures such that new or more severe environmental impacts result from the 

Project. Such items are sometimes added as a result of comments received from responsible agencies or 

other commenters, changes in the existing conditions at the site, revised public policies since the DEIR 

was written, and/or minor corrections or clarifications. 

The following summary will present the location and types of additions and changes or corrections made 

within each section of the FEIR since the DEIR was published. 

Section 1 – Executive Summary 

Portions of Table 1-B – DEIR Impact Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program on pages 1-19, 1-

20, 1-25, and 1-28 of the DEIR, will be modified as follows: 
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Table 1-B – Draft EIR Impact Summary Matrix/Mitigation Monitoring Program1 

Impact 
Category Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 
Timing 

Responsible 
Party 

Impact After 
Mitigation 

Air Quality 

 

Violate any air 
quality 
standard or 
contribute 
substantially to 
an existing or 
projected air 
quality 
violation; 

result in a 
cumulatively 
considerable 
net increase of 
any criteria 
pollutant for 
which the 
project region is 
non-attainment 
under an 
applicable 
federal or state 
ambient air 
quality 
standard 
(including 
releasing 
emissions 
which exceed 
quantitative 
thresholds for 
ozone 
precursors); or; 
create 
objectionable 
odors affecting 
a substantial 
number of 
people. 

MM Air 5:  To reduce fugitive 
dust emissions, the contractor 
shall provide the City with 
sufficient proof of compliance 
with Rule 403 and other dust 
control measures including, but 
not limited to: 

 watering active sites 

three times daily2, 

 requiring the replacement of 

ground cover3 or the 
application of non-toxic soil 
stabilizers according to 
manufacturers’ specifications 

to unpaved roads4 and all 
inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas 
inactive for 10 days or more, 
assuming no rain), 

 requiring trucks entering or 
leaving the site hauling dirt, 
sand, or soil, or other loose 
materials on public roads to 
be covered, 

 suspending all excavating and 
grading operations when wind 
gusts (as instantaneous gust) 
exceed 25 miles per hour, 

 post contact information 
outside the property for the 
public to call if specific air 
quality issues arise; the 
individual charged with 
receipt of these calls shall 
respond to the caller within 24 
hours and resolution of the air 
quality issue(s), if valid, or 
implementation of corrective 
action(s) will occur within 48 
to 72 hours of the time that 
the issue first aroseas soon as 
possible, 

 sweeping of streets using 
SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 
Overriding 
Considerations 
is required 
prior to Project 
approval. 

                                                           
1
The table shown here is abridged from the version contained in the DEIR, and only shows the affected rows. 

2
 Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default. 

3
 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  
4
 Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
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Impact 
Category Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 
Timing 

Responsible 
Party 

Impact After 
Mitigation 

1186.1 certified street 
sweepers or roadway washing 
trucks (utilizing recycled water 
if it becomes available) at the 
end of the day if visible soil 
material is carried over to 
adjacent streets, 

 posting and enforcement of 
traffic speed limits of 15 miles 
per hour or less on all 
unpaved roads, 

 installation of wheel washers 
or gravel pads at construction 
entrances where vehicles 
enter and exit unpaved roads 
onto paved roads, or wash off 
trucks and any equipment 
leaving the site each trip to 
prevent track out, 

 replace ground cover in 
disturbed areas as quickly as 

possible5, and 

 paving of all roadways, 
driveways, sidewalks, etc., 
shall be completed as soon as 
possible. Building pads shall be 
laid as soon as possible after 
grading unless soil stabilizers 
are used. 

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted 

prohibiting all on-site truck idling 

in excess of three five minutes. 

 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 
Overriding 
Considerations 
is required 
prior to Project 
approval. 
 
Less than 
significant 
impacts with 
respect to 
objectionable 
odors. 

Cultural Alter or destroy 
an 
archaeological 
site/Cause a 
substantial 
adverse change 
in the 

MM Cult 3:  If human remains 
are encountered both the 
Riverside County Coroner and 
the Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians (Soboba) shall be 
notified. No further disturbance 
shall occur until the County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 

Developer / 
Qualified 
Archaeologist/ 
City of 
Eastvale 

Less than 
significant 

                                                           
5
 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
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Impact 
Category Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 
Timing 

Responsible 
Party 

Impact After 
Mitigation 

significance of 
an 
archaeological 
resource as 
defined in 
Section 
15064.5. 

Coroner has made the necessary 
findings as to origin per State 
Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5. Further, pursuant to 
Public Resource Code Section 
5097.98(b), remains shall be left 
in place and free from 
disturbance until a final decision 
as to the treatment and 
disposition has been made. If the 
Riverside County Coroner 
determines the remains to be 
Native American, the Native 
American Heritage Commission 
shall be contacted within the 
period specified by law. Soboba, 
identified as the Most Likely 
Descendant, shall make 
recommendations and engage in 
consultation with the City and 
the property owner concerning 
the treatment of the remains as 
provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98 and 
California Government Code 
Section 6254.10. 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 
 

Generate 
greenhouse gas 
emissions, 
either directly 
or indirectly, 
that may have a 
significant 
impact on the 
environment; 
and/or; conflict 
with an 
applicable plan, 
policy, or 
regulation 
adopted for the 
purpose of 
reducing the 
emissions of 
greenhouse 
gases. 
 

MM GHG 1: For all warehouse 
uses of the proposed Project, the 
loading docks shall be designed 
to accommodate SmartWay 

trucks.
6

 Proof of compliance 
shall be provided in building 
plans prior to the issuance of 
building permits and subject to 
on-site verification prior to 
occupancy. The Master 
Developer shall also provide the 
Building Safety & Inspection 
Department with SmartWay 
information/regulations prior to 
the first grading permit. The 
Building Department shall 
distribute the information to 
each end-user prior to 
occupancy (final inspection). 

Prior to building 
permits/Prior to 
grading permits 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 
Overriding 
Considerations 
is required 
prior to Project 
approval. 

MM GHG 2: During Project 
construction, the applicant will 
be required to comply with the 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 

                                                           
6
 For example, the SmartWay aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the 

trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading bays designed with certain dock shelters, unless those loading bays 
are designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-
trailers.htm)  

http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
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Impact 
Category Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 
Timing 

Responsible 
Party 

Impact After 
Mitigation 

following Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) from 
Appendix G of the SCAG 
RTP/SCS, including: 

 Solicit bids that include use of 
energy and fuel efficient 
fleets; 

 Solicit preference 
construction bids that use 
BACT, particularly those 
seeking to deploy zero- 
and/or near zero emission 
technologies; 

 Use the minimum feasible 
amount of GHG-emitting 
construction materials 
consistent with the California 
Green Building Code 
standards; and 

Use of cement blended with the 
maximum feasible amount of 
flash or other materials that 
reduce GHG emissions from 
cement production to the extent 
feasible. 

Overriding 
Considerations 
is required 
prior to Project 
approval. 

Noise The project has 
the potential to 
result in a 
substantial 
permanent 
increase in 
ambient noise 
levels; a 
substantial 
temporary or 
periodic 
increase in 
ambient noise 
levels in the 
project vicinity 
above levels 
existing without 
the project; and 
expose persons 
to or generate 
noise levels in 
excess of 
standards 
established in 
the local 
general plan or 
noise 
ordinance, or 

MM Noise 7: To reduce noise 

impacts from project-related 

traffic along Hamner Avenue 

between Cantu-Galleano Ranch 

Road and Bellegrave Avenue, 

rubberized asphalt concrete 

shall be used for all applicant-

constructed or financed 

improvements to Hamner 

Avenue travel or turning lanes 

between Cantu-Galleano Ranch 

Road and Bellegrave Avenue. 

During 
Construction 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ 
City of 
Eastvale 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Impact 
Category Impact Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 
Timing 

Responsible 
Party 

Impact After 
Mitigation 

applicable 
standards of 
other agencies 
 

Transportation/Traffic Conflict with an 
applicable plan, 
ordinance or 
policy 
establishing 
measures of 
effectiveness, 
an applicable 
congestion 
management 
program for 
designated 
roads or 
highways, or 
adopted 
policies 
regarding public 
transit, or have 
an effect upon 
circulation 
during 
construction. 

MM Trans 1:  Sight distance at 
the Project driveways shall be 
reviewed and approved with 
respect to the City’s sight 
distance standards at the time of 
preparation of final grading, 
landscape, and street 
improvement plans. 

Prior to 
construction 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ 
City of 
Eastvale 

Less Than 
Significant 

 

 

Section 2 – Introduction 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 3 – Project Description 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 4 – Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

Pages 4.0-24 and 4.0-25 of the DEIR will be modified as follows: 

As discussed in Section 5.15 Utilities and Service Systems, the proposed Project is served 

by JCSD and existing water pipelines ranging in size from 8-inches in diameter to 16-

inches in diameter and would be required to annex into CFD No.1 wastewater system. 

There is an existing 30-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue (870 PZ).  However, it will 

not be available to the Project site. Thus, the Project will construct a 16-inch water line 

in Bellegrave Avenue from I-15 to Hamner Avenue to connect to existing facilities. 

Development of the proposed Project would require extension of new pipelines through 

the Project site to connect to existing JCSD pipelines. Groundwater is treated by the 

Chino Desalter Authority (CDA) and the Roger D. Teagarden Ion Exchange Plan. Both 

have capacity to treat the water demand of the proposed Project. The proposed Project 
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would the replace the approved SP335 for which JCSD had sufficient water supplies. The 

proposed Project would result in less water demand than SP335. Hence, sufficient water 

supplies exist to serve the proposed Project.  Because the limiting fire flow for the 

identified pipe sizes is 6,000 gpm, implementing Project developers may require larger 

pipe sizes to meet required fire flow. To ensure correct fire flow requirements are met, 

implementing developers would be required to provide JCSD with fire flow 

requirements from the Riverside County Fire Department in order to determine the 

adequacy of the water system. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1 would 

ensure impacts resulting from fire flow would be less than significant. Therefore, with 

implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1, impacts are less than significant.  

Page 4.0-25 of the DEIR will be modified as follows: 

The proposed Project would result in the construction of on-site sewer lines and is 

projected to generate approximately 410,600 gpd of wastewater. However, the sewer 

flow generated by the project would be treated and disposed of through Western 

Riverside County Regional Wastewater Authority (WRCRWA) Regional Wastewater 

Reclamation Plan which has capacity to serve the site. Further, the Project may be 

required to contribute to off-site improvements including the installation of an 18-inch 

diameter trunk sewer line (Area B sewer line) along Bellegrave Avenue and additional 

sewer lines in Bellegrave Avenue from the western Project boundary on Bellegrave 

Avenue running southwest as Bellegrave Avenue becomes Remington Avenue, 

intersecting with Archibald Avenue and to those located in Archibald Avenue between 

Remington Avenue and Chandler Avenue. The extent for which the Project would be 

responsible for would depend upon the degree of development of the area at the time 

the Project is implemented and how much of the local sewer infrastructure is required. 

However, these off-site facilities were previously analyzed in JCSD’s Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Eastvale Master Water and Sewer Plan 

(State Clearinghouse No. 2003121055) which found potentially impacts to be less than 

significant with implementation of mitigation. These mitigation measures have already 

been identified in this DEIR. On January 24, 2011, JCSD adopted an Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for JCSD Master Sewer Plan Project No. 3066 – 

State Clearinghouse Number 2010101017 (JCSD ISMND(b)).  This document analyzed 

JCSD’s Master Sewer Plan, 2007 Master Sewer Plan Addendum, 2010 Master Sewer Plan 

Addendum No.2, the Eastvale Master Sewer Plan Update, and Eastvale Master Sewer 

Plan Update Addendum No.  1, further addressing the off-site sewer trunk line 

improvements.  Additionally, the Project will be conditioned by the City to adhere to the 

requirements outlined in the Water and Sewer Availability Letter prepared by JCSD dated 

November 26, 2012. Therefore, impacts related from waste water treatment facilities are 

less than significant. 

Section 5 – Environmental Impact Analysis 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 
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Section 5.1 – Aesthetics 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.2 – Agriculture and Forestry 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.3 – Air Quality 

Page 5.3-20 of the DEIR will be modified as follows to clarify that no soil hauling is required for the 
Project: 

 No soil hauling relating to the import or export of soil is required for the Project because 
portions of the site were previously graded as part of the Resort Specific Plan project and 
included removal of organic material/manure. The Project site is designed to balance by 
mixing and blending clean soil. Thus, no soil hauling trips were evaluated. 

Mitigation measure MM Air 5 will be modified as follows: 
MM Air 5:  To reduce fugitive dust emissions, the contractor shall provide the City with sufficient 
proof of compliance with Rule 403 and other dust control measures including, but not limited to: 

 watering active sites three times daily7, 

 requiring the replacement of ground cover8 or the application of non-toxic soil stabilizers 
according to manufacturers’ specifications to unpaved roads9 and all inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more, assuming no rain), 

 requiring trucks entering or leaving the site hauling dirt, sand, or soil, or other loose 
materials on public roads to be covered, 

 suspending all excavating and grading operations when wind gusts (as instantaneous gust) 
exceed 25 miles per hour, 

 post contact information outside the property for the public to call if specific air quality 
issues arise; the individual charged with receipt of these calls shall respond to the caller 
within 24 hours and resolution of the air quality issue(s), if valid, or implementation of 
corrective action(s) will occur within 48 to 72 hours of the time that the issue first aroseas 
soon as possible, 

 sweeping of streets using SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers or 
roadway washing trucks (utilizing recycled water if it becomes available) at the end of the 
day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets, 

 posting and enforcement of traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved 
roads, 

 installation of wheel washers or gravel pads at construction entrances where vehicles enter 
and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the 
site each trip to prevent track out, 

                                                           
7
 Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default. 

8
 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  
9
 Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
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 replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible10, and 

 paving of all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be completed as soon as possible. 
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless soil stabilizers are used.  

Mitigation measure MM Air 7 will be modified as follows: 

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting all on-site truck idling in excess of three five 

minutes. 

 
Section 5.4 – Biological Resources 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.5 – Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measure MM Cult 3 will be revised as follows: 

MM Cult 3:  If human remains are encountered both the Riverside County Coroner and 

the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians (Soboba) shall be notified. No further disturbance 

shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin per 

State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. Further, pursuant to Public Resource Code 

Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final 

decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County 

Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission shall be contacted within the period specified by law. Soboba, identified as 

the Most Likely Descendant, shall make recommendations and engage in consultation 

with the City and the property owner concerning the treatment of the remains as 

provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Government Code 

Section 6254.10. 

 

Section 5.6 – Geology and Soils 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.7 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Mitigation Measure MM GHG 1 will be modified as follows:  

MM GHG 1: For all warehouse uses of the proposed Project, the loading docks shall be designed 

to accommodate SmartWay trucks.
11

 Proof of compliance shall be provided in building plans 
prior to the issuance of building permits and subject to on-site verification prior to occupancy. 
The Master Developer shall also provide the Building Safety & Inspection Department with 
SmartWay information/regulations prior to the first grading permit. The Building Department 
shall distribute the information to each end-user prior to occupancy (final inspection). 

                                                           
10

 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  
11

 For example, the SmartWay aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the 
trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading bays designed with certain dock shelters, unless those loading bays 
are designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-
trailers.htm)  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
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Mitigation Measure MM GHG 2 will be modified as follows:  

MM GHG 2: During Project construction, the applicant will be required to comply with the 
following Best Available Control Technology (BACT) from Appendix G of the SCAG RTP/SCS, 
including: 

 Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel efficient fleets; 

 Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero- 
and/or near zero emission technologies; 

 Use the minimum feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials consistent with 
the California Green Building Standards Code standards; and 

 Use of cement blended with the maximum amount of flash or other materials that reduce 
GHG emissions from cement production. 

Section 5.8 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.10 – Land Use and Planning 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.11 – Noise  

The second paragraph on page 5.11-1 of the DEIR will be revised to clarify that the Preliminary 

Acoustical Impact Analysis for the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale area is in Appendix H of the 

EIR not Appendix G as follows: 

The following section is based on the Preliminary Acoustical Impact Analysis for the 

Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale prepared by Albert A. Webb Associates, dated 

August 2012 (WEBB(d)). This report is included as Appendix G H of this document.  

The following text will be added before the first paragraph on page 5.11-17 of the DEIR.  The additional 

text  relates to the Project-specific noise level changes on area roadways that are anticipated to be in 

excess of thresholds for neighboring residential receiver R5, as described in DEIR Section 5.11.6 and 

shown in Tables 5.11-G, Table 5.11-H, and Table 5.11-I.  The analysis in the DEIR indicates that a 5 dBA 

increase in ambient noise along Hamner Avenue is expected with the addition of operational project 

traffic to existing traffic volumes (DEIR, Table 5.11-G, p. 5.11-17 and 5.11-20), and that a 6 dBA increase 

is expected from operational project-related traffic combined with traffic from ambient growth, and 

traffic from cumulative projects (DEIR, Table 5.11-I, p. 5.11-18). 

Rubberized asphalt has been shown to reduce noise resulting from the sound of tires on 

pavement when compared to conventional asphalt (CARLSON ET AL and CLEMSON). The 

amount of noise reduction is a function of the type and speed of vehicles, and ranges 
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from 2.5 dB to 10 dB (SAC DERA, p. 6 and CLEMSON). Sacramento County conducted a 

six-year study of noise on Alta Arden Expressway that concluded that the use of 

rubberized asphalt on that roadway resulted in a net decrease in traffic noise levels of 

approximately 4 dB (SAC DERA, p. 20). 

Conservatively assuming the most modest reduction of 2.5 dB (SAC DERA, P. 6), if 

rubberized asphalt is used on Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-

Galleano Ranch Road, the increase in ambient noise from project traffic would be 

reduced from 5 dB to approximately 2.5 dB, which is not a substantial noise increase. 

Therefore, with implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 7, which requires the 

use of rubberized asphalt in Hamner Avenue from Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road to 

Bellegrave Avenue, impacts from Project-related traffic noise will be reduced to less 

than significant.  

The paragraph following Table 5.11-H on page 5.11-18 of the DEIR will be revised as follows: 

As reflected in Table 5.11-H, only one of the off-site modeled receivers (R5) in this 

scenario is anticipated to experience an increase of 5 dBA/CNEL over existing modeled 

traffic noise levels. Thus, impacts are potentially significant without implementation of 

mitigation. However, with implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 7, impacts 

at receiver location R5 will be reduced to less than significant. 

The paragraph following Table 5.11-H on page 5.11-19 of the DEIR will be revised as follows: 

As reflected in Table 5.11-H, receiver location R5 is expected to experience an increase 

in noise greater than 5 dBA. However, with implementation of mitigation measure MM 

Noise 7, Project-related traffic noise increases along Hamner Avenue between Cantu-

Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue, will be reduced by a minimum of 2.5 dB 

and impacts will be reduced from 6 dB to approximately 3.5 dB. Thus, cumulative 

impacts are potentially significant without implementation of mitigation less than 

significant with mitigation.  

The last paragraph on page 5.11-19 (continuing on page 5.11-20) of the DEIR will be revised as follows: 

With respect to noise from new Project-related trips on area roadways, as shown in 

Table 5.11-G, Table 5.11-H and Table 5.11-I, Project-specific noise level changes on area 

roadways are anticipated to be less than 5 dBA, which is considered less than significant, 

in all but one modeled location. Modeled receiver R5 would experience an increase of 5 

to 6 dBA under the analyzed scenarios, which is considered potentially significant 

without implementation of mitigation. This off-site noise increase would result from the 

addition of Project traffic to existing volumes on Hamner Avenue. Thus, on site 

mitigation measures, such as noise walls on the Project site would not reduce this 

impact to a less than significant level. Although some reduction in traffic and noise could 

be achieved through changes in Project land uses (which is evaluated in Section 8 of this 
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DEIR under the heading Alternatives to the Proposed Project), since it is the segment of 

roadway where the Project’s main entries are located that is experiencing the significant 

impact, the increase in ambient noise levels of more than 5 dBA could likely not be 

avoided entirely with any type of land use developed on the site. However, with the use 

of rubberized asphalt as required by mitigation measure MM Noise 7, noise levels 

would be reduced by a minimum of 2.5 dB and the noise increase at receiver R5 would 

be 2.5 to 3.5 dBA, which is less than significant. 

The last paragraph on page 5.11-21 (continuing on page 5.11-22) of the DEIR will be revised as follows:  

The construction techniques identified in RHSP EIR mitigation measure N-3 have been 

shown to reduce interior and exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or greater (RHSP EIR NOISE, 

p. 5.7-22). Nonetheless, until the existing single-family residence (receiver R5) is 

demolished, noise from Project-related traffic at this location will result in a 5 dBA 

increase from the existing ambient noise (Table 5.11-G, Existing Plus Project). Thus, the 

Project’s permanent increase in noise levels from off-site roadway noise is considered 

significant and unavoidable for this one receptor location until such time as the existing 

residence is demolished.  

The last paragraph on page 5.11-29 (continuing on page 5.11-30) of the DEIR will be revised as follows:  

With respect to noise from new Project-related trips on area roadways, as shown in 

Tables 5.11-G, Table 5.11-H, and Table 5.11-I, Project-specific noise level changes on 

area roadways are anticipated to be in excess of thresholds for neighboring residential 

land use identified as receiver R5. However, as this off-site noise would be resultant of 

vehicular traffic on Milliken Hamner Avenue generated by the Project’s operation, there 

are no feasible implementation of mitigation measures MM Noise 7, which requires the 

use of rubberized asphalt along Hamner Avenue between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road 

and Bellegrave Avenue, will to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Some 

reduction in traffic and noise could be achieved through changes in Project land uses, as 

discussed in Section 8, Alternatives, of this DEIR. However, because a significant impact 

would be experienced along the segment of roadway where the Project’s main entries 

are located, the increase in ambient noise levels of more than 5 dBA could likely not be 

avoided entirely with other types of non-residential land use developed on the site. A 

site of this size would likely have difficulty reducing traffic on adjacent roadways enough 

to lessen the impact unless a substantially lower volume of traffic could be generated. 

This potential is discussed in Section 8, Alternatives. Thus, the Project’s permanent 

increase in noise levels at off-site roadways and sensitive receptors are significant and 

unavoidable less than significant. 

Mitigation measure MM Noise 7 will be added to page 5.11-34 of the DEIR following mitigation measure 

MM Noise 6 as follows: 
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MM Noise 7: To reduce noise impacts from project-related traffic along Hamner Avenue 

between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue, rubberized asphalt 

concrete shall be used for all applicant-constructed or financed improvements to 

Hamner Avenue travel or turning lanes between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and 

Bellegrave Avenue. 

The last two paragraphs in Section 5.11.8 on page 5.11-34 of the DEIR will be revised as follows: 

Mitigation measure MM Noise 6 relates to operation-sourced noise and requires a Final 

Acoustical Impact Analysis to confirm the preliminary analysis findings for exterior noise 

and to ensure exterior and interior noise levels are consistent with City standards. 

Mitigation Measure MM Noise 7 requires the use of rubberized asphalt on Hamner 

Avenue between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue to reduce noise 

from project-related traffic to less than 5 dBA, which is considered less than significant.  

As described in Section 5.11.6, off-site traffic-related noise from the Project is expected 

to result in substantial temporary and permanent increases in ambient noise levels in 

the Project vicinity. Therefore, Project impacts related to operational noise are 

considered significant and unavoidable and a statement of overriding consideration 

would be required prior to approval less than significant with mitigation. 

Section 5.12 – Population and Housing 

Page 5.12-5 of the DEIR will be modified as follows to correct an acreage reference: 

Table 5.12-C, Resort Specific Plan No. 335 Land Uses 
Land Use 

Designation Acreage Range 
Dwelling Units 

(du)/Square Feet (sf) 

RESIDENTIAL   

High Density Residential 58.39 646 

Very High Density Residential
1
 72.72 1,104 

Residential Subtotal 131.11 1,750
1
 

NON-RESIDENTIAL   

Commercial 11.31 172,432 sf 

Park 13.00  

Recreation Center 3.926.32  

Elementary School 
1
 8.08  

Major Roads 25.95  

Non-Residential Subtotal 64.66  

Total 195.77  
Source: Environmental Impact Report No. 465 for The Resort Specific Plan No. 335, (SCH No. 2003121166), October 2005, p. II-
11, Table II-1, (Available at City of Eastvale.) 
Notes: 
1 An additional 160 Very High Density Residential dwelling units may develop in place of a 65,000 square foot Elementary 

School that would generate approximately 1,746 new students for a total of 1,910 DU. 

This modification does not result in new environmental issues 
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Section 5.13 – Public Services 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 5.14 – Transportation and Traffic 

Mitigation Measure MM Trans 1 will be modified as follows:  

MM Trans 1:  Sight distance at the Project driveways shall be reviewed and approved with 

respect to the City’s sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, 

landscape, and street improvement plans. 

Section 5.15 – Utilities and Service Systems 

Page 5.15-14 of the DEIR will be modified as follows: 

Development of the Project site would require extension of new waterlines through the 

Project site ranging from 12 inches in diameter to 16 inches in diameter to connect to 

current facilities into JCSD’s CDF No. 1, 1,110’ Pressure Zone (PDF 5.15.4) and be 

required to annex into CFD No.1 wastewater system. A Water and Sewer Availability 

Letter was prepared by JCSD on November 26, 2012 for Parcel Map No. 36487 (JCSD 

WS) which determined water service is available from an existing 16-inch diameter 

water line (1110 PZ) in Hamner Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road. The Project will 

be conditioned by the City to adhere to the requirements contained within this letter.  

The existing 30-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue (870 PZ) will not be available to the 

Project site. Thus, the Project will construct a 16-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue 

from I-15 to Hamner Avenue to connect to existing facilities. The limiting fire flow for 

these pipe sizes is 6,000 gpm. Implementing Project developers may require larger pipe 

sizes to meet required fire flow. To ensure correct fire flow requirements are met, 

implementing developers would be required to provide JCSD with fire flow 

requirements from the Riverside County Fire Department in order to determine the 

adequacy of the water system. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1 would 

ensure impacts resulting from fire flow would be less than significant. 

Page 5.15-18 of the DEIR will be modified as follows: 

Therefore, the expansion of existing facilities has been previously analyzed by JCSD and the 

potential impacts from the off-site improvements resulting from the Project would be less than 

significant. Furthermore, the Project will be conditioned by the City to adhere to the 

requirements outlined in the Water and Sewer Availability letter prepared by JCSD dated 

November 26, 2016.  This condition of approval will ensure all required improvements to sewer 

are made.    As described above, the proposed Project would not require or result in the 

construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, potential impacts are less than 

significant. 

Section 6 – Other CEQA Topics 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 
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Section 7 – Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

Section 8 – References 

There are no revisions to this section of the DEIR. 

1.2 Recirculation Not Required Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, excerpted below, identifies the criteria whereby an EIR is 

required to be recirculated. 

(a)  A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 

the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 

Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can 

include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 

information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed 

in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 

substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 

avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 

have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, 

for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 

mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 

insignificance. 

(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 

others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the 

project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4)  The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 

nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion 

Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043.) 

(b)  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  ... 

(e)  A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 

administrative record. 
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After review of all information added to the DEIR since it was circulated to the public on November 8, 

2013, the City finds that none of the information constitute “significant new information” as defined by 

Section 15088.5 requiring recirculation of the EIR.  In the case of the DEIR, the project description has 

not changed since it was circulated to the public and the errata identified in Section 1.3 of this FEIR do 

not change the project description or impact analysis, but rather substantiate and clarify the DEIR’s 

conclusions. The public comments to the DEIR did not disclose any new impacts resulting from the 

Project or a substantial increase in any previously-identified impacts, or identify new feasible 

alternatives or new feasible mitigation measures.  The information is added as a result of comments 

received from responsible agencies, changes in the existing conditions at the site, revised public policies 

since the DEIR was written, and/or minor corrections or clarifications.  The responses to the submitted 

information set forth in Section 2 clarify and provide additional information in support of the analysis 

previously provided in the DEIR, and together with the DEIR, provide the substantial evidence for the 

determination that recirculation of the DEIR was not required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

1.3 Public Review Summary 

The complete, EIR process typically consists of three parts:  the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation 

(IS/NOP), DEIR, and FEIR. The City distributed the IS/NOP from November 4, 2011 through December 5, 

2011, to responsible and trustee agencies, local governments, and the general public. Pursuant to State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, recipients of the IS/NOP were requested to provide responses within 30 

days upon receipt. Copies of both the IS/NOP and comments received are included in Appendix A to the 

DEIR. In addition, a scoping meeting, pursuant to the requirements of Section 15082(c)(1) of the State 

CEQA Guidelines, was held on November 29, 2011, to which all NOP recipients were invited. 

Due to minor revisions to the project, the NOP was revised and re-circulated from August 10, 2012 

through September 8, 2012, to responsible and trustee agencies, local governments, local library and  

the general public. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, recipients of the revised NOP were 

requested to provide responses within 30 days upon receipt. Copies of the revised NOP and comments 

received are included in Appendix A to the DEIR.  In addition, DEIR Table 2-A, Summary of Comments 

Received in Response to the NOP, summarizes the agencies that commented on the Initial Study/NOP, a 

brief summary of the issues raised, and reference to where the issues are discussed in the DEIR. 

A notice advising of the availability of the re-circulated NOP was posted by the Riverside County Clerk on 

August 10, 2012.  A second scoping meeting, pursuant to the requirements of Section 15082(c)(1) of the 

State CEQA Guidelines, was held on August 21, 2012 to which all re-circulated NOP recipients were 

invited. 

The City circulated a DEIR for the Project for 45 days from November 8, 2013 through December 23, 

2013. Notices of Completion and Availability of the DEIR were circulated to the State Clearinghouse, 

responsible agencies, trustee agencies, local library, and other interested parties on November 8, 2013. 

The availability of the DEIR was given to the general public by the publication of a Notice of Availability 

of the DEIR in The Press-Enterprise daily circulation newspaper on November 8, 2013. As required by 
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Public Resources Code Section 21092.3, a copy of the public notice was posted with the Riverside 

County Clerk between November 8, 2013 and December 23, 2013. 

As provided in the public notice and in accordance with CEQA  Section 21091(d), the City accepted 

written comments through December 23, 2013. During the public review period for the Project, the City 

received four comment letters from agencies and one from an organization. Subsequent to the close of 

the public review period, two comment letters were received from agencies. All timely comments are 

listed in Table 1-A below; followed by all late comments based on the date of receipt at the City in Table 

1-B. 

The Response to Comments, along with the comment letters, are included in Section 2 of this FEIR. In 

accordance with the provisions of CEQA Section 21092.5, the City has provided a written response to 

each commenting public agency no less than 10 days prior to the proposed certification date. 

1.4 List of Persons, Organizations, and Agencies that Commented on the DEIR 

Table 1-A, Comments Received During Public Comment Period 

Comment Letter Agency/Name Date 

A City of Ontario / Scott Murphy  December 10, 2013 

B 
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District /  

Dan Rodriguez and Brenda Reynolds 
November 21, 2013 

C Jurupa Community Services District / Shaun Stone December 4, 2013 

D Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law / Raymond Johnson December 23, 2013 

E Native American Heritage Commission / Dave Singleton November 21, 2013 

 

 

 

Table 1-B, Comments Received After Close of Public Comment Period 

Comment Letter Agency/Name Date Received 

F State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit / Scott Morgan, January 8, 2014 

G California Department of Transportation / Daniel Kopulsky January 8, 2014 
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Section 2 – Response to Comments 

2.1 Overview 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the responses to comments presented in this section 

address specific, relevant comments on environmental issues raised in the submitted comment letters. 

All of the comment letters, including all attachments, are included in this section. Each comment letter is 

followed by the responses to each of its comments. Each comment letter is identified by the alphabetic 

letter designated in Tables 1-A and 1-B of this FEIR, and identifying information for each commenter is 

provided at the beginning of the corresponding responses. Specific comments are delineated and 

numbered as well. Corrections and additions resulting from comments on the DEIR are summarized in 

Section 1.1 of this FEIR. 

A number of commenters made specific suggestions regarding desired mitigation measures.  The 

following responses to comments should be read keeping in mind that “CEQA does not require an 

analysis of every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible means of 

reducing environmental effects.”  (Long Beach Sav. & Loan Ass'n v. Long Beach Redevelopment Agency 

(1986) 188 Cal.App. 3d 249, 263.)  “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful 

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 

and technological factors.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.)  While a lead agency is required to respond to 

comments proposing concrete, facially feasible mitigation measures, it is not required to accept said 

measures.  (A Local & Reg’l Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 12 Cal.App. 4th 1773, 1809.)  Further, 

while the lead agency’s response should evince good faith and include a reasoned analysis, it need not 

be exhaustive.  (Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App. 4th 1019, 1029.)  

Finally, no response is required where a suggested mitigation measures is facially infeasible or is 

described in only general terms (i.e., not specific to the Project).  (Id.; Santa Clarita Org. for Planning the 

Env’t v. City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 Cal.App. 4th 1042, 1055.)  The responses to specific mitigation 

measure suggestions set forth below are consistent with this guidance.  
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2.2 Comment Letter A – City of Ontario 
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Response to Comment Letter A – City of Ontario 

Scott Murphy, Planning Director 

City of Ontario 

303 East “B” Street 

Ontario, California 91764-4105 

Response to Comments A-1 through A-4: 

As the comment letter indicates, the cities of Ontario and Eastvale have met to discuss the required 

through lanes on Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and 

Cantu Galleano Ranch Road between Hamner Avenue and Interstate 15.  Meetings with the City of 

Ontario took place on May 29, 2013 and November 13, 2013. 

With respect to improvements on Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, it is understood that the City of Ontario 

has planned for four through lanes in each direction.  While the City of Eastvale has not planned for four 

lanes on this roadway, it has studied the alignment and right-of-way needed to accommodate four lanes 

in each direction.  It has been determined and agreed to by both cities during the November 13, 2013 

meeting that the City of Eastvale can accommodate four lanes in each direction without the need to 

acquire additional right-of-way.  This will be accomplished through reduced lane width and parkway 

widths on Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road in the City of Eastvale.  The reduction of landscaping due to a 

reduced parkway width will be made up in the setback.   

With respect to improvements on Hamner Avenue, the City of Ontario and City of Eastvale agreed to 

have 3 lanes in each direction on Hamner Avenue between Bellegrave and Edison/Cantu-Galleano Ranch 

Road and 4 lanes in each direction between Edison/Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and State Route-60. 

The Hamner Avenue and Cantu Galleano Ranch Road lane widths agreed to by the City of Ontario and 

City of Eastvale will be sufficient to accommodate the Project’s traffic generation.  The Project will be 

conditioned for these improvements. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment 

and no modification of the DEIR is required.  
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2.3 Comment Letter B – Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law 

 
  



Johnson 
    

Sedlack 
A T T O R N E Y S at L A W  

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP  26785 Camino Seco, Temecula, CA 92590 E-mail: EsqAICP@WildBlue.net 
Abigail A. Broedling, Esq. Abby.JSLaw@gmail.com 
Kimberly Foy, Esq. Kim.JSLaw@gmail.com 
Kendall Holbrook, Esq. Kendall.JSLaw@gmail.com 
Carl T. Sedlack, Esq. Retired Telephone:  951-506-9925 
 Facsimile:  951-506-9725 
 
 

 
 

VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL 
 

December 23, 2013 
 
City of Eastvale 
Attn: Mark Teague, Principal Planner 
12363 Limonite Ave., Suite 910 
Eastvale, CA 91752 
MTeague@eastvaleca.gov 
 
RE: Goodman Commence Center at Eastvale Specific Plan # 11-0271 (Sch. No. 2011111012) 

Greetings: 

On behalf of the concerned area residents, we hereby submit these comments on the Draft EIR 
for the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Project, Case No. 11-0271, SCH. No. 
2011111012 (the “Project”). 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was adopted as a disclosure and transparency 
document.  The theory is that by providing a document that adequately describes the 
environmental consequences of a project to decision makers and the public, the decision makers 
will make a rational decision based upon the true environmental consequences of the project and 
if they do not, the electorate can hold them accountable for their decisions.  The core of this 
statutory structure is the adequacy of the document as an informational document.   

The EIR for this Project fails as an informational document.  The EIR fails to adequately 
evaluate project impacts to/from agriculture, aesthetics, air quality, health risks, biology, noise, 
and cumulative impacts.  The EIR therefore fails as an informational document by failing to 
analyze all potentially significant environmental effects of the project. (Public Res. C. § 
21002.1(a), (e); State CEQA Guidelines § 15128, 15126, 15123)  

The EIR also fails as an informational document by misleading decisionmakers and the public as 
to the extent and severity of the Project’s environmental effects.  The EIR is sometimes 
conclusory, as in the biological impact evaluation. The findings are not supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. 

CEQA also requires that where feasible mitigation exists which can substantially lessen the 
environmental impacts of a project, all feasible mitigation must be adopted.  In this way CEQA 
goes beyond its informational role to require that projects substantively lessen their negative 
effects on the environment.  It is critical to proper drafting of an EIR that all feasible mitigation 
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measures be required of a project.  This has not been done with this Project.  Particularly where 
the Project is located in an area with some of the worst air quality and health risk impacts in the 
nation, additional mitigation for air quality and traffic must be adopted. Moreover, all mitigation 
measures required in the EIR must be fully enforceable and certain to occur.  This Project fails to 
ensure that all feasible mitigation will occur with this Project and instead provides vague, 
uncertain, and deferred mitigation measures. This is unacceptable. 

The EIR also fails to evaluate an adequate range of reasonable alternatives. Additional 
alternatives should be considered. 

Project Summary: 

 The Project would develop approximately 205 acres in the City of Eastvale, comprising 25.3 
acres of commercial-retail, 145.4 acres of light industrial, and 34.6 acres of business park under 
the proposed Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan.  The Project site is bounded 
by Hamneer Ave. to the west, Bellegrave Ave. to the south, I-15 to the east, and Cantu-Galleano 
Ranch Road to the north. Surrounding existing land uses consist of vacant land; agriculture; 
dairy; and residential.  
 
The Project would require: 

• Certification of Final EIR for the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan 
(Project No. 11-0271) 

• Adoption of General Plan Amendment (Case No. 11-0271) to amend the Project site’s 
land use designation from Light Industrial and High Density Residential to Light 
Industrial, Business Park, and Commercial-Retail. 

• Adoption of the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan (Case No. 11-
0271) 

• Adoption of Change of Zone from SP (Resort Specific Plan No. 335), General 
Residential (R-3) and Industrial Park (I-P) to SP (Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale 
Specific Plan) (Case No. 11-0271) 

• Adoption of Tentative Parcel Map (No. 36487) to subdivide 205 acres into 6 parcels for 
mixed use development. 

• Adoption of Major Development Review for the construction of 3.1 million square feet of 
industrial use facilities consisting of four buildings ranging from 339, 220 sq. ft. to 
1,219,330 sq. ft.; 340,500 sq. ft. of commercial retail uses including a hotel allowing 130-
rooms; and 610,000 sq. ft. of business park uses. 

• Adoption of Conditional Use Permit for construction of industrial, commercial-retail and 
business park land uses requiring a CUP in the Specific Plan. 

• Adoption of Development Agreement to establish provisions for development of the 
Project including phasing, installation and financing of infrastructure, vesting of 
development rights, and timing of public improvements. 

 
The proposed specific plan replaces the 2005 Resort Specific Plan No. 335, which would have 
developed 58.39 acres of high density residential with 646 dwelling units, 72.72 acres of very 
high residential with 1,104 dwelling units, an 8.08 acre elementary school, and a 13 acre 
community park. 
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Aesthetics 
 
The EIR finds that Project impacts to aesthetics will be no impact or less than significant, 
including from light or glare or views.  The EIR does not evince that landscaping or other design 
features will reduce light and glare from the Project to less than significant levels at adjacent 
sensitive receptors. The EIR does not evaluate potential lighting impacts to dairies or biology 
within adjacent agricultural lands. 
 
Moreover, development on this currently agricultural and vacant land, in a area bounded by 
agricultural, vacant, and residential land, will be as high as 150 feet. Aesthetic impacts from 
obstructing views and/or substantially degrade the existing visual character of the site and its 
surroundings should be considered significant. 
 
Agricultural Resources 
 
The EIR finds that impacts to agriculture will be less than significant, so that no mitigation is 
required. This finding is unsupported by substantial evidence, analysis, or reasoning in the EIR. 
The Project would convert Farmland of Local Importance where 50-75 acres of the site is 
currently being dry farmed for sorghum. Also, the Project would increase pressure on adjacent 
agricultural land and dairies, potentially resulting in the indirect conversion of these sites. The 
EIR’s conclusion that the Project will not impact the conversion of Farmland is not supported. 
As the Project will increase pressure to develop this area and directly convert Farmland of Local 
Importance that is currently being farmed, agricultural impacts should be deemed significant. 
 
Mitigation is essential to reduce the significant adverse impacts of this project to agriculture. The 
Project should be required to adopt the following Mitigation measures for loss of agricultural 
land identified by the CDC: 

• The purchase of an agricultural conservation easement at a 2:1 ratio for the amount of 
farmland effected by project development.;  

• the payment of in-lieu fees sufficient to a purchase and maintain farmland conservation 
easements;  

• and planning tools such as clustering development, use of density bonuses, and limiting 
“leapfrog” development. 

 
The project site’s Land Evaluation and Site Assessment score further demonstrates a significant 
impact from the conversion of quality land and agricultural resources.   
 
Air Quality 
 
The project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality during construction 
and operation.  
 
CONSTRUCTION 
The Project will require the removal of manure from the site, over-excavation of the site, and that 
soil be mixed and blended with clean soil. This substantial soils work was not considered in the 
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EIR’s air quality analysis, including disclosure of the number of cubic yards of soil and/or 
manure to be imported/exported and VMT on-road for hauling to/from the destination of soil 
exports and source of soil imports. These truck trips for soils import/export may substantially 
increase construction impacts. 
 
The Construction air quality evaluation assumes that no overlap of construction phasing will 
occur. The Project must be conditioned to prevent such overlap or, alternatively, some overlap 
must be considered and emissions be disclosed as potentially significantly greater.  
 
The Project will violate air quality standards and contribute to pollutant violations of VOC, 
NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 during construction, yet not all feasible mitigation had been 
incorporated to reduce such effects.  
 
MM Air 5 is unenforceable and vague where it provides that air quality issues shall be resolved 
and ground cover replaced as soon as possible. The resolution of air quality complaints should be 
required in, at most, 48 to 72 hours. Ground cover in disturbed areas shall be replaced as soon as 
such areas are no longer impacted by construction. 
 
MM Air 6 is uncertain and unenforceable as it requires low VOC coatings and materials “to the 
extent feasible.” This language must be omitted and low or zero VOC paint and materials 
exclusively used. 
 
The following additional mitigation is feasible and should be adopted to further reduce the 
Project’s construction air quality impacts: 
1. Extend grading period sufficiently to reduce air quality impacts below a level of 

significance. 
2. The simultaneous disturbance of the site shall be limited to five acres per day. 
3. Irrigation systems shall be installed for ground cover to minimize wind erosion of the 

soil. 
4. Develop a trip reduction plan to achieve a 1.5 AVR for construction employees 
5. Restrict truck operation to "clean" trucks, such as a 2007 or newer model year or 2010 

compliant vehicles.* 
6. Restrict engine size of construction equipment to the minimum practical size.* 
7. Require use of alternatively fueled construction equipment, using, e.g., compressed 

natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane, or biodiesel.* 
8. Install catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment.* 
9. Require the use of Alternative Diesel Fuels on diesel equipment used.  Alternative diesel 

fuels exist that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions. PuriNOx is an alternative diesel 
formulation that was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001 as achieving a 14% 
reduction in NOx and a 63% reduction in PM10 compared to CARB diesel. It can be 
used in any direct-injection, heavy-duty compression ignition engine and is compatible 
with existing engines and existing storage, distribution, and vehicle fueling facilities. 
Operational experience indicates little or no difference in performance and startup time, 
no discernable operational differences, no increased engine noise, and significantly 
reduced visible smoke. 

10. Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets and sensitive receptor areas.* 
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11. Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.* 
12. Prior to the issuance of a grading and building permit, the applicant shall submit 

verification that a ridesharing program for the construction crew has been encouraged and 
will be supported by the contractor via incentives or other inducements.* 

13. Minimize construction worker trips by requiring carpooling and providing for lunch 
onsite. * 

14. Provide shuttle service to food service establishments/commercial areas for the 
construction crew.* 

15. Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers for the construction crew.* 
16. Require the use of Zero-VOC paints, coatings, and solvents. 

* Would also reduce GHG emissions 
 
OPERATION 
The Project will violate air quality standards and contribute to pollutant violations of VOC, 
NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 during construction, yet not all feasible mitigation had been 
incorporated to reduce such effects. These exceedances will be well in excess of daily standards. 
For example, the Estimate Daily Project Operation Emissions (Summer) would exceed 
SCAQMD daily thresholds as follows: VOC 465.27lb/day, 8 times the 55 lb/day threshold; NOx 
2,538.6 lb/day, 46 times the 55 lb/day threshold; CO 2,484.28 lb/day, 4.5times the 550 lb/day 
threshold; PM10 1,000.65 lb/day, 6.7 times the 150 lb/day threshold; and PM2.5 132.71 lb/day, 
almost 2 ½ times the 55 lb/day threshold. Additional and amended mitigation must be adopted 
for these impacts. 
 
MM Air 7 is uncertain to reduce emissions. Not only should signage be posted prohibiting idling 
in excess of three minutes, but idling in excess of three minutes must also be prohibited. Not all 
feasible mitigation to reduce idling has been incorporated. 
 
MM Air 9 is vague as to what equipment constitutes “service equipment.” All yard trucks, 
hostlers, yard goats, etc should be required to be electric or CNG. 
 
The following additional mitigation is feasible to reduce Project operational air quality 
emissions. Numbers one through seven list several alternatives to reduce operational mobile 
source emissions on- and off- site: 

 
1. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall become SmartWay Partner.*   
2. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall meet SmartWay 1.25 ratings.* 
3. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall use only freight companies that meet 

SmartWay 1.25 ratings.* 
4. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall incorporate requirements or incentives 

sufficient to achieve at least 20% per year (as a percentage of previous percentage, not 
total trips) increase in percentage of long haul trips carried by SmartWay carriers until it 
reaches a minimum of 90% of all long haul trips carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater 
carriers.  Results, including backup data shall be reported to the Planning Department 
semi-annually.*  

5. The operator/user of any industrial uses shall incorporate requirements or incentives 
sufficient to achieve a 15% per year (as a percentage of previous percentage, not total 
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trips) increase in percentage of consolidator trips carried by SmartWay carriers until it 
reaches a minimum of 85% of all consolidator trips carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater 
carriers. Results, including backup data shall be reported to the Planning Department 
semi-annually.* 

6. All fleet vehicles for any industrial uses shall conform to 2010 air quality standards or 
better. Results, including backup data shall be reported to the Planning Department semi-
annually.* 

7. 10% of the truck fleets for any industrial uses shall be 2010 model compliant upon 
Project opening, and increase that percentage at least 20% per year until 100% of trucks 
operating onsite are 2010 compliant. 

8. Install catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment.* 
9. Where diesel powered vehicles are necessary, require the use of alternative diesel fuels.  

Alternative diesel fuels exist that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions. PuriNOx is an 
alternative diesel formulation that was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001 as 
achieving a 14% reduction in NOx and a 63% reduction in PM10 compared to CARB 
diesel. It can be used in any direct-injection, heavy-duty compression ignition engine and 
is compatible with existing engines and existing storage, distribution, and vehicle fueling 
facilities. Operational experience indicates little or no difference in performance and 
startup time, no discernable operational differences, no increased engine noise, and 
significantly reduced visible smoke.  

10. Electrical powered equipment should be utilized in-lieu of gasoline-powered engines 
where technically feasible.* 

11. Utilize electrical equipment for landscape maintenance. Prohibit gas powered equipment 
for landscape maintenance.* 

12. Utilize electric yard trucks.* 
13. Prohibit idling of trucks for periods exceeding three minutes.* 
14. All operators on the Project site shall provide electrical vehicle (“EV”) and compressed 

natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles in vehicle fleets.* 
15. Implement parking fee for single-occupancy vehicle commuters.* 
16. Charge reduced or no parking fee for EVs and CNG vehicles.* 
17. Install EV charging facilities for a minimum of 10% of all parking spaces.* 
18. Install a CNG fueling facility.* 
19. Provide preferential parking locations for EVs and CNG vehicles.* 
20. Plant shade trees in parking lots to provide minimum 50% cover to reduce evaporative 

emissions from parked vehicles.* 
21. Plant at least 50 percent low-ozone forming potential (Low-OFP) trees and shrubs, 

preferably native, drought-resistant species, to meet city/county landscaping 
requirements.* 

22. Plant Low-OFP, native, drought-resistant, tree and shrub species, 20% in excess of that 
already required by city or county ordinance. Consider roadside, sidewalk, and driveway 
shading.* 

23. Orient 75 percent or more of buildings to face either north or south (within 30 degrees of 
N/S) and plant trees and shrubs that shed their leaves in winter nearer to these structures 
to maximize shade to the building during the summer and allow sunlight to strike the 
building during the winter months.* 

24. Provide grass paving, tree shading, or reflective surface for unshaded parking lot areas, 

http://www.fraqmd.org/Biogenics.htm
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driveways, or fire lanes that reduce standard black asphalt paving by 10% or more.* 
25. Require operators/users to implement a parking cash-out program for non-driving 

employees.* 
26. Require each user to establish a carpool/vanpool program.* 
27. Provide subsidies or incentives to employees who use public transit or carpooling, 

including preferential parking.* 
28. Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees.* 
29. Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops and adjacent 

development.* 
30. Provide direct safe, direct bicycle access to adjacent bicycle routes.* 
31. Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work.* 
32. Short-term bicycle parking for retail customers and other non-commute trips.* 
33. Connect bicycle lanes/paths to city-wide network.* 
34. Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, e.g., locate building entrances near 

transit stops, eliminate building setbacks, etc.* 
35. Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc.* 
36. Provide a display case or kiosk displaying transportation information in a prominent area 

accessible to employees or residents. 
37. Provide shuttle service to food service establishments/commercial areas.* 
38. Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers.* 
39. Provide on-site child care or contribute to off-site child care within walking distance.* 
40. Implement a compressed workweek schedule.* 
41. Implement home-based telecommunicating program, alternate work schedules, and 

satellite work centers.* 
42. All buildings shall be constructed to LEED Platinum standards.* 
43. Design buildings for passive heating and cooling and natural light, including building 

orientation, proper orientation and placement of windows, overhangs, skylights, etc.* 
44. Construct photovoltaic solar or alternative renewable energy sources sufficient to provide 

100% of all electrical usage for the entire Project.* 
45. Install an ozone destruction catalyst on all air conditioning systems.* 
46. Construct renewable energy sources sufficient to offset the equivalent of 100% of all 

greenhouse gas emissions from mobile sources (internal combustion engines) for the 
entire Project. * 

47. Purchase only green/ renewable power from the electric company.* 
48. Install solar water heating systems to generate all hot water requirements.* 
 
Health Risks 
The EIR discloses the Project are is in the top 15% of CalEnviroScreen Scores, meaning the area 
is expected to experience greater pollution-related impacts (because of pollution burden 
combined with vulnerability), as compared to areas with low scores. The Project would 
potentially contribute to not only significant health risks in the area but also a environmental 
justice impacts. 
 
The EIR concludes no impacts would occur from the construction of sensitive receptors because 
the proposed Project would not involve the construction of a sensitive receptor. This finding is 
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not supported by evidence and undermined by the fact that the Project would permit 
development of a hotel. A 130-room hotel is contemplated as a potential use in the EIR. 
 
The EIR presumes 3.1 million square feet of light industrial uses will be developed, including 
warehouse/distribution uses, but fails to evaluate health risk impacts from trucks passing by 
residences on Bellegrave Ave. to access I-15 and travelling on 1-15. The EIR also fails to 
consider potential health risks to future residences along Hamner Ave. Health risk impacts from 
truck travel on area roadways must be evaluated in the EIR. The attachments hereto detail some 
health risk and land use siting issues that arise with industrial uses near to residential uses. 
 
The HRA also fails to address potential impacts from industrial uses adjacent to a 130-room 
hotel, as potentially developed with the Project. 
 
Biological Resources 

MM BIO 1 is vague and unenforceable. MM BIO 1 should be amended as follows to reduce 
impacts to Burrowing Owls: 

• MM BIO 1: Consistent with MSHCP Species Specific Conservation Objectives for 
burrowing owl, Objective 6 (page E-12), a pre-construction presence/absence survey for 
burrowing owls shall be conducted by a qualified biologist approved by the City within 
30 days prior to commencement of any grading or construction activities on- or off-site 
within a 500 foot buffer adjacent to where grading or construction will be occurring.  

o In the event that the pre-construction surveys identifies no burrowing owls, a 
grading or construction permit may be issued. 

o In the event active nests are identified onsite, the grading/ construction permits 
shall not issue and no grading/construction shall occur. Grading or construction 
may continue once a qualified biologist determines that the owls have fledged and 
has submitted a report to the City stating the basis for this determination. 

o If the pre-construction survey identifies any owls onsite, no grading/ construction 
shall commence, or recommence after a non-construction period of more than two 
weeks, during the breeding season: between February 1 and September 15. 

o In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of three or 
more mating pairs of burrowing owl onsite, no grading permit shall be issued and 
the requirements of MSHCP for the burrowing owl shall be followed. 

o In the event that the pre-construction survey identifies the presence of burrowing 
owls between September 15 and February 1, grading/construction may commence 
only after the Project biologist has passively relocated the owls following CDFW 
protocol. 
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In the alternative and in light of a recent CDFW study, “Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation” which found that 1) passive relocation may be ineffective and 2) construction must 
occur further from nesting sites to mitigate for impacts to the owls, guidance from that staff 
report may be relied on to incorporate successful mitigation for the Burrowing Owl. (“Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation,” State of California Natural Resources Agency, 
Department of Fish and Game March 7, 2012, 
<http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf>)   

Such mitigation would include: 

1. Where habitat will be temporarily disturbed, restore the disturbed area to pre-project 
condition including decompacting soil and revegetating. Permanent habitat protection 
may be warranted if there is the potential that the temporary impacts may render a nesting 
site (nesting burrow and satellite burrows) unsustainable or unavailable depending on the 
time frame, resulting in reduced survival or abandonment.  

2. Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows and/or 
burrowing owl habitat such that the habitat acreage, number of burrows and burrowing 
owls impacted are replaced based on site-specific analysis and accounting for natal area, 
home range, foraging area, and other factors influencing burrowing owls and burrowing 
owl population persistence in the project area. 

3. Mitigate for permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows and 
burrowing owl habitat with (a) permanent conservation of similar vegetation 
communities (grassland, scrublands, desert, urban, and agriculture) to provide for 
burrowing owl nesting, foraging, wintering, and dispersal (i.e., during breeding and non-
breeding seasons) comparable to or better than that of the impact area, and (b) 
sufficiently large acreage, and presence of fossorial mammals.  
  
4. Alternatively, where a burrowing owl population appears to be highly adapted to 
heavily altered habitats such as golf courses, airports, athletic fields, and business 
complexes, permanently protecting the land, augmenting the site with artificial burrows, 
and enhancing and maintaining those areas may enhance sustainability of the burrowing 
owl population onsite. Maintenance includes keeping lands grazed or mowed with 
weedeaters or push mowers, free from trees and shrubs, and preventing excessive human 
and human-related disturbance (e.g., walking, jogging, off-road activity, dog-walking) 
and loose and feral pets (chasing and, presumably, preying upon owls) that make the 
environment uninhabitable for burrowing owls 
 
5. Permanently protect mitigation land through a conservation easement deeded to a 
nonprofit conservation organization or public agency with a conservation mission, for the 
purpose of conserving burrowing owl habitat and prohibiting activities incompatible with 
burrowing owl use. If the project is located within the service area of a Department 
approved burrowing owl conservation bank, the project proponent may purchase 
available burrowing owl conservation bank credits. 
 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/docs/BUOWStaffReport.pdf
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6. Fund the maintenance and management of mitigation land through the establishment of 
a long-term funding mechanism such as an endowment. 

 

The Project is located in MSHCP Criteria Area Cell 168 of Sub-Unit 3: Dehli Sands Fly Area.  
No HANS was prepared for this Project or incorporated into the EIR for review by the public 
and decisionmakers. The EIR instead relied on the HANS for SP335 (the Resort Specific Plan), 
not included in the EIR, in which RCA found the Project site to be in compliance with Section 
6.1.2 of the MSHCP and Urban/Wildland Interface Guidelines. The fact that the prior specific 
plan would have adequately complied with the MSHCP does not mean this Project will comply, 
particularly when SP 335 was approved over eight years ago in 2005. There is no evidence that 
the site currently does not support habitat for covered species to demonstrate compliance with 
the MSHCP and Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, and 6.3.2 therein. 

The issues raised and evaluated in the JPR and HANS Process must be included in the 
environmental review for the proposed development project and include a discussion of the 
extent to which the recommendations contained within the JPR and HANS Process will meet the 
objectives of the MSHCP.  In cases where conservation is not required, as here, there must be an 
evidence-based discussion to allow public assessment of how the objectives of the MSHCP will 
be met without full conservation.  Additionally, a discussion of the HANS Process consistency 
determination including how the objectives of the MSHCP will be met and any known potential 
problems that may arise in achieving those objectives if hoped for acquisitions are not made, 
must be discussed.  The determination that impacts to biological resources are less than 
significant is unsupported by evidence or analysis in the EIR absent incorporation of a HANS 
evaluation and/or dissemination of information and reasoning for finding the Project consistent 
with the MSHCP absent conservation. 

Most biological surveys and evaluations of the Project site were completed in 2011.  Updated 
surveys should be completed prior to Project construction to ensure compliance with federal, 
state, and local requirements due to the substantial delay between such surveys, the draft EIR, 
and future project consideration and approval. 

Cultural Resources 

The Project site is located in an area with High Paleontological Sensitivity and, in fact, 
significant fossil deposits were collected on the Project site from 2006-2008, ~150 fossils from 
approximately 14,000 years ago, yet the EIR determines Project impacts to paleontological 
resources will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  MM Paleo 2 impermissibly 
defers the creation of mitigation, the Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan, 
as there is no reason the PRMTP cannot be concurrently prepared, disseminated to the public and 
decisionmakers, and adopted as part of the mitigation monitoring program and EIR for the 
Project.  
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GHGs 

The EIR finds that the project will result in significant and unavoidable GHG impacts, yet not all 
feasible mitigation has been adopted to reduce these effects. These effects will be substantial.  
The Project will emit an estimated 168,126 MT CO2e/ yr., well in excess of SCAQMD’s highest 
interim threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr for Industrial uses, or CARB’s 7,000 MTCO2e/yr for 
the same.  

Mitigation listed in the air quality section of the letter and denoted with an asterisk * must be 
adopted to further reduce GHG impacts. 

MM GHG 2, bullet point number 3 is vague and unenforceable. The mitigation measure must list 
alternative low GHG emitting construction materials that may be used; require that the applicant 
detail the manner in which GHG will be reduced to the minimum feasible amount; require 
reduction of GHG- emitting construction materials by a certain percent from the baseline; or 
otherwise provide some measureable, enforceable manner to ensure the minimum feasible 
amount is used.  

MM GHG 3 does not require all feasible mitigation. Waste reduction of at least 50%, versus 3%, 
is feasible. 

MM GHG 4 does not require all feasible mitigation. It is feasible to require that all Project 
buildings construct and install solar arrays sufficient to provide 100% of the Project’s energy 
needs. 

Land Use  

The EIR determines impacts to/from Land Use and Planning will be less than significant. This 
conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence with respect to whether the Project would 
result in substantial alteration of the present land use of the area where the area is generally 
undeveloped/vacant land or agricultural and dairy uses. This impact should be considered 
significant and unmitigated. Mitigation such as conserving 25% of the site in agricultural uses, 
requiring agricultural theme landscape pallet and/or garden, etc. should be incorporated into the 
Project.  

Noise 

The EIR determines that Project construction noise impacts will be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

The EIR determines that Project operational noise will be significant and unavoidable as it will 
significantly increase ambient noise over existing conditions by up to 6 bDA at a residence; 
though will be reduced below noise standard levels through the incorporation of MM Noise 6. 
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Increases in ambient noise at the property line are not considered from on-site operations are not 
evaluated in the EIR, so that the EIR does not disclose this potentially significant noise impact. 

As it is uncertain that mitigation will reduce project impacts below a level of significance, the 
following additional mitigation must be required of the project: 

1. Where technically feasible, utilize only electrical construction equipment. (MM Noise 5 
permits the use of alternative fuels, as well; electricity should be preferred.) 

2. Provide a “windows closed” condition requiring a means of mechanical ventilation (e.g. 
air conditioning) for all buildings. 

3. Provide upgraded windows with a minimum Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 
at least 34 for all commercial buildings, and/or require the installation of double-paned 
windows. 

4. Prohibit heavy trucks from utilizing Bellegrave Ave. to the south to access I-15. Require 
signs be posted at Project exits directing trucks to truck routes to avoid passing sensitive 
receptors to the south. 

5. Require the use of rubberized asphalt for construction of all roadways and parking areas. 
6. Maintain quality pavement conditions that are free of bumps, pot holes, pavement cracks, 

differential settlement in bridge approaches or individual pavement slabs, etc. 
7. Require resurfacing of roads on- and off-site as needed. 
8. Use alternate construction methods and tools to reduce construction vibrations. Examples 

are predrilling of pile holes, avoiding cracking and seating methods for resurfacing 
concrete pavements near vibration sensitive areas, using rubber tired as opposed to 
tracked vehicles, placing haul roads away from vibration sensitive areas.  
 

Transportation 

The EIR determines impacts to/from Transportation and Traffic from construction will be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

MM Trans 1 provides no actual mitigation, only requires “review.” The following language must 
be added: Project driveways must comply with the City’s sight distance standards. 

The Executive Summary in the EIR states operational impacts to/from Transportation and Traffic 
from operation will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This determination is 
unsupported by substantial evidence with respect to impacts to I-15 and other segments and 
intersections outside the City’s jurisdiction (Ontario), as mitigation will not guarantee needed 
improvements will be timely or occur. No mitigation is adopted for these improvements, and 
traffic impacts must be disclosed as significant and unavoidable.  

All feasible mitigation has not been adopted for traffic impacts. If feasible, some form of fair 
share payment to Caltrans and the City of Ontario must be required of the Project to mitigate 
these impacts. 

/// 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impact analyses fail to provide needed information and essential evaluation. For 
example, the Air Quality assessment fails to disclose expected cumulative air quality emission 
levels so that the public and decisionmakers are made aware of the actual impacts of this Project 
and other projects in the area. The cumulative health risk assessment fails for the same reason, by 
failing to disclose cumulative cancer risk from the Project and adjacent project, particularly 
along I-15. 

Alternatives  

Where there is an environmentally superior alternative that significantly decreases the significant 
impacts of the Project then that alternative must be approved rather than the Project if that 
alternative is feasible, even if the alternative would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly. [(PRC§ 21002; Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of 
Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, 597, State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b)]  

In this case, the EIR considered just three alternatives to the Project: (1) a No Project/ No 
Development Alternative; (2) Existing Eastvale General Plan Land Use Alternative (a second 
“no project” alternative); and (3) Expanded Commercial Alternative. The EIR fails to consider a 
reasonable range of alternatives as the EIR finds the Expanded Commercial Alternative would 
have the same impacts as the Project, and the remaining two alternatives are two versions of the 
mandatory no project alternative required by CEQA.  By failing to consider alternatives that 
would reduce Project impacts while meeting most Project objectives, the EIR fails to comply 
with the requirement of CEQA. 

The EIR should consider an alternative site for this Project, as impacts to air quality, agriculture, 
noise, etc. would be potentially reduced on another site. A mixed-use residential and commercial 
alternative should also be considered, in order to reduce air quality impacts and noise impacts, 
among others.  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Raymond W. Johnson 
JOHNSON & SEDLACK 
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9. U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. (August 
2006) Construction Noise Handbook, Chapter 9.0 Construction Equipment Noise 
Levels and Ranges.  
 

10. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (March 1985) The Noise 
Guidebook. 
 

11. Suter, Dr. Alice H., Administrative Conference of the United States. (November 
1991)  Noise and Its Effects.  
 

12. Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise. (June 1980) Guidelines for 
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RAYMOND  W.  JOHNSON,  Esq. AICP 
26785 Camino Seco 
Temecula, CA 92590 

(951) 506-9925 
(951) 506-9725 Fax 

 (951) 775-1912 Cellular 
 
Johnson & Sedlack, an Environmental Law firm representing plaintiff environmental 
groups in environmental law litigation, primarily CEQA.  
 
City Planning: 
 
 Current Planning 
 
•  Two years principal planner, Lenexa, Kansas (consulting) 
•  Two and one half years principal planner, Lee's Summit, Missouri 
•  One year  North Desert Regional Team, San Bernardino County 
• Twenty-five years subdivision design: residential, commercial and industrial  
• Twenty-five years as applicants representative in various jurisdictions in: Missouri, 
Texas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Wisconsin, Kansas and California 
• Twelve years as applicants representative in the telecommunications field 
 
 General Plan 
 
•  Developed a policy oriented Comprehensive Plan for the City of Lenexa, 
Kansas. 
•  Updated Comprehensive Plan for the City of Lee's Summit, Missouri.  
•  Created innovative zoning ordinance for Lenexa, Kansas. 
• Developed Draft Hillside Development Standards, San Bernardino County, CA.  
• Developed Draft Grading Standards, San Bernardino County. 
• Developed Draft Fiscal Impact Analysis, San Bernardino County  
 
 Environmental Analysis 
 
•  Two years, Environmental Team, San Bernardino County 
o   Review and supervision of preparation of EIR's and joint EIR/EIS's 
o Preparation of Negative Declarations  
o Environmental review of proposed projects 
•  Eighteen years as an environmental consultant reviewing environmental 
 documentation for plaintiffs in CEQA and NEPA litigation 
 
Representation: 
 
• Represented various clients in litigation primarily in the fields of Environmental and 
Election law.  Clients include: 
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o Sierra Club 
o San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 
o Sea & Sage Audubon Society 
o San Bernardino County Audubon Society 
o Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice 
o Endangered Habitats League 
o Rural Canyons Conservation Fund 
o California Native Plant Society 
o California Oak Foundation 
o Citizens for Responsible Growth in San Marcos 
o Union for a River Greenbelt Environment 
o Citizens to Enforce CEQA 
o Friends of Riverside’s Hills 
o De Luz 2000 
o Save Walker Basin 
o Elsinore Murrieta Anza Resource Conservation District 
 
Education: 
 
• B. A. Economics and Political Science, Kansas State University 1970 
• Masters of Community and Regional Planning, Kansas State University, 1974 
• Additional graduate studies in Economics at the University of Missouri at Kansas 
City 
• J.D. University of La Verne. 1997 Member, Law Review, Deans List, Class 
Valedictorian, Member Law Review, Published, Journal of Juvenile Law 
 
Professional Associations: 
 
o Member,  American Planning Association 
o Member,  American Institute of Certified Planners 
o Member,  Association of Environmental Professionals 
 
Johnson & Sedlack, Attorneys at Law 
26785 Camino Seco 12/97- Present 
Temecula, CA 92590   
(951) 506-9925 
 
Principal in the environmental law firm of Johnson & Sedlack.  Primary areas of practice 
are environmental and election law.  Have provided representation to the Sierra Club, 
Audubon Society, AT&T Wireless, Endangered Habitats League, Center for Community 
Action and Environmental Justice, California Native Plant Society and numerous local 
environmental groups. Primary practice is writ of mandate under the California 
Environmental Quality Act.   
 
Planning-Environmental Solutions 
26785 Camino Seco 8/94- Present 
Temecula, CA 92590   
(909) 506-9825 
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Served as applicant's representative for planning issues to the telecommunications 
industry.  Secured government entitlements for cell sites.   Provided applicant's 
representative services to private developers of residential projects.  Provided design 
services for private residential development projects.  Provided project management of all 
technical consultants on private developments including traffic, geotechnical,  survey, 
engineering, environmental, hydrogeological, hydrologic, landscape architectural, golf 
course design and fire consultants. 
 
San Bernardino County Planning Department 
Environmental Team 6/91-8/94 
385 N. Arrowhead   
San Bernardino, CA 92415  
(909) 387-4099 
 
Responsible for coordination of production of EIR's and joint EIR/EIS's for numerous 
projects in the county.  Prepared environmental documents for numerous projects within 
the county.  Prepared environmental determinations and environmental review for 
projects within the county.  
 
San Bernardino County Planning Department 
General Plan Team 6/91-6/92 
385 N. Arrowhead   
San Bernardino, CA 92415   
(909) 387-4099 
 
Created draft grading ordinance, hillside development standards, water efficient 
landscaping ordinance, multi-family development standards, revised planned 
development section and fiscal impact analysis.  Completed land use plans and general 
plan amendment for approximately 250 square miles.  Prepared proposal for specific 
plan for the Oak Hills community. 
 
San Bernardino County Planning Department 
North Desert Regional Planning Team 
15505 Civic 6/90-6/91 
Victorville, CA   
(619) 243-8245    
 
Worked on regional team.  Reviewed general plan amendments, tentative tracts, parcel 
maps and conditional use permits.  Prepared CEQA documents for projects. 
 
Broadmoor Associates/Johnson Consulting 
229 NW Blue Parkway 
Lee's Summit, MO 64063 
(816) 525-6640 2/86-6/90 
 
Sold and leased commercial and industrial properties. Designed and developed an 
executive office park and an industrial park in Lee's Summit, Mo. Designed two 
additional industrial parks and residential subdivisions.  Prepared study to determine 
target industries for the industrial parks. Prepared applications for tax increment 
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financing district and grants under Economic Development Action Grant program.  
Prepared input/output analysis of proposed race track  Provided conceptual design of 
800 acre mixed use development. 
 
Shepherd Realty Co.            
Lee's Summit, MO     6/84-2-86 
                
Sold and leased commercial and industrial properties.  Performed investment analysis on 
properties.  Provided planning consulting in subdivision design and rezoning. 
 
Contemporary Concepts Inc. 
Lee's Summit, MO      9/78-5/84 
Owner   
 
Designed and developed residential subdivision in Lee's Summit, Mo.  Supervised all 
construction trades involved in the development process and the building of homes. 
 
Environmental Design Association 
Lee's Summit, Mo.           
Project Coordinator   6/77-9/78 
 
Was responsible for site design and preliminary building design for retirement villages in 
Missouri, Texas and Florida.  Was responsible for preparing feasibility studies of possible 
conversion projects.  Was in charge of working with local governments on zoning issues 
and any problems that might arise with projects.  Coordinated work of local architects on 
projects.  Worked with marketing staff regarding design changes needed or 
contemplated. 
 
City of Lee's Summit, MO 
220 SW Main 
Lee's Summit, MO 64063 
Community Development Director      4/75-6/77 
      
Supervised Community Development Dept. staff.  Responsible for preparation of 
departmental budget and C.D.B.G. budget.  Administered Community Development 
Block Grant program.  Developed initial Downtown redevelopment plan with funding 
from block grant funds.  Served as a member of the Lee's Summit Economic 
Development Committee and provided staff support to them.  Prepared study of available 
industrial sites within the City of Lee's Summit.  In charge of all planning and zoning 
matters for the city including comprehensive plan. 
 
Howard Needles Tammen & Bergendoff 
9200 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, MO 64114 
(816) 333-4800       5/73-4/75 
Economist/Planner  
 
Responsible for conducting economic and planning studies for Public and private sector 
clients.  Consulting City Planner for Lenexa, KS. 
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Conducted environmental impact study on maintaining varying channel depth of the 
Columbia River including an input/output analysis.  Environmental impact studies of 
dredging the Mississippi River.  Worked on the Johnson County Industrial Airport 
industrial park master plan including a study on the demand for industrial land and the 
development of target industries based upon location analysis.  Worked on various 
airport master plans.  Developed policy oriented comprehensive plan for the City of 
Lenexa, KS.  Developed innovative zoning ordinance heavily dependent upon 
performance standards for the City of Lenexa, KS. 
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Response to Comment Letter B – Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law 

Raymond Johnson, Esq. AICP 

Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law 

26785 Camino Seco  

Temecula, California 92590 

Response to Comment B-1: 

The commenter does not identify the persons on whose behalf the comments are submitted.   

Response to Comment B-2 

The comment regarding CEQA’s purpose is noted.  This comment does not raise an environmental issue 

concerning the analysis in the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comments B-3 and B-4 

Comments B-3 and B-4 consist of general allegations regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the DEIR.  

Subsequent comments provide additional detail regarding each allegation, and are responded to below. 

 

Response to Comment B-5 

The comment that “CEQA also requires that where feasible mitigation exists which can substantially 

lessen the environmental impacts of a project, that all feasible mitigation must be adopted” is not 

entirely accurate. The CEQA statute is contained in Sections 21000 et seq of the California Public 

Resources Code (PRC). According to PRC Section 21002, “public agencies should not approve projects as 

proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available, which would substantially 

lessen the significant environmental effect of such projects.” That is, the City, as lead agency could 

approve a project without requiring all feasible mitigation measures be adopted.  The comment also 

fails to recognize that PRC Section 21002 allows for approval of projects involving significant 

environmental impacts provided that “specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible 

such project alternatives or such mitigation measures.”   

Specific allegations regarding the adequacy of the DEIR’s analysis and mitigation, including whether the 

recommended mitigation measures are vague, fully enforceable or improperly deferred, are responded 

to below.  As a general matter, however, the DEIR includes a thorough, complete, and careful analysis of 

all potentially significant impacts resulting from the Project.  As set forth in the responses below, the 

City has imposed all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the proposed Project’s potentially 

significant impacts. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) presently includes 

mitigation measures, each of which is fully enforceable as required by CEQA (FEIR Section 3.0, MMRP).   

Where specific claims are made in the subsequent comments, these are addressed in the responses 

below. 

It is also important to note, in addition to the mitigation measures, there are numerous project design 

features and regulatory requirements that are incorporated into the project or are required to be 
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implemented by the project that serve to reduce potential significant project impacts to less than 

significant. The comment letter makes no reference to any of these features.  Responses to the 

commenter’s remaining comments are provided below and describe in more detail as to how the EIR 

complies with CEQA.   

Response to Comment B-6: 

See Response to Comments B-55 through B-57, which address the DEIR’s alternatives analysis. 

Response to Comment B-7a: 

The comment provides a synopsis of the project summary which is consistent with what is described in 

Section 3 – Project Description.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-7b: 

This comment attempts to summarize the project description, and provides an edited list of the 

discretionary actions and approvals which the lead agency (and other agencies) may rely upon the DEIR 

and ultimately, FEIR.  The comment letter states the Project would require certification of FEIR and 

adoption of a General Plan Amendment, the Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan, 

Change of Zone, Tentative Parcel Map (No. 36487), Major Development Review, Conditional Use Permit, 

and Development Agreement.  These are the discretionary actions and approvals to be considered by 

City Council.  The City Council will consider the General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan adoption, 

Change of Zone and Tentative Parcel Map.  Subsequent discretionary actions that will be submitted to 

the City as part of the development of proposed future industrial and commercial uses pursuant to the 

Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan, if adopted, include the Major Development 

Review and Conditional Use Permits. 

While a Development Agreement was identified in the list of discretionary actions and approvals, at this 

time the City and the applicant do not intend to enter into a development agreement.  This does not 

preclude the City and the applicant from doing so in the future, however.  No environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-7c: 

The commenter’s description of the 2005 Resort Specific Plan No. 335 is not consistent with Section 5.12 

– Population and Housing as it does not accurately describe all of the approved land uses, specifically 

omitting approved commercial uses.  These are described on page 5.12-5 of the DEIR in Table 5.12-C, 

Resort Specific Plan No. 335 Land Uses.  One acreage modification has been made as follows but does 

not provide any new environmental impact: 
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Table 5.12-C, Resort Specific Plan No. 335 Land Uses 
Land Use 

Designation Acreage Range 
Dwelling Units 

(du)/Square Feet (Sf) 

RESIDENTIAL   

High Density Residential 58.39 646 

Very High Density Residential
1
 72.72 1,104 

Residential Subtotal 131.11 1,750
1
 

NON-RESIDENTIAL   

Commercial 11.31 172,432 sf 

Park 13.00  

Recreation Center 3.926.32  

Elementary School 
1
 8.08  

Major Roads 25.95  

Non-Residential Subtotal 64.66  

Total 195.77  
Source: Environmental Impact Report No. 465 for The Resort Specific Plan No. 335, (SCH No. 2003121166), October 2005, p. II-
11, Table II-1, (Available at City of Eastvale.) 
Notes: 
1 An additional 160 Very High Density Residential dwelling units may develop in place of a 65,000 square foot Elementary 

School that would generate approximately 1,746 new students for a total of 1,910 DU. 

No environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-8: 

The comment states that the DEIR lacks analysis and does not show how landscape and other design 

features will reduce light and glare from the Project to less than significant at levels at adjacent sensitive 

receptors.  The Project was found to have a less than significant impact from light and glare during the 

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) process.  No comments pertaining to light and glare were 

received during the IS/NOP process to change the lead agency’s determination in the Initial Study that 

the Project would not result in significant light and glare impacts. 

Section 4 – Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant, summarizes the findings of the Initial 

Study and explains how the Project was found to have a less than significant impact from light and glare.  

Subsections 4.1.1.2 and 4.1.1.3 (DEIR at pp. 4.0-1 and 4.0-2), discuss light/glare and exposure of 

residential properties to unacceptable light levels.   This discussion indicates the existing and proposed 

future residential uses located within the vicinity of the proposed Project site would not be subject to 

additional nighttime light levels from the Project due to the standard conditions of approval, plan check 

and permit procedures that will be required by the City in connection with the Project.  Furthermore, 

the City of Eastvale Zoning Code Section 5.5 (Outdoor Lighting) requires shielding of light so that all 

outdoor lighting is constructed with full shielding and/or recessed to reduce light trespass to adjoining 

properties.  Each fixture must be directed downward and away from adjoining properties and public 

rights-of-way so that no light fixture directly illuminates an area outside of the site. It further limits the 

height of outdoor lighting fixtures to 18 feet when abutting or within 25 feet of residential zoning.  

During plan check, the City will require a final lighting plan prior to issuance of a building permit.  These 

measures ensure surrounding uses will not be exposed to unacceptable levels of light from the Project.   
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Subsection 4.1.1.2 on page 4.0-1 of the DEIR, characterizes glare as being associated with buildings with 

exterior facades largely or entirely comprised of highly reflective glass or windshields of parked cars.  

Section 5.1 – Aesthetics, on page 5.1-2 through 5.1-4 of the DEIR, discusses the proposed Project’s 

consistency with the following City of Eastvale General Plan Policies, LU-26, DE-5, DE-35, DE-40, DE-42, 

DE-44, and DE-45, which are intended to reduce visual impacts (including light and glare) to sensitive 

receptors.)  Consistency with these policies is met through implementation of the proposed Goodman 

Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan which includes design guidelines, standards, and measures to 

buffer and screen the proposed Project from adjacent existing and proposed future uses through a 

combination of siting, setbacks, and screening that includes the use of landscaping, walls, and fences.   

Specifically, the Specific Plan provides Design Guidelines to ensure exterior lighting provides security and 

illumination to highlight unique features in a manner that does not impact light sensitive uses, such as 

residences, as follows: 

 Parking areas shall have lighting that provides adequate illumination for safety and security as 
approved by the City of Eastvale Building Department. At a minimum, parking lot lighting 
fixtures shall maintain 1 foot-candle of illumination at ground level at any location within the 
parking facility, excepting at convenience markets, where the standard is a minimum of 1.5 foot-
candles. 

 The maximum level of exterior light at any property line is 1 foot-candle and 0.5 foot-candle at 
any residential property line. 

 Exterior lighting fixtures shall utilize energy-efficient fixtures. 

 Exterior light fixtures, including those in parking and loading areas, shall not exceed 25 feet in 
height above finish grade and shall be consistent with the architectural theme of the facility 
served. 

 All exterior lighting, including security lighting, shall be directed away from adjoining properties 
and the public right-of-way. 

 All lighting fixtures, other than pedestrian walkway lighting of approximately 3 feet in height, 
shall be shielded (equipped with glare reflector shields designed to redirect spill lighting down 
and away from surrounding areas) such that no light is emitted above the horizontal plane of 
the bottom of the light fixture. 

 Office, hotel, and commercial structures shall incorporate shielded exterior lighting to illuminate 
significant exterior architectural features, signage, and unique landscape features. 

 Where security may be an issue, motion-sensitive lights or other alternatives acceptable to the 
City shall be used to provide security lighting for loading docks, outdoor storage areas, and other 
areas used intermittently at night. 

 Lighting shall be designed to enhance safety and security and shielded or down-facing to 
minimize glare, spillover, and light pollution onto adjacent properties. 

The Specific Plan Design Guidelines further provides design criteria for walls and fences to ensure 

sensitive uses are shielded from glare, as follows: 



City of Eastvale Section 2 

Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR  Response to Comments 

  2-31 

 The height of walls and fences shall be measured from the top of the highest adjacent grade. 
Unless otherwise noted or if adjacent to an exterior public street, the measurement shall be 
taken from the side of the exterior public street. 

 Landscaping shall be used to screen walls or fences that are visible from an exterior public street 
and that exceed 50 feet in uninterrupted length. 

 Unless otherwise noted, solid masonry walls shall be a minimum of 6 feet in height and a 
maximum of 9 feet in height as seen from public view. 

 When a retaining wall is necessary, combined retaining walls and walls shall be permitted as 
long as they do not exceed a combined total height of 15 feet as measured from the lowest 
adjoining grade if the walls are not visible from a public street. 

 If the walls are visible from a public street the maximum combined total height is 9 feet. 

 All fences and walls shall be designed to be compatible with the overall architectural style, of a 
durable quality, and of a color and material complementary to the overall physical design. 

 Concrete masonry, brick, tile and tilt-up concrete wall are acceptable materials 

 Barbed wire, wood, wire, corrugated metal, electrically charged fences, plain or exposed plastic 
concrete, and chain link with  or without grape stake fencing or similar materials (except for 
utilization on a temporary basis during construction), are fence materials that are not permitted  

 The appearance of walls greater than 50 feet and directly facing primary perimeter streets shall 
be reduced through incorporation of any of the following features: 

o The use of bold material changes, wall decorations, plants, breaks, recesses, pilasters, 
and offsets, especially at entries and important intersections. 

o Modulate the setback of the wall to break up the massing.  

o The use of landscaping, including planted beds, trellised climbing vines, shrubs, trees, 
and potted plants. 

 Wall faces that are adjacent to and directly visible from the public right-of-way (such as along 

Hamner Avenue) shall be screened with landscaping and/or constructed of attractive materials, 

such as split-face block, stone, or materials with similar visual qualities, and view fences.  And 

when walls are utilized, they shall incorporate visually attractive materials such as tubular steel, 

should complement the adjacent architecture and to the extent practical, be resistant to graffiti 

or be coated with anti-graffiti solution. 

Additionally, the Specific Plan requires perimeter landscaping through a combination tree and shrub 

plantings.   For instance, Bellegrave Avenue will be required to utilize a combination of vertical 

background trees, canopy trees and understory trees.  Areas adjacent to I-15 will require double row 

tree plantings.   All privately controlled setback areas fronting a public street will be required to be 

landscaped and permanently maintained so that plants are healthy and planting areas are routinely 

manicured.  Landscaping, planted berms, or walls up to three feet in height may be provided in parking 

areas that face public streets to provide screening from headlights.   
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The proposed Specific Plan Design Guidelines further provide for certain types of materials to be utilized 

for buildings that consist of non-reflective materials, and limits the amount of glass, metal or other 

reflective materials to decorative accents only.  The Design Guidelines further limit the potential for 

glare from building facades by not allowing prefabricated metal or exposed precision concrete masonry.  

Metal siding is allowable only as an architectural element or when serving a practical purpose, such as 

for a refrigeration unit, but is limited to 15 percent of an elevation. 

These screening methods from walls, fences and landscaping ensure impacts from nighttime lighting and 

daytime glare from buildings and car windshields do not impact adjacent existing and future sensitive 

uses.  The Specific Plan also provides Development Standards for increased landscaped setbacks for 

parking and buildings to ensure an increased buffer between sensitive uses and potentially impactful 

uses. 

Reduction of light and glare is further accomplished through implementation of Project Design Features 

(PDF) as discussed in Section 5.1 – Aesthetics, pages 5.1-4 and 5.1-5 of the DEIR.  PDF 5.1-1 designs the 

Project site to place the most intense land uses furthest from existing and proposed future residential 

uses.  Implementation of PDFs 5.1-3 and 5.1-7 address screening of the Project site from adjacent uses 

and require implementation of the Design Standards identified within the Goodman Commerce Center 

at Eastvale Specific Plan.  PDFs 5.1-6 and 5.1-7 provide for landscape buffers from adjacent uses land 

uses.  Thus, consistency with the City of Eastvale General Plan policies identified above are met through 

implementation of PDFs and Design Standards and Guidelines to screen sensitive uses from nighttime 

lighting and daytime glare from building facades and car windshields. 

The comment further states that the EIR does not evaluate potential lighting impacts to dairies or 

biology within adjacent agricultural lands.  There are no operating dairies adjacent to the Project site. 

The one nearby dairy located to the west of the Project site is almost 800 feet from the western 

boundary of the Project site and is separated from the Project site by Hamner Avenue and a piece of 

land that is currently utilized for crop farming but has been approved by the City of Ontario for 

development of the Esperanza Specific Plan, as identified in Section 1 – Executive Summary, on page 1-

4, second bullet point.  Any potential for impacts related to biology are discussed in the Section 5.4 – 

Biological Resources of the DEIR.   

Thus, the existing and proposed future adjacent land uses will not be exposed to unacceptable amounts 

of light and glare.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-9: 

The comment states that the Project site consists of “currently agricultural and vacant land” and is 

bounded by “agricultural, vacant, and residential land.” As identified in Section 5.2 – Agricultural and 

Forestry Resources, on pages 5.2-6 and 5.2-7 of the DEIR, the current agricultural use that takes place on 

the Project site is temporary.  The dry farming that is taking place on the vacant site is for maintenance 

purposes for weed abatement and fire prevention.  Moreover, as discussed in Response to Comment B-

45, the Project site is already planned for development, and not continued agricultural uses.  Finally, the 

comment is not completely accurate with respect to surrounding land uses as it omits the existing 
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industrial land uses to the north of the site as identified in Section 1 – Executive Summary, sub-section 

1.3.1, on pages 5.1-4 and 5.1-5 of the DEIR.  

The comment further states that development will be as high as 150 feet and that aesthetic impacts 

from obstructing views and/or substantial degradation of the existing visual character of the site and its 

surroundings should be considered significant.  As identified in sub-section 5.1.6 – Environmental 

Impacts before Mitigation, on page 5.1-5 of the DEIR under the heading Scenic Resources, the prominent 

scenic vistas in the area are the San Gabriel Mountains to the north the Cleveland National Forest to the 

distant south.  Scenic vistas are considered broad and expansive views of a significant landscape feature, 

such as a mountain range, lake, coastline, or panoramic views of a significant historical or architectural 

feature. Only one scenic vista could potentially be affected by the proposed project as identified on page 

5.1-5 of the DEIR, which is that of the San Gabriel Mountains.   While views of the San Gabriel Mountains 

are visible from various areas of the City, views from the existing residential neighborhood to the south 

are background views as a result of distance and intervening existing development and landscaping.  The 

ridgeline of the San Gabriel Mountains is not seen as a continuous panoramic view due to the flat 

topography of the surrounding area and presence of intervening development and landscaping.  These 

views do not comprise a scenic vista as they do not include a broad and expansive view of a significant 

landscape feature.   

As identified on Page 5.1-14, the height of the Project’s buildings may be permitted up to 150 feet.  

However, as also identified in this same paragraph, such a height is permitted only subject to Section 5.1 

of the City’s municipal code. The municipal code requires additional setbacks for each foot of building 

height beyond the underlying height maximum.   As discussed above, since the views of the San Gabriel 

Mountains do not comprise a scenic vista, even a 150 tall structure would not substantially obstruct or 

degrade any scenic vista.   

The comment states that aesthetic impacts associated with obstructing views or degrading the visual 

character of the site should be considered significant.  As identified on page 5.1-14, although the visual 

character of the site would be changed as a result of the Project, implementation of the Goodman 

Commerce Center at Eastvale Specific Plan provides detailed design standards, guidelines and 

regulations specific to the proposed future land uses of the area that may not ordinarily be achieved 

through City of Eastvale standard zoning districts. Thus, the proposed Project would enhance the visual 

character and quality of the site and surrounding area by providing for a systematic form of 

development, guiding where buildings are placed and oriented on the site, providing for a methodical 

use of architectural elements and materials, and incorporating landscape screening through 

implementation of the proposed specific plan. As such, the proposed Project will complement the 

existing and proposed future surrounding land uses and will not degrade the existing visual character 

and quality of the site and the surrounding area. No new environmental issues have been raised by this 

comment.  

Response to Comment B-10: 

The EIR concludes that no impacts are anticipated with respect to the conversion of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance because, very simply, the Project will not 
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convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural 

use.  Perhaps attempting to make the issue more complicated than it is, the Commenter alleges that the 

EIR’s conclusion is not supported because the Project Site is identified as Farmland of Local Importance.  

Conversion of Farmland of Local Importance, however, is not the threshold against which impacts are 

measured.  Instead, the threshold considers only Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and/or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance.  Because the proposed Project will not convert Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, the EIR properly concludes 

that no impacts are anticipated. 

It should be noted that Final Environmental Impact Report No. 465 (FEIR 465, dated December 20, 

2005), which was prepared in connection with Resort Specific Plan No. 335 (SCH 2003121166), analyzed 

the Project Site and determined that “the Resort Specific Plan will convert approximately 132.7 acres of 

Prime Farmland and approximately 58.8 acres of Farmland of Local Importance into nonagricultural land 

uses” (FEIR 465, p. V-35).  Additionally, FEIR 465 concluded that “development of the project site will 

result in significant impacts from the conversion of designated farmland into non-agricultural uses” (FEIR 

465, p. V-36).  Based upon the most recent data from the California Resources Agency’s Farmland 

Mapping and Monitoring Program, however, the Project site does not contain any Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  As a result, the DEIR properly concludes that 

no impacts are anticipated with respect to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

The Commenter also suggests that the Project would increase development pressure on adjacent 

agricultural land and dairies, potentially resulting in the indirect conversion of these sites.  (Presumably, 

the reference to “indirect conversion” is intended to mean “indirect conversion to non-agricultural 

uses.”)  Given that all of the adjacent lands are designated as “Urban Built-Up Land” by the California 

Resources Agency’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program and that such lands are already either 

used for, or entitled for, non-agricultural uses, however, Commenter’s assertion is inaccurate.  

Specifically, to the west of the Project Site is the City of Ontario’s proposed Esperanza Specific Plan, 

which was adopted in February 2007 and allows for the development of up to 1,410 single-family 

detached and attached residential dwelling units.  To the south of the Project site is an existing 

residential apartment community and single family residences.  Interstate 15 comprises the Project 

site’s eastern boundary, beyond which lies existing industrial uses and a proposed business 

park/industrial/shopping center development in the City of Jurupa Valley (SP00376).  Finally, an existing 

industrial business park and vacant land designated for light industrial uses in the City’s General Plan sits 

to the north of the Project Site.  In other words, since all of the land adjacent to the Project Site is 

already either used for, or entitled for, non-agricultural uses, the Project has no potential to cause a 

conversion to non-agricultural uses, as the Commenter suggests. No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-11: 

The comment assumes that the Project will result in significant adverse impacts that warrant mitigation.  

As discussed in the DEIR and these responses, less than significant environmental impacts to agricultural 

resources are anticipated from the implementation of the Project.  CEQA only requires the incorporation 
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of mitigation measures for significant environmental impacts.  (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).).  As such, the three mitigation measures suggested by the Commenter 

are not warranted.   

Although the First District Court of Appeal recently determined in Masonite Corporation v. County of 

Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 230 that offsite conservation easements are feasible mitigation for 

the permanent loss of Prime Farmland, that decision is inapplicable here.  In Masonite, the conversion of 

Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses was found to be a significant and unavoidable project impact.  

As discussed in Response to Comment B-10, the project will not result in the loss of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance and will not have a significant impact on the 

conversion of designated farmland.  Since less than significant environmental impacts to agricultural 

resources are anticipated from the implementation of the Project, CEQA does not require the imposition 

of any mitigation measures, including offsite conservation easements. No new environmental issues 

have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-12: 

As set forth in the DEIR, the City’s thresholds of significance by which the Project’s potential impacts 

related to agricultural and forestry resources are to be measured include, for instance, whether the 

Project would convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-

agricultural use.  As the lead agency, the City is authorized to determine the standards by which a 

project is deemed to have a significant effect on the environment.  (CEQA Guidelines §15064(b).)  The 

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment score mentioned by the Commenter is not among the  thresholds 

of significance selected by the City and applied in the DEIR, and therefore cannot be used to determine 

whether the Project would result in a significant environmental impact.  No new environmental issues 

have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-13: 

The comment correctly states the Project will result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts 
during construction and operation. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-14: 

As stated in Section 5.6 of the DEIR, Geology and Soils, organic material/manure was previously 

removed on portions of the site during grading activities associated with the Resort Specific Plan project 

(DEIR, p. 5.6-3.) While some organic material may still be present, such material is of a very limited 

quantity and will not warrant the import or export of soil.  The Project’s grading activities will balance on 

site. Page 5.3-20 of the DEIR will therefore be modified as follows to clarify that no soil hauling is 

required for the Project: 

 No soil hauling relating to the import or export of soil is required for the Project because 

portions of the site were previously graded as part of the Resort Specific Plan project and 

included removal of organic material/manure. The Project site is designed to balance by 

mixing and blending clean soil. Thus, no soil hauling trips were evaluated. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 
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Response to Comment B-15: 

The comment incorrectly asserts that the DEIR’s construction air quality emissions assume no overlap of 

construction activities.  In fact, DEIR Table 5.3-E and Table 5.3-F contemplate the possibility that 

multiple construction activities will overlap, and Table 5.3-G illustrates the maximum daily emissions 

from these overlapping construction schedules.   

Response to Comment B-16: 

The comment incorrectly states that emissions during Project construction will violate PM-10 and PM-

2.5 emission standards. As shown in Table 5.3-G, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Impacts, 

construction-related emissions of PM-10 and PM-2.5 do not exceed SCAQMD daily regional thresholds. 

Additionally, as stated on pages 5.3-42 and 5.3-43 of the DEIR, construction-related emissions of NOX, 

CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 will not exceed the localized significance thresholds (LST) at sensitive receptors 

after implementation of mitigation measures.  

The comment also claims that not all feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated to reduce 

the Project’s construction air quality impacts.  As illustrated in Response to Comment B-19, below, not 

only have all feasible mitigation measures been implemented in order to reduce the Project’s 

construction-related impacts, but the additional mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are 

either infeasible or inapplicable. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-17: 

MM Air 5 includes standard best management practices (BMPs) contained in Rule 403; similar BMPs 

have been consistently recommended by SCAQMD as mitigation and additional recommendations for 

dust control. The commenter does not include any evidence that MM Air 5 as proposed in the DEIR is 

“unenforceable.” Nonetheless, MM Air 5 will be modified as follows to clarify the intent of the 

measures: 

MM Air 5:  To reduce fugitive dust emissions, the contractor shall provide the City with sufficient 

proof of compliance with Rule 403 and other dust control measures including, but not limited to: 

 watering active sites three times daily12, 

 requiring the replacement of ground cover13 or the application of non-toxic soil stabilizers 
according to manufacturers’ specifications to unpaved roads14 and all inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more, assuming no rain), 

 requiring trucks entering or leaving the site hauling dirt, sand, or soil, or other loose 
materials on public roads to be covered, 

 suspending all excavating and grading operations when wind gusts (as instantaneous gust) 
exceed 25 miles per hour, 

                                                           
12

 Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default. 
13

 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  
14

 Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
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 post contact information outside the property for the public to call if specific air quality 
issues arise; the individual charged with receipt of these calls shall respond to the caller 
within 24 hours and resolution of the air quality issue(s), if valid, or implementation of 
corrective action will occur within 48 to 72 hours as soon as possibleof the time that the 
issue first arose, 

 sweeping of streets using SCAQMD Rule 1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers or 
roadway washing trucks (utilizing recycled water if it becomes available) at the end of the 
day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets, 

 posting and enforcement of traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved 
roads, 

 installation of wheel washers or gravel pads at construction entrances where vehicles enter 
and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the 
site each trip to prevent track out, 

 replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible15, and 

 paving of all roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., shall be completed as soon as possible. 
Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless soil stabilizers are used.  

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-18: 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, MM Air 6 is neither uncertain nor unenforceable because the 

use of Low VOC coatings and materials is not always feasible. Low VOC is generally defined as a VOC 

content less than or equal to 50 grams per liter (g/L). It is infeasible to exclusively require low or zero 

VOC coatings because there are numerous types of coatings used in non-residential buildings (e.g., 

concrete-curing compounds, primers, and sealers) that are not available with VOC content lower than 

the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1113 and that would not qualify as Low VOC or zero VOC. Thus, MM 

Air 6 incorporated options for the application of coatings such as the use of pre-coated materials and 

materials that do not require coating in addition to requiring the use of coating and solvents with a VOC 

content lower than that required by SCAQMD Rule 1113. Note that SCAQMD Rule 1113 was amended in 

September 2013 to include new, lower VOC requirements beginning January 1, 2014 for several types of 

coatings.  For example, the VOC limit for concrete surface retarder was reduced from 250 g/L to 50 g/L 

and fire-proofing coatings was reduced from 350 g/l to 150 g/L. No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-19: 

The following table lists each of the measures identified by the commenter and how the Project 

implements these measures as part of the Project design or mitigation, or, if the Project does not 

implement the measure, why the measure is not applicable or infeasible. 

  

                                                           
15

 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
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Table 2.3-A, Feasibility of Suggested Mitigation Measures (Comment B-19) 

Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Construction Measure 

1. Extend grading period sufficiently to reduce air 
quality impacts below a level of significance. 

As shown in Tables 5.3-J and K, the Project-related 
grading emissions do not exceed SCAQMD regional 
significance thresholds (DEIR, pp. 5.3-39-40), therefore 
extending the grading period is unnecessary.  (See Public 
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(3).)  As shown in Table 5.3-L, grading 
activities do not overlap with other activities. Thus, the 
short-term exceedance of NOX and VOC is not related to 
the duration of grading activities or the overlap of those 
activities with other construction activities. Extending 
the grading activities would actually result in an increase 
in the Project’s impacts by increasing exposure at nearby 
sensitive receptors.  It could cause an overlap with other 
activities that would otherwise not occur.  Further, the 
results of the short-term LST analysis indicate that 
construction does not exceed the LST for NOX, CO, PM-
10, or PM-2.5 after implementation of mitigation 
measures MM Air 4 and MM Air 5. Thus, the 
recommended measure is not required to reduce the 
Project’s impacts.  

2. The simultaneous disturbance of the site shall 
be limited to five acres per day. 

Because there were no significant impacts related to 
grading and fugitive dust, CEQA does not require the 
incorporation of mitigation measures to address those 
activities.  (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).)  

3. Irrigation systems shall be installed for good 
ground cover to minimize wind erosion of the 
soil. 

To the extent ground cover is installed during the 
construction period (e.g., pursuant to MM Air 5), it will 
be watered appropriately (i.e., by a water truck) to 
prevent the vegetation from dying. Further, permanent 
irrigation systems will be installed prior to re-vegetation. 

4. Develop a trip reduction plan to achieve a 1.5 
AVR for construction employees.  

This measure is infeasible because the source of the 
construction pool is unknown, and it would be 
speculative to make assumptions regarding their ability 
to ride share. Labor is likely to come from numerous 
locations across the area, and different trades will 
conduct their work at different times. Therefore, it is 
unknown if it is possible to achieve an AVR of 1.5. 
However, MM GHG 6 requires the construction 
contractor to implement a Low-impact Construction 
Commuting Plan that will address commute trips related 
to the site and increase the amount of 
carpooling/ridesharing.  

5. Restrict truck operation to “clean” trucks such 
as a 2007 or newer model year or 2010 
compliant vehicles. * 

This measure restricts truck operation to “clean” trucks 
(i.e., trucks that are either new or have been retrofitted 
with “clean” technology) and is infeasible for the 
following reasons. First, the Project does not require 
haul truck trips for the import/export of soil, as outlined 
above in Response to Comment B-14. During 
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Construction Measure 

subsequent phases of construction, deliveries of 
materials may be limited to vendors available in the area 
which may not have new or retrofitted “clean” truck 
fleets.  Thus, imposing a restriction that only new or 
retrofitted trucks be used would likely result in increased 
emissions, as new trucks would have to be brought in 
from distant locations to serve the Project’s construction 
or operational needs, resulting in overall greater vehicle 
miles traveled and greater pollution emissions and a 
concurrent loss of local jobs. Although this measure is 
recommended for the construction of the Project and is 
infeasible for the reasons outlined below, it should be 
noted that the Project is already implementing what is 
feasible for operations. MM Air 10 requires that all 
tenants apply for funding to retrofit their trucks if they 
are older than 2007. 
 
Additionally a phone survey of local businesses that 
potentially involve heavy-duty trucks was conducted in 
2011 to ascertain current local availability of new on-
road trucks.  A total of 103 businesses were contacted 
using information from business license listings 
maintained by local jurisdictions for the following areas 
in Riverside and San Bernardino County: Mira Loma (77), 
Ontario (21), Rubidoux (1), Glen Avon (1), Riverside (1), 
Fontana (1), and Rialto (1).  Approximately 15 percent of 
all businesses contacted participated in the survey. 
Approximately 16 percent of the 103 businesses 
contacted contract with carriers for their trucking needs 
rather than own and operate their own fleet. Only four 
of the responding businesses owned more than 20 
trucks. All of the businesses that completed the survey 
indicated that it would be infeasible to operate only new 
trucks within the next four years, mainly because new or 
retrofitted trucks are substantial capital expenditures 
and are therefore phased in slowly in order to allow the 
business to absorb the expense. Specifically, according 
to an article posted by the Gerson Lehrman Group in 
August 2009,

16 
the price increases for 2010 compliant 

diesel trucks would be between $8,000 and $9,600 per 
truck.  Similarly, the cost to retrofit an existing truck with 
PM filters is estimated by CARB to cost between $10,000 
and $20,000 plus $250 per year for cleaning and a two 
percent loss in fuel economy per truck.

17
 This does not 

include the price of a new engine or a new diesel truck 
(tractor) which can cost $100,000.

18
  

                                                           
16

 http://www.glgroup.com/NewsWatchPrefs/Print.aspx?pid=42461  
17 http://www.dmasocal.org/assets/documents/summation%20of%202011%20regulations.pdf  
18

 http://www.glgroup.com/NewsWatchPrefs/Print.aspx?pid=42461  

http://www.glgroup.com/NewsWatchPrefs/Print.aspx?pid=42461
http://www.dmasocal.org/assets/documents/summation%20of%202011%20regulations.pdf
http://www.glgroup.com/NewsWatchPrefs/Print.aspx?pid=42461
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Construction Measure 

 
Through the phone survey and other sources

19 
the 

following is a description of how trucking, delivery and 
construction company fleets are acquired and upgraded. 
According to an article posted by Heart Transportation 
in July 2009

20
 the average age of a fleet truck is 10 years. 

This means that some trucks may be new (which would 
all be 2010 compliant) and some vehicles may be 25 or 
30 years old (the “life-span” of a diesel truck

21)
 and the 

majority of a fleet will be in between. Construction 
vehicle and delivery fleets are replaced over time as 
money allows and/or the business grows. The smaller 
the business operator, the less is the likelihood that they 
will have many, if any, new or retrofitted trucks. When 
supplies are needed for construction, an order is placed 
and deliveries are then scheduled based on every other 
order and the availability of trucks and personnel. If a 
delivery/supply company does not happen to have a 
new or retrofitted truck available when the order needs 
to be delivered or hauled, then they cannot provide the 
service. This can lead to the Project contractor having to 
go further afield to find a delivery/hauling company 
which would increase vehicle miles traveled, or cause 
unnecessary delays in project construction which could 
cause construction nuisances to disrupt the area for 
longer than necessary.  
 
Lastly, existing regulations require the phase-in of 2010-
compliant trucks beginning in 2015 through 2023 
depending on the age of the engine under the CARB 
Truck and Bus Regulation

22
 (amended December 17, 

2010). By 2023, CARB estimates the amended Truck and 
Bus Regulation will reduce PM emissions 50% from 
baseline PM emissions in 2014 and ensure that 
practically all trucks operating in California are equipped 
with a diesel PM filter. 

23
  

6. Restrict engine size of construction equipment 
to the minimum practical size. * 

The construction equipment that will be utilized in 
connection with the Project is dependent upon the 
resources of the contractor.  Typically the smallest 
engine size for the job is selected as there are lower 
costs associated with its operation. If and when it is 
impractical to select the smallest possible engine for the 
job, the smallest available task-capable engine will be 

                                                           
19

 Personal communication between Webb Associates staff and Riverside Construction staff, Mr. Matt Pim and Mr. George 

Olivo, August 30, 2011. 
20

  http://www.trustheart.com/news-bulletins/ltl-and-tl-bulletins/91-heavy-duty-truck-fleet-ages-as-carriers-seek-cost-savings  
21

  http://www.epa.gov/recovery/plans/dera.pdf  
22

 http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/truckbus10/truckbusappd.pdf  
23

 http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/truckbus10/truckbus10isor.pdf  

http://www.trustheart.com/news-bulletins/ltl-and-tl-bulletins/91-heavy-duty-truck-fleet-ages-as-carriers-seek-cost-savings
http://www.epa.gov/recovery/plans/dera.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/truckbus10/truckbusappd.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/truckbus10/truckbus10isor.pdf
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Construction Measure 

used instead. 

7. Require use of alternatively fueled construction 
equipment, using, e.g., compressed natural gas, 
liquefied natural gas, propane, or biodiesel. * 

MM Air 4 requires that any diesel-powered off-road 
equipment meet a number of specific criteria (e.g., 
complies with Tier 3 off-road emissions standards and  
ARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation).  Tier 3 
engines reduce particulate matter between 28 and 63 
percent compared to Tier 1 engines, depending upon 
engine size.

24
 Similarly, Tier 3 emissions of NOX are 

reduced between 52 and 59 percent compared to Tier 1 
engines, depending upon engine size.  
 
The commenter’s suggested measure is functionally 
equivalent to the commenter’s proposed measure. For 
instance, once the Tier 4 standards are implemented 
(i.e., between 2008 and 2015) any advantage in 
emissions between the use of biodiesel and petroleum 
diesel will disappear because Tier 4 standards reduce 
emissions to near zero. 

25 
Finally, the benefits of the 

proposed mitigation measure are speculative.  The study 
of alternative fuel in off-road construction applications is 
at the beginning stages and is not currently available. 
Therefore, alternatively fueled construction equipment 
is not shown to result in a demonstrable reduction in 
emissions, making the benefit of any such fuel 
speculative. 

8. Install catalytic converters on gasoline-powered 
equipment.  

Any gasoline-powered equipment is already required to 
have catalytic converters installed pursuant to CARB’s 
Large Spark-Ignition Engine Fleet Requirements 
Regulation.

26
 Thus, this suggestion is already being 

achieved. 

                                                           
24

 http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM_offroad.html  
25

 http://www.undergroundconstructionmagazine.com/alternative-fuel-choices-limited-construction-equipment  
26

 http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/offroadlsi10/offroadlsi10.htm  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM_offroad.html
http://www.undergroundconstructionmagazine.com/alternative-fuel-choices-limited-construction-equipment
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2010/offroadlsi10/offroadlsi10.htm
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Construction Measure 

9. Require the use of Alternative Diesel Fuels on 
diesel equipment. Alternative diesel fuels exist 
that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions. 
PuriNox is an alternative diesel formulation that 
was verified by CARB on January 31, 2001 as 
achieving a 14% reduction in NOx and a 63% 
reduction in PM10 compared to CARB diesel. It 
can be used in any direct-injection, heavy- duty 
compression ignition engine and is compatible 
with existing engines and existing storage, 
distribution, and vehicle fueling facilities. 
Operational experience indicates little or no 
difference in performance and startup time, no 
discernible operational differences, no 
increased engine noise, and significantly 
reduced visible smoke.   

MM Air 4 is superior to the proposed measure in 
reducing particulate matter and NOX by requiring 
construction equipment equivalent to Tier 3 or better.  
According to the comment, PuriNox can achieve a 14% 
reduction in NO X and a 63% reduction in PM10 
compared to CARB diesel.  By contrast, Tier 3 engines 
reduce particulate matter between 28 and 63 percent 
compared to Tier 1 engines, depending upon engine 
size.

27
 Similarly, Tier 3 emissions of NOX are reduced 

between 52 and 59 percent compared to Tier 1 engines, 
depending upon engine size. Therefore, the proposed 
measure is as effective as a Tier 3 engine with respect to 
PM10 emission reduction, but substantially less effective 
with respect to NOX.  Since the proposed mitigation 
measure would not represent an improvement over MM 
Air 4, no further analysis is required. 

10. Reroute construction trucks away from 
congested streets and sensitive receptor areas. 
* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  MM Air 3 requires the submittal of 
a traffic control plan that includes the rerouting of 
construction trucks away from congested streets or 
sensitive receptors.  Additionally, MM Trans 3 requires 
the submittal of a Construction Traffic Control Plan to 
the City of Eastvale Public Works Department for 
approval prior to the issuance of building permits for the 
Project. The purpose of this Plan is to safely guide 
motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians, minimize traffic 
impacts and ensure the safe and even flow of traffic 
consistent with City level of service standards and safety 
requirements.      

11. Configure construction parking to minimize 
traffic interference.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  MM Air 3 already implements a 
construction traffic control plan that is intended to 
reduce construction vehicle (truck) idling while waiting 
to enter/exit the site.  Additionally, MM Trans 3 requires 
the submittal of a Construction Traffic Control Plan to 
the City of Eastvale Public Works Department for 
approval prior to the issuance of building permits for the 
Project. The purpose of this Plan is to safely guide 
motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians, minimize traffic 
impacts and ensure the safe and even flow of traffic 
consistent with City level of service standards and safety 
requirements. Finally, the site is large enough to allow 
for construction parking within the site.  

12. Prior to the issuance of a grading and building 
permit, the applicant shall submit verification 
that a ridesharing program for the construction 
crew has been encouraged and will be 
supported by the contractor via incentives or 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  MM GHG 6 requires the 
development of a Low-impact Construction Commuting 
Plan that is consistent with the intent of the proposed 
measure.  Additionally, MM GHG 7 requires that the 

                                                           
27

 http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM_offroad.html  

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM_offroad.html
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Construction-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Construction Measure 

other inducements.* applicant encourage the use of alternative 
transportation methods among its tenants, including 
bus transit, vanpools, carpools, and car- and ridesharing 
programs. 

13. Minimize construction worker trips by requiring 
carpooling and providing for lunch onsite. * 

See Disposition of Construction Measure 12, above.    
Additionally, food vendors will be allowed access to the 
site. 

14. Provide shuttle service to food service 
establishments/commercial areas for the 
construction crew.* 

Food vendors will be allowed access to the site which 
will have a similar trip-reducing result as providing a 
shuttle to food service establishments for the 
construction crew.  

15. Provide shuttle service to transit 
stations/multimodal center for construction 
crew. * 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  MM GHG 6 requires the 
development of a Low-impact Construction Commuting 
Plan that is consistent with the intent of the proposed 
measure.  Additionally, MM GHG 7 requires that the 
applicant encourage the use of alternative 
transportation methods among its tenants, including 
bus transit, vanpools, carpools, and car- and ridesharing 
programs. 

16. Require the use of Zero-VOC paints, coatings, 
and solvents.  

See Response to Comment B-18, above. 

 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-20: 

The comment incorrectly states that the construction emissions CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 are above 

SCAQMD thresholds. See Table 5.3-G of the DEIR as well as the discussion regarding the LST impacts 

after construction in section 5.3.8 of the DEIR. In addition, the comment correctly states the unmitigated 

operational emissions during summer that are listed in Table 5.3-H of the DEIR.   See the discussion of 

construction-related mitigation in Responses to Comments B-16 through B-19, above, as well as the 

discussion of construction-related mitigation measures in Responses to Comments B-21 through B-23, 

below.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-21: 

MM Air 7 will be modified as follows to incorporate the reduced idling limit recommended. 

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting all on-site truck idling in excess of three five 

minutes. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-22: 

MM Air 9 is not vague. It states “Service Equipment (i.e., forklifts).” The abbreviation “i.e.” is commonly 

understood to mean “in other words.”  Therefore MM Air 9 is intended to specifically reference forklifts.  

No other gasoline or diesel-fueled service equipment is anticipated to be used in the warehouse setting. 
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Yard trucks (also known as hostlers or yard goats, amongst other names28 are used to move trailers 

short distances around freight terminals, port facilities, warehouses and other facilities, but are not 

anticipated to be used on the Project site due to the size of the buildings and configuration of the 

loading areas. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-23: 

The following table lists each of the measures identified by above and how the Project implements 

these measures as part of the Project design or mitigation, or, if the Project does not implement the 

measure, why the measure is not applicable or infeasible. 

Table 2.3-B, Feasibility of Suggested Mitigation Measures (Comment B-23) 

Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Operation-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Operation Measure 

1. The operator/user of any industrial uses 
shall become SmartWay Partner.*   

The SmartWay Transport Partnership is a public/private 
initiative between the U.S. EPA and the goods 
movement industry to improve fuel efficiency and the 
environmental performance of the goods movement 
supply chain.

29
 SmartWay is a voluntary program at the 

federal level; however, SmartWay certification is a 
requirement under the approved CARB Heavy-Duty 
(Tractor Trailer) GHG Regulation which is applicable to 
heavy-duty tractors that pull 53-foot or longer box-type 
trailers. The Project has been designed to accommodate 
such heavy-duty tractors, and the Project’s emissions 
estimates include SmartWay-associated emissions 
reductions.  The tractors and trailers subject to this 
regulation must use U.S. EPA SmartWay certified 
tractors and trailers or retrofit their existing fleet with 
SmartWay verified technologies. The recent 
amendments to this rule, adopted by CARB on 
December 17, 2010 require 20% of trailers to comply by 
2012 with 100% compliance with the rule by 2016.

30
   

 
In response to the comment, MM GHG 1, which already 
requires all loading areas to be designed to 
accommodate SmartWay trucks, will be modified as 
follows: MM GHG 1: For all warehouse uses of the 
proposed Project, the loading docks shall be designed to 

accommodate SmartWay trucks.
31

 Proof of compliance 
shall be provided in building plans prior to the issuance 
of building permits and subject to on-site verification 

                                                           
28

  http://arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/faq/faqyardtrucks.pdf  
29

 http://www.epa.gov/smartway/about/index.htm  
30

 http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/trailers/ttghg_regorder.pdf  
31

 For example, the SmartWay aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the 
trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading bays designed with certain dock shelters, unless those loading bays 
are designed to accommodate SmartWay trucks. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-
trailers.htm)  

http://arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/faq/faqyardtrucks.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/smartway/about/index.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/trailers/ttghg_regorder.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
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prior to occupancy. The Master Developer shall also 
provide the Building Safety & Inspection Department 
with SmartWay information/regulations prior to the first 
grading permit. The Building Department shall distribute 
the information to each end-user prior to occupancy 
(final inspection).  

2. The operator/user of any industrial uses 
shall meet SmartWay 1.25 ratings.* 

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 1, 
above. The Project will be SmartWay certified.  
Certification is required by the approved CARB Heavy-
Duty (Tractor Trailer) GHG Regulation for heavy-duty 
tractors that pull 53-foot or longer box-type trailers.

32
  

To qualify as a SmartWay Transport Partner, the Project 
must achieve a composite SmartWay score of 1.0 or 
higher.

33
  This score is based upon data submitted to the 

EPA, which rates the Project based on the implemented 
technologies. Therefore, the Project’s emissions 
estimates included a 5% NOx and CO2 emission 
reduction for unrefrigerated trucks and 4% reduction for 
refrigerated trucks.  These reductions are associated 
with a rating of 1.0. Although the reductions associated 
with a rating of 1.25 (the highest rating) are unknown, 
they are not anticipated to be substantial in comparison 
to a rating of 1.0 and the results would not eliminate the 
Project’s significant operational air quality impacts.  
Even conservatively assuming that the reductions 
associated with a 1.25 rating were double those of a 1.0 
rating (i.e., 10% NOx and CO2 emission reduction for 
unrefrigerated trucks and 8% reduction for refrigerated 
trucks), the NOx emissions would still be 2,615 lb/day far 
exceeding the daily threshold of 55 lb/day.  Similarly, 
assuming SmartWay 1.25 doubled the CO2 emissions 
reductions estimated in the DEIR, the resulting GHG 
emissions in 2020 would be 165,609 MTCO2 and result 
in a 23..5% reduction from BAU, which would not meet 
the threshold of 28.5% set by AB 32.Therefore, because 
the measure would not reduce Project impacts to less 
than significant levels, CEQA does not require the 
incorporation of mitigation measures to address those 
activities.  (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).)   Nevertheless, the 
Project is promoting the use of SmartWay technologies 
in MM GHG 1. 

3. The operator/user of any industrial uses 
shall use only freight companies that meet 
SmartWay 1.25 ratings.* 

The commenter is referred to response to Disposition of 
Operation Measures 1 and 2, above, as well as MM GHG 
1 which requires the Project to promote the use of 
SmartWay technologies.  Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would not eliminate the Project’s 

                                                           
32

 http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truckstop/trailers/ttghg_regorder.pdf 
33

 http://nepis.epa.gov/EPA/html/DLwait.htm?url=/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P10010NO.PDF  

http://nepis.epa.gov/EPA/html/DLwait.htm?url=/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P10010NO.PDF
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significant operational air quality impacts, therefore 
CEQA does not require its incorporation.  (See Public 
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(3).)  

4. The operator/user of any industrial uses 
shall incorporate requirements or 
incentives sufficient to achieve at least 20% 
per year (as a percentage of previous 
percentage, not total trips) increase in 
percentage of long haul trips carried by 
SmartWay carriers until it reaches a 
minimum of 90% of all long haul trips 
carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater 
carriers.  Results, including backup data 
shall be reported to the Planning 
Department semi-annually.* 

The commenter is referred to response to Disposition of 
Operation Measures 1 and 2, above, as well as MM GHG 
1 which requires the Project to promote the use of 
SmartWay technologies. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would not eliminate the Project’s 
significant operational air quality impacts, therefore 
CEQA does not require its incorporation.  (See Public 
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(3).)  

5. The operator/user of any industrial uses 
shall incorporate requirements or 
incentives sufficient to achieve a 15% per 
year (as a percentage of previous 
percentage, not total trips) increase in 
percentage of consolidator trips carried by 
SmartWay carriers until it reaches a 
minimum of 85% of all consolidator trips 
carried by SmartWay 1.0 or greater 
carriers. Results, including backup data 
shall be reported to the Planning 
Department semi-annually.* 

The commenter is referred to response to Disposition of 
Operation Measures 1 and 2, above, as well as MM GHG 
1 which requires the Project to promote the use of 
SmartWay technologies. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would not eliminate the Project’s 
significant operational air quality impacts, therefore 
CEQA does not require its incorporation.  (See Public 
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(3).)  

6. All industrial fleet vehicles for any 
industrial uses shall conform to 2010 air 
quality standards or better. Results, 
including backup data shall be reported to 
the Planning Department semi-annually.* 

See analysis in Disposition of Construction Measure 5, 
above.  In response to the comment, the Project is 
requiring that all tenants apply for funding to retrofit 
their trucks if they will be older than 2007, as stated in 
MM Air 10.  

7. 10% of the truck fleets for any industrial 
uses shall be 2010 model compliant upon 
Project opening, and increase that 
percentage at least 20% per year until 100 
%of trucks operating onsite are 2010 
complant.* 

This measure would not mitigate the Project’s 
operational air quality impacts. 2010 engine standards 
regulate PM and NOX emissions.  As shown on Tables 
5.3-H and 5.3-I, the Project’s operational PM-10 
emissions would be 1,000.65 pounds (lb) per day 
(summer) and 1,000.92 lb/day (winter), which far 
exceed the threshold of 150 lb/day.  Similarly, 
operational NOX pollutant emissions would be 2,538.60 
lb/day (summer) and 2,697.85 lb/day (winter), which 
also exceeds the threshold of 55 lb/day.  
Implementation of 2010 engine standards is expected to 
result in PM decreases of approximately 62% and NOX 
decreases of 63% for running emissions, and would not 
eliminate the Project’s significant operational air quality 
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impact.
34

  Therefore, because the measure would not 
reduce Project impacts to less than significant levels, 
CEQA does not require the incorporation of mitigation 
measures to address those activities.  (See Public 
Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(3).)  

8. Install catalytic converters on gasoline-
powered equipment* 

See Disposition of Construction Measure 8, above.   

9. Where diesel powered vehicles are 
necessary, require the use of alternative 
diesel fuels.  Alternative diesel fuels exist 
that achieve PM10 and NOx reductions. 
PuriNOx is an alternative diesel formulation 
that was verified by CARB on January 31, 
2001 as achieving a 14% reduction in NOx 
and a 63% reduction in PM10 compared to 
CARB diesel. It can be used in any direct-
injection, heavy-duty compression ignition 
engine and is compatible with existing 
engines and existing storage, distribution, 
and vehicle fueling facilities. Operational 
experience indicates little or no difference 
in performance and startup time, no 
discernible operational differences, no 
increased engine noise, and significantly 
reduced visible smoke. 

See Disposition of Construction Measure 9, above. 

10. Electrical powered equipment should be 
utilized in-lieu of gasoline-powered engines 
where technically feasible.* 

MM Air 9 and MM Noise 5 already meet this 
requirement.  It states, in full: “Service equipment (i.e., 
forklifts) used within the site shall be electric or 
compressed natural gas-powered.”  Similarly, MM Noise 
5 provides that “To minimize or eliminate motor-derived 
noise from construction equipment, contractors shall 
utilize construction equipment that either uses 
alternative fuels (such as natural gas or propane), or 
electricity, where practical and feasible.” 

11. Utilize electrical equipment for landscape 
maintenance. Prohibit gas powered 
equipment for landscape maintenance.*   

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  The Project promotes the use of 
electrical landscape equipment by installing electrical 
outlets on exterior walls of Project structures (PDF 5.7-
10). Moreover, the use of electrical landscaping 
equipment would not appreciably reduce the 
operational air quality emissions of the Project, and 

                                                           
34

  The estimated reduction from 2010 engines was estimated by comparing the annual emission factors  of the heavy duty 

diesel trucks for PM-10 and NOX from CalEEMod (version 2013.2.2) for the year 2023 (when full implementation of the CARB 
Truck and Bus Rule occurs) to the emission factors contained in the Project’s CalEEMod  runs in 2017. The emission factors in 
2017 are 0.26 grams/vehicle mile traveled (g/VMT) and 5.92 g/VMT for PM-10 and NOX, respectively. The emission factors in 
2023 are 0.10 g/VMT and 2.18 g/VMT for PM-10 and NOX, respectively. 
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therefore is not required by CEQA. (See Public Resources 
Code § 21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(3).)  
As stated in the DEIR, landscaping emissions were 
negligible and reported at zero (DEIR, p. 5.3-25).  

12.  Utilize electric yard trucks.* See Response to Comment B-22, above. Yard trucks are 
used in moving trailers and containers short distances 
around freight terminals, port facilities, warehouses, and 
other facilities. Given the loading area configuration at 
the Project’s warehouse buildings, there is no 
demonstrable need for yard trucks. Thus, the measure is 
not applicable. 

13. Prohibit idling of trucks for periods 
exceeding three minutes.* 

MM Air 7 will be modified to prohibit idling in excess of 
three minutes, as shown below: 
MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting all on-site 
truck idling in excess of three five minutes. 

14. All operators of the Project shall provide 
electrical vehicle (“EV”) and compressed 
natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles in vehicle 
fleets.*   

The Project will support the use of electrical vehicle 
(“EV”), compressed natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles, as well 
as other low-emitting gasoline or alternative-fuel 
vehicles.  SCAQMD Rules 1191 and 1197 require public 
fleet operators within the Basin to acquire low-emitting 
gasoline or alternative-fuel vehicles to reduce emissions.  
Additionally, the Specific Plan allows for the 
development of alternative fuel infrastructure to 
accommodate market demands.  Additionally, PDF 5.7-8 
requires the provision of electric charging stations on 
Project site in order to accommodate alternative fueling 
needs.  Finally, Alternative 3, as evaluated in DEIR 
section 8 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project), includes 
individual CNG and/or LNG fueling stations for 
equipment used at one or more of the industrial 
buildings. This Alternative 3 also contemplates the 
inclusion of a single CNG and LNG fueling station within 
the industrial area.  

15. Implement parking fee for single-
occupancy vehicle commuters. * 

The City does not charge parking fees for single-
occupancy vehicles on private property or elsewhere 
and the City doesn't have the available resources to 
collect parking fees on streets and private parking lots; 
therefore, this measure is legally and technically 
infeasible. Additionally, within Riverside County 
employees of private development do not typically pay 
to park as they would in other counties or cities like Los 
Angeles so to institute such a program would make the 
Project non-competitive.  Moreover, during this time of 
economic crisis and widespread unemployment within 
Riverside County, penalizing local workers by fining them 
for driving to work makes this measure infeasible from 
both a legal and social perspective. 

16. Charge reduced or no parking fee for EVs 
and CNG vehicles.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  No parking fee would be charged 
for EVs and CNG vehicles.   



City of Eastvale Section 2 

Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR  Response to Comments 

  2-49 

Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Operation-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Operation Measure 

17. Install EV charging facilities for a minimum 
of 10% of all parking spaces.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  PDF 5.7-8 requires the installation 
of EV charging stations within the Project. The number 
of charging stations built will be dictated by the needs of 
site users which are currently unknown, however.  

18. Install a CNG fueling facility.* The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure. The Specific Plan allows for the 
development of alternative fuel infrastructure to 
accommodate market demands. Additionally, 
Alternative 3, as evaluated in DEIR section 8 
(Alternatives to the Proposed Project), includes 
individual CNG and/or LNG fueling stations for 
equipment used at one or more of the industrial 
buildings. This Alternative 3 also contemplates the 
inclusion of a single CNG and LNG fueling station within 
the industrial area. 

19. Provide preferential parking locations for 
EVs and CNG vehicles.* 

 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  PDF 5.7-9 requires the Project to 
provide preferential parking for EV, CNG, 
carpool/vanpool, and rideshare vehicles. The Project will 
also comply with the requirements set forth in the 
CalGreen code. 

20. Plant shade trees in parking lots to provide 
minimum 50% cover to reduce evaporative 
emissions from parked vehicles.* 

In accordance with City of Eastvale Zoning Code Section 
5.4(A), all parking lots with more than 50 parking stalls 
(including the Project) shall provide, at a minimum, 50% 
shade.  

21. Plant at least 50 percent low-ozone 
forming potential (Low-OFP) trees and 
shrubs, preferably native, drought-resistant 
species, to meet city/county landscaping 
requirements.* 

Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the provision of at 
least 50 percent of low-ozone forming potential trees 
and shrubs is not a part of City requirements. The City 
and the State’s CalGreen code do require the use of 
native and drought-tolerant vegetation, however, which 
the Project will comply with. In addition, the following 
PDF will be added to the FEIR in response to this 
comment: 
PDF 5.7-16 Approximately 50 percent or more of 
the trees and screening shrubs used in the landscaping 
for the Project will have Low Ozone-Forming Potential 
(Low-OFP) or Moderate OFP.  Other trees and shrubs 
listed on the Specific Plan plant palette may be used for 
the remaining 50 percent. 
 
Further, as stated above in Disposition of Operation 
Measure 20, all parking lots with more than 50 stalls will 
be required to provide a minimum of 50% shade. In 
urban areas, increased tree cover can lower overall VOC 
emissions and consequently ozone levels because VOC 
emissions are temperature dependent and trees 
generally lower air temperatures.

35
 Further, increasing 
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 http://www.fs.fed.us/ccrc/topics/urban-forests/docs/Nowak_Trees%20for%20air%20quality.pdf  

http://www.fs.fed.us/ccrc/topics/urban-forests/docs/Nowak_Trees%20for%20air%20quality.pdf
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parking lot tree shade from 8% to 50% could only reduce 
passenger car VOC evaporative emissions by 2% and NOX 
emissions by less than 1% in Sacramento County, a 
similar, hot inland urban area.

36
  Such a reduction would 

not eliminate any of the Project’s significant air quality 
impacts. 

22. Plant Low-OFP, native, drought-resistant, 
tree and shrub species, 20% in excess of 
that already required by city or county 
ordinance. Consider roadside, sidewalk, 
and driveway shading.* 

Appendix A, Plant Palette, of the Specific Plan already 
includes plantings around internal roadways, sidewalks, 
and entrances. See response to Disposition of Operation 
Measure 21, above.  

23. Orient 75 percent or more of buildings to 
face either north or south (within 30 
degrees of N/S) and plant trees and shrubs 
that shed their leaves in winter nearer to 
these structures to maximize shade to the 
building during the summer and allow 
sunlight to strike the building during the 
winter months.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.   As stated on page 5.7-23 of the 
DEIR, PDF 5.7.12 requires the use of passive solar design 
(e.g., by orienting buildings and incorporating 
landscaping in order to maximize passive solar heating 
during cool seasons, minimize solar heat gain during hot 
seasons, and enhance natural ventilation).  Project 
buildings must also be designed to take advantage of 
sunlight, per PDF 5.7.12. 

24. Provide grass paving, tree shading, or 
reflective surface for unshaded parking lot 
areas, driveways, or fire lanes that reduce 
standard black asphalt paving by 10% or 
more.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.   It will comply with the City of 
Eastvale Zoning Code Section 5.4.E, which requires: 
 

No. of Parking 
Spaces 

% of Parking Area To 
Be Shaded 

05 - 24 spaces 30% minimum 

25 - 49 spaces 40% minimum 

50+ spaces 50% minimum 

 
Additionally, all loading areas for the warehouse uses 
will be concrete, thereby reducing the use of black 
asphalt. Grass paving is impractical for large commercial 
and industrial uses such as this, and would significantly 
increase water consumption.  

25. Implement parking cash-out program for 
non-driving employees.*  

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 15 
above.  This measure is inapplicable to the Project 
because parking cash-out programs apply to employers 
that provide subsidized parking to employees. The 
Project will not include subsidized parking.   

26. Require each user to establish a carpool/ 
vanpool program* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure. PDF 5.7-9 requires preferential 
parking spaces for carpool/vanpool vehicles. 
Additionally, MM GHG 7 requires the applicants to 
encourage the use of alternative transportation 
methods, which include bus transit, carpool, vanpool, 
and car- and ride-sharing.  

                                                           
36

 Ibid. 
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27. Provide subsidies or incentives to 
employees who use public transit or 
carpooling, including preferential parking.*  

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  PDF 5.7-9 requires the provision of 
preferential parking as an incentive for 
carpools/vanpools as indicated in the proposed 
measure.  

28. Provide secure, weather protected bicycle 
parking for employees.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  Secure bicycle parking is  provided 
in accordance with PDF 5.7-11 and requirements of the 
CalGreen code and the Eastvale Zoning Code. 
Additionally, the Project will be LEED certified (PDF 5.7-
3), which includes options for secure bicycle storage 
and/or storage.  

29. Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian 
access from project to transit stops and 
adjacent development.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  Development of the Project site 
already includes extensive sidewalks and street 
improvements, thereby encouraging a non-motorized 
mode of transportation. Toward that end, PDF 5.7.11 
requires the installation of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities within the Project and the 
maintenance/enhancement of existing non-motorized 
routes.  The right-of-way, landscape design and building 
setbacks along Hamner Avenue are intended to allow 
for future bus turn-out lanes. Further, the design of 
Bellegrave Avenue also allows for bus turn-outs and 
shelters. If RTA bus service is extended to the Project 
site, bus stops and route(s) could be utilized by 
employees and customers to the Project site. 

30. Provide direct safe, direct bicycle access to 
adjacent bicycle routes.* 

The suggested mitigation measure is inapplicable as 
there are no existing or designated bicycle routes 
adjacent to the Project site. However, Specific Plan 
Figure 2-3, Conceptual Non-Motorized Mobility Plan, 
provides internal bicycle paths and facilities along 
Bellegrave Avenue to provide safe and direct access to 
the site. 

31. Provide showers and lockers for employees 
bicycling or walking to work.* 

The provision of showers and lockers for employees 
bicycling or walking to work would not address any of 
the Project’s significant environmental impacts and 
therefore is not required to be incorporated into the 
Project.  (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).)   However, as stated in PDF 
5.7-3, the Project will be LEED certified. Providing bicycle 
storage and changing rooms is an option on the LEED 
point system. Therefore, if it is determined to be 
practical, this measure will be implemented during the 
LEED certification process.   

32. Short-term bicycle parking for retail 
customers and other non-commute trips.* 

The Project already complies with this suggested 
mitigation measure.  Secure bicycle parking is provided 
in accordance with PDF 5.7-11 and requirements of the 
CalGreen code and the Eastvale Zoning Code. 
Additionally, the Project will be LEED certified (PDF 5.7-
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3), which includes options for secure bicycle storage 
and/or storage. 

33. Connect bicycle lanes/paths to city-wide 
network.* 

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 30, 
above. 

34. Design and locate buildings to facilitate 
transit access, e.g., locate building 
entrances near transit stops, eliminate 
building setbacks, etc.* 

The Project location and proposed circulation facilitates 
transit access through PDF 5.7-11 which provides 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities The nearest bus stop is 
approximately 0.5 miles south of the site on Hamner 
Avenue, which is easily accessible by bicycle. Although 
the design and location of the building within the non-
industrial area is unknown, it will adhere to the same 
PDF and the Non-Motorized Mobility Plan contained in 
the Specific Plan.  

35. Construct transit facilities such as bus 
turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, 
etc.* 

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 29, 
above. No transit stop is currently planned for the 
Project site.  However, as further development occurs, 
the RTA could provide service directly to the Project site 
which could be utilized by employees and by customers 
to the commercial-retail development in order to 
reduce their reliance upon the automobile.  The right of 
way, landscape design and building setbacks along 
Hamner Road are intended to allow for future bus turn-
out lanes. Further, the design of Bellegrave Avenue also 
allows for bus turn-outs and shelters. 

36. Provide a display case or kiosk displaying 
transportation information in a prominent 
area accessible to employees or residents. 

See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 26, 
above. MM GHG 7 requires the applicants to encourage 
the use of alternative transportation methods, which 
include bus transit, carpool, vanpool, and car- and ride-
sharing.  The manner in which applicants are to 
encourage alternative transportation methods may 
include a display case, kiosk, electronic communication, 
or other equivalent means of communication. 

37. Provide shuttle service to food service 
establishments/commercial areas.* 

The proposed Project already includes features that are 
equivalent to the suggested mitigation measure.  The 
proposed Project includes commercial and retail uses 
which can include food services thereby reducing the 
need for employees to leave the site. Also, existing 
restaurants and food service is available in the Project 
area within approximately one mile of the site (south of 
Bellegrave Avenue).   

38. Provide shuttle service to transit stations / 
multimodal centers* 

Providing local shuttles to transit stations is estimated to 
reduce GHG and criteria pollutant emissions between 
0.02 and 2.5% when paired with other measures for 
increasing transit service frequency/speed and providing 
bike parking near transit (CAPCOA 2010, Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures). Thus, this 
measure would not reduce Project impacts to less than 
significant levels and CEQA does not require the 
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incorporation of mitigation measures to address those 
activities.  (See Public Resources Code § 21100(b)(3); 
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(3).) 

39. Provide on-site child care or contribute off-
site child care within walking distance. * 

This measure would place sensitive receptors within the 
Project and would result in additional impacts that were 
not evaluated in the DEIR. In addition, it would not 
address any of the Project’s significant environmental 
impacts and therefore is not required to be incorporated 
into the Project.  (See Public Resources Code 
§21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).) 

40. Implement a compressed workweek 
schedule. * 

The suggested mitigation measure is facially infeasible. 
The Project is a mixed-use development comprised of 
industrial, commercial-retail, and business park uses. 
Implementation of telecommuting, or compressed work 
schedules is not appropriate because these types of jobs 
require a regular physical presence or the maintenance 
of business hours. Furthermore, the Project’s tenants 
are unknown at this time as are their hours of operation. 

41. Implement home-based telecommuting 
program, alternate work schedules, and 
satellite work centers. * 

The suggested mitigation measure is facially infeasible.  
See response to Disposition of Operation Measure 40, 
above. 

42. All buildings shall be constructed to LEED 
Platinum standards.* 

As identified in PDF 5.7-3, the Project will be designed to 
achieve the standards for LEED certified buildings. LEED 
Platinum standards are the highest rating in the LEED 
certification and are granted by the U.S. Green Building 
Council. To require LEED Platinum standards for this 
Project would be arbitrary, as meeting those standards 
would not appreciably mitigate the Project’s air quality 
impacts and therefore are not required to be 
incorporated into the Project.  (See Public Resources 
Code §21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).).  

43. Design buildings for passive heating and 
cooling and natural light, including building 
orientation, proper orientation and 
placement of windows, overhangs, 
skylights, etc.* 

The Project already incorporates this mitigation 
measure.  PDF 5.7-12 requires the Project to use passive 
solar design (e.g., through building orientation, the 
incorporation of landscaping to maximize passive solar 
heating during cool seasons and to minimize solar heat 
gain during hot seasons, and through enhanced natural 
ventilation.) PDF 5.7-12 also requires that buildings be 
designed to take advantage of sunlight. 

44. Construct photovoltaic solar or alternative 
renewable energy sources sufficient to 
provide 100% of all electrical usage for the 
entire Project.* 

See Response to Comment B-44.  

45. Install an ozone destruction catalyst on all 
air conditioning systems.* 

The proposed mitigation measure is partially 
inapplicable, and partially infeasible. Ozone destruction 
systems have three applications, two of which relate to 
air conditioning systems and the third application is for 
indoor applications such as laboratory or testing 
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Operation-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Operation Measure 

situations.   
 
Ozone destruction systems for indoor applications such 
as laboratory or testing situations are speculative to 
consider because tenants and end users of the Specific 
Plan are unknown.

37
 Further, the use of indoor ozone 

destruction catalysts would not reduce ambient outdoor 
ozone concentrations because they are used to reduce 
indoor ozone concentrations.  
 
In addition, neither of the two air conditioning 
applications is applicable or feasible for the Project to 
implement. The first relates to automotive 
applications.

38
   As stated in Disposition of Operation 

Measure 6, above, the Specific Plan does not have any 
known tenants. Future tenants are unknown, as are the 
vendors of future tenants, and it is also unknown if 
these future tenants would have any control over the 
fleet of trucks servicing the business. Similarly, no future 
tenants will have control over the vehicles driven by 
employees or customers. It is therefore infeasible to 
require the future tenants (and their employees) to 
install this technology on their personal vehicles. 
 
The second air conditioning application is for stationary 
air conditioning systems and is an outdated technology. 
In 1999, the SCAQMD adopted the 1999 Amendment to 
the 1997 AQMP

39
 (also referred to as the 1997 Ozone 

SIP Revision). This 1999 Amendment included a control 
measure that described an ozone destruction catalyst- 
surface coating for stationary air conditioning units; 
however, there was no data provided as to the efficiency 
and/or cost effectiveness of the technology.  This 
measure also did not include an implementation 
timeline. This measure was never implemented and was 
omitted from the 2007 AQMP, the plan that preceded 
the current 2012 AQMP.  Thus, It was also not included 
in the 2012 AQMP.  Further, after contacting the 
suggested manufacturer, PremAir,

40
 it was found that 

the technology was never fully implemented for 
stationary sources and the project was abandoned 
within the company. Therefore, the proposed mitigation 

                                                           
37

 The third application of ozone destruction catalysts are in an indoor setting such as a laboratory chamber where ozone will 

negatively affect a test or process or where excess ozone is a by-product of an ozone process and needs to be removed to 
maintain human health (http://www.ozonesolutions.com/Ozone_Destruct_Information_FAQ.html). 
38

 http://www.basf.com/group/corporate/en/brand/PREMAIR_AUTOMOTIVE_CATALYSTS  
39

 http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/Final_Amendment.pdf  
40

 Email communication with BASF staff, Mike Durilla, Product & Applications Development Manager, Stationary Source on 
February 22, 2012. 

http://www.ozonesolutions.com/Ozone_Destruct_Information_FAQ.html
http://www.basf.com/group/corporate/en/brand/PREMAIR_AUTOMOTIVE_CATALYSTS
http://www.aqmd.gov/aqmp/Final_Amendment.pdf
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Johnson & Sedlack Recommended Operation-
Related Mitigation Measure 

Disposition of Operation Measure 

measure is not commercially available and thus is 
infeasible to implement. 

46. Construct renewable energy sources 
sufficient to offset the equivalent of 100% 
of all greenhouse gas emissions from 
mobile sources (internal combustion 
engines) for the entire Project. * 

See Response to Comment B-44. . 

47. Purchase only green/renewable power 
from the electric company.* 

The suggested mitigation measure is technically and 
practically infeasible.  Given that the Project’s electricity 
provider (Southern California Edison) generates 
electricity off-site from a variety of sources.  

48. Install solar water heating systems to 
generate all hot water requirements.* 

The suggested mitigation measure would not mitigate 
Project impacts. As it pertains to air quality, pollutant 
emissions related to natural gas consumption used for 
space and water heating make up a fraction of a percent 
of the total operational emissions shown in Tables 5.3-H 
and 5.3-I. Regarding GHG emissions, the total Project’s 
energy usage is only 3.7% of total Project emissions in 
2020 (Table 5.7-R). Thus, even a 100% reduction in all 
energy-related emissions from the Project would not 
result in the Project meeting the AB 32 reduction target.  
Because the measure would not reduce Project impacts 
to less than significant levels, CEQA does not require the 
incorporation of mitigation measures to address those 
activities.  (See Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).) 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment 

Response to Comment B-24: 

In September 2013, the CalEnviroScreen tool was updated. 41This update included both a report and a 

mapping tool that provides more precise calculations within each zip code. The Project site is within zip 

code 91752. The results of the mapping application indicate the site has a CalEnviroScreen 1.1 score of 

33.24 out of 100 and is in the 81 to 90 percentile range, which is slightly less than that previously 

reported in the DEIR.  

However, these results are not directly applicable to a CEQA analysis, as acknowledged in the report 

(CalEnviroScreen, p. iii):  

Additionally, the CalEnviroScreen scoring results are not directly applicable to the cumulative 

impacts analysis required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The statutory 

definition of "cumulative impacts" contained in CEQA is substantially different than the working 

definition of "cumulative impacts" used to guide the development of this tool. Therefore, the 

information provided by this tool cannot be used as a substitute for an analysis of the cumulative 

impacts of any specific project for which an environmental review is required by CEQA.  
                                                           
41

 http://www.oehha.ca.gov/ej/pdf/CalEnviroscreenVer11report.pdf  

http://www.oehha.ca.gov/ej/pdf/CalEnviroscreenVer11report.pdf
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Moreover, CalEnviroScreen assesses environmental factors and effects on a regional or 

community-wide basis and cannot be used in lieu of performing an analysis of the potentially 

significant impacts of any specific project. Accordingly, a lead agency must determine 

independently whether a proposed project's impacts may be significant under CEQA based on the 

evidence before it, using its own discretion and judgment. The tool's results are not a substitute 

for this required analysis. Also, this tool considers some social, health, and economic factors that 

may not be relevant when doing an analysis under CEQA. Finally, as mentioned above, the tool’s 

output should not be used as a focused risk assessment of a given community or site. It cannot 

predict or quantify specific health risks or effects associated with cumulative exposures identified 

for a given community or individual.  

As stated on page 5.3-9 of the DEIR, Cal EPA definition of cumulative impacts is: 

Cumulative impacts means exposures, public health or environmental effects from the 

combined emissions and discharges, in a geographic area, including environmental pollution 

from all sources, whether single or multi-media, routinely, accidentally, or otherwise released. 

Impacts will take into account sensitive populations and socioeconomic factors, where 

applicable and to the extent data are available. 

Under CEQA, an analysis of environmental justice is not required. Pursuant to several prior Presidential 

Executive Orders issued under the authority of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, an analysis of 

environmental justice is a required element of environmental review under the National Environmental 

Policy Act (“NEPA”). NEPA requires that federal agencies consider environmental justice as well as other 

social impacts in their NEPA documents. (See United States Code, tit. 42, §§ 4331(a), 4342, 4344.)  Here, 

however, NEPA is inapplicable. Instead, this Project is subject to environmental analysis pursuant to the 

requirements of CEQA. 

In contrast to NEPA, CEQA review requires that lead agencies focus on a project’s potentially significant 

adverse impacts to the physical environment. “Evidence of economic and social impacts that do not 

contribute to or are not caused by physical changes in the environment is not substantial evidence that 

the project may have a significant effect on the environment.”  (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 [“State CEQA 

Guidelines”], § 15064(f)(6).)  Indeed, the California Supreme Court has explained that, “[a]n EIR is to 

disclose and analyze the direct and the reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts of a 

proposed project if they are significant…. Economic and social impacts of proposed projects, therefore, 

are outside CEQA's purview.”  (Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 

1182 [citing State CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126.2, 15064(d)(3)] [emphasis in original].)  Accordingly, it is 

only “[w]hen there is evidence … that economic and social effects caused by a project … could result in a 

reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impact, such as urban decay or deterioration, then the 

CEQA lead agency is obligated to assess this indirect environmental impact.”  (Ibid.) 

Here, there is no evidence that the Project will result in environmental justice impacts or social effects 

that will give rise to physical impacts on the environment. Although the DEIR acknowledges and 

discloses potentially significant air quality impacts, and prepared a health risk analysis, those are 

physical impacts on the environment and there is no evidence of social injustice or economic impacts 
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giving rise to further physical environmental effects.   No new environmental issues have been raised by 

this comment. 

Response to Comment B-25: 

Although a 130-room hotel is a potential use that would be allowed under the Goodman Commerce 

Center at Eastvale Specific Plan , the SCAQMD does not define hotels as sensitive receptor. SCAQMD 

defines sensitive receptors as residences, schools, playgrounds, child-care centers, convalescent centers, 

retirement homes, and athletic fields (SCAQMD 1993, p. 1-2). Further, hotels typically have limited 

access to open windows and rely heavily on ventilation systems (HVAC) that reduce particulate matter 

concentrations through the filtration process.   The DEIR conducted a thorough analysis of the impacts 

of the Project’s air emissions on sensitive receptors, including a health risk assessment.  See DEIR at pp. 

5.3-32 to 5.3-34. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment requiring new studies 

or recirculation of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment B-26: 

As shown in Table 1 and Table 3 of the Project-specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA), Bellegrave Avenue 

south of the Project site was evaluated; however, the Project-specific Traffic Impact Analysis did not 

allocate any truck trips this roadway segment because Bellegrave Avenue does not have freeway access 

nor is there a connection to the internal Project roads from Bellegrave Avenue. This Project design 

feature (PDF) is evidenced in PDF-5.3-3, listed on page 5.3-18 of the DEIR. Further, as noted in the HRA, 

freeways DPM emissions are not included in the receptor grid for Project-specific HRA’s because DPM 

emissions from the adjacent freeway would far outweigh any emissions created by Project-generated 

truck traffic (HRA, p. 15).  The comment also references attachments related to health risk and land use 

siting. See the Johnson & Sedlack Attachment Summary (Response to Attachments, located below 

Response to Comment B-57) for responses.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this 

comment. 

Response to Comment B-27: 

See Response to Comment B-25, above. The potential hotel is not considered a sensitive receptor.   

Response to Comment B-28: 

As discussed on page 5.4-16 of the DEIR, the City of Eastvale is a permittee of the Western Riverside 

County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-

jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered 

Species Act of 1973, as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the State NCCP 

Act of 2001. The overall biological goal of the MSHCP is to conserve covered species and their habitats, 

as well as maintain biological diversity and ecological processes while allowing for future economic 

growth within a rapidly urbanizing region. The MSHCP includes a program for the collection of 

development mitigation fees, policies for the review of projects in areas where habitat must be 

conserved and policies for the protection of riparian areas, vernal pools, and narrow endemic plants. It 

also includes a program for performing plant, bird, reptile, and mammal surveys as well as policies for 

the protection of these species if found. The intent of the MSHCP is to ensure the survival of a range of 



Section 2 City of Eastvale 

Response to Comments  Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR 

2-58   

plants and animals and avoid the cost and delays of mitigating biological impacts on a project-by-project 

basis. It would allow the incidental take (for development purposes) of currently listed species and their 

habitat from development. It would also allow the incidental take of species that might be listed in the 

future. 

As outlined in Section 6.1.1 (Volume 1, Section 6, p. 6-2) of the MSHCP, “Payment of the mitigation fee 

and compliance with the requirements of Section 6.0 are intended to provide full mitigation under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal 

Endangered Species Act, and California Endangered Species Act for impacts to the species and habitats 

covered by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California 

Department of Fish and Game and /or any other appropriate participating regulatory agencies and as set 

forth in the Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP.” (DEIR page 5.4-22 and -23) Section 6.3.2, 

Additional Survey Needs and Procedures of the MSHCP, indicates “A complete summary of all MSHCP 

species survey requirements is provided in Appendix E to this document” (Volume I, Section 6, p. 6-2). 

The pre-construction survey requirements for burrowing owl are outlined under Species-Specific 

Conservation Objective 6 for burrowing owl (Appendix E, p. E-12) as follows: “Pre-construction 

presence/absence surveys for burrowing owl within the survey area where suitable habitat is present 

will be conducted for all Covered Activities through the life of the permit. Surveys will be conducted 

within 30 days prior to disturbance. Take of active nests will be avoided. Passive relocation (use of one 

way doors and collapse of burrows) will occur when owls are present outside of the nesting season.” 

Thus, MM Bio 1 is consistent with burrowing owls Objective 6 of the MSHCP and compliance with 

Section 6 of the MSHCP and payment of the MSHCP mitigation fees provides full mitigation under CEQA. 

MM Bio 1 is not vague and unenforceable. Rather it is specific, as it outlines who, what, when, why, 

where as follows 1) who: the survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist; 2) what: a pre-

construction presence/absence survey for burrowing owls; 3) when: within 30 days prior to 

commencement of grading and construction activities, if ground disturbing activities are delayed or 

suspended for more than 30 days after the pre-construction survey, the site shall be resurveyed for owls 

(which is actually more specific than Objective 6); 4) where: the project site. The mitigation measure is 

enforceable by the City through requiring submittal of a report documenting the findings of the pre-

construction presence/absence survey. Thus, as written, MM Bio 1 is not vague, nor unenforceable. And 

as outlined on page 5.4-21 of the DEIR, focused surveys for the burrowing owl were conducted and none 

were found on the project site. However, due to the dispersal nature of the burrowing owl, there is a 

possibility to that they could occupy the site prior to commencement of project construction. The pre-

construction presence/absence survey is a precautionary measure to make sure if any burrowing owls 

begin to occupy the site before construction start that appropriate additional measures are taken.  It 

was determined in the DEIR (p. 5.4-21) that with implementation of mitigation measures MM Bio 1 

potential impacts to burrowing owl are reduced to less than significant levels. 

Further, the commenter is recommending additions to the mitigation measure that are not consistent 

with the MSHCP burrowing owl Objective 6. For example, under the 3rd bullet a breeding season 

between February 1 and September 15 is referenced. The Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the 

Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (3/29/06, 
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http://www.rctlma.org/epd/documents/survey_protocols/burrowing_owl_survey_instructions.pdf) 

indicates a breeding season of March 1 to August 31. In addition, under the 4th bullet reference to the 

presence of three or more mating pairs is made. Three pairs or more of burrowing owls does not relate 

to pre-construction burrowing owl surveys (Objective 6), rather Objective 5 for burrowing owl which 

relates to focused nesting season surveys that are to be conducted as part of the project review process 

for public and private projects (MSHCP Appendix E, p. E-11). Objective 5 was accomplished through the 

Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey conducted in August 2012 (Report dated September 25, 2012) 

in which no owls were found. 

As outlined above, implementation of mitigation measure MM Bio 1 was determined in the DEIR to 

reduce potential impacts to burrowing owls to less than significant levels, if they occupy the site prior to 

construction start. MM Bio 1 is not vague as it outlines who, what, when, why and where and is not 

unenforceable as enforcement is achieved by the City requiring and approving a report that presents the 

findings of a pre-construction presence/absence survey. MM Bio 1 will not be revised to be inconsistent 

with MSHCP Species-Specific Conservation Objectives for burrowing owl. No new environmental issues 

have been raised by this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required. 

Response to Comment B-29 through B-35: 

Comment B-29 identifies a 2012 CDFW study on burrowing owls, and comments B-30 through B-34 

provide a partial listing of some of the mitigation measures that were identified in the 2012 CDFW study.  

It is correct that the State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Game (now 

the California Department of Fish and Wildlife) issued a Staff Report On Burrowing Owl Mitigation on 

March 7, 2012 that replaces the Department of Fish and Game 1995 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 

Mitigation. However, as the City of Eastvale is a permittee of the MSHCP, the Burrowing Owl Survey 

Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (3/29/06) are to 

be followed for projects approved by the City. As outlined on page 6 of the Focused Western Burrowing 

Owl Survey Report (9/25/12), the MSHCP 2006 Survey Instructions were followed. The Burrowing Owl 

Survey Instructions for MSHCP did not change, nor were replaced with issuance of the 2012 Staff Report 

On Burrowing Owl Mitigation by CDFG42. All permittees of the MSHCP are to continue to follow the 

MSHCP 2006 Survey Instructions. As outlined above under Response to comment B-28, the Project is in 

compliance with the MSHCP which provides full mitigation under CEQA. With implementation of MM 

Bio 1 potential impacts to burrowing owl are reduced to less than significant levels. No additional 

mitigation is required to achieve less than significant levels of impacts to burrowing owls or to achieve 

compliance with the MSHCP. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment and no 

modification of the DEIR is required. 

Response to Comment B-36 and B-37: 

As outlined in the DEIR (p. 5.4-17 to -18) the MSHCP establishes “Criteria Area” boundaries in order to 

facilitate the process by which properties are evaluated for inclusion in the MSHCP Conservation Area. 

The Criteria Area is an area significantly larger than what may be needed for inclusion in the MSHCP 

                                                           
42

 Personal communication with Stephanie Standerfer, Senior Project Manager, Dudek, contract staff to the 
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority on May 2, 2013. 

http://www.rctlma.org/epd/documents/survey_protocols/burrowing_owl_survey_instructions.pdf
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Conservation Area, within which property will be evaluated using MSHCP Conservation Criteria. The 

Criteria Area is an analytical tool which assists in determining which properties to evaluate for 

acquisition and conservation under the MSHCP. The northern portion of the Project site is located within 

MSHCP Criteria Area Cell 168 of Sub Unit 3:  Delhi Sands Area.  

Pursuant to the provisions of the MSHCP, all discretionary development projects within a Criteria Area 

are to be reviewed for compliance with the “Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and 

Acquisition Negotiation Strategy” (HANS) process or equivalent process. The HANS process, “ensures 

that an early determination will be made of what properties are needed for the MSHCP Conservation 

Area, that the owners of property needed for the MSHCP Conservation Area are compensated, and that 

owners of land not needed for the MSHCP Conservation Area shall receive Take Authorization of 

Covered Species Adequately Conserved through the Permits issued to the County and Cities pursuant to 

the MSHCP.”  The HANS process has been completed for the Project site as part of the process 

undertaken for adoption of The Resort Specific Plan No. 335, the current land use entitlement for the 

Project site.   

The Final Environmental Impact Report No. 465 (SCH No. 2003121166) for The Resort Specific Plan No. 

335, certified October, 2005 (FEIR 465) was previously prepared for the Project site, and discussed the 

HANS process that was conducted for the entire Project site as well as the supporting studies prepared 

in compliance with the MSHCP requirements. The application was submitted to the Riverside County 

Planning Department on February 10, 2004 with required supporting documentation. This application 

(HANS #385) and documentation was reviewed by the County team and it was determined that no 

additional conservation on the site would be required for compliance with the MSHCP. The County’s 

HANS determination was submitted to the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 

(RCA) for its Joint Project Review (JPR).  

The HANS process is to determine what portions of a property, if any, are to be conserved. The 

determination of what needs to be conserved is based on the individual Cell Criteria which is the 

description of the types of habitat within the Cell that are targeted to be conserved and any connectivity 

with habitat in adjacent Criteria Cells or Cell Groups. Therefore, the Cell Criteria, i.e., what is targeted for 

conservation relates to the property within the Cell and the habitat that occurs on that property, not to 

the type of project that is proposed on the property. Therefore, the HANS and JPR that was prepared for 

the previous entitlements relate to the property and not the proposed project. A current habitat 

assessment (2001, revised 2013) and focused burrowing owl survey (2012) were completed in 

accordance with the MSHCP and confirm that the site conditions, including the site conditions and lack 

of habitat targeted for conservation, have not changed since the HANS and JPR were completed for the 

previous entitlements. Therefore, it is appropriate to utilize the HANS and JPR used for SP 335 and EIR 

465 to support the findings in this EIR. The analysis contained in Section 5.4, Biological Resources of this 

EIR contains a thorough review of how the proposed project complies with all applicable sections of the 

MSHCP, including Sections 6.1.2 (Protection of Species within Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools), 

6.1.3 (Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species), and, 6.3.2 (Additional Survey Needs and 

Procedures) that is based on substantial evidence in the record, the General Habitat Assessment 

prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., dated March 16, 2013 (ESI(a)) and the Focused Western Burrowing 
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Owl Survey prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., dated September 25, 2012 (ESI(b)), which are 

contained in their entirety as Appendix C of this EIR. No new environmental issues have been raised by 

this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required. 

Response to Comment B-38: 

The commenter incorrectly states that most of the biological surveys and evaluations of the Project site 

were completed in 2011. As outlined in the DEIR on page 5.4-1, “The following discussion includes a 

summary of the General Habitat Assessment prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., dated March 16, 

2013 (ESI(a)) and the Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey prepared by Ecological Sciences, Inc., 

dated September 25, 2012 (ESI(b)). These reports are contained in their entirety as Appendix C of this 

document.” 

Additional references utilized in this section of the EIR are included on page 5.4-26 as follows: 

“The following references were used in the preparation of this section of the DEIR:  

DEIR 512 County of Riverside, Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 512 for 

Thoroughbred Farm Specific Plan No. 376 (SCH No. 2008051007), March 2011. 

(Available at County of Riverside.) 

ESI(a) Ecological Sciences, Inc., General Habitat Assessment 205-acre Goodman 

Commerce Center at Eastvale, March 16, 2013. (Appendix C) 

ESI(b)  Ecological Sciences, Inc., Focused Western Burrowing Owl Survey (Athene 

cunicularia hypugea) 174-acre Eastvale Commerce Center, September 25, 2012. 

(Appendix C) 

FEIR 465 County of Riverside, Final Environmental Impact Report No. 465 for The Resort 

Specific Plan No. 335, (SCH No. 2003121166), October 2005. (Available at 

County of Riverside.) 

MSHCP County of Riverside, Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 

Conservation Plan, adopted June 17, 2003. (Available at 

http://www.rctlma.org/planning/, accessed August 1, 2011.) 

RCA Regional Conservation Authority, Western Riverside County MSHCP Mitigation 

Fees, Fiscal Year 2011-2012 Fees, July 2, 2011. (Available at http://www.wrc-

rca.org/Fees/Fee%20Schedule%202011-2012.pdf, accessed August 1, 2011.) 

Thus, the site specific reports and evaluations were prepared in 2012 and 2013.  No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required. 

Response to Comment B-39: 

Commenter suggests that MM Paleo 2, which requires the preparation and approval of a Paleontological 

Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan prior to the issuance of grading permits, impermissibly defers 

the creation of mitigation measures.  While it is true that CEQA prohibits the deferral of the formulation 

of mitigation measures, CEQA also provides that “measures may specify performance standards which 

would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one 

http://www.rctlma.org/planning/
http://www.wrc-rca.org/Fees/Fee%20Schedule%202011-2012.pdf
http://www.wrc-rca.org/Fees/Fee%20Schedule%202011-2012.pdf
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specified way.”  (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1)(B); see also Sacramento Old City Ass’n v. City Council 

(1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029 (upholding a mitigation measure that provided a variety of options for 

mitigating the project’s parking impact because the lead agency committed itself to devising measures 

that would satisfy specific performance criteria).)   

Consistent with CEQA and Sacramento Old City Ass’n, MM Paleo 2 provides for the development of a 

Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan prior to the issuance of grading permits, 

which plan “shall” include eight separately enumerated measures, including performance standards 

(e.g., calling for the diversion of earth-moving activities around the fossil site if fossil remains large 

enough to be seen are uncovered by earth-moving activities).  As a result of its commitment to satisfy 

specific performance criteria, MM Paleo 2 is therefore consistent with CEQA and Sacramento Old City 

Ass’n and does not impermissibly defer mitigation.  No new environmental issues have been raised by 

this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required. 

Response to Comment B-40: 

The comment alleges that not all feasible mitigation has been adopted to reduce the significant effects 

associated with GHG emissions.  As the comment letter goes on to discuss in greater detail its comment 

regarding “feasible mitigation,” responses to this comment are addressed below in subsequent 

responses. See Response to Comment B-41 through B-44, below, regarding feasibility of mitigation 

measures. The numeric thresholds listed in the comment are draft screening thresholds that have not 

been adopted by either SCAQMD or CARB, respectively. As stated on pages 5.7-9 through 5.7-10 of the 

DEIR: 

Determining a threshold of significance for a project’s climate change impacts poses a special 

difficulty for lead agencies. Much of the science in this area is new and is evolving constantly. At 

the same time, neither the state nor local agencies specialize in this area. And, there are 

currently no local, regional, or state thresholds for determining whether the proposed Project 

has a significant impact on climate change. The CEQA Amendments do not prescribe specific 

significance thresholds but instead leave considerable discretion to lead agencies to develop 

appropriate thresholds to apply to projects within their jurisdiction.  

As noted earlier, AB 32 is a legal mandate requiring that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 

1990 levels by 2020. In adopting AB 32, the legislature determined the necessary GHG 

reductions for the state to make in order to sufficiently offset its contribution to the cumulative 

climate change problem to reach 1990 levels. AB 32 is the only legally mandated requirement 

for the reduction of greenhouse gases. As such, compliance with AB 32 is the adopted basis 

upon which the lead agency has based its significance threshold for evaluating the Project’s GHG 

impacts. For the purposes of evaluating the proposed Project’s GHG contribution, and based on 

ARB’s calculation of 1990 baseline emissions levels, full implementation of the proposed Project 

is compared to the achievement of at least a 28.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions from the 

“business-as-usual” scenario. In terms of Project conformance with an applicable plan to reduce 

GHG emissions, the Project is compared to the GHG-reducing strategies of SB 375 and 

specifically, SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
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(RTP/SCS). There are several potentially applicable plans and policies; however, the only 

adopted plan that is directly applicable to the Project is SCAG’s RTP/SCS. As such, the City of 

Eastvale has selected consistency with SCAG’s RTP/SCS as the significance threshold for 

evaluating the Project’s GHG impacts. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-41: 

Please see Responses to Comments B-19 and B-23, above. 

Response to Comment B-42: 

Mitigation Measure MM GHG 2 provides that the Project should “Use the minimum feasible amount of 

GHG-emitting construction materials.”  This measure was drawn from Appendix G of the Southern 

California Association of Governments’ 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy: Examples of Measures that Could Reduce Impacts from Planning, Development 

and Transportation Projects.  (The City has selected compliance with AB 32 and consistency with the 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy as the basis for determining whether 

the Project's GHG emissions will have a significant cumulative impact.)  Appendix G provides example 

mitigation measures and is intended to function as a resource for lead agencies to consider in identifying 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts anticipated to result from future projects.  Specifically, MM GHG 

2 was adapted from GHG2, which states that “Project sponsors may require Best Available Control 

Technology (BACT) during construction and operation of projects, including ... h) Use the minimum 

feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials that is feasible.” 

The comment alleges that the third bullet point from MM GHG 2 is vague and unenforceable and must 

be revised to “provide some measureable, enforceable manner to ensure the minimum feasible amount 

is used.”  This position is not supported by CEQA case law.  As discussed in Citizens for Open Government 

v. City of Lodi (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 322, lead agencies may adopt mitigation measures that have 

an uncertain effect on minimizing a significant effect provided that such uncertainty is acknowledged 

and a statement of overriding considerations is adopted.  (See also Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the 

California Environmental Quality Act § 14.9 (2d ed. 2013).)  Here, the EIR acknowledges that MM GHG 2 

will not have a quantifiable reduction in the Project’s GHG emissions and concludes that, even with 

mitigation for the Project, the Project’s GHG impacts are cumulatively considerable.  A statement of 

overriding considerations will therefore be adopted to override this significant GHG impact.  As a result, 

MM GHG 2’s generalized language, as written, is not violative of CEQA. 

Nevertheless, in Response to Comment B-42, the Applicant has agreed to revise MM GHG 2 as follows:  

MM GHG 2: During Project construction, the applicant will be required to comply with the following 
Best Available Control Technology (BACT) from Appendix G of the SCAG RTP/SCS, including: 

 Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel efficient fleets; 

 Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero- 
and/or near zero emission technologies; 
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 Use the minimum feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials consistent with the 
California Green Building Standards Code standards; and 

 Use of cement blended with the maximum amount of flash or other materials that reduce GHG 
emissions from cement production. 

With respect to GHG-emitting construction materials, these standards cited in the revised mitigation 

measure are more strict than the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy & Environmental 

Design (LEED) policies. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-43: 

Solid waste regulation in California is governed by the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 

1989, which is commonly known as Assembly Bill (AB) 939.  The Act, codified into the California Public 

Resources Code, emphasizes a reduction of waste disposed in California landfills.  To achieve this 

reduction, AB 939 requires all city and county plans to include a waste diversion schedule with the goals 

to divert 25 percent of solid waste from landfills by 1995 and divert 50 percent of solid waste from 

landfills by the year 2000.  To achieve these goals, AB 939 emphasizes that cities and counties reduce 

the production of, recycle, and reuse solid waste.  The City complies with AB 939.     

Further, the 2010 Edition of the California Green Building Standards Code (CGBSC) that took effect 

January 1, 2011 requires projects involving construction and demolition to recycle, reuse, compost, 

and/or salvage a minimum of 50 percent by weight of material or waste generated on site.  The three 

landfills in western Riverside County that would serve the Project (El Sobrante, Badlands, and Lamb 

Canyon Landfills) are currently operated by the County of Riverside, which is developing a plan to 

address mandatory construction and demolition waste recycling in order to further reduce the total 

estimated solid waste from construction taken to these landfills. 

Commenter suggests that the Project increase waste reduction by 50% beyond AB 939 and CGBSC 

standards, which would be many multiples of the 3% reduction contemplated by MM GHG 3.  

Commenter states that such additional reduction is feasible, but does not provide support by any 

authority or evidence for that claim.  As noted above, “feasible” means “capable of being accomplished 

in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”  (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.)  Commenter does 

not reference another industrial project of a comparable size and/or type where a waste diversion 

program exists that requires recycling and composting of 50% of that project’s waste, nor does 

Commenter present any evidence that such a reduction is economically or technologically feasible.  

Moreover, even a 50% reduction of the unmitigated solid waste-related GHG emissions total 8,661 MT 

CO2e/year would not achieve an overall reduction in GHG from the Project relative to NAT 2020 of 28.5 

percent, therefore incorporation of the suggested mitigation measure is not necessary to reduce that 

impact.   

To further support the infeasibility of the suggested 50% waste reduction requirement, we note that a 

large-scale 2006 California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) study examined waste 

disposal and diversion practices by key types of commercial establishment.  (Targeted Statewide Waste 

Characterization Study: Waste Disposal and Diversion Findings for Selected Industry (June 2006) 
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available at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Publications/Documents/Disposal/34106006.pdf and herein 

incorporated by reference.)  That study presented key opportunities for additional diversion for a 

number of different industries.  Importantly, with the exception of waste streams involving food (e.g., 

from hotels and restaurants), the study did  not conclude that any waste stream from any industry had a 

potential diversion rate of 50% or more.  This study therefore further underscores the infeasibility of the 

Commenter’s request. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-44: 

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions generated by the project’s energy consumption, MM GHG 4 

requires that all Project buildings be constructed to allow for easy, cost-effective installation of solar 

energy systems in the future by incorporating a host of “solar-ready” features.  Commenter’s suggestion 

that the Project include a mitigation measure providing for 100% solar power generation is not feasible 

for a development project of this size.  “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful 

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 

and technological factors.”  (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.)   

Mandating 100% on-site solar power generation is economically infeasible.  Pursuant to DEIR Table 5.7-

E, the Project’s total opening year (Project 2017) electricity consumption will be 34,504,170 kWh .  

Based on the State of California's CSI-EPBB calculator (www.csi-epbb.com) solar panels at the Project 

site would generate 1.55 kWh/watt annually.  Installation of approximately 22.2 Million watts of solar 

power generating panels would therefore be required in order to offset 100% of the Project’s 

anticipated electricity demand [34,504,170 kWh /1.55 kWh/watt = 22,200,301 watts].  According to 

actual data from California solar installations (http://www.californiasolarstatistics.org), the average 

price of solar is $5.47/watt for systems greater than 10kW.  Based on this average cost, 22.2 million 

watts of solar which would be required to provide 100% on site electricity generation would cost 

approximately $121.4 million dollars.   

As shown in Table 2.3-C below, the Project’s estimated construction cost is $144,298,010.  This figure 

based upon construction cost estimates provided by the International Code Council and a local 

contractor experienced in industrial development.  As noted above, 100% on site electricity generation 

would cost approximately $121.4 million dollars.  Even assuming a predicted annual energy savings of 

$4,874,972,43 expending 84% of Project construction costs ($144,298,010/$121,400,000 = 84%) on solar 

power generating panels would be economically infeasible pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.  

The Applicant would not undertake the Project with a $121.4 million dollar solar electricity obligation.  

As a result, this infeasible mitigation measure need not be incorporated into the Project. 
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 PVWatts Grid Data Calculator Version 2 (Available at: http://www.nrel.gov/rredc/pvwatts/grid.html.) 
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Table 2.3-C, Estimated Project Construction Costs 

 

Response to Comment B-45:  

Commenter suggests that the Project will result in a significant impact related to the alteration of the 

present land use of the Project Site, and that mitigation is therefore warranted.  To the contrary, the 

DEIR contains substantial evidence demonstrating that the Project will not result in such an impact.  

First, the Project Site is already designated for development, not for continued use as 

undeveloped/vacant land, agricultural uses, or dairy uses.  Approximately 1.0 acre of the Project site 

contains a General Plan land use designation of Light Industrial (LI) while the remaining 204 acres 

contains a General Plan Land Use designation of High Density Residential (HDR).  The proposed Project 

will replace the existing SP335, previously approved by the County of Riverside in October 2005.  As 

approved, SP335, which encompasses approximately 195 acres located on the same site as the 

proposed Project, provides for approximately 58.39 acres of high density residential development with 

646 dwelling units, approximately 72.72 acres of very high density residential development with 1,104 

dwelling units, an 8.08-acre elementary school site, and a 13.0-acre community park site. A proposed 

General Plan Amendment (GPA) will change the existing General Plan land use designation to Light 

Industrial (LI), Business Park (BP), and Commercial-Retail (CR).  As a result, the Project does not result in 

a substantial alteration of the Project site’s approved land use. 

Second, the Project’s proposed land uses would be compatible and complimentary to the existing and 

planned land uses in the surrounding area.  The area north of the Project site is developed with and 

planned for industrial uses.  Some of the land to the east, across I-15, is developed with industrial uses 

and some is planned for business park uses.  The Project’s uses are more compatible with these adjacent 

uses than agricultural and dairy uses, whose operations have the potential to create dust and odors and 

to use pesticides that are inconsistent with existing and proposed adjacent residential development.  

The DEIR also analyzed the project’s compatibility with existing residential uses to the south and existing 

agriculture and proposed residential uses to the west.  The Specific Plan and project’s site design require 

setbacks and landscaping that provide both physical and visual separation to address land use 

compatibility with these uses. 

Given that substantial evidence supports the DEIR’s conclusion that impacts related to the alteration of 

the present land use of the Project Site are less than significant, no mitigation measures (including 
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 International Code Council, Building Valuation Data – August 2013 (Type IIIB construction). 
45

 Oltman’s Construction Co. Southern California, Concrete Tilt-Up Construction Costs January 2014 (Building size 
>1,000,000 sf). 

46
 International Code Council, Building Valuation Data – August 2013 (Type IIIB construction). 

Land Use Designation 
Square 

Footage (SF) 
Construction Cost (per sf) Construction Cost (total) 

Commercial-Retail 340,500 $101.4244 $34,533,510 

Industrial 3,100,000 $21.2545 $65,875,000 

Business Park 610,000 $71.9546 $43,889,500 

Total 4,050,500 N/A $144,298,010 
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Commenter’s suggested 25% agricultural set aside) are required.  (See Public Resources Code 

§21100(b)(3), CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(3).) No new environmental issues have been raised by this 

comment. 

Response to Comment B-46: 

The commenter’s statement that the EIR determined noise impacts resulting from Project construction 

will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated is correct as stated in the DEIR on pages 1-30, 

5.11-28, and 5.11-29. 

Mitigation Measure MM Noise 1, which requires the use of temporary construction barriers or a 

Construction Noise Reduction Plan that identifies alternative noise reduction strategies, reduces noise 

impacts from Project construction to less than significant (DEIR, pp. 5.11-28, 5.11-32-5.11-33). The DEIR 

requires mitigation measures MM Noise 2 through MM Noise 5 to “…further reduce the Project’s less 

than significant construction-related impacts” (DEIR, p. 5.11-28). No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-47: 

In order to respond to Comment B-47, the City is making two assumptions: (1) “6 bDA” is intended to be 

“6 dBA” and (2) the residence referenced in the comment is the existing residence on Hamner Avenue 

(shown as receiver R5 on DEIR Figure 5-11). Based on these assumptions, the commenter’s statement 

that the DEIR determined impacts from the Project’s operational noise will be significant and 

unavoidable though reduced below noise standard levels through the incorporation of MM Noise 6 is 

only partially correct. 

The commenter is correct that the DEIR determined impacts from on-site operational noise at receiver 

R5 would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 6 (DEIR, p. 5.11-

15). However, the commenter’s statement that the DEIR determined this 6 dBA noise increase will be 

reduced to less than significant with mitigation is incorrect. The DEIR concluded the increase in ambient 

noise at receiver R5 is a temporary significant and unavoidable impact until the existing residence is 

demolished (DEIR, p.p. 5.11-20-5.11-21). 

The 6 dBA increase in ambient noise reference in Comment B-47 is the result of traffic in the Existing 

plus Ambient Growth (to 2017) plus Cumulative plus Project (DEIR, p. 5.11-18, Table 5.11-H). Project 

traffic-sourced noise at receiver R5 for the Existing plus Project (DEIR, p. 5.11-17, Table 5.11-G) and the 

Existing plus Ambient Growth (to 2017) plus Project (DEIR, p. 5.11-18, Table 5.11-H) conditions result in 

a 5 dBA increase in ambient noise. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Receiver R5 is located within the Rich-Haven Specific Plan area, along the 

northern border of the Esperanza Specific Plan area.47 Thus, receiver R5 and other potential noise-

sensitive receivers west of Hamner (Milliken) Avenue within these specific plan areas are slated for 

eventual demolition. The Project’s operational noise impact at receiver R5 is temporary as planned 

demolition will remove the existing residence and any future development within the Rich-Haven 
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Specific Plan will be required to mitigate off-site noise impacts to such development through the 

implementation of mitigation measures as required by the certified Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR. (DEIR, 

pp. 5.11-20 to 5.11-21.) Although the construction techniques identified in Rich Haven Specific Plan EIR 

have been shown to reduce interior and exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or greater, until the existing 

single-family residence (receiver R5) is demolished, the Project’s permanent increase in noise levels from 

off-site roadway noise is considered significant and unavoidable for this one receptor location until such 

time as the existing residence is demolished. (DEIR, pp. 5.11-21-5.11-22 (emphasis added).) No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-48: 

The Project proposes three different types of land use: Commercial Retail, Industrial, and Business Park. 

Section 5.11.6 of the DEIR (pp. 5.11-12-5.11-16 and 5.11-19-5.11-20) contains a thorough analysis and 

disclosure of ambient noise increases resulting from on-site operations to off-site sensitive receivers, 

adjacent to the Project site on Hamner Avenue (receiver R5 as shown on DEIR Figure 5.11-1) and 

Bellegrave Avenue (receivers R6, R9, R10, and R11 as shown on DEIR Figure 5.11-1). This analytical 

methodology was selected because: (1) it identifies noise impacts to sensitive receptors, which provides 

more meaningful information for the City’s decision makers and (2) it is a more conservative approach 

than merely considering noise impacts at the Project’s property line where there are no sensitive 

receivers. The results of the on-site operational noise analysis are presented in Table 5.11-F, Changes in 

Ambient Noise Levels Resulting from On-Site Project Activities, which indicates that ambient noise will 

increase less than 1 dBA and is therefore less than significant (DEIR, pp. 5.11-16). No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment and no modification of the DEIR is required. 

Response to Comment B-49: 

The commenter’s assertion that it is uncertain mitigation will reduce project impacts below a level of 

significance and additional mitigation is required is conclusory. Noise impacts resulting from Project-

related construction and operation are thoroughly analyzed and disclosed on pages 5.11-12 through 

5.11-31 of the DEIR and the commenter offers no evidence or analysis that disputes the DEIR’s 

significance determination. Mitigation measures are identified on pages 5.11-32 through 5.11-34 of the 

DEIR and the commenter offers no evidence that these mitigation measures are inadequate. The DEIR 

concluded that potential impacts resulting from Project construction will be less than significant with 

mitigation (DEIR at pp. 1-30, 5.11-28, and 5.11-29) as acknowledged by this commenter in Comment B-

46. 

Nonetheless, the following table lists each of the measures identified by the commenter and how the 

Project implements these measures as part of the Project design or mitigation, or if the Project does not 

implement the measure, why the measure is not applicable or infeasible. 
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Table 2.3-D, Feasibility of Suggested Mitigation Measures (Comment B-49) 

Johnson & Sedlack 
Recommended Mitigation Measure Disposition of Mitigation Measure 

1. Where technically feasible, utilize only 
electrical construction equipment (MM 
Noise 5 permits the use of alternative 
fuels, as well; electricity should be 
preferred) 

Additional mitigation measures are not needed to reduce 
construction-related noise impacts to less than significant. As 
stated on page 5.11-28 of the DEIR, mitigation measure MM 
Noise 1, which requires the use of temporary construction 
barriers or a Construction Noise Reduction Plan that identifies 
alternative noise reduction strategies, completely reduces noise 
impacts from Project construction to less than significant. 
Mitigation measure MM Noise 5 which requires the use of 
alternative fuels or electricity for construction equipment, where 
feasible, is required to “…further reduce the Project’s less than 
significant construction-related impacts” (DEIR, p. 5.11-28). 
Because mitigation measure MM Noise 5 is not needed to reduce 
construction impacts to a less than significant level, a preference 
that mandates the use of only electrical construction equipment 
is not necessary. 

2. Provide a “windows closed” condition 
requiring a means of mechanical 
ventilation (e.g. air conditioning) for all 
buildings. 

A windows-closed condition would only be required if noise 
impacts to interior spaces would exceed the standards set forth 
in the applicable municipal code. As discussed on page 5.11-30 of 
the DEIR, the most conservative interior noise limit for the 
proposed Project’s sleeping areas is 45 dBA CNEL. The only 
Project-related use that includes sleeping areas is the hotel, 
which will be constructed to commercial building standards. 
Under worst future traffic conditions, a noise level of 67 dBA 
CNEL is anticipated. Noise attenuation provided for structures 
utilizing commercial building practices and construction materials 
is 25 dBA. Applying this level of attenuation, the Project’s interior 
noise levels under worst-case future traffic conditions are 
anticipated to be approximately 42 dBA, which is less than the 
interior noise standard of 45 dBA. (DEIR, p. 4-30). Because 
interior noise impacts are less than significant, no additional 
mitigation is required. 

3. Provided upgraded windows with a 
minimum Sound Transmission Class 
(STC) rating of at least 34 for all 
commercial buildings and/or require the 
installation of double-paned windows. 

Section 5.507.4.1 of the CalGreen code requires nonresidential 
buildings exposed to a noise level of 65 dBA Leq -1-hr. during any 
hour of operation shall have exterior windows with a minimum 
STC rating of 40. As shown in Table 5.11-I in the Existing plus 
Ambient Growth, (to 2017) plus Cumulative Plus Project traffic 
condition, noise in the commercial portion of the Project site (see 
receiver R2 on DEIR Figure 5.11-1) is expected to be 66 dBA 
Leq/CNEL (DEIR, p. 5.11-19). 

Therefore, the STC rating of the windows installed in the 
commercial buildings per the CalGreen code will be greater than 
that recommended by the commenter and no additional 
mitigation is required.  

4. Prohibit heavy trucks from utilizing This measure is not necessary because I-15 cannot be accessed 
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Johnson & Sedlack 
Recommended Mitigation Measure Disposition of Mitigation Measure 

Bellegrave Avenue to the south to access 
I-15. Require signs be posted at Project 
exits directing trucks to truck routes to 
avoid passing sensitive receptors to the 
south. 

from Bellegrave Avenue. Additionally, the Project will incorporate 
design feature PDF 5.11-4, which states: “Internal Project 
roadways shall not provide a direct connection between Cantu-
Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue. By prohibiting 
vehicles from using interior streets to bypass Hamner Avenue, 
PDF 5.11-3 will reduce the amount of Project-related vehicular 
noise to the planned residential uses west of Hamner Avenue and 
to the existing residences south of Bellegrave Avenue” (DEIR, p. 
5.11-12). 

5. Require the use of rubberized asphalt for 
construction of all roadways and parking 
areas. 

Because most people can readily hear a noise increase of 5 dBA 
or greater, the DEIR determined the project would have a 
significant effect on noise if project development would increase 
long term ambient noise by 5 dBA or greater (DEIR, p. 5.11-2). 

Project traffic during operation, would increase ambient noise 
along Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road (receiver R2 as shown on DEIR 
Figure 5.11-1) and Bellegrave Avenue (receivers R3 and R4 as 
shown on DEIR Figure 5.11-1) by 1 dBA and 3 dBA, respectively 
(DEIR, Table 5.11-G, p. 5.11-17). Noise from project-related 
traffic combined with traffic from ambient growth, and traffic 
from cumulative projects would increase ambient noise along 
Cantu-Galleano and Bellegrave Avenue by 2 dBA and 4 dBA, 
respectively (DEIR, Table 5.11-I, p. 5.11-18). Because these 
increases are less than 5 dBA, impacts are less than significant 
and no mitigation is required for these roads. 

The analysis in the DEIR indicates a 5 dBA increase in ambient 
noise along Hamner Avenue with the addition of operational 
project traffic to existing traffic volumes (DEIR, Table 5.11-G, p. 
5.11-17 and 5.11-20) and a 6 dBA increase from operational 
project-related traffic combined with traffic from ambient 
growth, and traffic from cumulative projects (DEIR, Table 5.11-I, 
p. 5.11-18). This is a potentially significant impact. 

Rubberized asphalt has been shown to reduce noise resulting 
from the sound of tires on pavement when compared to 
conventional asphalt.

1, 2
 The amount of noise reduction is a 

function of the type and speed of vehicles and ranges from 2.5 dB 
to 10 dB.

2, 3
 Sacramento County conducted a six-year study of 

noise on Alta Arden Expressway and concluded that the use of 
rubberized asphalt resulted in a net decrease in traffic noise 
levels of approximately 4 dB.

4
  

Conservatively assuming the most modest reduction of 2.5 dB, if 
rubberized asphalt is used on Hamner Avenue between 
Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, the increase 
in ambient noise from project traffic during operation would be 
reduced from 5 dB to approximately 2.5 dB and the increase from 
project traffic, traffic from ambient growth and traffic from 
cumulative projects would be reduced from 6 dB to 
approximately 3.5 dB. Since the increase in ambient noise would 
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Johnson & Sedlack 
Recommended Mitigation Measure Disposition of Mitigation Measure 

be less than 5 dB noise impacts would be reduced to below the 
level of significance. Therefore, the DEIR will be revised to include 
the following new mitigation measure: 

MM Noise 7: To reduce noise impacts from project-
related traffic along Hamner Avenue between Cantu-
Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue, 
rubberized asphalt concrete shall be used for all 
applicant-constructed or financed improvements to 
Hamner Avenue travel or turning lanes between 
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue. 

With implementation of mitigation measure MM Noise 7, all 
operational noise impacts from Project-related traffic will be 
reduced to less than significant and the discussion in Sections 
5.11-6 through 5.11-8 of the EIR will be revised accordingly. 

1 Carlson, Douglas D., Zhu, Han, PhD., Xiao, Can, Analysis of Traffic Noise before 
and After Paving With Asphalt-Rubber. (Available at 
http://www.asphaltrubber.org/ari/Noise/Analysis_of_Traffic_Noise 
_Before_and_after_Paving_with _Asphalt_Rubber_onUS60.pdf, accessed 
January 14, 2014.), p.  

2 Clemson Department of Civil Engineering, Asphalt Rubber Technology Service, 
Asphalt Rubber Technology Service Benefits of Rubberized Asphalt. (Available 
at http://www.clemson.edu/ces/arts/ 
benefitsofRA.html, accessed January 14, 2014). 

3 Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment 
and Bollard & Brennan, Inc., Report on the Status of Rubberized Asphalt 
Traffic Noise Reduction in Sacramento County, November 1999. (Available at 
http://www.asphaltrubber.org/ari/Noise/Sacramento_County_Noise_Study.p
df, accessed January 14, 2014.), p. 6 

4 Ibid, p. 20 

6. Maintain quality pavement conditions 
that are free of bumps, pot holes, 
pavement cracks, differential settlement 
in bridge approaches or individual 
pavement slabs, etc. 

7. Require resurfacing or roads on- and off-
site as needed.  

 

Pavement maintenance within the public rights-of-way is the 
responsibility of the City’s Public Works Department. The City has 
implemented a Pavement Management Program (PMP) and 
prepared a 5-year strategy plan for pavement preservation.  

The City’s PMP includes an inventory of all roadways, an 
assessment and rating of the pavement condition, records of 
historical maintenance, budget needs, forecasting, and impacts 
of funding on City pavement conditions over time. Upon 
acceptance of any new streets by the City, such streets become 
part of the PMP.  

Maintenance of private property, including pavement, is the 
responsibility of the property owner, regulated by the City’s 
municipal code, and enforced by the City’s Code Enforcement 
Division. 

8. Use alternate construction methods and 
tools to reduce construction vibrations. 
Examples are predrilling of pile holes, 
avoiding cracking and searing methods 

The sensitive receptors closest to Project-related construction are 
the residences south of Bellegrave Avenue (receivers R9, R10, 
and R11 as shown on Figure 5.11-1). These residences are 
approximately 70 feet away from the Project site and are 

http://www.asphaltrubber.org/
http://www.asphaltrubber.org/ari/Noise/Sacramento_County_Noise_Study.pdf
http://www.asphaltrubber.org/ari/Noise/Sacramento_County_Noise_Study.pdf
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Johnson & Sedlack 
Recommended Mitigation Measure Disposition of Mitigation Measure 

for resurfacing concrete pavements near 
vibration sensitive areas, using rubber 
tired as opposed to tracked vehicles, 
placing haul roads away from vibration 
sensitive areas. 

expected to experience vibration of approximately 79 RMS, 
which is less than the residential annoyance level for vibration of 
80 RMS. (DEIR, p. 5-11.32) 

Therefore, the use of alternate construction methods and tools 
to reduce construction vibrations is not necessary because 
impacts resulting from Project-related construction will be less 
than significant (DEIR, p. 5-11.32) and no additional mitigation is 
required. 

 

As discussed in the disposition of Johnson & Sedlack recommended mitigation measure 5, the EIR will be 

revised to include mitigation measure MM Noise 7 which requires the use of rubberized asphalt in those 

portions of Hamner Avenue between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and Bellegrave Avenue that the 

Project applicant is responsible for constructing. By incorporating this mitigation measure, the Project’s 

significant and unavoidable noise impact will be reduced to less than significant.  Sections 5.11-6 

through 5.11-8 of the EIR will be revised accordingly. 

Response to Comment B-50: 

Comment states that the DEIR determines impacts to/from Transportation and Traffic from construction 

will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  This statement is correct as identified on page 

5.14-35 of the DEIR.    

Response to Comment B-51: 

The comment suggests mitigation measure MM Trans 1 does not provide for mitigation, but rather only 

requires a review of plans.  The intent of City’s review is to ensure plans meet City’s standards.  

Mitigation measure MM Trans 1 has been modified as follows to clarify: 

MM Trans 1:  Sight distance at the Project driveways shall be reviewed and approved with 

respect to the City’s sight distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, 

landscape, and street improvement plans. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-52: 

Under CEQA, the intent of the Executive Summary is to provide a synopsis of details discussed within 

each analysis section. Thus, the Executive Summary provides only a summary of Section 5.14 –

Transportation/Traffic of the DEIR.  Substantial evidence with respect to impacts to Interstate 15 and 

other roadway segments located outside of the City’s jurisdiction, are discussed in Section 5.14 –

Transportation/ Traffic in which a thorough evaluation is provided.  No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment.  
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Response to Comment B-53: 

The comment that all feasible mitigation has not been adopted for traffic impacts is not substantiated.   

Tables 5.14-O, Project Roadway Mitigation and 5.14-P, Project Freeway Mitigation provide a breakdown 

of the projects fair share contribution and funding mechanisms for which the Project would contribute 

for  improvements.  Further, as stated in Section 5.14 – Transportation/Traffic on pages 5.14-30 and 

5.14-34, for traffic impacts that would result from the proposed Project that are outside the City’s 

jurisdiction, while the Project will be conditioned to make the recommended changes both inside and 

outside Eastvale, there is no guarantee that the governing jurisdiction will allow the improvement to 

occur.  It is for this reason that a determination has been made that despite implementation of 

mitigation measures and contribution to fair share improvements, impacts would remain significant and 

unavoidable. Furthermore, the two agencies which commenter references, did not make this request.  

The City of Ontario’s comments have been addressed in Response Comment Letter A, above and 

Caltrans comments are addressed in Response to Comment Letter G, below.  No new environmental 

issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment B-54: 

The DEIR’s air quality cumulative impact analysis employs the summary of projections approach, 

discussed in Public Resources Code Section 21100(e), because the dispersion of air pollutant emissions is 

influenced by an area larger than the list of cumulative projects (i.e., the entire South Coast Air Basin).  

The EIR’s cumulative air quality analysis relies upon the approved Air Quality Management Plan, which 

evaluated air quality emissions for the entire South Coast Air Basin based on approved general plans. 

The proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts related to (1) short term 

construction air quality impacts resulting from exceedances of the regional daily thresholds for VOC and 

NOx; and (2) long-term air emissions for NOx, VOC, CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5.  The portion of the Basin 

within which the Project is located is designated as a non-attainment area for NO2 under state 

standards, and for ozone, PM-10 and PM-2.5 under both state and federal standards.  Since the Project 

will contribute to the Basin’s existing non-attainment, the DEIR properly concluded based on substantial 

evidence that it would result in (1) cumulative short-term construction air quality impacts for VOC and 

NOx; and (2) cumulative long term air emissions for NOx, VOC, CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5.  Even though 

emission figures are not provided, the DEIR’s analysis of cumulative air quality impacts is consistent with 

the CEQA Guidelines, which provides in relevant part that “the discussion [of cumulative impacts] need 

not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.”  (CEQA 

Guidelines §15130(b); see also Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioner (1993) 18 

Cal.App.4th 729 (upholding the EIR’s three-page cumulative impact analysis because, even though more 

detail may have been desirable, the EIR did not minimize or ignore the cumulative impacts)).   

The commenter also alleges that the DEIR’s cumulative health risk analysis is inadequate because it 

“fail[ed] to disclose cumulative cancer risk from the Project and adjacent project[s].”  In fact, the 

Project’s Health Risk Assessment evaluated cumulative impacts beginning on page 27. (Appendix B1 of 

the DEIR). The Project’s cumulative impacts were analyzed in the context of a number of related 

industrial, warehousing, and business park projects totaling over 2 million square feet.  Among the 
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related projects was a 917,580 sf light industrial facility (Jurupa Valley Case No. SP00376) located 

adjacent to the I-15.  Therefore the Commenter’s assertion that the DEIR “fail[s] to disclose cumulative 

cancer risk from the Project and adjacent project, particularly along I-15” is factually inaccurate. No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-55: 

The commenter exaggerates and misstates the meaning of the referenced sources.  The Court of 

Appeal’s holding in Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside restates the provisions of Public 

Resources Code Sections 21002 and 21081.  In essence, each of those sections provides that lead 

agencies should not approve a project where there is a feasible alternative available unless specific 

economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations make such alternative infeasible.  None of 

the sections constitute a mandate to select the environmentally superior alternative, as the commenter 

suggests.  In the case of the Project, the DEIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project 

and examined the feasibility of each.  The information will be considered by the City in its evaluation of 

the Project and if the City decides to approve the Project – where there is an environmentally superior 

alternative – it will be required to adopt findings that identify the specific economic, legal, technological, 

social, or other considerations that make such alternative infeasible. 

Similarly, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) does not stand for the proposition that a lead agency has 

to adopt the environmentally superior alternative if that alternative is feasible.  Instead, Section 

15126.6(b) states that “... the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its 

location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 

even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 

would be more costly.”  (Emphasis added.)  Section 15126.6(b) provides guidance on the range of 

alternatives that should be addressed in an EIR, it does not establish a  lead agency mandate, as 

commenter suggests. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-56: 

CEQA requires that EIRs describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a project, or to the location of a 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of its significant effects.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).)  Other than the 

mandatory “No Project” alternative, there is no iron clad rule for the number of alternatives that 

represent a “reasonable range” to be discussed in an EIR. 

The DEIR identified three alternatives to the proposed Project, including the required No Project 

Alternative, and explained why the lead agency eliminated three other alternatives from consideration 

in the DEIR.  Each of the three alternatives analyzed in the DEIR was identified because of its potential to 

avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the Project’s significant effects.  The No Project alternative 

examined the impacts of not developing the site.  The Existing General Plan alternative considered 

development of the site for residential and limited commercial uses and identified the impacts of 

commercial/industrial development that would be lessened by this land use.  Finally the Expanded 

Commercial Alternative looked at the impact of reducing industrial uses and the increasing commercial 

uses on the site.    The analysis of different land uses and a different configuration of uses to reduce 
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impacts provides a “reasonable range.”  Finally, although the Commenter asserts that the range of 

alternatives is inadequate, the comment does not identify the basis for the statement nor does the 

Commenter identify a new alternative that should have been analyzed. No new environmental issues 

have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment B-57: 

DEIR Section 8.5.1 comprehensively discusses the potential for the Project to be constructed at an 

alternative site.  It concludes that there are only two areas in the City of sufficient size to accommodate 

a development substantially similar to the Project.  Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, 

both alternative locations were excluded from further consideration in the DEIR because both would 

result in greater impacts on air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the 

proposed Project as a result of the additional vehicle miles travelled between the alternative locations 

and I-15.  The Commenter is directed to Section 8.5.1 for additional discussion on this point. 

Commenter suggests that the DEIR consider and evaluate a “mixed-use residential and commercial 

alternative” to the Project.  The Existing Eastvale General Plan Land Use Designation Alternative, 

discussed at length in DEIR Section 8.6.2, does just that.  That alternative consists of, among other 

things, 1,750 residential units and 172,432 square feet of commercial-retail space.  The DEIR concludes 

that while feasible, this alternative would not satisfy any of the Project objectives. No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Table 2.3-E, Response to Attachments 

 
JOHNSON & SEDLACK ATTACHMENT SUMMARY 

 

Attachm
ent No. 

Title of Attachment Response 

1 California Air Resources Board. (October 
24, 2008) Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal, 
Recommended Approaches for Setting 
Interim Significance Thresholds for 
Greenhouse Gases under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

Information from this agency document was provided in 
Comment B-40 and its response indicates why submittal 
of the report does not present an environmental issue.  A 
separate response is therefore not required. 

2 “White Paper of Potential Control 
Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts 
from Air Pollution,” SCAQMD, August 
2003. 

Information from this agency document was vaguely 
referenced in Comment B-26. The attachment provides 
general background information regarding cumulative 
health risk within the air basin and identifies SCAQMD’s 
strategy to address these impacts. Response B-26 
responds to this document as far as it was referenced in 
Comment B-26, and a separate response is not required. 

3 “AQMD Guidance Document for 
Addressing Air Quality Issues in General 
Plans and Local Planning, 
“,http://aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/doc/aq_
guidance.pdf>, May 6, 2005 

Information from this agency document was vaguely 
referenced in Comment B-26. Further, this report was 
utilized in the DEIR analysis and was included in the 
reference list.  Response B-26 responds to this document 
as far as it was referenced in Comment B-26, and a 
separate response is not required. 

4 Air Resources Board “Emissions inventory The commenter has submitted this report but has not 
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Methodology and Results” identified in the comment its relevance or application to 
the project.  Submittal of the report does not present an 
environmental issue regarding the project to which a 
response can be provided.  As a result, no  response is 
required. 

5 “Final-Methodology to Calculate 
Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 and PM 2.5 
Significance Thresholds, “ SCAQMD, 
October 2006 

The commenter has submitted this report but has not 
identified in the comment its relevance or application to 
the project.  Submittal of the report does not present an 
environmental issue regarding the project to which a 
response can be provided. Further, this report was 
utilized in the DEIR analysis and was included in the 
reference list.  As a result, a separate response is not 
required. 

6 California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association. (January 2008) CEQA & 
Climate Change: Evaluating and 
Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
from Projects Subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

The commenter has submitted this report but has not 
identified in the comment its relevance or application to 
the project.  Submittal of the report does not present an 
environmental issue regarding the project to which a 
response can be provided. This report was utilized in the 
DEIR analysis and was included in the reference list.  As a 
result, a separate response is not required. 

7 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 
(December 7, 2009) California 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines 
Update, Proposed Thresholds of 
Significance. 

The commenter has submitted this report but has not 
identified in the comment its relevance or application to 
the project.  Submittal of the report does not present an 
environmental issue regarding the project to which a 
response can be provided. Further, this report is not 
applicable to the Project because it is guidance for a 
different air basin and jurisdiction.  As a result, a 
separate response is not required. 

8 US Department of Transportation. (August 
2006) FHWA Highway Construction Noise 
Handbook –Chapter 4. 

The commenter submitted Chapter 4 of the FHWA 
Construction Noise Handbook (hereinafter referred to as 
the “Handbook”) but has not identified in the comment 
its relevance or application to the project. However, as 
indicated in the following discussion, the construction 
noise analysis in the DEIR is consistent with the 
Handbook. 

The Handbook is a guidance document prepared with the 
objectives of identifying factors that may be considered 
regarding the potential for construction noise impacts, 
determining the extent and type of analysis, and 
evaluating and implementing techniques to effectively 
mitigate construction noise.

1  
Chapter 4 of the Handbook, 

which was attached to Comment Letter B, identifies 
construction noise criteria, provides a history of 
construction noise criteria in the United States, Canada 
and other international locations, and identifies elements 
to consider in selecting a noise descriptor (e.g. Lmax, Ldn, 
L10) for use in measuring and analyzing construction 
noise.  

According to the Handbook, the FHWA Roadway 
Construction Noise Model (RCNM) is a computer model 
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that enables the prediction of construction noise levels 
for a variety of construction operations.

2
 The 

construction noise analysis in the DEIR was prepared 
using RCNM (DEIR, p. 5.11-2) and the results were 
reported for the maximum noise level (Lmax) and the 
average noise level (Leq) in Table 5.11-J, Construction 
Equipment and Modeled Construction Noise Levels and 
Table 5.11-K, Noise Levels from Overlapping 
Construction Phases (DEIR, pp. 5.11-22-5.11-26) 

1 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway 
Administration, FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook, 
Final Report, August 2006. Available at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_nois
e/handbook/handbook01.cfm, accessed January 16, 2014, 
Section 1.2 

2 Ibid, Section 1.1 

9 US Department of Transportation. (August 
2006) FHWA Highway Construction Noise 
Handbook – Chapter 9. 

The commenter submitted Chapter 9 of the FHWA 
Construction Noise Handbook (hereinafter referred to as 
the “Handbook”) but has not identified in the comment 
its relevance or application to the project. However, as 
indicated in the following discussion, the construction 
noise analysis in the DEIR, which was performed using 
the FHWA RCNM (DEIR, p. 5.11-22) is consistent with 
guidance in the Handbook.

1 

As noted in the above discussion regarding Attachment 8 
to Comment Letter B, the Handbook is a guidance 
document prepared with the objectives of identifying 
factors that may be considered regarding the potential 
for construction noise impacts, determining the extent 
and type of analysis, and evaluating and implementing 
techniques to effectively mitigate construction noise.

1  

Chapter 9 of the Handbook provides a discussion of the 
different types of construction equipment and includes 
several inventories (lists) of the noise levels of different 
types of construction equipment, including the RCNM 
default noise emission reference levels and usage 
factors. The construction noise analysis in the DEIR was 
prepared using RCNM (DEIR, p. 5.11-2) and the “Actual” 
or “Spec” maximum noise levels (Lmax) for the 
construction equipment to be used that is reported is the 
same as shown Table 5.11-J, Construction Equipment 
and Modeled Construction Noise Levels (DEIR, pp. 5.11-
22-5.11-25) are from RCNM and are equivalent to the 
reference noise levels shown in Table 9.1 of the 
Handbook.

2
  

1 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway 
Administration, FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook, 
Final Report, August 2006. Available at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_nois
e/handbook/handbook09.cfm, accessed January 16, 2014, 
Section 1.1) 

2 IBID, Section 9.4.1 

10 US Department of Housing and Urban The commenter submitted The Noise Guidebook 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook01.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook01.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction_noise/handbook/handbook09.cfm


Section 2 City of Eastvale 

Response to Comments  Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR 

2-78   

Development. (March 1985) The Noise 
Guidebook.  

(hereinafter the “Guidebook”) but has not identified in 
the comment its relevance or application to the project. 
According to its Introduction, the Guidebook was 
prepared as a basic reference document for Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) field staff charged with 
implementing HUD’s noise policy. There is no HUD 
involvement with the proposed project, which does not 
include a residential component. Therefore, the 
Guidebook is not applicable to the project and submittal 
of this document does not present an environmental 
issue regarding the project to which a response can be 
provided. 

11 Dr. Alice H. Suter. (November 1991) Noise 
and Its Effects. 

The commenter submitted the Noise and Its Effects 
report (hereinafter the “Report”) but has not identified 
in the comment its relevance or application to the 
project. The Report presents an overview of noise and its 
effects on people. The DEIR already includes a discussion 
of noise fundamentals and characteristics in addition to a 
discussion of noise compatibility and acceptable noise 
levels (DEIR, pp. 5.11-1-5.11-3, 5.11-8-5.11-10 ). The 
commenter has not suggested that the information 
provided in the Report be used in lieu of the information 
provided in the DEIR, therefore no additional response to 
the Report is required. 

12 Federal Interagency Committee on Urban 
Noise. (June 1980) Guidelines for 
Considering Noise in Land Use Planning 
and Control. 

The commenter submitted the Guidelines for Considering 
Noise in Land Use Planning and Control report 
(hereinafter the “Land Use Guidelines”), but has not 
identified in the comment its relevance or application to 
the project. The Land Use Guidelines identifies suggested 
land use compatibility guidelines, techniques for dealing 
with noise in land use planning, and federal agency 
programs and policies. As discussed in the DEIR, the City 
has policies, land use compatibility guidelines, and 
interior and exterior noise level standards that are set 
forth in the Eastvale General Plan and Municipal Code 
(DEIR, pp. 5.11-8-5.11-11). The commenter has not 
suggested that the information provided in the Land Use 
Guidelines be used in lieu of the information provided in 
the DEIR, therefore no additional response to the Land 
Use Guidelines is required. 
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2.4 Comment Letter C – Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District 

  



drusillam
Polygonal Line

drusillam
Polygonal Line

















Section 2 City of Eastvale 

Response to Comments  Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR 

2-88   

Response to Comment Letter C – Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District 

Dan Rodriguez, General Manager /Brenda Reynolds, CFD Parks and Projects Manager 

Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District 

4810 Pedley Road 

Jurupa Valley, California 92509 

Response to Comment C-1: 

Section 5.15 – Utilities and Service Systems of the DEIR analyzes the potential impact upon park usage 

and identifies the Project’s requirement to pay Park Development Fees to Jurupa Area Recreation and 

Park District as a condition of approval on Page 5.15-23 of the DEIR as follows: 

The Project site lies within the boundaries of the Jurupa Area Recreation and Park 

District (JARPD). No growth inducing residential land uses are associated with this 

Project triggering the need for additional parkland. Nonetheless, the Project may have 

an indirect impact on the maintenance of public parks. However, implementing Project 

developers would be subject to JARPD Park Development Fees and be required to annex 

into an existing CFD or form a new CFD to pay for park maintenance as a condition of 

project approval. Further JARPD has Landscape Maintenance District responsibilities for 

developments within their boundaries. Maintenance of landscape located within public 

right-of-ways may be considered by JARPD for annexation into this Landscape 

Maintenance District upon request of the implementing developer, subject to JARPD 

conditions.  

As indicated above, this comment was addressed in the DEIR.  No new environmental issues have been 

raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment C-2: 

As stated above in Response to Comment C-1, page 5.15 -23 of the DEIR states that the Project will be 

conditioned to annex into the existing CFD or form a new CFD to pay for park maintenance.  The Project 

will also be conditioned to pay JARPD Park District fee pursuant to Park District Ordinance No. 01-2007s. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 
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2.5 Comment Letter D – Jurupa Community Services District  
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Response to Comment Letter D – Jurupa Community Services District 

Shaun J. Stone, P.E., Engineering Manager 

Jurupa Community Services District 

11201 Harrel Street 

Jurupa Valley, California 91752 

 

Response to Comment D-1: 

As requested in Comment D-1, the Project will be conditioned by the City to adhere to the requirements 

outlined in the Water and Sewer Availability letter prepared by JCSD dated November 26, 2012.   

Section 5.15 – Utilities and Service Systems of the DEIR identifies that a Water and Sewer Availability 

Letter was prepared by JCSD that determined water service is available to serve the Project site.  To 

provide further clarification to this discussion, the following text will be added to page 5.15-14 of the 

DEIR: 

Project site ranging from 12 inches in diameter to 16 inches in diameter to connect to 

current facilities into JCSD’s CDF No. 1, 1,110’ Pressure Zone (PDF 5.15.4) and be 

required to annex into CFD No.1 wastewater system. A Water and Sewer Availability 

Letter was prepared by JCSD on November 26, 2012 for Parcel Map No. 36487 (JCSD 

WS) which determined water service is available from an existing 16-inch diameter 

water line (1110 PZ) in Hamner Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road. The Project will 

be conditioned by the City to adhere to the requirements contained within this letter. 

The existing 30-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue (870 PZ) will not be available to the 

Project site. Thus, the Project will construct a 16-inch water line in Bellegrave Avenue 

from I-15 to Hamner Avenue to connect to existing facilities. The limiting fire flow for 

these pipe sizes is 6,000 gpm. Implementing Project developers may require larger pipe 

sizes to meet required fire flow. To ensure correct fire flow requirements are met, 

implementing developers would be required to provide JCSD with fire flow 

requirements from the Riverside County Fire Department in order to determine the 

adequacy of the water system. Implementation of mitigation measure MM Util 1 would 

ensure impacts resulting from fire flow would be less than significant.  

Additionally, the following text will be added to page 5.15-18 of the DEIR: 

Therefore, the expansion of existing facilities has been previously analyzed by JCSD and 

the potential impacts from the off-site improvements resulting from the Project would 

be less than significant. Furthermore, the Project will be conditioned by the City to 

adhere to the requirements outlined in the Water and Sewer Availability letter prepared 

by JCSD dated November 26, 2012.  This condition of approval will ensure all required 

improvements to sewer are made.   As described above, the proposed Project would not 

require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, 

potential impacts are less than significant.  
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The City conditions Project approval will ensure all requirements contained with the Water and Sewer 
Availability letter are implemented including annexation into CFD No. 1.  No new environmental issue 
was raised by this comment. 
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2.6 Comment Letter E – Native American Heritage Commission 
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Response to Comment Letter E – Native American Heritage Commission 

Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 

1550 Harbor Boulevard, Suite 100 

West Sacramento, California 95812 

 

Response to Comment E-1: 

The comment identifies the agency’s responsibility and jurisdiction regarding Native American 

resources. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. No further response is 

necessary. 

Response to Comment E-2: 

The comment provides statutory citations of when preparation of an EIR is required to assess potential 

impacts to cultural resources, which include archaeological resources.  This comment identifies 

measures to mitigate for potential significant impacts which include contacting the appropriate 

Information Center for a record search to determine if the project area has been previously identified 

for cultural places.  Section 5.5 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources of the DEIR, identifies the prior 

cultural resource studies that have been conducted on the Project site including contact with the 

Archaeological Information Center (AIC) at the San Bernardino County Museum in Redlands to 

determine any cultural resources that have been recorded on or adjacent to the site, as identified on 

pages 5.5-2 and 5.5-3.  Page 5.5-3 of the DEIR states that two cultural resources were identified within a 

one-mile radius of the Project site: the Cantu Ranch/Galleano winery and a historic-period trash scatter.  

However, these were not considered during the study because their locations were well beyond the 

Project’s area of potential effects (APE).  As further discussed, one structure, a one-story single family 

residence, was identified on the site as recent as 2003 but did not appear eligible for listing in the 

California Register and did not qualify as a historic resource under CEQA.  Subsequent to the field survey 

conducted in 2003, the structure was demolished.  No other archaeological sites, features, or artifacts 

were found in the project area during the field survey.  No new environmental issues have been raised 

by this comment.   

Response to Comment E-3: 

The comment indicates that if an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is 

preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search 

and field survey and should be coordinated with the NAHC.  The NAHC was contacted during circulation 

of the IS/NOP and re-circulation of the revised NOP and provided a list of appropriate Native American 

Contacts for consultation.  The Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians responded with a comment letter dated 

December 5, 2011 indicating they will be the lead consulting tribal entity for the Project and the Most 

Likely Descendant, as discussed on pages 5.5-4 and 5.5-5 of the DEIR.  Should unanticipated cultural 

resources be unearthed during Project-related ground disturbing activities, mitigation measures MM 

Cult 1 through MM Cult 3 incorporate the tribe’s comments from the December 5, 2011 letter and will 

ensure potential impacts to these resources are less than significant.   
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The comment cites the State codes germane to accidental discovery of archaeological resources and/or 

human remains. As stated in Section 4 – Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant in the DEIR 

on page 4-4, regarding human remains: 

The proposed Project site is not located on a known formal or informal cemetery. No 

impacts to human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries are 

anticipated. In the event that unknown human remains are discovered, the City will 

comply with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, as amended. 

Therefore, impacts are less than significant.  

Mitigation Measure MM Cult 3, as identified in Section 5 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources, on 

pages 5.5-6 and 5.5-7, further ensure impacts to undiscovered human remains are less than significant 

by requiring compliance with the appropriate and required State codes regarding human remains. 

Thus, the DEIR states the Project will comply with State Laws governing the discovery and treatment of  

human remains, if such are accidentally discovered. To further ensure confidentiality of findings, 

mitigation measure MM Cult 3 has been modified to include reference to California Government Code 

Section 6254.10 as follows: 

MM Cult 3:  If human remains are encountered both the Riverside County Coroner and 

the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians (Soboba) shall be notified. No further disturbance 

shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin per 

State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. Further, pursuant to Public Resource Code 

Section 5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final 

decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Riverside County 

Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission shall be contacted within the period specified by law. Soboba, identified as 

the Most Likely Descendant, shall make recommendations and engage in consultation 

with the City and the property owner concerning the treatment of the remains as 

provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Government Code 

Section 6254.10. 

 No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment E-4: 

The comment provides a list of Native American contacts in the region. See Response to Comment E-3, 

regarding prior receipt of this list and subsequent consultation between the local tribe and lead agency.  

Response to Comment E-5: 

The comment states the provisions for identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered 

archaeological resources should be included in mitigation plan and that a certified archaeologist and 

culturally affiliated Native American should monitor all ground-disturbing activities in areas of identified 

archaeological sensitivity.  As discussed in Section 5.5 – Cultural and Paleontological Resources of the 

DEIR on page 5.5-5, there are no known archaeological resources located within the Project site.  To 
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mitigate impacts for the accidental discovery of such resources, mitigation measures MM Cult 1 through 

MM Cult 3 provide for mitigation and monitoring with the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians; the lead 

consulting tribal entity for this Project as discussed in Response to Comment E-4, above. No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment E-6: 

The comment states that lead agencies should first consider avoidance for sacred and/or historical sites, 

then provisions for analysis and disposition of recovered artifacts in consultation with culturally 

affiliated Native Americans if the Project moves forward.  Mitigation measure MM Cult 1 requires the 

implementing Project developer to enter into a monitoring and mitigation service contract with a 

qualified archaeologist certified by the City prior to the issuance of rough grading permits.  The Project 

Monitor has the authority to temporarily divert, redirect or halt the ground disturbance activities to 

allow identification, evaluation, recommend treatment and potential recovery of cultural resources in 

coordination with the tribal monitor from the Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians.  Mitigation measure MM 

Cult 2 provides for procedures should cultural resources be accidentally discovered during ground 

disturbing activities.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.  

Response to Comment E-7: 

The comment cites the state codes relevant to accidental discovery of human remains which is 

discussed in Response to Comment E-3, above.    
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2.7 Comment Letter F – State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
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Response to Comment Letter F – State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Scott Morgan, Director 

1400 Tenth Street 

PO Box 3044 

Sacramento CA  95812-3044 

 

Response to Comment F-1: 

The comment confirms that the State Clearinghouse (SCH) received and distributed the DEIR as required 

by CEQA and that the City has complied with the DEIR review requirements pursuant to CEQA for this 

project.  One comment letter from a state agency was attached to the letter:  Native American Heritage 

Commission, November 21, 2013.  This letter was received separately by the City of Eastvale and 

responded to in this FEIR. See Response to Comment Letter E, above. No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment. 
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2.8 Comment Letter G – California Department of Transportation 
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Response to Comment Letter G – California Department of Transportation 

Dan Kopulsky, Office Chief 

464 West 4th Street, 6th Floor 

San Bernardino CA  92401-1400 

Response to Comment G-1: 

The comment’s description of Project is consistent with the DEIR. No new environmental issues have 

been raised by this comment. No further response necessary. 

Response to Comment G-2: 

Comment acknowledged. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. No further 

response necessary. 

Response to Comment G-3 and G-4: 

The comment that “the general narrative on Hydrology and Water Quality indicates that the project will 

increase runoff from 455 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 704 cfs, by the project, but states that the 

existing storm drain outfalls facilities are adequate (capacity of 720 cfs) to handle the increased flow…” 

which will essentially overtax the system because runoff increases by over 50 percent, is not accurate in 

its deduction.  To clarify, this reference is an excerpt from Section 4 – Environmental Effects Found Not 

Significant; the intention of which is to summarize the findings of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation 

and the various DEIR analysis sections for those thresholds found to have less than significant impacts.  

It is not intended to provide for a detailed analysis.  Further, the sub-section referenced is from the 

Utilities and Service Systems summary found within Section 4; not the Hydrology and Water Quality 

narrative.    

Section 5.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 5.15 – Utilities and Service Systems of the DEIR 

provide for a detailed analysis of the hydraulics and the storm drain facilities for the Project site.  Pages 

5.9-15 and 5.15-21 of the DEIR, identify the increased flow rate from the Project site of 704 cubic feet 

per second (cfs) is as a result of the 1-hour, 100-year storm event (also reflected in Table 5.9-A, Flow 

Rates, on page 5.9-14).    

The Eastvale Master Drainage Plan (MDP) prepared by Riverside County Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District (RCFCWCD) was prepared based on ultimate Riverside County General Plan build 

out conditions.  The existing downstream facilities within this MDP have already been sized to accept 

increased runoff from the entire tributary watershed as built-out under the Riverside County General 

Plan.  This forward planning approach assumes that runoff from such future development will be greater 

than existing conditions.  The drainage facilities constructed with this Project will be owned, operated, 

and maintained by RCFCWCD.  As an added measure of safety, RCFCWCD will review the final design for 

consistency with their design standards to ensure that development of the site will not overtax the 

existing downstream system.   

Runoff from the proposed Project will tie into Line E-1 of the Eastvale MDP at the intersection of 

Bellegrave Avenue and Hamner Avenue.  Line E-1 is designed to handle 720 cfs in the 1-hour, 100 year 
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storm event per the Eastvale MDP.  Line E-1 drains to the County Line Channel (a rectangular reinforced 

concrete channel/reinforced concrete box culvert).  The County Line Channel drains to the Cucamonga 

Creek Channel (a concrete lined Army Corps Channel).   Cucamonga Creek Channel discharges directly 

into Prado Reservoir.  This drainage system of hard lined underground conduits and channels have a 

length of approximately 5 miles from the Project site to Prado Reservoir.  The increased flows from the 

Project site relative to the overall watershed area and corresponding peak discharges are extremely 

minor such that there would be no discernible impact to the Proximate Receiving Waters.  No new 

environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment G-5: 

The comment incorrectly identifies the project design year as 2037.  The comment further states that 

forecasting models are in five-year increments and inquires about the need for the future year analysis 

of 2040.  The future year analysis should not be 2040.  As identified in Section 5.14 – 

Transportation/Traffic on page 5.14-10, and Section 7 – Other CEQA on page 7-23, the build-out year 

utilized for analysis of this Project is 2035.  Per the Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 

Studies, the local or regional traffic model utilized for travel forecasting should reflect the most current 

land use and planned improvements.  Additionally, when a general plan build-out model is not available, 

the closest forecast model year to build-out should be used.  The buildout model utilized for the 

Project’s analysis, as stated in Section 5.14 – Transportation/Traffic, page 5.14-10, and Section 7 – Other 

CEQA on page 7-23, is based upon the County of Riverside’s long term travel demand model (RivTAM), 

which was created for year 2035. Thus, the Project analysis reflects the most current build-out model 

available which forecasts to 2035.  No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment G-6 through G-9: 

The comment states volumes do not add up correctly for the future and existing conditions as presented 

by Figures 3-C, 5-H, and 5-FF in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the Project for the 

following intersections: 

 Milliken Avenue (NS)/State Route 60 (SR-60) Eastbound Ramps (EW) 

 Interstate 15 (I-15) Northbound Ramp (NS)/Limonite Avenue (EW) 

 I-15 Northbound Ramp (NS)/Limonite Avenue (EW) 

 SR-60 Eastbound Ramp (EW)/Milliken Avenue (NS)   

The Project’s TIA was prepared per Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (Section 

V), utilizing Traffix Version 7.9 software with HCM2000 methodology for signalized intersections as 

identified on page 5.14-22 of the DEIR.  HCM2000 methodology utilizes a macroscopic model that does 

not directly utilize volumes at adjacent intersections. Thus, volumes presented for existing and future 

conditions in the appendix of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix I of the DEIR), are actual counted 

volumes, and not balanced or adjusted volumes. 

Since the TIA was based on the Highway Capacity Manual, each intersection was analyzed 

independently.  What appears to the Commenter to be a volume imbalance between intersections is the 

result of a conservative application of Highway Capacity Manual methodology in which the highest 
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overall peak hour volumes that occurred in each individual intersection were chosen to provide for a 

worst-case analysis.  Presenting in this manner does not affect the delay or level of service calculations. 

No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 

Response to Comment G-10: 

The comment requests the construction of an auxiliary lane to mitigate impacts on I-15 Northbound at 

Limonite Avenue On-ramp Merge (#7) and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road Off-ramp Diverge (#9) during PM 

Peak hours in the Existing Plus Ambient Growth (2017) Plus Project Phase I & II Conditions to LOS to D or 

better.  A letter from Dan Kopulsky at Caltrans, dated February 8, 2013 (Attachment B), indicates 

Caltrans will accept LOS of E or better on the main-line freeway segments. Table 5.14-P, Project Freeway 

Mitigation, on page 5.14-33 of the DEIR, identifies improvements (e.g., add one lane to freeway 

segment) required to mitigate impacts occurring from these two ramp merge/diverge locations as well 

as other ramp merge/diverge locations and  segments of I-15.  As the table identifies, these 

improvements will mitigate unacceptable LOS to LOS E or better at Limonite Avenue On-ramp Merge 

(#7) and Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road Off-ramp Diverge (#9) during PM Peak hours in the Existing Plus 

Ambient Growth (2017) Plus Project Phase I & II Conditions.  Therefore the commenter’s suggested 

mitigation is unnecessary in order to achieve the requested LOS.  All of the Table 5.14-P improvements 

are programmed into and funded by Measure A which is generated from a 20-year Riverside countywide 

one-half percent sales tax for transportation improvements approved by voters in 1988 and 2002.  The 

program is administered by the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC), which distributes 

the proceeds to jurisdictions within the County of Riverside based on a per capita formula, with a 

specific amount to be spent on road maintenance and a specific amount to be spent on capital 

improvements.  Further, as the requested auxiliary lanes falls within Caltrans’ jurisdiction, it would be 

subject to Caltrans approval.  As stated on page 5.14-34 and in Section 7 – Other CEQA, subsection 

7.1.16, the timing and implementation of any improvements outside the jurisdiction of the City of 

Eastvale (i.e., Caltrans), cannot be assured at this time.  Thus, it infeasible to assume the construction of 

this auxiliary lane alone would improve the LOS on I-15 when the construction of it or other 

improvements identified in Table 5.14-P, cannot be assured to be approved and implemented by 

Caltrans. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment.   

Response to Comment G-11: 

This comment relates to the minimum required distance between the freeway on-ramp and proposed 

Driveway 1.  For the currently approved Resort Specific Plan, an email was received on July 27, 2006 

from Mr. Sergio E.  Avila, Caltrans Office Chief, District 8, which identified how the distance between 

curb returns is to be measured on a free flow on ramp (Attachment B).  As this email stated, the ramp 

BC (beginning of horizontal curve) should be utilized as the curb return per Caltrans Headquarters 

Geometrician.  Based upon this email, the required distance between the I-15 southbound on-ramp and 

proposed Driveway 1 was measured from the curb return of the local street to the beginning of curve 

for the on-ramp.  The distance between proposed Driveway 1 and the southbound I-15 on-ramp is 580 

feet.  This distance meets the mandatory standard of (400 feet) as well as the advisory standard of (500 

feet) identified in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, Section 504.3(3). Freeway access controls will be 
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verified with Caltrans during project design. No new environmental issues have been raised by this 

comment. 

Response to Comment G-12: 

The comment suggests additional comments may be provided by Caltrans after it has reviewed the next 

submittal. No new environmental issues have been raised by this comment. 
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Section 3 – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

CEQA requires the adoption of feasible mitigation measures to reduce the severity and magnitude of 

significant environmental impacts associated with project development. The Project’s DEIR includes 

mitigation measures to reduce the potential environmental effects of the Project. CEQA also requires 

reporting on, and monitoring of, mitigation measures adopted as part of the environmental review 

process (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6). This mitigation monitoring and reporting program 

(MMRP) is designed to aid the City in its implementation and monitoring of measures adopted from the 

Project. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, a written monitoring and reporting program has been 

compiled to verify implementation of adopted mitigation measures. “Monitoring” refers to the ongoing 

or periodic process of Project oversight provided by the “Responsible Party” listed in the following table. 

“Reporting” refers to written compliance review that will be presented to the decision-making body or 

authorized staff person identified in the table below. A report can be required at various stages 

throughout the Project implementation or upon completion of the mitigation measure. The following 

table provides the required information which includes identification of the potential impact, various 

mitigation measures, applicable implementation timing, agencies responsible for implementation, and 

the monitoring/reporting method for each mitigation measure identified. 

The following list clarifies the meaning of each column in the following table: 

Impact Category Identifies a potentially affected resource/environmental condition. 

Mitigation Measure 
Those measures that will be implemented to minimize potential significant 
environmental impacts. 

Implementation Timing 
The phase of the Project in which implementation and compliance will be 
monitored. 

Responsible Party 
Identifies the entity responsible for monitoring implementation of the mitigation 
measure. 

Method of 
Reporting/Monitoring 

Identifies mechanism by which implementation will be verified. 

Impact After Mitigation Identifies the level of impact after mitigation measure has been implemented. 
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Table 3-A – Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

Air Quality 

Violate any air quality 
standard or contribute 
substantially to an 
existing or projected air 
quality violation; 

result in a cumulatively 

considerable net 

increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the 

project region is non-

attainment under an 

applicable federal or 

state ambient air quality 

standard (including 

releasing emissions 

which exceed 

quantitative thresholds 

for ozone precursors); 

or; create objectionable 

odors affecting a 

substantial number of 

people. 

In order to reduce VOC, NOX, PM-10, and PM-2.5 emissions from Project construction, the following mitigation measures are recommended: 

MM Air 1: During construction, ozone 

precursor emissions from all vehicles and 

construction equipment shall be controlled by 

maintaining equipment engines in good 

condition, in proper tune per manufacturers’ 

specifications. Equipment maintenance 

records and equipment design specification 

data sheets shall be available during 

construction. Compliance with this measure 

shall be subject to periodic inspections by the 

City. 

During 

Construction 

Developer / 

Contractor 

Equipment maintenance 
records and equipment 
specification data shall be 
kept onsite 

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM Air 2: Electricity from power poles shall 

be used instead of temporary diesel or 

gasoline-powered generators to reduce the 

associated emissions. Approval will be 

required by the City prior to issuance of 

grading permits. 

During 

Construction 

Developer / 

Contractor 

Submittal of project 
Construction documents for 
approval 

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM Air 3: To reduce construction vehicle 

(truck) idling while waiting to enter/exit the 

site, prior to issuance of grading permits, the 

contractor shall submit a traffic control plan 

that will describe in detail, safe detours to 

prevent traffic congestion to the best of the 

Project’s ability, and provide temporary traffic 

control measures during construction 

activities that will ensure smooth traffic flows. 

During 

Construction 

Developer / 

Contractor 
On-site verification Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 
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Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

Construction equipment and truck idling 

times shall be prohibited in excess of five 

minutes on site. To reduce traffic congestion, 

and therefore NOX, the plan shall include, as 

necessary, appropriate, and practicable, the 

following: dedicated turn lanes for movement 

of construction trucks and equipment on- and 

off-site, scheduling of construction activities 

that affect traffic flow on the arterial system 

to off-peak hours, rerouting of construction 

trucks away from congested streets or 

sensitive receptors, and/or signal 

synchronization to improve traffic flow. 

MM Air 4:  To reduce construction vehicle 

emissions, the contract specification packages 

shall require that any diesel-powered off-road 

equipment meets the following criteria: The 

contractor’s fleet of off-road diesel-powered 

construction equipment greater than 25 hp 

shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards 

or better. Any emissions control device used 

by the contractor shall achieve Level 3 

emissions reductions of no less than 85 

percent for particulate matter, as specified by 

ARB regulations. The contractor shall also 

provide certification that their fleet is in 

compliance with ARB’s In-Use Off-Road Diesel 

Vehicle Regulation in effect at that time, or 

proof that the contractor has applied to the 

SCAQMD SOON Program (and/or other 

applicable grant programs) to acquire funding 

assistance to bring it into compliance. Prior to 

Prior to grading 

permit 

Developer / 

Contractor / City 

of Eastvale 

On-site verification Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 
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Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

issuance of grading permits, proof of 

compliance shall be provided to the City in 

Project construction specifications, which 

shall include, but is not limited to, a copy of 

each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT 

documentation, and ARB and/or SCAQMD 

operating permit(s). 

MM Air 5:  To reduce fugitive dust emissions, 
the contractor shall provide the City with 
sufficient proof of compliance with Rule 403 
and other dust control measures including, 
but not limited to: 

 watering active sites three times 

daily48, 

 requiring the replacement of ground 

cover49 or the application of non-toxic soil 
stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 

specifications to unpaved roads50 and all 
inactive construction areas (previously 
graded areas inactive for 10 days or more, 
assuming no rain), 

 requiring trucks entering or leaving the site 
hauling dirt, sand, or soil, or other loose 
materials on public roads to be covered, 

 suspending all excavating and grading 
operations when wind gusts (as 
instantaneous gust) exceed 25 miles per 
hour, 

 post contact information outside the 

During 

Construction 

Developer / 

Contractor / City 

of Eastvale 

On-site verification Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

                                                           
48

 Achieves a 61 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per CalEEMod default. 
49

 Achieves a five percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html  
50

 Achieves an 84 percent reduction in PM-10 and PM-2.5, per SCAQMD, at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/fugitive/MM_fugitive.html
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Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

property for the public to call if specific air 
quality issues arise; the individual charged 
with receipt of these calls shall respond to 
the caller within 24 hours and resolution of 
the air quality issue, if valid, or 
implementation of corrective action will 
occur within 48 to 72 hours 

 sweeping of streets using SCAQMD Rule 
1186 and 1186.1 certified street sweepers 
or roadway washing trucks (utilizing 
recycled water if it becomes available) at 
the end of the day if visible soil material is 
carried over to adjacent streets, 

 posting and enforcement of traffic speed 
limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all 
unpaved roads, 

 installation of wheel washers or gravel 
pads at construction entrances where 
vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto 
paved roads, or wash off trucks and any 
equipment leaving the site each trip to 
prevent track out, and 

 paving of all roadways, driveways, 
sidewalks, etc., shall be completed as soon 
as possible. Building pads shall be laid as 
soon as possible after grading unless soil 
stabilizers are used. 

MM Air 6: To reduce VOC emissions 

associated with architectural coating, the 

Project designer and contractor shall reduce 

the use of paints and solvents by utilizing pre-

coated materials (e.g. bathroom stall dividers, 

metal awnings), materials that do not require 

painting, and require coatings and solvents 

with a VOC content lower than required 

During 

Construction 

Developer / 

Contractor 

Construction specifications 
shall be included in the 
building specifications 
that assure these 
requirements are 
implemented 

 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 
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Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

under Rule 1113 to the extent feasible. 

Construction specifications shall be included 

in the building specifications. The 

specifications shall be reviewed by the City’s 

Building Safety & Inspection Department for 

compliance with this mitigation measure prior 

to issuance of a building permit. 

In order to reduce VOC, NOX, CO, PM-10, and PM-2.5 emissions from Project operation, the following mitigation measures are recommended: 

MM Air 7: Signage will be posted prohibiting 
all on-site truck idling in excess of three 
minutes. 

During Operation Developer / 

Contractor / City 

of Eastvale 

On-site verification Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM Air 8: Where transport refrigeration units 

(TRUs) are in use, electrical hookups will be 

installed at all loading docks in order to allow 

TRUs with electric standby capabilities to use 

them. Trucks incapable of utilizing the 

electrical hookups shall be prohibited from 

accessing the site as set forth in the lease 

agreement. Idling in excess of five minutes 

will be prohibited, subject to on-site 

verification. Quarterly inspection reports shall 

be available on site at all times. 

During Operation Developer / 

Contractor / City 

of Eastvale 

Confirmation that 
Architectural plans include 
electrification, and/or 
auxiliary power units. 

 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 
Overriding 
Considerations is 
required prior to 
Project approval. 

MM Air 9: Service equipment (i.e., forklifts) 

used within the site shall be electric or 

compressed natural gas-powered. 

During Operation Developer / 

Contractor / City 

of Eastvale 

Submittal of project 
Construction documents for 
approval 

 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 
Overriding 
Considerations is 
required prior to 
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Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

Project approval. 
 

Less than significant 

impacts with respect to 

objectionable odors. 

MM Air 10: In order to promote alternative 

fuels, and help support “clean” truck fleets, 

the developer/successor-in-interest shall 

provide building occupants with information 

related to SCAQMD’s Carl Moyer Program, or 

other such programs that promote truck 

retrofits or “clean” vehicles and information 

including, but not limited to, the health effect 

of diesel particulates, benefits of reduced 

idling time, ARB regulations, and importance 

of not parking in residential areas. If trucks 

older than 2007 model year will be used at a 

facility, the developer/successor-in-interest 

shall require, within one year of signing a 

lease, future tenants to apply in good-faith for 

funding for diesel truck replacement/retrofit 

through grant programs such as the Carl 

Moyer, Prop 1B, VIP, HVIP, and SOON funding 

programs, as identified on SCAQMD’s website 

(http://www.aqmd.gov). Tenants will be 

required to use those funds, if awarded. 

Set forth as 
Condition of 
Approval on all 
implementing 
development 
projects prior to 
approval. 

 

Developer / 

Contractor 

Conditions of Approval 
prepared by City 

 

Significant and 
Unavoidable. A 
Statement of 
Overriding 
Considerations is 
required prior to 
Project approval. 
 

Less than significant 

impacts with respect to 

objectionable odors. 

Biological Resources 

Have a substantial 

adverse effect, either 

directly or through 

habitat modifications, on 

MM Bio 1: Consistent with MSHCP Species 

Specific Conservation Objectives for 

burrowing owl, Objective 6 (page E-12), a pre-

construction presence/absence survey 

30 days prior to 

commencement 

of grading and 

construction 

Developer/ 

Contractor 

/Qualified 

Biologist / City of 

Preconstruction Burrowing 
Owl Survey from a qualified 
biologist.  
Activity Report to be 
submitted to City. 

Less than significant 

http://www.aqmd.gov/
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Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

any species identified as 

a candidate, sensitive, or 

special status species in 

local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations, 

or by the California 

Department of Fish and 

Game or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. 

burrowing owls shall be conducted by a 

qualified biologist within 30 days prior to 

commencement of grading and construction 

activities. If ground disturbing activities are 

delayed or suspended for more than 30 days 

after the pre-construction survey, the site 

shall be resurveyed for owls. Take of active 

nests will be avoided. Passive relocation (use 

of one way doors and collapse of burrows) 

will occur when owls are present outside the 

nesting season. 

Eastvale  

 MM Bio 2: In order to avoid violation of the 

MBTA and California Fish and Game Code 

site-preparation activities (removal of trees 

and vegetation) shall be avoided, to the 

greatest extent possible, during the nesting 

season (generally February 1 to August 31) of 

potentially occurring native and migratory 

bird species. 

If site preparation activities are proposed 

during the nesting/breeding season (February 

1 to August 31), a pre-activity field survey 

shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 

prior to the issuance of grading permits, to 

determine if active nests of species protected 

by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) or 

the California Fish and Game Code, are 

present in the construction zone. If active 

nests are observed and located appropriate 

buffers (e.g., 500 feet of an active listed 

species or raptor nest, 300 feet of other 

sensitive or protected bird nests (non-listed), 

Prior to issuance 

of grading permits 

Developer / 

Qualified Biologist 

/ City of Eastvale 

Developer / Contractor shall 

hire a qualified biologist to 

perform a pre-activity 

survey if site preparation is 

to occur between February 

1 and August 31. Activity 

Report shall be provided to 

the City of Eastvale prior to 

the issuance of grading 

permit. 

Less than significant 
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Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

within 100 feet of sensitive or protected 

songbird nests) shall be established and 

maintained during clearing and grubbing 

activities within the nesting season. No 

grading or heavy equipment activity shall take 

place within the established buffer until the 

nest is no longer active as determined by a 

qualified biologist. 

 MM Bio 3: Prior to construction, 

implementing project developer shall consult 

with the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, Santa Ana to determine if an 

application for waste discharge requirements, 

or WDR, is required. If required, the Waste 

Discharge Requirements from the Regional 

Water Quality Board must be issued prior to 

construction start. 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 

Developer / 
Qualified 
Archaeologist/ 
City of Eastvale 

Proof of compliance shall be 

submitted to the City. 

Less than significant 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Alter or destroy an 

archaeological site/Cause 

a substantial adverse 

change in the 

significance of an 

archaeological resource 

as defined in Section 

15064.5. 

MM Cult 1: Prior to the issuance of rough 

grading permits, implementing Project 

developer shall retain and enter into a 

monitoring and mitigation service contract 

with a qualified Archaeologist certified by the 

City. This professional shall be known as the 

“Project Monitor.” The Project Monitor shall 

be included in the pre-grade meetings to 

provide cultural/historical sensitivity training 

including the establishment of set guidelines 

for ground disturbance in sensitive areas with 

the grading contractors and special interest 

monitors. The Project Monitor shall manage 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 

Developer / 
Qualified 
Archaeologist/ 
City of Eastvale 

Submittal of executed 

archaeological monitoring 

contract to City. 

Less than significant 
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Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

and oversee monitoring for all initial ground 

disturbing activities and excavation of each 

portion of the Project site including clearing, 

grubbing, tree removals, grading, trenching, 

stockpiling of materials, rock crushing, 

structure demolition and etc. The Project 

Monitor shall have the authority to 

temporarily divert, redirect or halt the ground 

disturbance activities to allow identification, 

evaluation, recommended treatment and 

potential recovery of cultural resources in 

coordination with tribal monitors from the 

Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians. 

MM Cult 2: If during ground disturbance 
activities, cultural resources are discovered 
that were not anticipated by the 
archaeological reports and/or environmental 
assessment conducted prior to Project 
approval, the following procedures shall be 
followed. A cultural resources site is defined, 
for this condition, as being three or more 
artifacts in close association with each other, 
but may include fewer artifacts if the area of 
the find is determined to be of significance 
due to its sacred or cultural importance. 

1. All ground disturbance activities within 
100 feet of the discovered cultural 
resource shall be halted until a meeting is 
convened between the developer, the 
Project archaeologist, the Native 
American tribal representative (or other 
appropriate ethnic/cultural group 
representative), and the Planning Director 
to discuss the significance of the find. 

2. At the meeting, the significance of the 

During ground 
disturbance 
activities 

Developer / 
Qualified 
Archaeologist / 
City of Eastvale 

Activity Report submitted to 

City 

Less than significant 
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Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 
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Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

discoveries shall be discussed and after 
consultation with the Native American 
tribal representative (or other 
appropriate ethnic/cultural group 
representative), and the archaeologist, a 
decision is made, with the concurrence of 
the Planning Director, as to the 
appropriate mitigation (documentation, 
recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural 
resources. 

3. Further ground disturbance shall not 

resume within the area of the discovery 

until an agreement has been reached by 

all parties as to the appropriate 

preservation or mitigation measures. 

MM Cult 3: If human remains are 

encountered, State Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5 states that no further 

disturbance shall occur until the County 

Coroner has made the necessary findings as 

to origin. Further, pursuant to Public Resource 

Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left 

in place and free from disturbance until a final 

decision as to the treatment and disposition 

has been made. If the Riverside County 

Coroner determines the remains to be Native 

American, the Native American Heritage 

Commission shall be contacted within the 

period specified by law. Soboba Band of 

Luiseno Indians, identified as the Most Likely 

Descendant shall make recommendations and 

engage in consultation with the City and the 

property owner concerning the treatment of 

During ground 
disturbing 
activities 

Developer / 
Riverside County 

Implementation of CA 

Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5, to Public 

Resource Code Section 

5097.98(b), and California 

Government Code Section 

6254.10; and if Coroner 

determines the remains are 

of Native American origin, 

notification to be made to 

Soboba Band of Luiseno 

Indians 

Less than significant 
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Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

the remains as provided in Public Resources 

Code Section 5097.98 98 and California 

Government Code Section 6254.10. 

Directly or indirectly 

destroy a unique 

paleontological resource, 

or site, or unique 

geologic feature 

MM Paleo 1: The implementing Project 

developer shall retain a qualified 

paleontologist for paleontology monitoring 

services. The developer shall submit a copy of 

a fully executed contract including the name, 

telephone number and address of the 

retained, qualified paleontologist to the 

Planning Department and the Department of 

Building and Safety. Prior to site grading, a 

pre-grading meeting between the 

paleontologist and the excavation and grading 

contractor shall be held to outline the 

procedures to be followed when buried 

materials of potentially significant 

paleontological resources have been 

accidentally discovered during earth-moving 

operations and to discuss appropriate means 

to implement mitigation measure MM Paleo 

2. When necessary, in the professional 

opinion of the retained paleontologist (and/or 

as determined by the Planning Director), the 

paleontologist or representative shall have 

the authority to monitor actively all Project-

related grading and construction and shall 

have the authority to temporarily divert, 

redirect, or halt grading activity to allow 

recovery of paleontological resources. 

Prior to grading 
permits 

Developer / 
Qualified 
Paleontologist / 
City of Eastvale 

Submittal of executed 

paleontological monitoring 

contract to City. 

Less than significant 

MM Paleo 2: Prior to the issuance of grading 

permits, a qualified paleontologist shall be 

Prior to grading 
permits 

Developer / 
Qualified 
Paleontologist / 

Submittal of PRMTP for 
approval by City 

Less than significant 
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Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

retained to develop a Paleontological 

Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan 

(PRMTP) for approval by the City of Eastvale 

Planning Department. Following Planning 

Department approval of the PRMTP, grading 

and construction activities may proceed in 

compliance with the provisions of the 

approved PRMTP. The PRMTP shall include 

the following measures: 

1. A monitoring program specifying the 

procedures for the monitoring of all 

grading activities which will reach below a 

depth of five feet below surface area by a 

qualified paleontologist or qualified 

designee. 

2. If fossil remains large enough to be seen 

are uncovered by earth-moving activities, 

the qualified paleontologist or qualified 

designee shall temporarily divert earth-

moving activities around the fossil site 

until the remains have been evaluated for 

significance and, if appropriate, have been 

recovered; and the paleontologist or 

qualified designee allows earth-moving 

activities to proceed through the site. If 

potentially significant resources are 

encountered, a letter of notification shall 

be provided in a timely manner to the City 

Planning Department, in addition to the 

report (described below) that is filed at 

completion of grading. 

3. If a qualified paleontologist or qualified 

City of Eastvale  



Section 3 City of Eastvale 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR 

3-14   

Impact 

Category/Threshold 
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Responsible 
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Method of Reporting 
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designee is not present when fossil 

remains are uncovered by earth-moving 

activities, these activities in the immediate 

vicinity of the find shall be stopped and a 

qualified paleontologist or qualified 

designee shall be called to the site 

immediately to evaluate the significance 

of the fossil remains. 

4. At the discretion of a qualified 

paleontologist or qualified designee and 

to reduce any construction delay, a 

construction worker shall assist in 

removing fossiliferous rock samples to an 

adjacent location for temporary 

stockpiling pending eventual transport to 

a laboratory facility for processing. 

5. A qualified paleontologist or qualified 

designee shall collect all significant 

identifiable fossil remains. All fossil sites 

shall be plotted on a topographic map of 

the Project site. 

6. If the qualified paleontologist or qualified 

designee determines that insufficient 

fossil remains have been found after fifty 

percent of earthmoving activities have 

been completed, monitoring can be 

reduced or discontinued. 

7. Any significant fossil remains recovered in 

the field as a result of monitoring or by 

processing rock samples shall be 

prepared, identified, catalogued, curated, 

and accessioned into the fossil collections 
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Implementation 
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Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

of the San Bernardino County Museum, or 

another museum repository complying 

with the Society of Vertebrate 

Paleontology standard guidelines. 

Accompanying specimen and site data, 

notes, maps, and photographs also shall 

be archived at the repository. 

8. Prior to issuance of certificate of 

occupancy, a qualified paleontologist or 

qualified designee shall prepare a final 

report summarizing the results of the 

mitigation program and present an 

inventory and description of the scientific 

significance of any fossil remains 

accessioned into the museum repository. 

The report shall be submitted to the City 

Planning Department, the Riverside 

County Regional Park and Open Space 

District and the museum repository. The 

report shall comply with the Society of 

Vertebrate Paleontology standard 

guidelines for assessing and mitigating 

impacts on paleontological resources. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Generate greenhouse 
gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant 

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented to achieve the GHG emissions reduction from NAT 2020 

MM GHG 1: For all warehouse uses of the 

proposed Project, the loading docks shall be 

Prior to building 

permits 

Developer / 

Contractor / City 

Submittal of building plans 

and on-site verification 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 
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Impact After 

Mitigation 

impact on the 
environment; and/or; 
conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of 
greenhouse gases. 

designed to accommodate SmartWay 

trucks.
51

 Proof of compliance shall be 

provided in building plans prior to the 

issuance of building permits and subject to 

on-site verification prior to occupancy. 

of Eastvale Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM GHG 2: During Project construction, the 
applicant will be required to comply with the 
following Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) from Appendix G of the SCAG RTP/SCS, 
including: 

 Solicit bids that include use of energy and 
fuel efficient fleets; 

 Solicit preference construction bids that 
use BACT, particularly those seeking to 
deploy zero- and/or near zero emission 
technologies; 

 Use GHG-emitting construction materials 
consistent with the California Green 
Building Code standards; and 

Use of cement blended with the maximum 

feasible amount of flash or other materials 

that reduce GHG emissions from cement 

production to the extent feasible. 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

On-site verification Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM GHG 3: The Project is required to reduce 

waste by 3 percent through a waste diversion 

program that requires recycling and 

composting from some or all uses on the 

Project site. This will be required by the City 

prior to issuances of building permits. 

Prior to building 
permits 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Proof of compliance will be 

required by the City prior to 

the final Inspection. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

                                                           
51

 For example, the aerodynamic equipment for trailers may include use of “Boat Tails” that attach to the end of the trailer and may potentially be incompatible with loading 
bays designed with certain dock shelters. (http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm)  

http://www.epa.gov/smartway/technology/designated-tractors-trailers.htm
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Method of Reporting 
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Project approval. 

MM GHG 4: All Project buildings must be 
constructed to allow for easy, cost-effective 
installation of solar energy systems in the 
future, using such “solar-ready” features as: 

 Clear access without obstructions 
(chimneys, heating and plumbing vents, 
etc.) on the south sloped roof; 

 Designing the roof framing to support the 
addition of solar panels; and 

Installation of electrical conduit to accept 

solar electric system wiring. 

During 
construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Building Plans shall identify 

solar panels, photovoltaic 

cells, solar thermal systems 

or other renewable energy 

generating technology 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM GHG 5: Require all contractors to turn off 

all construction equipment and delivery 

vehicles when not in use and/or if idling for 

longer than three minutes. 

During 
construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Construction Specifications 

shall include idling 

limitation, subject to on-site 

verification. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM GHG 6: Require the General Contractor 

to develop a Low-impact Construction 

Commuting Plan for all tradespersons to 

utilize during Project construction. This Plan 

may address the home to office/shop 

commute, office/shop to jobsite commute or 

both. 

During 
construction 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Construction Specifications 

shall include the Low-

impact Construction 

Commuting Plan. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM GHG 7: Prior to the issuance of a 

certificate of occupancy for each industrial 

and commercial facility within the Project, the 

applicant shall provide the developer of that 

facility with information regarding energy 

Prior to 
occupancy 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Proof of compliance shall be 

submitted to the Building 

and Safety Dept., which may 

include copies of the 

information sub mitted to 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 
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Impact After 
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efficiency, solid waste reduction, recycling, 

motor vehicle-related greenhouse gas 

emissions and water conservation best 

practices. The applicant shall also publicize 

information regarding solid waste reduction 

and recycling best practices to developers and 

tenants within the Specific Plan area. Finally, 

the applicant shall encourage the use of 

alternative transportation methods among its 

tenants, including bus transit, vanpools, 

carpools, and car- and ride-sharing programs. 

the developer and/or 

tenant. 

required prior to 

Project approval. 

MM TRANS 3: A Construction Traffic Control 

Plan shall be prepared by the implementing 

developer and submitted to the City of 

Eastvale Public Works Department for 

approval prior to the issuance of building 

permits for the Project. The Construction 

Traffic Control Plan shall include the 

estimated day(s), time(s) and duration of any 

lane closures that are anticipated to be 

required on Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, 

Hamner Avenue, and Bellegrave Avenue due 

to Project construction. 

The Construction Traffic Control Plan shall 

include measures such as, but not limited to, 

signage, flagmen, cones, advance community 

notice, or other acceptable measures to the 

satisfaction of the City of Eastvale Public 

Works Department. The purpose of the 

measures shall be to safely guide motorists, 

cyclists, and pedestrians, minimize traffic 

impacts and ensure the safe and even flow of 

Prior to building 
permits 

Developer / 
Contractor 

Submittal of Construction 

Traffic Control Plan to City 

of Eastvale Public Works 

Department 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 
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traffic consistent with City levels of service 

standards and safety requirements. 

The implementing developer or its general 

contractor shall be required to notify the City 

of Eastvale Public Works Department at least 

five (5) business days in advance of any 

planned lane closure that will be caused by 

Project construction. The City shall evaluate 

any other known lane closures, construction 

activities or special events which may conflict 

with the Project’s scheduled lane closure or 

create additional impacts to traffic flow on 

Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, Hamner Avenue, 

and/or Bellegrave Avenue; and, if deemed 

necessary by the City of Eastvale Public Works 

Department, the Project’s lane closure may 

be postponed or rescheduled. 

Noise 

The project has the 
potential to result in a 
substantial permanent 
increase in ambient 
noise levels; a substantial 
temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the 
project vicinity above 
levels existing without 
the project; and expose 
persons to or generate 
noise levels in excess of 
standards established in 
the local general plan or 

Construction Mitigation 

MM Noise 1: To reduce impacts from 
construction noise to sensitive receivers 
located west and south of the Project 
(receivers R5, R6, R9, R10, and R11 as shown 
on Figure 5.11-1) temporary construction 
barriers shall be used during construction as 
follows: 

a. If the residence at receiver location R5 (as 
shown on Figure 5.11-1) is still in place 
and occupied when Project-related 
construction commences, a temporary 12-
feet tall noise barrier with an STC Rating of 
13 dBA or greater shall be in place during 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor / City 
of Eastvale 

On-site inspection and 

verification by City 

Less Than Significant 



Section 3 City of Eastvale 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  Goodman Commerce Center at Eastvale FEIR 

3-20   

Impact 

Category/Threshold 
Mitigation Measure 

Implementation 

Timing 

Responsible 

Party 

Method of Reporting 

and Monitoring 

Impact After 

Mitigation 

noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of 
other agencies 

all construction within a 1,150-feet radius 
of the residence to reduce noise at 
location R5 to 60 Leq DBA or less. The 
temporary noise barrier shall be 2,300 
feet in length with no gaps and positioned 
on the westerly Project boundary with 
1,150 feet located north of receiver R5 
and 1,150 feet located south of receiver 
R5. 

b. Prior to construction within a 900-feet 
radius of receiver location R6 (as shown 
on Figure 5.11-1), a temporary 12-feet tall 
noise barrier with an STC Rating of 4 dBA 
or greater shall be in place during all 
construction within said 900-feet radius to 
reduce noise at location R6 to 59 Leq dBA 
or less. The temporary noise barrier shall 
be 1,800 feet in length with no gaps and 
located at a point 900 feet north of the 
southwest corner of the Project boundary 
and continue south to said southwest 
corner and then continue 900 feet 
northeast along the south Project 
boundary. 

c. Prior to construction within a 550-feet 
radius of receiver location R9 (as shown 
on Figure 5.11-1), a temporary 12-feet tall 
noise barrier with an STC Rating of 22 dBA 
or greater shall be in place during all 
construction within said 550-feet radius to 
reduce noise at location R9 to 60 Leq dBA 
or less. The temporary noise barrier shall 
be 650 feet in length with no gaps and 
commence at the southwest corner of the 
Project boundary and continue 650 feet 
northeast along the south Project 
boundary. 
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d. Prior to construction within a 650-feet 
radius of receiver location R10 (as shown 
on Figure 5.11-1), a temporary 12-feet tall 
noise barrier with an STC Rating of 24 dBA 
or greater shall be in place during all 
construction within said 650-feet radius to 
reduce noise at location R10 to 58 Leq dBA 
or less. The temporary noise barrier shall 
be 1,300 feet in length with no gaps and 
commence at a point approximately 650 
feet east of the southwest corner of the 
Project boundary and continue 1,300 feet 
northeast along the south Project 
boundary. 

e. Prior to construction within a 250-feet 
radius of receiver location R11 (as shown 
on Figure 5.11-1), a temporary 12-feet tall 
noise barrier with an STC Rating of 14 dBA 
or greater shall be in place during all 
construction within said 250-feet radius to 
reduce noise at location R11 to 68 Leq dBA 
or less. The temporary noise barrier shall 
be 250 feet in length with no gaps and 
commence at the southeast corner of the 
Project boundary and continue 250 feet 
southwest along the south Project 
boundary. 

Plans showing the location of and STC Ratings 
for the temporary noise barriers shall be 
submitted to the City Planning Director for 
review prior to the commencement of any 
Project-related construction within the 
distances from the receivers identified in 
paragraphs a) through e) of this mitigation 
measure. The Planning Director shall review 
the location and STC rating of the noise 
barriers to confirm that the barriers will 
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attenuate construction-related noise to the 
levels identified paragraphs a) through e) and 
Table 5.11-M. 

As an alternative to the temporary noise 

barriers described in paragraphs a) through 

e), above, the Project applicant (or proponent 

of any development within the Specific Plan) 

may prepare and submit to the City Planning 

Director a Construction Noise Reduction Plan 

with supporting analysis that identifies 

alternative construction noise reduction 

strategies that achieve the Desired Noise 

Levels identified in Table 5.11-M. If after 

review of the Noise Reduction Plan, the City 

Planning Director determines that the 

alternative noise reduction strategies 

proposed by said plan achieve the Desired 

Noise Levels identified in Table 5.11-M, such 

strategies may be used in place of the 

temporary barriers described in paragraphs a) 

through e) of this mitigation measure. 

MM Noise 2: Project-related construction 

shall adhere to the hours set forth in Eastvale 

Municipal Code Section 8.01.010, Ordinance 

No. 2010-08. Exceptions shall be only with the 

written consent of the City of Eastvale 

Building Official. 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor / City 
of Eastvale 

On-site inspection and 

verification by City 

Less Than Significant 

MM Noise 3: To minimize noise impacts 

resulting from poorly tuned or improperly 

modified vehicles and construction 

equipment, all vehicles and construction 

equipment shall maintain equipment engines 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor / City 
of Eastvale 

On-site inspection and 

verification by City 

Less Than Significant 
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in good condition and in proper tune per 

manufacturers’ specifications and use noise 

reduction features (e.g. mufflers and engine 

shrouds) that are no less effective than those 

originally installed by the manufacturer, to 

the satisfaction of the City of Eastvale Building 

Department. Equipment maintenance records 

and equipment design specification data 

sheets shall be kept on site during 

construction or be available within 24 hours 

of receipt of the request. Compliance with 

this measure shall be subject to periodic 

inspections by the City of Eastvale Building 

Department. 

MM Noise 4: The construction contractor 

shall locate equipment staging in areas that 

will create the greatest distance between 

construction-related noise sources and noise-

sensitive receivers nearest the Project site 

during all Project construction. 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor / City 
of Eastvale 

On-site inspection and 

verification by City 

Less Than Significant 

MM Noise 5: To minimize or eliminate motor-

derived noise from construction equipment, 

contractors shall utilize construction 

equipment that either uses alternative fuels 

(such as natural gas or propane), or 

electricity, where practical and feasible. 

During 
Construction 

Developer / 
Contractor / City 
of Eastvale 

On-site inspection and 

verification by City 

Less Than Significant 

Operational Mitigation 

MM Noise 6: Prior to issuance of a building 

permit for each Project structure or group of 

structures, a Final Acoustical Impact Analysis 

shall be prepared based on precise grading 

Prior to Building 
Permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Submittal of a final 

acoustical analysis shall be 

submitted to the City 

Significant and 

Unavoidable. A 

Statement of 

Overriding 
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plans and architectural plans that will allow 

for detailed noise modeling. The Final 

Acoustical Impact Analysis shall be utilized to 

confirm the Preliminary Acoustical Impact 

Analysis’ exterior findings to demonstrate 

that noise produced from on-site activities 

and equipment does not exceed the 

standards set forth in Eastvale General Plan 

Policy N-7 (for the receivers to the north, 

west, and south of the Project site) or Ontario 

Municipal Code Section 29.04 (for the 

receivers east of the Project site).  The subject 

building(s) shall be revised if the Final 

Acoustical Impact Analysis demonstrates that 

off-site noise will exceed those standards.  

Potential revisions may include, but are not 

limited to: shielding, alternative pavement 

surfaces, additional buffers, regulations on 

hours of operation, sound insulation for 

affected residences, changes in screening 

materials, complete enclosure of noise 

generating equipment, increased setbacks, 

reorienting parking lots, or other measures as 

deemed appropriate by the City. Prior to the 

issuance of the certificate of occupancy for 

the structure subject to the Final Acoustical 

Impact Analysis, the Planning Director shall 

certify that the measures set forth in the Final 

Acoustical Impact Analysis will be effective to 

mitigate Project related noise such that 

exterior and interior noise levels, as 

mitigated, will be consistent with Eastvale 

General Plan Policy N-7 and/or the Ontario 

Considerations is 

required prior to 

Project approval. 
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Municipal Code Section 29.04. 

 MM Noise 7: To reduce noise impacts from 

project-related traffic along Hamner Avenue 

between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and 

Bellegrave Avenue, rubberized asphalt 

concrete shall be used for all applicant-

constructed or financed improvements to 

Hamner Avenue travel or turning lanes 

between Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road and 

Bellegrave Avenue. 

During 
Construction 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

On-site inspection and 

verification by City 

Less than Significant 

Transportation/Traffic 

Conflict with an 

applicable plan, 

ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of 

effectiveness, an 

applicable congestion 

management program 

for designated roads or 

highways, or adopted 

policies regarding public 

transit, or have an effect 

upon circulation during 

construction. 

Construction Mitigation 

MM Trans 1: Sight distance at the Project 

driveways shall be reviewed and approved 

with respect to the City’s sight distance 

standards at the time of preparation of final 

grading, landscape, and street improvement 

plans. 

Prior to 
construction 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans  

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 2: Signing/striping shall be 

implemented in conjunction with detailed 

construction plans for the Project site. 

Prior to 
construction 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 3: A Construction Traffic Control 
Plan shall be prepared by the implementing 
developer and submitted to the City of 
Eastvale Public Works Department for 
approval prior to the issuance of building 
permits for the Project. The Construction 
Traffic Control Plan shall include the 
estimated day(s), time(s) and duration of any 
lane closures that are anticipated to be 
required on Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, 

Prior to 
construction 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Submittal of Construction 

Traffic Control Plan to City 

of Eastvale Public Works 

Department 

Less Than Significant 
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Hamner Avenue, and Bellegrave Avenue due 
to Project construction. 
The Construction Traffic Control Plan shall 
include measures such as, but not limited to, 
signage, flagmen, cones, advance community 
notice, or other acceptable measures to the 
satisfaction of the City of Eastvale Public 
Works Department. The purpose of the 
measures shall be to safely guide motorists, 
cyclists, and pedestrians, minimize traffic 
impacts and ensure the safe and even flow of 
traffic consistent with City level of service 
standards and safety requirements. 

The implementing developer or its general 

contractor shall be required to notify the City 

of Eastvale Public Works Department at least 

five (5) business days in advance of any 

planned lane closure that will be caused by 

Project construction. The City shall evaluate 

any other known lane closures, construction 

activities or special events which may conflict 

with the Project’s scheduled lane closure or 

create additional impacts to traffic flow on 

Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road, Hamner Avenue, 

and/or Bellegrave Avenue; and, if deemed 

necessary by the City of Eastvale Public Works 

Department, the Project’s lane closure may 

be postponed or rescheduled. 

Operational Mitigation – PHASE I 

The following mitigation measures, MM Trans 4 through MM Trans 7, pertain to Intersection Improvements for Phase I: 

MM Trans 4: Prior to issuance of a Certificate 

of Occupancy for Phase I, the implementing 

developer shall improve Hamner Avenue to 

Prior to 
occupancy permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 
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two lanes of travel in each direction between 

Bellegrave Avenue and Cantu-Galleano Ranch 

Road adjacent to the Project boundary line. 

MM Trans 5:  Prior to issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy for Phase I, the implementing 
developer shall provide warrants and install a 
traffic signal at the intersection of Project 
Driveway 1 (NS) and Cantu-Galleano Ranch 
Road (EW) to include the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: Two left-turn lanes. One right-
turn  lane. 
Southbound: Not applicable. 
Eastbound: Two through lanes. One 
shared  through and right-turn lane. 
Westbound: One left-turn lane. Two 
through  lanes. 

Prior to 
occupancy permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 6: Prior to issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy for Phase I, the implementing 
developer shall construct the intersection of 
Hamner Avenue (NS and Project Driveway 4 
(EW) to restrict movement to right-in and 
right-out only from the driveway with the 
following geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Southbound: Two through lanes. 
Eastbound: Not applicable. 
Westbound: One right-turn lane. Stop 
 controlled. 

Prior to 
occupancy permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 7: Prior to issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy for Phase I, the implementing 
developer shall provide warrants and install a 
traffic signal at the intersection of Hamner 
Avenue (NS) and Project Driveway 5 (EW) to 
include the following geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane. One shared 

Prior to 
occupancy permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 
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 through and right-turn lane. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane. Two 
 through lanes.  
Eastbound: Not applicable 
Westbound: One left-turn lane. One right-
 turn lane. 

The following mitigation measure, MM Tran 8, pertains to Roadway Improvements for Phase I: 

MM Trans 8 Prior to issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy for Phase I, the implementing 
developer shall improve Cantu-Galleano 
Ranch Road to three lanes of travel in each 
direction between Hamner Avenue and I-15 
adjacent to Project boundary line. 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

Operational Mitigation – PHASE II 

The following mitigation measures, MM Trans 9 through MM Trans 14, pertain to Intersection Improvements for Phase II: 

MM Trans 9: Prior to issuance of a Certificate 
of Occupancy for Phase II, the implementing 
developer shall modify the signalized 
intersection of Hamner Avenue (NS) and 
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road (EW) to include 
the following geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane. One right-
 turn lane.  
Southbound: One left-turn lane. One 
 through lane. 
Eastbound: Not applicable. 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes. Once 
 right-turn lane. 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 10: Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall construct the 
intersection of Project Driveway 2 (NS) and 
Cantu-Galleano Ranch Road (EW) to restrict 
movement to right-in and right-out only 
from the driveway with the following 
geometrics: 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 
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Northbound: One right-turn lane. Stop 
 controlled. 
Southbound: Not applicable. 
Eastbound: One through lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Westbound: Two through lanes. 

MM Trans 11: Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall construct the 
intersection of Hamner Avenue (NS) and 
Project Driveway 3 (EW) to restrict 
movement to right-in and right-out only 
from the driveway with the following 
geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Southbound: Two through lanes. 
Eastbound: Not applicable. 
Westbound: One right-turn lane. Stop 
 controlled. 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 12: Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall construct the 
one-way stop controlled intersection of 
Hamner Avenue (NS) and Project Driveway 6 
(EW) to include the following geometrics: 
Northbound: One through lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane. Two 
 through lanes. 
Eastbound: Not applicable. 
Westbound: One right-turn lane. Stop 
 controlled. 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

MM Trans 13:  Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall modify the 
signalized intersection of Hamner Avenue 
(NS) and Bellegrave Avenue (EW) to include 

Prior to 
occupancy permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 
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the following geometrics: 
Northbound: One left-turn lane. Two 
 through lanes. One right-turn 
 lane. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane. One 
through lane.  One shared through and right-
 turn lane. 
Eastbound: One left-turn lane. Two 
 through lanes. One right-turn 
 lane. 
Westbound: Two left-turn lanes. One 
 through lane.  One right-turn 
 lane. 

MM Trans 14: Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall modify the 
signalized intersection of Project Driveway 7 
– Homecoming (NS) and Bellegrave Avenue 
(EW) to include the following geometrics: 
Northbound: One left-turn lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Eastbound: One left-turn lane. Two 
 through lanes. One right-turn 
 lane. 
Westbound: One left-turn lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

The following mitigation measure, MM Trans 15, pertains to Roadway Improvements for Phase II: 

MM Trans 15: Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall improve 
Bellegrave Avenue to two lanes of travel in 
each direction between Hamner Avenue and 
I-15 adjacent to the Project boundary line. 

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

The following mitigation measure, MM Trans 16 pertains to Area Wide Intersection Improvements for Phase II: 
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MM Trans 16:  Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy for Phase II, the 
implementing developer shall contribute its 
fair share of improvements and modify the 
signalized intersection of Milliken Avenue (NS) 
and Riverside Drive (EW) to include the 
following geometrics:  
Northbound: One left-turn lane. One 
 through lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Southbound: One left-turn lane. One 
 through lane. One shared 
 through and right-turn lane. 
Eastbound: One left-turn lane. One 
 through lane. One right-turn 
 lane. 
Westbound: One left-turn lane. One 
 through lane. One right-turn 
 lane.  

Prior to issuance 
of occupancy 
permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale 

Approval of Street 

Improvement Plans / On-

site verification 

Less Than Significant 

Utilities and Service Systems 

The proposed Project 
may impact water 
supplies available to 
serve the project from 
existing entitlements and 
resources, or require 
new or expanded 
entitlements. 

On-Site Improvements 

MM Util 1: Implementing Project developers 

shall provide JCSD with fire flow requirements 

from the Riverside County Fire Department in 

order to determine the adequacy of the water 

system. 

Prior to issuance 
of building permit 

Developer/ 
Contractor/ City 
of Eastvale / 
Jurupa 
Community 
Services District 
(JCSD) 

Submittal of fire flow from 

Riverside County Fire 

Department to JCSD. 

Less than Significant 
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DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY  
 

Electronic copies of this document and related materials can be found at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/localgov/ceqa/ceqa.htm.  Alternatively, paper copies may be 
obtained from the Board’s Public Information Office, 1001 I Street, 1st Floor, Visitors and 
Environmental Services Center, Sacramento, California, 95814, (916) 322-2990. 
 
For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in Braille, large print, 
audiocassette or computer disk.  Please contact ARB’s Disability Coordinator at  
(916) 323-4916 by voice or through the California Relay Services at 711, to place your 
request for disability services.  If you are a person with limited English and would like to 
request interpreter services, please contact ARB’s Bilingual Manager at (916) 323-7053. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DISCLAIMER 
 

This preliminary draft proposal has been reviewed by the staff of the Air Resources 
Board and approved for publication.  Approval does not signify that the contents 
necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Air Resources Board, nor does mention 
of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or recommendation of 
use. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Climate change is one of the most serious environmental problems facing the world, the 
United States, and California today.  In this State, climate change already is impacting 
our coastlines, water supplies, agriculture, and public health, and putting millions of 
acres of forested land at increased risk of fire.  These adverse effects will only increase 
in number and intensity if we do not promptly and substantially reduce pollution of the 
atmosphere with greenhouse gases (GHGs). 
 
California law provides that climate change is an environmental effect subject to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).1  Lead agencies therefore are obligated to 
determine whether a project’s climate change-related effects may be significant, 
requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Report,2 and to impose feasible 
mitigation to substantially lessen any significant effects.3  Determining significance, 
however, can be a challenging task.  Accordingly, the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research in its June 2008 Technical Advisory, “CEQA and Climate Change,”4 asked the 
Air Resources Board (ARB) to make recommendations for GHG-related thresholds of 
significance – identifiable benchmarks or standards that assist lead agencies in the 
significance determination.5 
 
With this Staff Proposal, ARB staff is taking the first step toward developing 
recommended statewide interim thresholds of significance for GHGs that may be 
adopted by local agencies for their own use.  The task that ARB staff is undertaking is, 
however, a limited one.  Staff will not attempt to address every type of project that may 
be subject to CEQA, but instead will focus on common project types that, collectively, 
are responsible for substantial GHG emissions – specifically, industrial, residential, and 
commercial projects.6  ARB staff believes that thresholds in these important sectors will 
advance our climate objectives, streamline project review, and encourage consistency 
and uniformity in the CEQA analysis of GHG emissions throughout the State. 
 
Staff intends to make its final recommendations on thresholds in early 2009, in order to 
harmonize with OPR’s timeline for issuing draft CEQA guidelines addressing GHG 
emissions7 and to provide much needed guidance to lead agencies in the near term.   
 
Public, stakeholder, and local lead agency participation is essential to the success of 
this project.  ARB staff believes that the comment and feedback it receives, along with 

                                            
1 Senate Bill 97, Public Resources Code, § 21083.05. 
2 California Code of Regulations, tit. 14, § 15064, subd. (f)(1). 
3 Id., § 15021, subd. (a)(2). 
4 See: http://opr.ca.gov/download.php?dl=ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf 
5 Id., § 15064.7, subd. (a). 
6 The collective greenhouse gas emissions from the industrial, residential and commercial sectors, 
together with the transportation sector, represent approximately 80% of the statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions inventory in 2004. 
7 See Senate Bill 97, Public Resources Code § 21083.05 (providing that draft guidelines are due June 1, 
2009). 



Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal 

(October 24, 2008) 2 

additional data and analyses, can form a body of evidence that lead agencies may rely 
on in adopting thresholds of significance consistent with ARB staff’s recommendations. 
 
Because the schedule is expedited, staff’s recommendations must necessarily be 
interim and subject to review and revision as more information becomes available.8 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Significance Under CEQA 
 
A significant effect on the environment means a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
change in the environment caused directly or indirectly by the project.9  The incremental 
effect of a project can be significant when it is cumulatively considerable – that is, when 
the effect is added to that of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable 
future projects that also contribute to the problem.10 
 
To streamline and facilitate consistency in the significance determination, the CEQA 
Guidelines11 encourage agencies “to develop and publish thresholds of significance that 
the agency uses in the determination of the significance of environmental effects.”12  A 
threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level 
that marks the division between an impact that is significant and one that is not.  A 
threshold of significance gives rise to a presumption, which can be rebutted by evidence 
that the threshold should not apply to a particular project. 
  
Thresholds of significance must be supported by “substantial evidence.”  This does not 
mean that there is one best threshold.  In CEQA, substantial evidence “means enough 
relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair 
argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might 
also be reached.”13 
 
Climate Change and GHG Thresholds of Significance 
 
“The capacity of the environment is limited, and it is the intent of the Legislature that the 
government of the state take immediate steps to identify any critical thresholds for the 
health and safety of the people of the state and take all coordinated actions necessary 
to prevent such thresholds being reached.”14  But where should a threshold of 
significance be set for GHG emissions and climate change?  This question can be 
answered only after considering the nature of the environmental problem. 

                                            
8 ARB staff intends to monitor the implementation of thresholds that are adopted as a result of this 
process for effectiveness.  In the same time frame as the update of the AB 32 Scoping Plan, staff intends 
to revisit its recommendations and to modify them if necessary. 
9 California Code of Regulations, title 14, §§ 15064, subd. (d), 15382. 
10 Id., § 15355, subd. (b). 
11 Id., § 15000, et. seq. 
12 Id., § 15064.7, subd. (a). 
13 Id., § 15384, subd. (a). 
14 Public Resources Code, § 21000, subd. (d). 
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There is a scientific consensus that human activities, chief among them the burning of 
fossil fuels, profoundly affect the world’s climate by increasing the atmospheric 
concentration of GHG beyond natural levels.  Contributing additional GHG pollution to 
the atmosphere leads to higher global average temperatures, changes to climate, and 
adverse environmental impacts here in California and around the world.15  Climate 
change, caused by “collectively significant projects taking place over a period of 
time[,]”16 is a quintessential cumulative impact.   
 
The experts tell us that an additional increase in global average temperatures of just     
2 degrees Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit) is very likely dangerous.17  With a 2 degree 
Celsius increase, disastrous effects become likely, including more extreme and more 
frequent severe weather, more wildfires, greater frequency of droughts and floods, rapid 
and higher sea level rise, and increased habitat destruction and extinctions.18  These 
environmental effects will undoubtedly lead to serious economic, political, and national 
security disruptions. 
 
In order to reduce the risk of dangerous climate change, we must stabilize atmospheric 
levels of GHGes at approximately 450 parts per million (ppm) by mid-century.19  We are 
fast approaching this limit.  Since the beginning of the industrial era, atmospheric 
concentrations of carbon dioxide, the primary GHG, have climbed to their highest point 
in the last half-million years, increasing from just under 300 ppm at the turn of the last 
century, to over 380 ppm today, and rising at about 2 ppm per year.20 
 
In response to the challenge of climate change, California has taken a leadership role 
by committing to reduce its GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (about a thirty 
percent reduction in business-as-usual emissions in 2020) and to eighty percent below 
1990 levels by 2050.21  The latter target is consistent with the scientific consensus of the 
reductions needed to stabilize atmospheric levels of GHGs at 450 ppm by mid-century.  
Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, codifies the 2020 reduction 
                                            
15 There is a large body of authoritative sources on the causes and current and projected impacts of 
climate change.  An extended discussion of climate change is beyond the scope of this Staff Proposal.  
For additional information, ARB recommends the Fourth Assessment Report by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and, in particular, the IPCC’s “Frequently Asked Questions,” available 
at: http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-faqs.pdf and the 2006 California Climate 
Action Team’s Report to the Governor and Legislature, available at: 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/climate_action_team/reports/index.html. 
16 See California Code of Regulations, tit. 14, § 15355, subd. (b). 
17 See IPCC 4th Assessment Report, Working Group II, Summary for Policymakers, Figure 2, available 
at: http://www.ipcc.ch/graphics/graphics/ar4-wg2/jpg/spm2.jpg (chart showing global impacts at various 
temperature increases); California Climate Change Center, Our Changing Climate: Assessing the Risks 
to California (2008) at p. 15, available at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-500-2006-
077/CEC-500-2006-077.PDF (chart showing impacts in California at various temperature increases.) 
18 Id. 
19 See IPCC 4th Assessment Report, Working Group III, Summary for Policymakers at p. 17, available at 
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg3/ar4-wg3-spm.pdf. 
20 IPPC 4th Assessment Report, Working Group I, Figure FAQ 2.1, available at: 
http://www.ipcc.ch/graphics/graphics/ar4-wg1/jpg/faq-2-1-fig-1.jpg. 
21 Executive Order S-03-05 
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target and charges ARB with development of a Scoping Plan to map out how the State 
will achieve this target, including regulatory, voluntary, and market-based mechanisms 
beginning in 2012.22 
 
There is strong need, however, to aggressively address GHG emissions right now.  The 
pollution we contribute to the atmosphere today will continue to have climate impacts for 
years, decades, and, in some cases, millennia to come.  And the longer we delay in 
addressing the problem, the more we risk being unable to meet our climate objective.  
CEQA provides a mechanism that is independent of AB 32 through which lead agencies 
can begin immediately to reduce the climate change-related impacts of the projects that 
come before them. 
 
What Type of Threshold is Appropriate? 
 
Some have suggested that because of the need for urgent action and the uncertainty of 
the precise “tipping point” for dangerous climate change, any contribution of GHGs to 
the atmosphere may be significant – a so-called “zero threshold.” 
 
ARB staff believes that for the project types under consideration, non-zero thresholds 
can be supported by substantial evidence.  ARB staff believes that zero thresholds are 
not mandated in light of the fact that (1) some level of emissions in the near term and at 
mid-century is still consistent with climate stabilization and (2) current and anticipated 
regulations and programs apart from CEQA (e.g., AB 32, the Pavley vehicle regulations, 
the Renewable Portfolio Standard, the California Solar Initiative, and the commitment to 
net-zero-energy buildings by 2020 (residential) and 2030 (commercial)) will proliferate 
and increasingly will reduce the GHG contributions of past, present, and future projects.  
 
But any non-zero threshold must be sufficiently stringent to make substantial 
contributions to reducing the State’s GHG emissions peak, to causing that peak to occur 
sooner, and to putting California on track to meet its interim (2020) and long-term (2050) 
emissions reduction targets.  ARB staff believes that the preliminary interim approaches 
outlined in this Staff Proposal are consistent with these objectives. 
 
RECOMMENDED THRESHOLDS – CONCEPTUAL APPROACH 
 
ARB staff believes that different GHG thresholds of significance may apply to projects in 
different sectors.  Two primary reasons that sector-specific thresholds are appropriate 
are:  (1) some sectors contribute more substantially to the problem, and therefore 
should have a greater obligation for emissions reductions, and, (2) looking forward, 
there are differing levels of emissions reductions expected from different sectors in 
order to meet California’s climate objectives.  We also believe that different types of 
thresholds – quantitative, qualitative, and performance-based – can apply to different 
sectors under the premise that the sectors can and must be treated separately given the 
state of the science and data.  A sector-specific approach is consistent with ARB’s 

                                            
22 Health and Safety Code, § 38500, et. seq. 
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Proposed Scoping Plan. Consequently, the Staff Proposal takes different, although 
harmonious, approaches to setting thresholds for different sectors. 
 
The attached flowcharts describe ARB staff’s preliminary interim threshold concepts for 
two important sectors:  industrial projects (Attachment A ) and residential and 
commercial projects (Attachment B ).  The objective is to develop thresholds for 
projects in these sectors that will result in a substantial portion of the GHG emissions 
from new projects being subject to CEQA’s mitigation requirement, consistent with a 
lead agency’s obligation to “avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible.”23 
ARB staff is working on a proposal for an interim approach for thresholds for 
transportation projects and large dairies.  Electricity generation is another sector where 
clarity is needed in the near term.  The California Energy Commission (CEC) recently 
began a public process for identifying an approach for assessing the significance of 
GHG emissions from power plant projects.  CEC staff anticipates concluding that work 
in Spring 2009.24 
 
ARB staff’s proposed recommendations for GHG thresholds address projects for which 
local agencies are typically the CEQA lead agency.  In addition to the CEC, other State 
agencies also serve as lead agencies under CEQA.  ARB is coordinating with these 
State agencies on their approaches to thresholds of significance. 

                                            
 
23 California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 15021. 
24 The CEC adopted an Order Instituting Informational Proceeding on October 8, 2008 to address GHG 
emissions in power plant licensing cases: http://www.energy.ca.gov/ghg_powerplants/notices/2008-10-
06_PROPOSED_GHG_CEQA_OII.PDF. 
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REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
ARB staff believes that the concepts in this Staff Proposal can be further developed into 
interim thresholds of significance.  However, staff recognizes that additional analyses 
and data are needed to fill in some of the blanks, and to understand how the thresholds 
will operate in the real world. 
 
Comments on all aspects of the Staff Proposal are encouraged.  In particular, ARB 
seeks the active participation of local lead agencies.  Staff has identified a few 
questions to solicit public comment, but this list is not exhaustive. 

  
• Will the recommended approaches have any unintended consequences, for 

example, encouraging the piecemealing of projects? 
  

• As set out in the attachments to the Staff Proposal, staff proposes to define 
certain performance standards (e.g., for energy efficiency) by referencing or 
compiling lists from existing local, State or national standards.  For some sub-
sources of GHG emissions (e.g., construction, transportation, waste), ARB staff 
has not identified reference standards.  How should the performance standards 
for these sub-sources be defined? 

 
• Are any of the industrial, residential, or commercial project types eligible for 

categorical exemptions likely to contribute more significantly to climate change 
than staff’s preliminary analysis indicates? 

  
• For residential and commercial projects, staff has proposed that the GHG 

emissions of some projects that meet GHG performance standards might under 
some circumstances still be considered cumulatively considerable and therefore 
significant.  What types of projects might still have significant climate change-
related impacts? 
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No 

Presumpt ion of l ess than significan t impacts related to climate change  
 

2. (a) The project meets both of the below minimum 
performance standards, or includes equivalent 
mitigation measures:  

 
Construction 

• Meets an interim ARB performance standard for 
construction-related emissions. 

 
Transportation 

• Meets an interim ARB performance standard for 
transportation. 

 
AND 

 
(b) The project, with mitigation, will emit no more than 

~7,000 metric tons CO2e/yr from non-transportation-
related GHG sources (which addresses ~90% of 
industrial sector GHG emissions). Includes:  

• Combustion-related components/equipment; 
• Process losses (fugitive, working, evaporative, etc.);   
• Purchased electricity; and 
• Water usage and wastewater discharge 

 

3. Project will have significant GHG 
impacts. An EIR must be prepared 
and all feasible GHG mitigation 
measures implemented. 

Presumption of significant 
impacts related to climate change 
 

Yes 
 

Yes 

 

1. The project is exempt 
under existing statutory or 
categorical exemptions.  

Yes 
 

No 

ATTACHMENT A  
Preliminary Draft Proposal for Industrial Projects  
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Preliminary Draft Proposal for Industrial Projects 
 
Introduction 
 
CEQA guidelines provide that thresholds of significance can be qualitative, 
quantitative, or in the form of performance standards.  ARB staff’s objective is to 
develop a threshold of significance that will result in the vast majority (~90% 
statewide) of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from new industrial projects 
being subject to CEQA’s requirement to impose feasible mitigation.  ARB staff 
believes this can be accomplished with a threshold that allows small projects to 
be considered insignificant.  ARB staff used existing data for the industrial sector 
to derive a proposed hybrid threshold.  The threshold consists of a quantitative 
threshold of 7,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year (MTCO2e/year) for 
operational emissions (excluding transportation), and performance standards for 
construction and transportation emissions.   
 
The goal of this effort is to provide for the mitigation of GHG emissions from 
industrial projects on a statewide level.  Over time, implementation of AB 32 will 
reduce or mitigate GHG emissions from industrial sources.  Once such 
requirements are in place, they could become the performance standard for 
industrial projects for CEQA purposes.  ARB staff intends to pursue this 
approach in conjunction with development of the regulatory requirements for 
industrial sources in the Proposed AB 32 Scoping Plan.  Staff is proposing the 
use of a quantitative significance threshold at least until such time that 
performance standards, such AB 32 regulatory requirements, are in place to 
ensure mitigation of significant impacts of GHG emissions from projects in the 
industrial sector. 
 
The performance standards are largely self explanatory and similar to the 
approaches proposed for residential and commercial projects.  The method for 
deriving the quantitative aspect of the threshold warrants further explanation. 
 
Technical foundation for proposed quantitative aspect of the threshold 
 
Based on the available data, ARB staff found that for the industrial sector, small 
projects – defined as the portion of new projects that, when viewed collectively, 
were responsible for only a relatively small amount of emissions – could be 
allowed to proceed without requiring additional mitigation under CEQA.  The 
question for ARB staff was what line divides these small projects from the rest of 
the projects that should undergo mitigation to achieve the larger environmental 
objective. 
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ARB decided to construct a representative small project and to estimate that 
project’s expected emissions.  First, ARB considered the common sub-sources of 
GHG emissions in the industrial sector.  The four main broad emission categories 
and their approximate statewide contribution to GHG emissions from industrial 
facilities other than power plants are:  
 

Category MMTCO2e/year  Percent (%) 
Combustion processes 70 63 % 
Process Losses (evaporative, fugitive, working, etc.) 15 13 % 
Purchased Electricity 18 17 % 
Water Use and Wastewater Treatment 7 7 % 
 
As the table indicates, GHG emissions from industrial sources are dominated by 
combustion emissions.  To ensure that significant industrial emissions would be 
captured by the proposed threshold, ARB staff evaluated industrial boilers 
because they are a very common piece of equipment, are essential in many 
energy-intensive industries, and are a top contributor to industrial combustion 
emissions. 
 
A recent comprehensive survey of industrial boilers by Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory25 found that boilers with an input capacity of 10 MMBtu/hr or greater 
correspond to 93 percent of total industrial boiler input capacity.  Based on this 
data, ARB staff used a natural gas boiler input capacity benchmark of 10 
MMBtu/hr which equates to emissions of 4,660 MTCO2e/yr.  This capacity 
benchmark defines a significant combustion source. 
 
As shown in the above table, combustion processes account for 63 percent of 
the statewide GHG emissions from industrial facilities.  Process losses, 
purchased electricity, and water use and water treatment account for the 
remaining 27 percent of emissions.  Staff applied these proportions to the 
benchmark combustion emissions estimate (4,660 MTCO2e/yr).  The result is an 
overall emissions estimate of approximately 7,000 MTCO2e/yr for a 
representative small project that accounts for the four main categories in the 
table above. 
 
Based on the available data, staff believes that the 7,000 MTCO2e/year 
benchmark can be used to effectively mitigate industrial projects with significant 
GHG emissions.   
 

                                            
25 Characterization of the U.S. Industrial/Commercial Boiler Population, Energy, and 
Environmental Analysis, Inc. submitted to Oak Ridge National Laboratory, available at:: 
http://ww.eea-inc.com/natgas_reports/BoilersFinal.pdf.  
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No 

Yes 

Yes 
2. The project complies with a 
previously approved plan that 
addresses GHG emissions, satisfies 
(15064(h)(3)), and has all of the 
following attributes: 
  

• Meets a community level GHG 
target consistent with the statewide 
emissions limit in AB 32 and, where 
the plan will apply beyond 2020, 
Executive Order S-3-05; 

• Is consistent with a transportation-
related GHG reduction target 
adopted by ARB pursuant to SB 
375.  

• Includes a GHG inventory and 
mechanisms to regularly monitor 
and evaluate emissions; 

• Includes specific, enforceable GHG 
requirements; 

• Incorporates mechanisms that allow 
the plan to be revised in order to 
meet targets; and 

• Has a certified final CEQA 
document (see 15152(f)). 

 
 

Yes Presumption of significant 
impacts related to climate 

change 

4. Project will have significant 
GHG impacts. An EIR must be 
prepared and all feasible GHG 
mitigation measures implemented.   

No 

Yes 

No 

3. (a) The project meets all of the below 
minimum performance standards, or 
includes equivalent mitigation measures. 

 
Construction 

• Meets an interim ARB performance 
standard for construction-related 
emissions; 

 
Operations  

• Meets an energy use performance 
standard defined as CEC’s Tier II 
Energy Efficiency goal; 

• Meets an interim ARB performance 
standard for water use; 

• Meets an interim ARB performance 
standard for waste; 

• Meets an interim ARB performance 
standard for transportation; 

 
AND 

 
(b) The project, with performance standards 

or equivalent mitigation, will emit no 
more than X metric tons CO2e/yr 
(criteria to be developed). 

1. The project is exempt 
under existing statutory or 
categorical exemptions.  

ATTACHMENT B  
Preliminary Draft Proposal for Residential and Comm ercial Projects  
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Preliminary Draft Proposal for Residential and Commercial Projects 
 
Introduction 
 
CEQA guidelines provide that thresholds of significance can be qualitative, 
quantitative, or in the form of performance standards.  ARB staff's objective is to 
develop a threshold for residential and commercial projects that will substantially 
reduce the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from new projects and streamline 
the permitting of carbon-efficient projects.  To achieve this, staff’s preliminary 
recommendation is to develop a threshold based on clear and stringent 
performance standards.  
 
Performance standards will address the five major emission sub-sources for the 
sector: energy use, transportation, water use, waste, and construction.  For the 
energy use performance standard, staff recommends reliance on the California 
Energy Commission’s (CEC) Tier II Energy Efficiency standards for solar energy 
incentive programs.  These standards are consistent with what is needed to meet 
the state’s goal of zero net energy buildings and are continuously updated to 
reflect energy efficiency best practices.  For the remaining sub-sources (water, 
waste, etc.), staff intends to compile benchmark performance standards as part 
of its final threshold recommendation.  Projects may alternatively incorporate 
mitigation equivalent to these performance standards.          
 
Staff recognizes that a substantial body of measures to address GHG emissions 
exists through programs like LEED, GreenPoint Rated, and the California Green 
Building Code.  As work on performance standards moves forward, staff intends 
to make use of these projects.   
 
In addition, staff proposes that a presumption of non-significance apply only to 
projects whose total net emissions, after meeting the performance standards or 
equivalent, are below a specified level.  Staff proposes to develop this emissions 
level as part of its final threshold recommendation.  
 
Discussion of Flow Chart 
 
Box 1: In general, categorical exemptions will cont inue to apply. 
 
Based on its preliminary analysis, ARB staff believes that projects described in 
CEQA’s categorical and statutory exemption provisions (Articles 18 and 19 of the 
California Code of Regulations, title 14) will not interfere with achieving the 
objective to minimize emissions from new projects in this sector.  GHG emissions 
from residential and commercial projects that are described in the categorical 
exemption language appear to be relatively small from a GHG perspective.  For 
example, staff’s preliminary analysis indicates that emissions from a project 
qualifying for the statutory infill project exemption (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,          
§ 15195) will emit approximately 1,600 metric tons (MT)CO2e/yr.  Staff believes 
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such infill projects represent some of the largest projects described in the 
exemption provisions.  ARB staff expects to provide additional analyses to 
support a lead agency’s determination that the GHG impact of these project 
types is less than significant.  Staff invites the public and stakeholders to provide 
further evidence on the application of categorical exemptions to residential and 
commercial projects. 
 
Box 2: If GHGs are adequately addressed at the prog rammatic level, the 
impact of certain individual projects can be found to be insignificant. 

 
As OPR noted in its June 2008 Technical Advisory: 
 

CEQA can be a more effective tool for greenhouse gas emissions analysis 
and mitigation if it is supported and supplemented by sound development 
policies and practices that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions on a 
broad planning scale and that can provide the basis for a programmatic 
approach to project-specific CEQA analysis and mitigation….  For local 
government lead agencies, adoption of general plan policies and 
certification of general plan EIRs that analyze broad jurisdiction-wide 
impacts of greenhouse gas emissions can be part of an effective strategy 
for addressing cumulative impacts and for streamlining later project-
specific CEQA reviews. 

 
ARB staff encourages local agencies to take advantage of a programmatic 
approach to address climate change, consistent with existing law. 
 
If a project complies with the requirements of a previously adopted GHG 
emission reduction plan or mitigation program that satisfies California Code of 
Regulations, title 14, section 15064(h)(3), and includes the attributes specified in 
that provision and Box 2, the lead agency may determine that the project’s GHG 
impacts are less than significant with no further analysis required.  Examples of 
plans that may satisfy this provision include Climate Action Plans incorporated 
into General Plans that have inventories, an emissions target, suites of specific 
and enforceable measures to reach that target, monitoring and reporting, and 
mechanisms to revise the plan to stay on target.  Moreover, a prior EIR that 
“adequately addressed” climate change may be used for tiering purposes.  (See 
Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15152.) 
 
Box 3: Projects that meet performance standards, or  include equivalent 
mitigation, can be found to be insignificant. 
 
The threshold incorporates performance standards requiring carbon efficiency for 
each major sub-source of emissions from projects in these sectors.  Provided 
they are set at a sufficiently stringent level, performance standards will 
dramatically reduce GHG emissions and promote a transition toward zero and 
low emission projects.  In most cases, ARB staff expects that performance 
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standards will need to reach beyond current State mandates by a substantial 
amount, given that GHG emission reduction goals have not yet been adequately 
incorporated into State programs.  Staff anticipates that performance standards 
will become more stringent over time.   
 
ARB staff has identified the California Energy Commission’s Tier II Energy 
Efficiency goals as an appropriate performance standard for energy use.  Under 
State law, the CEC is required to establish eligibility criteria, conditions for 
incentives, and rating standards to qualify for ratepayer-funded solar energy 
system incentives in California.  As part of this effort, the CEC establishes energy 
efficiency standards for homes and commercial structures, and requires new 
buildings to exceed current building standards by meeting Tier Energy Efficiency 
goals.  CEC’s Tier II Energy Efficiency goals will continue to be updated to 
achieve energy efficiency best practices, and are consistent with what is needed 
to meet the California Public Utilities Commission Strategic Plan goals of zero net 
energy buildings.  Currently, the CEC’s proposed guidelines for the solar energy 
incentive program recommend a Tier II goal for residential and commercial 
projects of a 30 percent reduction in building combined space heating, cooling, 
and water heating energy compared to the 2008 Title 24 Standards.26   
 
For the remaining sub-sources, staff intends to compile benchmark performance 
standards as part of its final threshold recommendation.  ARB staff believes that 
existing progressive green building standards provide a starting point for 
performance standards for transportation, water use, waste, and construction- 
related emissions.  Existing green building rating systems like LEED, GreenPoint 
Rated, the California Green Building Code, and others, contain examples of 
measures that are likely to result in substantial GHG emission reductions from 
residential and commercial projects.  The key to this approach will be identifying 
effective GHG reduction measures within these systems.  ARB staff would like 
input from the public and stakeholders on appropriate performance standards for 
these sub-sources.  Performance standards that already exist and have been 
proven to be effective – at the local, State, national or international level – are 
preferable.  
 
Under staff’s proposed approach, lead agencies would be allowed to find that a 
project’s mitigation is “equivalent” to identified performance standards, thereby 
allowing for cost-effective and innovative approaches to reducing GHG 
emissions.   
 
Staff believes that under some circumstances, projects that meet performance 
standards or include equivalent mitigation measures will have impacts that may 
still be cumulatively considerable and therefore significant.  For this reason, staff 
recommends that, in addition to meeting performance standards or including 

                                            
26 Guidelines for California's Solar Electric Incentive Program Pursuant to Senate Bill 1 - 
SECOND EDITION - Draft Guidelines can be found at: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/CEC-300-2008-007/CEC-300-2008-007-D.PDF 
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equivalent mitigation measures, a project must also emit no more than “X” 
MTCO2e/yr.  Criteria for determining this emissions level have yet to be defined.  
ARB requests public and stakeholder input on what types of projects might still 
have significant climate change-related impacts. 
 
Box 4: Presumption of significant impacts. 
 
If a project cannot meet the requirements in the previous boxes, it should be 
presumed to have significant impacts related to climate change. The lead agency 
must then prepare an EIR, or other appropriate document, and implement all 
feasible GHG mitigation measures. 
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FOREWORD 
 
Since its inception in 1997, AQMD’s Environmental Justice (EJ) program has sought to identify and 
address local air quality issues, such as those brought to the agency’s attention at Town Hall 
events and community meetings.  Such issues have included concerns that the District’s existing 
permitting, rules, and clean fleet control programs may need enhancements to better address 
multiple exposures, as experienced in or near urban industrial settings, including those operating in 
or near low-income communities of color. 
 
The phrase “cumulative air quality impacts” is often used to describe possible health and nuisance 
impacts potentially related to a given neighborhood’s cumulative emissions from sources that 
individually comply with AQMD, state, and federal rules.  As such, cumulative impacts discussed in 
the White Paper go beyond those covered under CEQA.  In neighborhoods near a relatively large 
number of industrial facilities, or located near heavy cross-town traffic, for example, there is 
concern about the accumulated effects of numerous emission sources operating within a limited 
area, particularly as related to air toxics, and when the group of sources is near residences, 
schools, or other sensitive receptors. 
 
This White Paper is intended to present a forward-looking comprehensive strategy of how the 
AQMD intends to identify and further address cumulative impacts of air pollution, so that all 
communities in the South Coast receive equitable treatment and attention as to their local air 
quality concerns.  The AQMD also intends to ensure fair and consistent treatment of local 
businesses as it carries out this facet of environmental justice. 
 
This paper points out potential ways to achieve more substantial progress in public health 
protection.  It describes a basic, reasoned approach and lays out a number of tools that staff 
believes can lay a valuable foundation for this emerging effort;  the implementation tools will be 
developed in more detail upon Governing Board direction, and in conjunction with ongoing working 
group input.  The strategies outlined will directly or indirectly contribute to addressing cumulative 
impacts.  For example, some measures are designed to address localized impacts, which are likely 
to also address cumulative impacts, while other strategies are more for reducing cumulative 
impacts.  The paper also outlines areas requiring more research, and makes suggestions on how 
to carry this out.  Some elements (e.g., MATES II), are parts of other EJ initiatives or Board 
directives. 
 
This White Paper is a starting point, developed with input from the Cumulative Impacts Working 
Group, whose members have spent much time and energy in contributing their expert knowledge, 
experience, and suggestions to this pathfinding effort.  Input was also incorporated from five 
Community Forums held throughout the four-county region in June and July, and three community 
meetings in August.  The report however, represents the AQMD staff’s recommendations in this 
important area of air quality management. 
 
This White Paper is intended as a policy document.  With the Governing Board’s direction, staff will 
proceed to work with stakeholders through working groups and a full public process to develop 
individual proposed rules and policies for the Board’s consideration.  Addressing cumulative air 
quality impacts should not be viewed as a means to prohibit growth or to interfere with local land 
use decisions.  AQMD staff will work with local agencies in a partnership, by providing information 
and technical assistance relative to their critical role in land use and mitigation measures. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report is an outgrowth of the following South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) 
Governing Board actions: 
 

• October 1997 adoption of ten Environmental Justice (EJ) Initiatives; 

• September 2002 approval of enhancements to the EJ program for the Fiscal Year 2002-2003, 
including a directive to staff to report back on the feasibility of rulemaking to address 
cumulative impacts of air toxics beyond current AQMD requirements; and 

• January 10, 2003 direction to staff to report back to the Board with a White Paper on regulatory 
and policy options for addressing cumulative impacts from air pollution emissions, including 
recommendations and schedule.  At the January 10th meeting, staff also recommended a work 
plan that entailed creation of a Cumulative Impacts Working Group and a planned update to 
the second Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES II). 

 
Addressing cumulative impacts is a very complex issue.  The working group process, which included a 
facilitator, was very helpful to staff in the development of the recommended approaches.  The Working 
Group met seven times to discuss a program to reduce cumulative impacts from air pollution.  This White 
Paper presents staff’s recommendations regarding options for assessing cumulative impacts from sources 
of air pollution.  It includes consideration of input received from the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), local government representatives, industry, and 
environmental and community groups on the Working Group, as well as input received from five 
Community Forums.  Key policy issues addressed during the working group process include, but were not 
limited to: 
 

• scope of the program (i.e., stationary and/or mobile sources; cancer and/or non-cancer health 
effects; and including particulate emissions); 

• defining areas of concern for specific actions to reduce cumulative exposures, and 

• potential approaches to address cumulative impacts. 
 

Definitions 
 
For the purposes of developing a program to address cumulative impacts from air pollution emissions, the 
AQMD staff will rely upon the definition of Environmental Justice that was approved by the Governing 
Board in October 1997:   
 

Environmental Justice means the equitable environmental policymaking and enforcement to 
protect the health of all persons who live or work in the AQMD, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, 
gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution. 

 
Under the subject of Environmental Justice, definitions of cumulative impact were extensively discussed by 
the Working Group.  A cumulative impact can be defined in many ways and it is therefore difficult to arrive 
at a single definition that fits all circumstances.  Cumulative impacts can be regional, as well as localized or 
neighborhood level.  Estimated risks from air toxic measurement at 10 monitoring stations for residents of 
the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) are ~1,400 in a million (based on a range from about 1,120 in a million to 
about 1,740 in a million), with some areas experiencing higher risks.  Reducing emissions throughout the 
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Basin would decrease the overall risk on a regional basis and will lower neighborhood risks by varying 
degrees, depending on the localized circumstances.   
 
The following definition of a cumulative air pollution impact, while not a consensus of the Working Group 
members, attempts to recognize their viewpoints and develop a working definition: 
 

A cumulative air pollution impact is an adverse health effect, risk or nuisance from exposure to 
pollutants released into the air from multiple air pollution sources.   
 

Further refinement or variation of this definition may be needed in the future when a specific regulation or 
policy is formulated.  Reference to “air pollution” under this working definition is intended to include not only 
air toxics, but criteria pollutants, such as particulates, and nuisances (e.g., odors).   
 

Cumulative Impacts Reduction Strategy (CIRS) 
 
At the start of the process, to stimulate discussions, staff introduced four design principles that were 
factored into the working group process:  no redlining (e.g., defining an acceptable/unacceptable 
geographical area based on level of risk); not interfering with local land use decisions, but making more 
comprehensive air quality information available to decision makers; reasonable decision-making time frame 
for CEQA analysis and permits; and resource considerations and regulatory certainty. 
 
Based on the design criteria and early discussions of the working group, staff developed a list of initial 
options for addressing cumulative impacts for working group comments.  Industry and 
environmental/community representatives were asked to provide design criteria and options.  Staff then 
evaluated the options in an attempt to examine feasibility and to identify where efforts should be prioritized.  
Several information sources, most notably, MATES II, year 2000 census data, and health care data were 
examined in an attempt to identify potentially high cumulative impact areas. 
 
Section IV discusses MATES II, census data, and health care information, while Section V outlines the 
positions and interests of key stakeholder groups.  Staff carefully considered the information, as well as the 
viewpoints expressed by stakeholders, and has the following recommendations: 
 

Approach 
 
The overall approach in addressing cumulative impacts will include several key features: 

 

• Build on existing State Implementation Plan (SIP) programs that address criteria 
pollutants; 

• Start with existing known information (i.e., MATES II) to address cumulative impacts of air 
toxics; 

• Identify high cumulative impact areas and develop effective solutions accordingly; and 

• Continue to develop/refine technical databases and tools. 
 

Staff will rely on implementation of the most recently approved Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (i.e., 
2003) to address criteria pollutants by expeditiously implementing the approved plan. 
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Scope 
 
After consideration of information and comments from the Working Group members and from Community 
Forums, staff recommends that the scope of CIRS include the following areas: 

 

• Cancer risk; 

• Hazard Index from non-cancer risk sources; 

• Odors; and 

• Enforcement. 
 

The proposed control strategies incorporate these elements. 
 

High Impact Areas 
 
After examining MATES II modeling data and incorporating input from stakeholders, staff is recommending 
that modeled cancer risks be ranked according to mobile and stationary source contribution separately.  
The ranking provides a priority list to characterize source contribution and identify solutions to address 
cumulative impacts.  MATES II models cancer risk in grid cells of 1 km x 1 km.  Staff recommends that the 
approach for  investigating potential high impact areas start with the top 100 grid cells with the highest 
mobile source impacts and another top 100 grid cells with the highest stationary source impacts.  As a 
result, there will be a total of 200 grid cells analyzed, which may have some overlapping areas, but will be 
examined separately.  Total mobile and stationary source contributions need to be examined separately 
because the nature of the sources and possible solutions are different.  Cumulative impacts can be 
addressed for localized areas, depending on the nature of the sources in that situation.  These top 100 grid 
cells, each for total mobile or stationary sources, represent the approximate top 1 percent of risks from all 
grid cells in the MATES II study.  The top 100 grid cells should not be viewed as a cut-off point for defining 
high cumulative impact areas.  Rather it serves as guidance to prioritize staff resources.  The intent is to 
work through the ranking (not necessarily limited to the top 100 cells) to evaluate individual circumstances, 
and to develop solutions accordingly.  It is not staff’s intent to prohibit growth in the high impact areas 
identified.  This prioritization should be re-examined in future ATCP updates once staff gains more 
experience in addressing the cumulative impact issues and when additional technical information and tools 
become available. 
 

Key Elements 
 
Addressing the cumulative impacts associated with exposure to air toxics requires a multi-faceted approach 
comprised of short- and long-term strategies.  AQMD staff’s suggested approach consists of three major 
components: 
 

• a set of early action control strategies for immediate development and implementation; 

• revisions to Air Toxic Control Plan (ATCP) 
- addendum to the March 2000 ATCP; and 
- periodic updates; and  

• a planned update to the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, or conduct MATES III. 
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Figure EX-1 is a graphical representation of what is proposed under each component.  Early-action 
strategies are those for which there is sufficient information for development and that can be implemented 
within 2 to 3 years.  The ATCP Addendum will be completed by the end of 2003 and will contain additional 
strategies that can be developed and implemented in 3 to 5 years.  The ATCP is expected to be updated 
periodically following a similar schedule as the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to reflect the latest 
technical information and analytical methodology.  The third component, MATES III, is already in the 
planning stages and is anticipated to be completed in approximately 1 ½ years, starting 2nd Quarter 2004.  
For a more detailed description of the suggested strategies that have been conceptualized, the reader is 
referred to Section IV of this White Paper. 
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Cumulative Impacts Reduction Strategy 

Early-Action Control Strategies 

Air Toxic Control Plan Process 

MATES III 

Start 2003-2004 
Fiscal Year 
 
• Utilize scientific 

review panel and 
public input 

 
• Revise list of TACs 

to sample 
 
• Select micro-scale 

sites 
 
• Approximately 1 ½ 

years to complete, 
sampling to start 2nd 
quarter 2004 

Recommended for Immediate Development 
 
• Control Strategies (Rules) 
o Back-up Diesel Generators (No. 1) 
o New Source Review, Rule 1401 (No. 2) 
� New and relocated facilities near existing 

schools and possibly other sensitive receptors 
� More stringent risk requirements 

o Yard Hostlers at Ports, Rail Yards, & Distribution 
Centers (No. 3) 

o Chromium Spray Coating Operations (No. 4) 
o Private Fleet Rule Development (No. 5) 

• Control Strategies (Policy) 
o Increased Compliance Assurance for Repeat 

Emission Violators (No. 6) 
o Prioritize Resources for CEQA Document 

Review in High Cumulative Impact Areas (No. 7) 
o Voluntary AQMD/Local Government/Public 

Agency Partnership (No. 8) 
o Governing Board Resolution to CARB (No. 9) 

• Nuisance Strategy 
o Pilot Odor Abatement Program (No. 10) 

Addendum by End of 2003, Periodic Updates 
 
• Improve Emissions Inventory, Data, & Tools 
• Improve Modeling Tools 
• Health Based Criteria 
o Cancer & Non-cancer 
o Asthma 

• Evaluate High Cumulative Impact Areas 
• Control Strategies (Rules) 
o Mobile 
� Truck Idling (No. 11) 
� Train Idling (No. 12) 
� Marine and Airport Operations (No. 13) 

o Stationary Source 
� More Stringent Requirements for Rule 1402 Sources Near Existing 

Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors (No. 14) 
� More Stringent Air Toxic Source-Specific Requirements for 

Existing Sources Located Near Existing Schools and Possibly Other 
Sensitive Receptors (No. 15) 

� Neighborhood Air Toxic Abatement Fund (No. 17) 
� Additional Controls for Arsenic (No. 18) 
� Additional Controls for Auto-Body Shops (No. 19) 

o ARB Component (No. 23) 
o U.S. EPA Component (No. 24) 

• Control Strategies (Policy) 
o Diesel Traffic Flow Control (No. 20) 
o Analysis and Mitigation for Sources Contributing to High Health 

Risks (Cancer and Non-Cancer) (No. 21) 
o Develop and Launch Pollution Prevention (No. 16) 
o Increased/Targeted Funding for Disproportionately Impacted Areas 

(No. 25) 
• Nuisance Strategy 
o Odor Abatement for Existing Facilities (No. 22) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
In October 1997, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) Governing Board adopted a 
series of ten Environmental Justice Initiatives, along with four Guiding Principles, to address the potential 
adverse health effects of air pollution, including air toxics, and set forth a strategy to help ensure that clean 
air benefits are accorded to all residents and communities of the South Coast Air Basin (Basin).  These 
Initiatives have helped identify and address potential areas of the AQMD’s jurisdiction where citizens may 
be disproportionately impacted by air pollutants.  Potential adverse public health impacts from cumulative 
emissions exposure, particularly from air toxics, are an environmental justice (EJ) concern.  In September 
2002, the Governing Board approved enhancements to the EJ program for the Fiscal Years 2002-2003.  
Addressing concerns about cumulative emission impacts is a key objective of the EJ program 
enhancements.  An outgrowth of these enhancements was a Governing Board directive to staff to report 
back on the feasibility of rulemaking to address cumulative impacts of air toxics beyond current AQMD 
requirements.   
 
On January 10, 2003, staff reported to the Governing Board on the initial investigation into the development 
of a cumulative impacts program.  Also presented at that meeting was a proposal to develop a White Paper 
on regulatory and policy options for addressing cumulative impacts from air pollution emissions, including a 
work plan that entailed creation of a working group, development of a White Paper, and a planned update 
to the second Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES II).  The Board directed staff to report back to 
the Board with a White Paper containing recommendations and schedule. 
 
Addressing cumulative impacts is a very complex issue.  There are many factors that contribute to areas of 
higher impact in the Basin.  Land use decisions, some made decades ago, prevalence of freeways and 
other transportation corridors, density and types of businesses, and local meteorology are some of these 
factors.  Mobile source emissions continue to be the predominant contributor to regional cancer risk in the 
Basin.  Cumulative impacts are somewhat difficult to define and assess.  Stakeholders in the working group 
had divergent viewpoints with respect to what indicators should be used to address cumulative impacts and 
what approaches are needed.  There are data limitations, as well.  AQMD has an extensive air monitoring 
program and has the benefit of MATES II, an extensive toxic monitoring and modeling effort.  However, 
there are knowledge gaps where additional information on air pollution emissions and exposures would be 
beneficial. 
 
The working group process, which included a facilitator, was very helpful to staff in the development of the 
recommended approaches.  The Working Group met seven times to discuss a program to reduce 
cumulative impacts from air pollution.  This White Paper presents staff’s recommendations regarding 
options for assessing cumulative impacts from sources of air toxics.  It includes consideration of input 
received from the California Air Resources Board (ARB), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
local government representatives, industry, and environmental and community groups on the Working 
Group, as well as input from five Community Forums.  Key policy issues addressed during the working 
group process include, but were not limited to, scope of the program (i.e., stationary and/or mobile sources; 
cancer and/or non-cancer health effects; and particulate emissions), defining high impact areas for specific 
actions to reduce cumulative exposures, and potential approaches to address cumulative impacts. 
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II. DEFINITIONS 
 
For the purposes of developing a program to address cumulative impacts from air pollution emissions, the 
AQMD staff will rely upon the definition of Environmental Justice that was approved by the Governing 
Board in October 1997:   
 

Environmental Justice means the equitable environmental policymaking and enforcement to 
protect the health of all persons who live or work in the AQMD, regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, 
gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, from the health effects of air pollution. 

 
Under the subject of Environmental Justice, the definition of cumulative impact was extensively discussed 
by the Working Group.  A cumulative impact can be defined in many ways and it is therefore difficult to 
arrive at a single definition that fits all circumstances.  Cumulative impacts can be regional, as well as 
localized or neighborhood.  Estimated risks from air toxic measurement at 10 monitoring stations for 
residents of the Basin are ~1,400 in a million (based on a range from about 1,120 in a million to about 
1,740 in a million), with some areas experiencing higher risks.  Reducing emissions throughout the Basin 
would decrease the overall risk on a regional basis and will lower neighborhood risks by varying degrees, 
depending on the localized circumstances.   
 
Definitions were discussed at several Working Group meetings.  This was important to different 
stakeholders because the definitions would help frame the policy discussions and recommendations.  The 
environmental and community groups were interested in ensuring that the definition of cumulative impacts 
would not be restrictive with respect to needing to prove harm before addressing an impact.  These groups 
also stressed that cumulative impacts are not just related to air pollution, but include other media, such as 
water pollution, and ingestion. 
 
It was important to industry representatives that the definition of cumulative impact not result in using 
resources where there was not a nexus demonstrated between pollution sources and health effects.  For 
example, emissions may not result in an adverse impact if the compound is emitted in low amounts or has 
low toxicity.  The following definition proposed by the AQMD staff, while not a consensus, attempts to 
recognize these view points and develop a working definition. 
 

A cumulative air pollution impact is an adverse health effect, risk or nuisance from exposure to 
pollutants released into the air from multiple air pollution sources.   
 

Further refinement or variation of this definition may be needed in the future when a specific regulation or 
policy is formulated.  Reference to “air pollution” under this working definition is intended to include not only 
air toxics, but criteria pollutants, such as particulates, and nuisances (e.g., odors).   
 
III. BACKGROUND 
 
Currently, cumulative impacts are indirectly reduced through the application of existing programs at the 
federal, state, and local level.  The State Implementation Plan (SIP) addresses criteria pollutants and the 
California Health and Safety Code covers nuisances.  Control of air toxics is addressed in a variety of 
programs as described below. 
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For air toxics, it is generally assumed by the scientific community that there is no safe level or threshold 
that can be set relative to cancer risk regardless of the source. The AQMD has very limited jurisdiction over 
mobile sources and therefore its rules and regulations are primarily geared toward stationary and area 
sources only. Historically, jurisdiction for reducing mobile source (e.g., motor vehicles, diesel trucks, trains, 
ships, and aircraft) emissions, and therefore risk contribution, primarily falls to both state and federal levels 
of government, whereas localized reduction of stationary sources falls to the local level.  The regulatory 
structure for addressing new or modified stationary sources is to require best available control technology 
(BACT) for air toxics, or T-BACT.  Relative to existing sources, risk reductions are sought via rules and 
regulations, considering technical feasibility and cost. 
 
AQMD’s current regulatory program has five principle programs for addressing air toxics.   
 

• Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants is equipment-specific and limits 
incremental increases in public health risk from new projects and modifications to existing 
equipment/processes; 

• Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources is facility-specific and 
requires reduction of risk and public notification under certain conditions; 

• California Environment Quality Act (CEQA) is project-specific and requires public disclosure and 
mitigation measures, as necessary, to limit risk; 

• Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) is regional and utilizes actual monitored and 
modeling data to estimate emissions and risk in the Basin; and 

• Air Toxics Control Plan is regional and utilizes MATES data in developing recommendations for 
source-specific and air toxic rules, as well as non-regulatory programs. 

 
The AQMD, together with the state and federal agencies, works to control air pollution emissions from 
several sources.  As mentioned earlier the AQMD has jurisdiction over stationary and area source 
emissions, as well as mobile source fleets.  Over the years several programs and tools have been 
developed to regulate these sources. These programs and tools and the roles of the state and federal 
agencies are described in Appendix A. 
 
IV. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS REDUCTION STRATEGY (CIRS) 
 
At the start of the process, to stimulate discussions, staff introduced four design principles that were 
factored into the working group process:  no redlining (e.g., defining an acceptable/unacceptable 
geographical area based on level of risk); not interfering with local land use decisions, but making more 
comprehensive air quality information available to decision makers; reasonable decision-making time frame 
for CEQA analysis and permits; consider resource considerations and regulatory certainty. 
 
Based on the design criteria and early discussions of the working group, staff developed a list of initial 
options for addressing cumulative impacts for working group comments.  Industry and 
environmental/community representatives provided their own list of design criteria and options.  Staff then 
evaluated the options in an attempt to examine feasibility and to identify where efforts should be prioritized.  
Staff examined several information sources, most notably, the MATES II, year 2000 census data, and 
health care data in an attempt to identify potentially high cumulative impact areas. 
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In addition to the sections on the control strategies, this report also provides information on MATES II, 
census data, and the interests of key stakeholder groups.  Staff carefully considered the information, as 
well as viewpoints expressed by stakeholders, and has the following recommendations. 
 

Approach 
 
The overall approach in addressing cumulative impacts includes several key features: 

 

• Build on existing State Implementation Plan (SIP) Programs that address criteria 
pollutants; 

• Start with existing known information (i.e., MATES II) to address cumulative impacts of air 
toxics; 

• Identify high cumulative impact areas and develop effective solutions accordingly; and 

• Continue to develop/refine technical database and tools. 
 
These concepts are incorporated in the individual strategies described below. 

 
Scope 

 
After consideration of information and comments from the Working Group members and from Community 
Forums, staff recommends that the scope of the CIRS include the following areas: 

 

• Cancer risk; 

• Hazard Index from non-cancer risk sources; 

• Odors; and 

• Enforcement. 
 

The control strategies incorporate these components. 
 

Key Elements 
 
Addressing the cumulative impacts associated with exposure to air toxics requires a multi-faceted approach 
including short- and long-term strategies.  AQMD staff’s suggested approach consists of three major 
components: 
 

• a set of early-action control strategies for immediate development and implementation; 

• Air Toxic Control Plan process; and 

• Planned update to the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, or MATES III. 
 

Analysis for Identification of High Impact Areas 
 
A significant portion of the Working Group discussions focused on potential criteria for determining high 
impact areas.  Basin-wide regional risk and census data maps were developed by staff as part of their 
analysis and in support of the Working Group discussions.   
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During 1998 and 1999, the AQMD conducted a second MATES program to further understand the current 
air toxics setting in the Basin.  The results of MATES II were released in March 2000.  MATES II examined 
the potential cancer risk from over 30 known toxic air contaminants including diesel particulates.  MATES II 
data was key in this analysis, as it was an important part of the characterization of cumulative impacts 
throughout the Basin.  It also was an indicator of risk contributions and aided in identifying control strategies 
and further steps needed, such as improved data, tools, and modeling. 
 

MATES II Data 
The results of MATES II indicate that the overall average Basin cancer risk is approximately 1,400-in-one 
million when diesel emissions are considered; the Basin risk is around 400- to 600-in-one million excluding 
diesel emissions.  Figure 1 contains a map of the Basin showing the range of cancer risk contributed by all 
sources, including diesel emissions.  As seen in Figure 1, the MATES II results also indicate that higher risk 
levels are seen in the more industrialized areas of the Basin (the south-central portion of Los Angeles 
County, not the neighborhood of south-central Los Angeles; at freeway interchanges; areas near airports; 
and industrial areas).  However, as seen in Figure 2, mobile sources are the most significant contributors to 
risk levels in the Basin, with some individual grid cells as high as 5,700 in a million.  The stationary source 
emissions of TACs contribution to the overall estimated risk levels are presented in Figure 3, with some 
individual grid cells as high as 660 in a million.  Stationary source TACs tend to be around the same level 
year-round.  However, mobile source TACs tend to be higher during the fall and winter months.  Due to 
limitations in modeling techniques, stationary source risks tend to be underestimated at the localized level.   
 

Figure 1 
Range of Risk From All Sources In the South Coast Air Basin,  

Including All Mobile and Stationary Sources  
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Figure 2 
Range of Risk for Mobile Sources Only in the South Coast Air Basin, 

Including Diesel Particulate 
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Figure 3 

Range of Risk from Stationary Sources Only in the South Coast Air Basin 
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2000 Census Data 

The Governing Board adopted definition of Environmental Justice states that the public health of all 
persons should be protected, regardless of race, socioeconomic status, etc.  However, environmental and 
community members on the Working Group asked staff to evaluate poverty and ethnicity information that 
would potentially be used to define high cumulative impact areas. 
 
Consistent with addressing Environmental Justice under the Carl Moyer program, staff examined those 
census tracts with greater than 10 percent poverty.  Utilizing tract level data from the 2000 Census, Figure 
4 shows the range of poverty for all demographics for the entire Basin.  Staff also examined which areas, 
have greater than 50 percent non-white population, also utilizing 2000 Census data (see Figure 5).  As can 
be seen from Figures 4 and 5, there is a correlation between areas of high poverty and those of large non-
white populations.  These areas also correlate strongly with modeled cancer risks.  Therefore, prioritizing 
efforts in areas of high risk would also benefit those areas highlighted by the environmental and community 
members. 
 
 

Figure 4 
Range of Poverty Within the South Coast Air Basin by Census Tract 
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Figure 5 
Range of Non-White Populations within the South Coast Air Basin by Census Tract 
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Health Care Data 

A request was made at a working group meeting to use health care data to identify areas of high 
cumulative impacts by using information on rates of air pollution related illnesses, such as asthma.  Lack of 
access to health care could exacerbate cumulative impacts of air pollution.  There is not a conclusive 
source of information for local areas to derive these health-based criteria.  Where data might be available, it 
would be resource intensive to obtain and analyze, as well as only being available for selected areas of the 
Basin.  Therefore, this was determined not to be a practical source of information for prioritizing efforts. 
 

Conclusion 
After consideration of the aforementioned data and information, staff recommends that the approach for  
investigating potential high impact areas start with the top 100 grid cells with the highest mobile source 
impacts and another top 100 grid cells with the highest stationary source impacts.  As a result, there will be 
a total of 200 grid cells analyzed, which may have some overlapping areas, but will be examined 
separately.  Staff was also asked to look at the top 100 grid cells due to all emission sources, which should 
be the same as the top cells for mobile sources because greater than 90 percent of the risks are from those 
sources.  Figures 6, 7, and 8 contain preliminary maps using the MATES II data.  The location of the top 
100 mobile source grid cells are shown on the map in Figure 6, whereas the location of the top 100 
stationary source grid cells are shown in Figure 7.  Figure 8 shows which grid cells from Figures 7 and 8 
overlap.   
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Figure 6 
Top 100 Grid Cells for Mobile Sources Only 

 
Note: The range of risks due to the mobile source contribution are 1,400 to 5,700 in a million. 

 
Figure 7 

Top 100 Grid Cells for Stationary Sources Only 

  
Note: The range of risks due to the stationary source contribution are 160 to 660 in a million. 
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Figure 8 
Overlap of the Top 100 Grid Cells for Both Mobile and Stationary Sources 

 
Mobile and stationary source contributions need to be examined separately because the nature of the 
sources and possible solutions are different.  Furthermore, the MATES II modeling technique (i.e., regional 
modeling rather than point source modeling) tends to underestimate the potential localized impacts.  By 
evaluating the top mobile and stationary grid cells, cumulative impacts can be addressed for localized 
areas, depending on the nature of the sources in that situation.  These top 100 grid cells represent the 
approximate top 1 percent of risks from all grid cells in the MATES II study.  The top 100 grid cells should 
not be viewed as a cut-off point for defining high cumulative impact areas.  Rather it serves as guidance to 
prioritize staff resources.  Staff will not propose a prohibition of growth in these areas.  The intent is to work 
through the ranking (not limited to the top 100 cells) to evaluate individual circumstances, and to develop 
solutions accordingly.  This prioritization should be re-examined in the future ATCP updates once staff 
gains more experience in addressing the cumulative impact issues and when additional technical 
information and tools become available.  
 
As seen in Table 1, when examining the top 100 grid cells, based on cancer risk, for mobile sources only, 
including diesel particulate, diesel emissions contribute the majority of risk in those cells (more than 90% in 
most grid cells).  Relative to stationary sources, the risk within the top 100 grid cells is mostly contributed 
(e.g., more than 80%) by perchloroethylene, carbon tetrachloride, ethylene oxide, arsenic, chromium, 
cadmium, and nickel.  Many of these pollutants have or will be controlled through implementation of rules or 
rule amendments over the last three years.  Perchloroethylene and carbon tretrachloride are used as 
degreasers, ethylene oxide as a sterilizer, arsenic in metallurgical processes, and chromium, cadmium, and 
nickel in plating operations. 
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Table 1 

Key Mobile and Stationary Source Risk Contributors 
(MATES II Modeled Risk Levels) 

 
 

Category 
 

Key TACs 
 

Range of Cancer Risk 
Mobile Sources, 
Including Diesel 
Particulate Only 

diesel particulate 1,400 – 5,700 in a million 

Stationary Sources Only perchloroethylene (Rules 1122, 1421, &1425) 
carbon tetrachloride (Rule 1122) 
ethylene oxide (Rule 1405) 
arsenic (Rule 1407) 
chromium (Rule 1469) 
cadmium (Rule 1426) 
nickel (Rule 1426) 

160 – 660 in a million 

 
 

 
CONTROL STRATEGIES FOR REDUCING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS FROM AIR POLLUTION 

 
Early-Action Control Strategies 

 
The following early action control strategies are those that staff recommends should be started 
immediately.  Not all strategies are expected to result in a rulemaking as they may not be necessary after 
further evaluation or solutions may not be technically or economically feasible at this time.  Any strategy 
that is developed into a rule will go through the full public review process, including CEQA and 
socioeconomic analysis and public comments, and will be developed for Governing Board consideration.  
Some of the strategies may already be initiated as part of AQMD’s EJ program.  Each of these strategies 
are anticipated to be developed and implemented within 2 to 3 years.   
 

Control Strategies (Rules) 
1. Approach: Air Toxic Control for Back-Up Generators 

Description: A key finding of MATES II was the significant contribution of cancer risk throughout 
the Basin by diesel sources.  The current AQMD permitting rules exempt 
emergency engines from Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air 
Contaminants.  A number of these sources, such as back-up generators, are 
located in and around schools, as well as other sensitive receptors.  This strategy 
would seek to reduce air toxic emissions, including diesel particulates, from back-
up generators. 

Mechanism: Under this measure, staff would develop requirements to reduce emissions from 
back-up generators, taking into consideration state Air Toxics Control Measure 
(ATCM) requirements assessment for diesel particulates and Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) updated risk procedures.  
Such requirements may include greater limitation on hours for maintenance 
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operation, designation of when maintenance may be conducted when a generator 
is located near a sensitive receptor, or requiring the addition of diesel particulate 
filters.  Such requirements may be applied to both existing back-up generators and 
new generators.  Staff has been asked to evaluate whether special consideration 
is needed for engines to be used under emergency situations for essential public 
services, such as flood control or earthquakes. 

 
2. Approach: More Stringent Requirements for New Sources Located Near Existing 

Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 
Description: This control strategy would seek to establish requirements for new and relocated 

facilities near schools and possibly other sensitive receptors. 
Mechanism: Staff would seek to amend Rule 1401 to establish more stringent risk limits for new 

and relocated facilities emitting air toxics located near existing schools and 
possibly other sensitive receptors for their risk levels at these receptors.  Sensitive 
receptors include schools (kindergarten through grade 12), licensed daycare 
centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes.  The risk assessment procedures in 
Rule 1401 would be used to assess the maximum individual cancer risk at the 
school.  These requirements may include more stringent risk limits for new and 
relocated facilities.  If the increase in risk triggers Rule 1402 applicability, this 
strategy may also seek to expedite Rule 1402 risk reduction.  For example, a new 
facility being located within a specified distance from a school (e.g., within 100 
meters as specified in AQMD Rule 1469) may be required to meet a risk limitation 
of less than 1 in a million without using BACT or less than 10 in a million using 
BACT for toxics, or T-BACT.  It is the staff’s intent to use 100 meters as the 
distance threshold.  However, the distance threshold needs to be further 
discussed through the rulemaking process.  In addition, a new facility being 
located within a certain distance of a school may also be required to reduce a 
facility-wide cancer risk below the action level prior to the start of operation of the 
new equipment.  The amendment to Rule 1401 associated with this strategy would 
be for existing schools or sensitive receptors only and would proceed through a 
two-step hearing process to first identify key policy issues and seek Governing 
Board direction prior to the rule adoption hearing.   

 
Since this strategy has raised a number of general questions, a summary table 
(Table 2) has been provided to highlight key elements. 
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Table 2 
Summary of Key Elements of Strategy No. 2 

 
Element Summary 

Applies to: new and relocated facilities 
Variables • distance 

• impacts at specified receptors 
Sensitive Receptor • schools (kindergarten through grade 12) 

• licensed daycare centers 

• hospitals 

• convalescent homes 
Proposed Strategy • more stringent risk levels 

• or expedited Rule 1402 risk reduction, if 
triggered. 

 
3. Approach: Yard Hostlers at Ports, Rail Yards, and Distribution Centers 

Description: One source of emissions contributing to a cumulative impact is ground support 
operations associated with cargo sorting and transport within ports, rail yards, and 
distribution centers.  These sources, known as yard hostlers, can cumulatively 
create potential increased exposures to the surrounding area due to their 
emissions.  This strategy would seek to reduce emissions from yard hostlers at 
ports, rail yards, and distribution centers used in conjunction with these operations.  

Mechanism: Staff would develop new requirements to control emissions from yard hostlers 
used at ports, rail yards, and distribution centers (e.g., warehouses).  Control 
strategies could include lower emitting equipment either by add-on control 
technologies or alternative fuels. 

 
4. Approach: Chromium Spray Coating Operations 

Description: Emissions of hexavalent chromium have historically been a contributor to the 
ambient risk contributed by stationary sources throughout much of the Basin.  
Since 1990, a number of measures have been taken to reduce emissions of 
chromium from various sources, including metal finishing and coating applications.  
In 2000, the results of MATES II identified chromium as one of the most significant 
stationary source toxic air contaminants.  Rule 1469 has been strengthened to 
significantly reduce chromium emissions from metal finishing operations.  
However, other operations, such as chromium-based spray coating operations 
have also been identified as potentially contributing to cancer risk.  This strategy 
would investigate and potentially seek to reduce emissions of chromium from 
these operations. 

Mechanism: Staff would conduct an investigation into the remaining risk associated with spray 
operations using chromium-based coatings, including a technical analysis as to 
alternative coating materials, or the effectiveness of add-on control equipment.  An 
issue was raised to have staff evaluate the potential toxic characterization of 
chrome from paint spray operations.  In addition, compliance records for metal 
coating operations will also be examined to determine if non-compliant sources, if 
any, are contributing significantly to the risk.  Consideration will be given to 
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sources already in compliance with Rule 1402, for example.  Staff has been asked 
to consider sources covered under other rules, such as the aerospace NESHAP 
and Rule 1124.  The result of this effort may result in the adoption of a new or 
amended rule to control emissions of chromium from spray coating applications. 

 
5. Approach: Private Fleet Rule Development 

Description: Findings from the MATES II program showed that the largest portion of the 
ambient cancer risk is contributed by diesel sources throughout the Basin.  As a 
result, the AQMD Governing Board adopted a series of fleet rules (e.g., 1190 
series rules) to reduce emissions of diesel particulates from mobile sources within 
the agency’s jurisdiction.  This strategy would develop additional new rules for 
further emission reductions from private fleets. 

Mechanism: This strategy would lead to the development of new rules for additional emission 
reductions from private fleets, such as fuel providers and cargo/shipment carriers.  
This strategy also leads to the development of the necessary infrastructure to 
maintain the fleets, which is an important element for sustainability. 

 
Control Strategies (Policy) 

6. Approach: Increased Compliance Assurance for Repeat Emission Violations 
Description: At public outreach meetings, requests are often made for an increased field 

compliance presence, particularly in those areas consisting of a high concentration 
of facilities.  This stems from the concerns that non-compliance or accidental 
release would contribute to cumulative impacts.  This strategy is to develop and 
implement an enhanced compliance assurance program for stationary sources 
which receive multiple notices of violation.  Such action will likely provide the 
greater benefit in high cumulative impact areas. 

Mechanism: As an early action measure, this strategy involves the development of a program 
that would guarantee minimum inspections and minimum penalties for repeat 
emission violations to assure continuous and consistent compliance.  AQMD staff 
would investigate data and compliance records so as to focus resources to 
address the more localized issues.  In determining repeat emission violations, 
AQMD staff will take into consideration industry-specific operations and the 
amount of excess emissions.  Thus, facilities with multiple emission-related 
violations would be inspected at a greater frequency.  Rules will be enforced 
consistently, regardless of facility location.  The enhancement would involve more 
strategic deployment of AQMD field inspections and increased deterrence for 
repeat emission violators.    This strategy will be implemented after approval of the 
ATCP by the AQMD Governing Board. 

 
7. Approach: Prioritize Resources for CEQA Document Review in High Cumulative Impact 

Areas 
Description: Projects with potentially significant adverse environmental impacts require an 

evaluation under CEQA.  AQMD regularly receives CEQA documents prepared by 
other lead agencies for comments.  Air quality is one of the CEQA topics.  Relative 
to air quality impacts, a thorough evaluation of project related emissions, including 
both mobile and stationary source emissions is needed, particularly for projects 
located in high cumulative impact areas.  This strategy would ensure that CEQA 
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documents prepared in conjunction with these projects are evaluated by AQMD for 
potentially significant impacts and that adequate measures are taken to mitigate 
the impacts when required. 

Mechanism: AQMD staff will prioritize resources to ensure adequate intergovernmental review 
of CEQA documents to ensure the accuracy and the adequacy of air quality 
impact analyses and the associated mitigation measures, if deemed necessary. 

 
8. Approach: Voluntary AQMD/Local Government/Public Agency Partnership 

Description: One of the key resources to address potential cumulative impacts associated with 
emissions from new, modified, and relocated facilities is local government staff 
such as planners, as they have the ability to control where and how facilities are 
located in their community.  This strategy is to work with local governments and 
planners through a partnership to provide the necessary information and tools to 
minimize cumulative impacts from future potentially air toxic emitting facilities and 
projects in their area. 

Mechanism: This strategy would be implemented through an education and outreach program 
to advise local governments outside the current CEQA analysis process.  AQMD 
would partner with local governments and other public agencies.  This effort is 
different than AQMD’s role in review and comment on CEQA projects because it is 
a more proactive, educational effort, not related to a specific project.  In 
conjunction with the Model Air Quality Element (an EJ enhancement), AQMD staff 
will offer to make presentations and to consult with City Councils and Planning 
Commissions regarding land use decisions, and provide them with tools to identify 
incompatible land uses and to identify and address projects that may have a direct 
or indirect affect on the health of the surrounding community due to their 
operations.  An air quality/environmental checklist may be developed for use by 
any local government to aid them in their decisions. 

 
9. Approach: Governing Board Resolution to CARB 

Description: Mobile sources, which are regulated under CARB, are significant contributors to 
risk levels in the Basin (see section on MATES II).  Consequently, additional 
controls from this sector would greatly enhance the reduction of cumulative 
impacts. 

Mechanism: This Early Action strategy would entail a Governing Board resolution to CARB 
urging their partnership and timely control of mobile source emissions.  AQMD 
wants to work with CARB to be full partners in resolving cumulative impacts in this 
Basin, especially where mobile sources are the key contributors to cumulative 
impacts.  Staff recommends that the resolution include a request that CARB Board 
members participate in a summit with a delegation of AQMD Board members to 
discuss this partnership and efforts to assist in reducing cumulative impacts. 

 
Nuisance Strategy 

10. Approach: Pilot Odor Abatement Program 
Description: Nuisance complaints, including odors, have continuously been raised by the public 

at outreach meetings, such as the AQMD’s Town Hall and Environmental Justice 
(EJ) meetings, as well as Community Forums for addressing cumulative impacts.  
Odor complaints are a localized issue and can trigger adverse health impacts due 
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to the physical sensitivity of individuals located in and around the area of 
incidence.  The presence (or absence) of odors does not always relate directly to 
toxics exposure.  Currently, odor issues are addressed after occurrence of the 
incident through public nuisance complaints (i.e., AQMD Rule 402).  This strategy 
would seek to develop proactive measures to prevent exposure to odors. 

Mechanism: To address this issue staff would develop a pilot rule for one or two industries.  
The pilot rule would set the foundation for a process to determine and implement 
control requirements for odors from new sources.  The selection of industries for 
this pilot program would be based on the historical nuisance compliant records, 
recent compliance actions, and input from a working group.  The control 
technologies could include best management practices and would examine 
technologies used in the past resolution of Orders of Abatement or Notices of 
Violations (NOV). 

 
Appendix C shows the records of the most frequent confirmed odor complaints 
from 1988 to 2003 along with the corresponding NOVs.  These complaints and 
NOVs are summarized and organized by standard industrial classification (SIC) 
codes. The industrial classifications receiving the highest number of odor 
complaints include: Petroleum Refining, Refuse Systems, and Sewage Systems.  
The next steps needed to develop a control strategy for these sources of odors 
would be to analyze individual complaints received regarding facilities in these 
categories.  Once a pattern of complaints is found (i.e., type of odor, area, time of 
day, weather conditions) it can then be determined if a control strategy can be 
used to mitigate odors in the ambient air.  To accomplish this task, staff would rely 
on a scientific review group for developing standards, similar to that used for 
establishing BACT (the same group could be used) for sources of criteria air 
contaminants. 
 

AIR TOXICS CONTROL PLAN (ATCP) PROCESS 
 

Identifying and resolving cumulative impacts will be a continuous and iterative process since no single 
solution can adequately address the issues.  Therefore, staff is proposing to integrate a cumulative impact 
component into the ATCP process, which will be updated periodically to incorporate the latest technical 
information as well as strategies to address air toxic issues (e.g., regional and localized) in the Basin.  The 
ATCP was approved by the Governing Board in March 2000.  It was designed to reduce air toxic exposure 
in the Basin and was envisioned to be updated following the SIP revision process. 
 

Addendum to the Air Toxics Control Plan  
 
An Addendum to the ATCP will be completed after the 2003 update to the Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP).  It will include improved emission data and a partial inventory update using the AQMP, as well as 
data from the implementation of control strategies contained within the March 2000 ATCP to revise current 
and projected air toxic levels (see Appendix B for ATCP implementation progress).  Staff anticipates that 
the air toxics plan update will be presented to the Governing Board for its approval by the end of 2003.  
Although MATES III emissions monitoring will not be completed by this time, the inventory and assessment 
of changes in toxic air pollution levels can proceed for the air toxics plan addendum.  Future updates to the 
ATCP will include MATES III data. 
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The addendum will utilize information contained in the enhanced Toxic Emissions Inventory, described as 
follows.  The procedure used will be similar to that used in MATES II and the March 2000 ATCP.  The base 
calendar year used for the inventory will be 2000 with future years extending from 2010 to approximately 
2020.   
 
The inventory data used will be as follows: on-road sources will use EMFAC 2002 and CARB’s most recent 
specification profiles; point sources not in the AB 2588 program will use calendar year 2000 Annual 
Emissions Report (AER) data; sources within the AB 2588 program will incorporate any changes reported 
up to the end of 2000; metal plating facilities, gas stations, and dry cleaners will use the most recent 
inventory information available; and off road sources will use the data in the 2003 AQMP for calendar years 
2000, 2010, and 2020.  Once the 2000 inventory is complete, appropriate emission reductions for each 
category will be determined and a future inventory will be created. 
 
The ATCP Addendum will consider additional health based indicators in the development of control 
strategies.  Consistent with MATES II, the March 2000 air toxics plan primarily focused on cancer-based 
risks.  The air toxics plan Addendum will also consider non-cancer health risks.  In addition, it will also 
examine asthma as a health-based indicator for potential control strategy development to the extent 
feasible. 
 
The Addendum will have both mobile and stationary control strategies based on technically and 
economically feasible approaches.  Relative to mobile strategies, the efforts will focus on the risks 
associated with diesel particulate emissions.  Control strategies to be developed would include truck and 
train idling restrictions, and diesel traffic flow management.  Staff will also be evaluating other control 
strategies.  This effort will benefit mobile source risk reduction because it will use the CARB Diesel 
Reduction Plan (October 2000) as a baseline and seek additional reductions beyond what is called for in 
the state plan. 
 
The ATCP update will include a systematic review of existing toxic rules to determine if additional 
reductions are technically and economically feasible for facilities located near schools and possibly other 
sensitive receptors.  These efforts may include the addition of sensitive receptor requirements for existing 
sources through amendments to existing rules and consideration during future rule development.   
 
Other potential control strategies include pollution prevention (such as technical assistance for all facilities 
and a focus on facilities in higher cumulative impact areas that are close to schools), and funding for 
localized risk reduction projects, through an abatement fund or other mechanisms. 
 
Analysis of MATES II stationary source cancer risk indicates that perchloroethylene (a.k.a., “perc” or 
tetrachloroethylene), chromium, arsenic, and carbon tetrachloride were key contributors to cancer risk.  
Several of these TACs are or will be reduced from implementation of recently adopted and amended rules.  
Spray coatings containing chromium will be evaluated for further reduction.  Arsenic will also be evaluated.  
Due to odor complaints and the large use of various TACs in paint formulations, staff proposes a two-step 
process for evaluating odors and potential control approaches for auto-body shops.  Additional fleet rules 
will also be developed. 
 
Conceptually, an outline of Addendum to the March 2000 Air Toxics Control Plan would include the 
following topics: 
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Progress in Implementing 2000 Toxics Plan 

• AQMD 

• State  

• Federal 

• Previous projections 

• Revised projections 
Additional Control Strategies 

• Introduction, including design criteria used in first plan and any updates 

• Early action measures 

• Stationary source measures 

• Mobile source measures 
Implementation 

• Time frame 

• Partnerships with other agencies and stakeholders 

• Environmental and socioeconomic implications 

• Outreach 

• Monitoring 

• Future enhancement 
 

It should be noted that MATES II and the March 2000 ATCP focused primarily on cancer risks.  This update 
will include incremental efforts to reduce cancer risk, since most of these are on-going, long term efforts.  
The update will also identify high cumulative impact areas for focusing efforts relative to the control 
strategies.  

 
The following control strategies, which are in addition to the Early Action Control Strategies, are staff’s 
recommendation for further consideration and development.  Development of some strategies will begin 
right away, others may take longer to develop.  Not all strategies are expected to result in a rulemaking, as 
they may not be necessary or feasible upon further evaluation.  For example, there were strategies 
identified in the March 2000 ATCP that did not result in rulemaking and were not pursued after further 
technical evaluation (i.e., hospital ethylene oxide sterilizers and rubber manufacturing).  Any strategy that is 
developed into a rule will go through the full public review process, including CEQA and socioeconomic 
analysis, and public comments, and will be developed for Governing Board consideration.  Some of the 
strategies may already be initiated in conjunction with the AQMD’s EJ program.  Each of these strategies 
are anticipated to be developed and fully implemented within 3 to 5 years. 
 

Proposed Control Strategies for Addendum to the Air Toxics Control Plan 
 
11. Approach: Truck Idling 

Description: During many public outreach meetings, staff has heard numerous concerns about 
the diesel truck traffic associated with the moving of cargo to and from ports, rail 
yards, and distribution centers.  In addition to the traffic from moving cargo, the 
idling of trucks waiting for loading and unloading contributes to increased ground 
level emissions that move into nearby areas and contribute to health and nuisance 
complaints.  This strategy will seek to develop requirements to reduce emissions 



Cumulative Impacts  
 

AQMD 24 August 2003 

from diesel truck idling.  This control measure was identified in the March 2000 
ATCP. 

Mechanism: Under this strategy, staff would develop a new rule to control diesel truck idling to 
the extent feasible, taking into consideration operational needs for the movement 
of cargo and infrastructure for electrification as necessary. 

 
12. Approach: Train Idling 

Description: As with truck idling, staff has heard numerous complaints related to rail traffic.  
This traffic is associated with the moving of cargo to and from ports and rail yards.  
Particular focus has been on idling locomotives waiting to move cargo.  This 
strategy would likewise seek to develop requirements to reduce emissions from 
train engine idling. 

Mechanism: Under this strategy, staff would develop a new rule to control train idling to the 
extent feasible, taking into consideration operational needs for the movement of 
cargo and infrastructure needed to support locomotives. 

 
13. Approach: Marine and Airport Operations 

Description: Early-Action Strategy No. 3 addresses yard hostlers at ports, rail yards and 
distribution centers.  This strategy would seek to address emissions from marine 
and airport related operations. 

Mechanism: Staff would examine emission reduction options for marine and airport related 
operations.  Staff would first conduct feasibility studies, including AQMD legal 
authority, control technologies, and cost effectiveness prior to developing specific 
regulatory programs. 

 
14. Approach: More Stringent Requirements for Rule 1402 Sources Near Existing Schools 

and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 
Description: As stated under early action measure No. 2, health risks associated with facilities 

located near existing schools and possibly other sensitive receptors are of 
concern.  Whereas strategy No. 2 would address new and relocated equipment, 
and new facilities, this strategy would address existing facilities located near (e.g., 
within 100 meters) schools and possibly other sensitive receptors. 

Mechanism: Staff would seek to amend Rule 1402 to add additional requirements for risk levels 
for facilities located near schools, and possibly other sensitive receptors.  
Sensitive receptors include schools (kindergarten through grade 12), licensed 
daycare centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes.  The risk assessment 
procedures in Rule 1401 would be used to assess the maximum individual cancer 
risk at the school.  Such requirement may include lowering the action risk level 
below the current 25 in a million or expediting the timeframe allowed to implement 
risk reduction.  The amendment to Rule 1402 associated with this strategy would 
address schools or sensitive receptors only and would proceed through a two-step 
hearing process to first identify key policy issues and seek Governing Board 
direction prior to the rule adoption hearing.  Staff will seek funding to assist 
facilities with cost of risk reduction or relocation.  Staff’s intent is that this would 
apply to existing facilities and existing sensitive receptors, not for a new sensitive 
receptor that moves near facilities.  Strategy No. 8, the Voluntary AQMD/Local 



Cumulative Impacts  
 

AQMD 25 August 2003 

Government/Public Agency Partnership, will be used to help better inform land use 
decisions.   

 
Since this strategy has raised a number of general questions, a summary table 
(Table 3) has been provided to highlight key elements. 
 

Table 3 
Summary of Key Elements of Strategy No. 14 

 
Element Summary 

Applies to: • existing facilities subject to Rule 1402  
Variables • distance 

• impacts at specified receptors 
Sensitive Receptor • schools (kindergarten through grade 12) 

• licensed daycare centers 

• hospitals 

• convalescent homes 
Proposed Strategy • more stringent risk reduction action levels, or  

• expedited compliance schedule for  risk 
reductions 

 
15. Approach: More Stringent Air Toxic Source-Specific Requirements for Sources Near 

Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 
Description: Early action strategy No. 2 addresses facilities located near schools and possibly 

other sensitive receptors through an amendment to Rule 1401.  Strategy No. 14 
would address existing facilities located near existing schools and possibly other 
sensitive receptors through an amendment to Rule 1402.  This strategy would 
seek to amend existing toxic source-specific rules, or for consideration during 
development of future new toxic rules, to evaluate more stringent requirements 
and distance and receptor criteria. 

Mechanism: Staff would investigate the feasibility of amending existing toxic source-specific 
rules that currently contain requirements for industries or pieces of equipment to 
include requirements based on distance and receptor impacts, similar to that 
contained in Rule 1469-Hexavalent Chromium Emissions From Chrome Plating 
and Chromic Acid Anodizing Operations.  Consideration would also be given 
during future new rule development.  Each source category would be evaluated 
individually to determine feasible and appropriate proposals. 

 
16. Approach: Develop and Launch Pollution Prevention Initiatives 

Description: Staff continues to identify and implement pollution prevention measures when 
developing regulatory and non-regulatory programs.  Under this strategy, staff 
would seek to develop a pilot pollution prevention program that could be initiated in 
areas of high cumulative impact.   

Mechanism: The pilot pollution prevention program would initially be focused on sources 
contributing to high cumulative risk and would start by concentrating on facilities 
located near schools.  AQMD staff would provide a consultation and make 
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recommendations to facilities as to how they may improve operations, provide 
information on low-cost alternatives to lower emissions, or outline steps that can 
be taken to prevent nuisance complaints.  According to the success of this 
program, it may be expanded to other sensitive receptors.  Staff also recognizes 
that there have been concerns raised by members of the Cal EPA Environmental 
Justice Advisory Committee with regards to pollution prevention techniques.  Such 
concerns will be taken into account as part of the development of this strategy.  
Staff’s analysis will consider technical feasibility, cost-effectiveness, product 
quality, and other potential impacts of pollution prevention options.  District staff 
will also work with facilities and local government to seek potential funding for 
implementing pollution prevention strategies. 

 
17. Approach: Neighborhood Air Toxics Abatement Fund 

Description: This strategy would call for the creation of a fund that can be used for local 
programs to reduce public exposures to air pollution and support or match funds 
for projects that would reduce local exposures to air pollution. 

Mechanism: Staff would recommend AQMD establish a Neighborhood Air Toxics Abatement 
Fund for facilities from penalties and other public funding.  Staff would also seek 
U.S. EPA/state funding designated for EJ/toxic programs for matching funds for 
high priority mobile source emission reduction projects.  The funding mechanism is 
not intended to be a pay to pollute program nor a means for compliance flexibility.  
The fund would not be used for strategies Nos. 2 and 14.  Strong concerns were 
raised by environmental and community representatives regarding potential toxic 
trading and receptors benefiting from the toxic reduction projects not being the 
same receptors that are affected by the facility.  However, they indicated that 
public funding or penalty monies directed toward reducing toxic emissions would 
be acceptable and if residual risks cannot be mitigated in a meaningful way, 
potential relocation of receptors should be considered. 

 
18. Approach: Additional Controls for Arsenic 

Description: MATES II data indicates that arsenic is one of several compounds that contributes 
to the ambient risk.  This strategy would evaluate and establish additional control 
requirements for sources of arsenic emissions. 

Mechanism: Using the MATES II data, staff will examine the sources of arsenic contributing to 
the risk levels within the Basin.  Staff will then develop technically and 
economically feasible requirements for the control of arsenic emissions.  Such 
requirements may be implemented through a new or existing rule, depending on 
the findings of staff’s assessment. 

 
19. Approach: Additional Controls for Auto-body Shops 

Description: During public outreach meetings, auto-body refinishing has been identified as a 
source of nuisance complaints.  This has been verified by examining nuisance 
complaint records.  Due to odor complaints and the variety of TACs in auto-body 
coatings, this strategy will examine typical causes of odors, compliance status, 
and evaluate control options for auto-body shops. 

Mechanism: This strategy would be implemented in two steps.  First, staff would work jointly 
with stakeholders to conduct a technical assessment of the auto-body refinishing 



Cumulative Impacts  
 

AQMD 27 August 2003 

industry to determine what causes odor complaints.  The second step would focus 
on developing technically and economically feasible options for the reduction of 
TAC emissions and odors.  The options will consider compliance history and 
impacts on receptors.  Such requirements may be implemented through 
amendments to Rule 1151. 

 
20. Approach: Diesel Traffic Flow Control 

Description: Companion to strategy No. 11, this strategy would work with local governments 
and planners to minimize impacts from diesel-based traffic on schools or other 
sensitive receptors. 

Mechanism: Under this strategy, staff would work with local governments and planners to 
develop alternative traffic patterns for diesel traffic to minimize impacts to schools 
or other sensitive receptors.  This strategy stems from staff’s previous analysis for 
diesel fuel traffic from distribution centers in the Mira Loma area. 

 
21. Approach: Analysis and Mitigation for Sources Contributing to High Cumulative Air 

Pollution Impacts (Cancer and Non-Cancer) 
Description: Once the high cumulative impact areas and their key risk contributors are 

identified, this strategy seeks to develop mitigation measures to reduce air toxic 
emissions from sources contributing to the cumulative impacts. 

Mechanism: Staff would identify those sources in the high ranking areas that contribute to the 
ambient risk and develop strategies to reduce that risk.  Implementation of this 
strategy will be independent of other strategies contained herein, thereby 
eliminating duplication.  Strategies for sources identified could include regulatory 
or policy approaches.  Regulatory approaches may include, but are not limited to, 
more stringent new source review or risk reduction requirements for existing 
sources.  Other enforceable legal instruments, such as memorandums of 
understanding (MOUs) and stipulated abatement orders, may also be used.  Staff 
would recommend the most effective regulatory or policy tools available to reduce 
cumulative impacts. 

 
   Nuisance Strategy 
22. Approach: Odor Abatement Program for Existing Facilities  

Description: As mentioned in Early-Action Control Strategy No. 10, the issue of nuisance odors 
has continuously been raised at public meetings. This program would build on the 
Pilot Odor Abatement Program by extending control strategies to existing facilities.  

Mechanism: This control strategy would focus on existing equipment that have been identified 
in the Pilot Odor Abatement Program or other efforts that require measures to 
prevent exposure to odors.  This would include the identification and development 
of technically feasible and cost-effective retrofit control options. 

 
23. Approach: ARB Component 

Description: This strategy would consider CARB’s air toxics control program to identify sources 
under their jurisdiction that contribute significantly to cumulative impacts.   

Mechanism: Staff would work cooperatively with CARB to identify strategies under their 
authority for implementation that would be supported at the local level.  Such 
strategies could include requirements for particulate traps for in-use diesel 
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engines.  AQMD could also make recommendations to CARB based on findings 
from this effort. 

 
24. Approach: U.S. EPA Component 

Description: As with CARB, this strategy would develop strategies for sources under U.S. EPA 
jurisdiction that contribute significantly to cumulative impacts. 

Mechanism: Staff would work cooperatively with U.S. EPA to identify strategies for mobile 
sources, such as diesel trucks, trains, and ships that are under U.S. EPA 
jurisdiction.  AQMD could also make recommendations to U.S. EPA based on 
findings from this effort. 

 
25. Approach: Increased/Targeted Funding for Disproportionately Impacted Areas 

Description: Prioritize funding to disproportionately impacted areas. 
Mechanism: AQMD would continue to prioritize funding for areas of higher risk, similar to the 

criteria set by AB 1390 (Firebaugh) applicable to the use of Moyer Funds in 
disproportionately impacted areas and the priority established in the AQMD’s grant 
program for school bus funding and non-perc dry cleaners (50 percent of funding 
reserved for areas with greater than 1,000 in a million cancer risk or greater than 
10 percent population below the poverty level).  Funding could also include money 
from the federal government and other sources.  AQMD will maintain an active 
role in securing continuous funding for Carl Moyer, school bus funding, and other 
programs where funding is essential for reducing cumulative impacts. 

 
Periodic ATCP Revisions 

 
Future updates to the air toxics plan will be conducted on a periodic basis, the first of which will utilize data 
from MATES III (discussed below).  Future updates will include improved inventories, methodologies, and 
special studies to focus on achieving greater air toxic emission reductions from stationary and mobile 
source categories.  Development of those plans will rely on an iterative process for prioritization.  The 
updates will also take into consideration comments received at various Town Hall meetings, task forces, 
and other public meetings.   
 
The ATCP will be subject to periodic revisions, including the following four enhancements: 
 

1. Improve Emissions Inventories, Data and Analysis Tools 
 
This enhancement would involve the development of better data and analytical methods with which 
to measure, report, and evaluate cumulative air pollution impacts, and programs to address those 
risks.  Such improvements would be made to the AQMD’s inventories, as well as the data needed 
to conduct analyses.  This would be accomplished by using special studies (e.g., MATES III), 
information gained through various rule development efforts and existing efforts to update and 
improve emissions inventories, such as linking Annual Emission Reporting (AER) program and Air 
Toxics Hot Spots (AB 2588) databases.  Updated inventory information from the state relative to 
mobiles sources (i.e., EMFAC 2002) will also be utilized for the first ATCP update.  Such 
information will be continually updated on an ongoing basis.  This will enable staff to focus and 
facilitate efforts relative to addressing cumulative impacts and implementing the control strategies 
in the most efficient manner possible. 
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2. Improve Modeling Tools 
 
To assess cumulative impacts, staff would utilize improved modeling tools (e.g., 2003 AQMP 
modeling techniques) for evaluating air toxic impacts at the local level from all nearby sources, 
including mobile sources, for comparing local level exposures within the region.  In the short-term, 
staff will conduct an assessment using the improved emission inventories associated with the 2003 
AQMP to examine progress since the approval of the March 2000 ATCP.  Staff would then 
continue to update these tools on an ongoing basis. 

 
3. Identify and Address Non-Cancer Risks 
 
MATES II focused on examining those TACs contributing to cancer risk throughout the Basin and 
did not specifically analyze non-cancer impacts associated with those chemicals.  At many public 
outreach meetings, consistent comments were made that such studies should also address non-
cancer impacts.  This strategy would develop a program that not only seeks to reduce cancer risk, 
but also identifies ways to reduce chronic and acute non-cancer or other public health exposures.  
To address this issue in the short-term, staff will be examining the data collected in MATES II to 
estimate the non-cancer impacts throughout the Basin using the previous data.  This information 
will be used in the ATCP Addendum and to assist in development of the strategies.  MATES III will 
examine non-cancer and asthma impacts (to the extent possible) and staff will seek to use this 
information for future updates to the ATCP. 

 
4. Evaluate High Cumulative Air Pollution Impact Areas 
 
Using the data and information resulting from the previous three enhancements, staff will refine the 
approach to prioritize areas of concern based on unusually high levels of cumulative health risk 
and to identify sources contributing significantly to that risk.  This information will be used to 
develop specific measures to reduce public exposures to air pollution and health risks.  As 
previously described, the approach was developed as a tool to prioritize staff resources, not as a 
regulatory classification.  Staff recommends using MATES II data to examine the top 100 1 km x 1 
km grid cells for each mobile and stationary sources to identify sources and potential solutions.  
The process will then continue with the next 100 grid cells.  This approach may be revised when 
staff gains more experience and new techniques become available.  The analysis of potentially 
high cumulative impact areas will form the foundation to formulate control strategies. 

 
MATES III 

 
As directed by the Governing Board in January 2003, staff will be conducting the third MATES program.  As 
before, AQMD will use a scientific review panel and will seek public input on the various aspects of the 
program, including monitoring locations and evaluation tools.  The list of toxic air contaminants (TACs) will 
be revised from MATES II to address the risks associated with additional chemicals of concern.  Some 
TACs may be eliminated from the analysis if they were not detected in the previous study.   
 
A key element of MATES III will be the selection of micro-scale sites for localized monitoring.  Staff has 
received numerous suggestions for such sites and will be further evaluating various locations.  It is 
anticipated that monitoring, modeling, analysis, and reporting, will take approximately 1 ½ years.  
Monitoring is projected to start in April 2004. 
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V. PUBLIC PROCESS 
 
The Working Group met seven times to discuss a program to reduce cumulative impacts from air pollution.  
These meetings, plus five Community Forums, helped identify issues and potential approaches. 
 

Working Group and Public Input 
 
Environmental/community, industry, and AQMD staff Working Group members generated separate lists of 
recommended cumulative impact control strategies.  All three lists of suggested options were discussed, 
combined and narrowed down to a list of 19 options that were provided for public comment at five 
Community Forums.  Staff conducted these forums at various locations throughout the Basin in the 
evenings or Saturdays (Mira Loma, Fontana, Sun Valley, Santa Ana, and Wilmington) in May and June 
2003.  A summary of the input received from the Community Forums is provided in Appendix F.  Additional 
strategies were added as a direct result of comments heard at the Community Forums.   
 
The discussion in the following sections highlights interests of the different groups represented on the 
working group.  There were many areas of agreement among the members.  First, all parties agreed that 
areas of high cumulative impacts need to be addressed; it is how that may be accomplished where there 
are differences.  There was also consensus that in order to establish an effective program to reduce 
cumulative impacts, improvements in emission inventories, data, tools, and modeling are necessary.  In 
addition, all parties agreed that non-cancer risks need to be identified and addressed.  These areas of 
agreement correspond to the enhancements proposed for the periodic updates to the ATCP.  There was 
also general agreement on other suggested control strategies to reduce air emissions from source-specific 
activities that are currently unregulated, such as truck and train idling (Nos. 11 and 12), yard/port activities 
(No. 3), chromium spray operations (No. 4), and arsenic controls (No. 18).  There was support for the 
Voluntary AQMD/Local Government/Public Agency Partnerships.   
 
However, there was not consensus on strategies that would result in source-specific requirements for 
sources, such as more stringent requirements for new or existing sources located close to schools or 
possibly other sensitive receptors. 
 
Following is a summary of the key interests and recommendations by members of the working group 
representing industry, environmental/community, and local governments. 
 

Industry 
Industry representatives of the Cumulative Impacts Working Group felt that the most effective programs 
addressing air pollution have resulted from identifying the source(s) of the cumulative air pollution problem 
and developing strategies for reducing pollution from the sources that are creating the problem.  They 
pointed out that California law provides clear direction in the area of Environmental Justice, defining it as 
“the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.” (Government Code 
§65040. 12(c)), as well as highlighting AQMD’s own definition.  Industry also felt that the AQMD should use 
valid tools to identify areas that have unusually high levels of cumulative risk and exposure and develop 
programmatic solutions to address these areas. 
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Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 40440(c), industry representatives have pointed out AQMD’s 
obligation to regulate in a manner that results in the most effective and least burdensome programs.  They 
felt that this can only be done if the problem areas are clearly identified and prioritized and the sources of 
the problem identified.  The industry representatives’ key recommendations are summarized as follows: 
 

1. Define the areas of concern based on areas which have unusually high levels of cumulative risk 
when compared to the region; 

2. Identify the sources contributing significantly to the health risk in those areas; and 
3. Develop programs targeting the sources contributing to the problem. 

 
Environmental/Community 

Environmental/community representatives agree that high risk areas should be addressed.  In addition, 
they site the need for better tools and data for analyzing cumulative risks and they suggest a program that 
is broad and more encompassing.  The environmental/community representatives are also interested in: 
 

1. Further developing and implementing methods of pollution prevention; 
2. Developing additional mitigation requirements for all facilities, including both existing and future 

proposed facilities that are located in heavily impacted areas; 
3. Establishing emission reduction goals for industry-wide reductions for certain heavy polluting 

sectors (e.g., refineries, auto body/paint shops, printers, and nail salons); 
4. Adoption of specific goals for Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) emission reductions from both the 

stationary and mobile sources under AQMD’s authority.  Success would be measured by 
decreased TAC emissions and increased number of permits denied or not renewed; and 

5. Developing and incorporating into source-specific rules health-based and distance-based siting 
criteria for residential and sensitive receptors, and requiring applicants for new, modified, or 
renewed permits in heavily impacted areas to verify the underlying assumptions and assertions 
about emissions and impacts of the proposed equipment and processes. 

 
The environmental and community representatives feel strongly that Rules 1401 and 1402 should be 
strengthened and applied to all permitted sources, regardless of their contribution to cumulative impacts.  
They also do not want the Neighborhood Toxic Abatement Fund to be used by facilities to meet more 
stringent standards. 
 

Local Government 
Local government representatives commented that a program to mitigate cumulative risk should only 
proceed once the highest risk areas and the contributors to those highest risks are identified.  In general, 
across-the-board programs that target risk reduction within the stationary source category while 
disregarding the large contribution from mobile sources are undesirable.  Stationary source risk reduction is 
appropriate where it has been clearly shown that the stationary source contributes the major portion of the 
risk.  In general local government representatives desire a cumulative impacts program that: 
 

1. Identifies high risk areas from all contributors; 
2. Analyzes the risk contributors for those high risk areas; 
3. Identifies agencies with authority/jurisdiction; 
4. Minimizes disproportionate risk through existing programs if possible, such as expanded fleet rules, 

AB 2588 etc.; and 
5. Creates incentive programs secondly to target under-regulated/unregulated problem source. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Staff recommends the approach outlined within this White Paper, which calls for immediate work to develop 
the Early-Action Control Strategies and an Addendum to the March 2000 Air Toxics Control Plan, a 
commitment for future periodic updates to the ATCP, and completion of MATES III. 
 

VII. PROPOSED SCHEDULE 
 
Staff proposes the following schedule: 
 

1. White Paper presented to the Governing Board:  September 2003. 
2. Addendum to the March 2000 Air Toxics Control Plan:  December 2003. 
3. Report to the Stationary Source Committee every 6 months. 
4. Report to Board once per year as part of the EJ Enhancements. 
5. Early-Action Control Strategies developed and implemented within 3 years. 
6. Remaining Control Strategies developed and implemented within 3 to 5 years. 
7. Working Group meetings, as necessary, to receive input on proposals being developed. 

 
Table 4A presents the proposed schedule for each of the control strategies, sorted by strategy number, 

addressed in this paper.  Table 4B presents the strategies sorted by proposed adoption date. 
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Table 4A 
Control Strategy Schedule 

(Sorted by Strategy Number) 
 

No. Title Date of Proposed 
Adoption 

Early-Action Control Strategies (Rules) 
1 Air Toxic Control for Back-up Generators 1st Quarter 2004 
2 More Stringent Requirements for New Sources Located Near 

Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 
2004 

3 Yard Hostlers at Ports, Rail Yards, and  
Distribution Centers 

2004-2005 

4 Chromium Spray Coating Operations 4th Quarter 2004 
5 Private Fleet Rule Development 2004-2005 

Early-Action Control Strategies (Policy) 
6 Increased Compliance Assurance for Repeat Emission Violations 2004-2005 
7 Prioritize Resources for CEQA Document Review in High 

Cumulative Impact Areas 
2004 

8 Voluntary AQMD/Local Government/Public Agency Partnership 2004 
9 Governing Board Resolution to CARB 2003 

Early-Action Nuisance Strategy 
10 Pilot Odor Abatement Program 2004-2006 

Additional Recommended Strategies for the ATCP 
11 Truck Idling 2005 
12 Train Idling 2005 
13 Marine and Airport Operations 2005-2008 
14 More Stringent Requirements for Rule 1402 Sources Near 

Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 
2004-2005 

15 More Stringent Air Toxic Source-Specific Requirements for 
Sources Near Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive 
Receptors 

2005-2008 

16 Develop and Launch Pollution Prevention Initiatives Ongoing 
17 Neighborhood Air Toxic Abatement Fund 2004 & Ongoing 
18 Additional Controls for Arsenic 2005 
19 Additional Control for Auto-body Shops 2005 
20 Diesel Traffic Flow Control Ongoing 
21 Analysis and Mitigation for Sources Contributing to High 

Cumulative Air Pollution Impacts (Cancer and Non-Cancer) 
2004 & Ongoing 

22 Odor Abatement Program for Existing Facilities (Nuisance 
Strategy) 

2005 & Ongoing 

23 ARB Component Ongoing 
24 U.S. EPA Component Ongoing 
25 Increased/Targeted Funding for Disproportionate Impacted Areas Ongoing 

*Initial development will commence upon the ATCP Addendum approval by the AQMD Governing Board.  Updates will be made 
in conjunction with future updates to the AQMP and ATCP, as well as using the results derived from the MATES III effort. 
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Table 4B 
Control Strategy Schedule 

(Sorted by Date) 
 

No. Title Date of Proposed 
Adoption 

9 Governing Board Resolution to CARB 2003 
1 Air Toxic Control for Back-up Generators 1st Quarter 2004 
2 More Stringent Requirements for New Sources Located Near 

Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 
2004 

7 Prioritize Resources for CEQA Document Review in High 
Cumulative Impact Areas 

2004 

8 Voluntary AQMD/Local Government/Public Agency Partnership 2004 
4 Chromium Spray Coating Operations 4th Quarter 2004 
3 Yard Hostlers at Ports, Rail Yards, and  

Distribution Centers 
2004-2005 

5 Private Fleet Rule Development 2004-2005 
6 Increased Compliance Assurance for Repeat Emission Violations 2004-2005 

14 More Stringent Requirements for Rule 1402 Sources Near 
Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive Receptors 

2004-2005 

10 Pilot Odor Abatement Program 2004-2006 
17 Neighborhood Air Toxic Abatement Fund 2004 & Ongoing 
21 Analysis and Mitigation for Sources Contributing to High 

Cumulative Air Pollution Impacts (Cancer and Non-Cancer) 
2004 & Ongoing 

11 Truck Idling 2005 
12 Train Idling 2005 
18 Additional Controls for Arsenic 2005 
19 Additional Control for Auto-body Shops 2005 
13 Marine and Airport Operations 2005-2008 
15 More Stringent Air Toxic Source-Specific Requirements for 

Sources Near Existing Schools and Possibly Other Sensitive 
Receptors 

2005-2008 

22 Odor Abatement Program for Existing Facilities (Nuisance 
Strategy) 

2005 & Ongoing 

16 Develop and Launch Pollution Prevention Initiatives Ongoing 
20 Diesel Traffic Flow Control Ongoing 
23 ARB Component Ongoing 
24 U.S. EPA Component Ongoing 
25 Increased/Targeted Funding for Disproportionate Impacted Areas Ongoing 
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A. Introduction 

Commercial heavy-duty diesel trucks and buses (defined as commercial diesel buses 
and trucks exceeding 14,000 lbs gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR)) are currently the 
single largest source of nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions in California, accounting for 
30% of statewide NOx emissions (ARB, 2008).  These same trucks buses are also the 
largest source of diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) in California, representing about 
40% of statewide diesel PM emissions.   
 
On-road mobile source emissions in California are currently calculated using the ARB’s 
EMFAC2007 model that was released in December of 2006 (ARB, 2006).  Since the 
last EMFAC release, Staff members have conducted a comprehensive re-evaluation of 
the heavy duty diesel truck emissions inventory.  In developing this new analysis, we 
have integrated new data and assumptions into an expanded methodology that builds 
upon current modeling in EMFAC2007.  With this methodology, we incorporate detail for 
different types of trucking operations and truck configurations that are referred to as 
“inventory categories”.  Emission factors differ from those in EMFAC2007 and reflect 
our enhanced knowledge of trucking operations in California that has been developed 
through this effort.  With this document we describe our approach and the results from 
its application.  With this document we also provide emissions estimates for each 
category of vehicles that would be regulated under the proposed Statewide Truck and 
Bus Regulation.   
 
B. Methodology 

Fundamentally the EMFAC model uses a simple, vehicle population-based technique 
for estimating emissions for any type of on-road vehicle.  We calculate emissions as the 
product of a population of vehicles, the number of miles traveled per vehicle, and 
emission rates for each vehicle per mile.  Beneath this simple equation lies a series of 
data and assumptions about the population, miles traveled, and emission rates per 
vehicle model year in a given calendar year, growth and attrition estimates, deterioration 
rates, and other factors that affect emissions estimates.   
 
Our revised approach for estimating commercial heavy-duty diesel truck emissions 
builds upon this concept by applying it separately for each category of trucks.  These 
categories were selected by evaluating different groups of trucks that have similar 
travel, service, size, age or other characteristics within the category but differing 
between categories. 
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The methodology used to develop the proposed rule inventory is based on the following 
equation:   
 

 EMSCY = ∑MY, C (POPMY, C X AC MY, C X ER MY, C) 
 
where: EMSCY is the emissions calculated in tons per day for a given calendar year 

CY. 
 POPMY, C is the population of trucks for model year MY within each inventory 

category C for a given calendar year; 
• ACMY, C is the accrual rate (miles traveled per year) per truck by model year 

MY and inventory category C in a given calendar year; 
• ERMY, C is the calculated emission rate, in grams pollutant per mile driven, 

assuming statewide speed travel distributions in EMFAC2007 and 
category-specific cumulative mileage accrual over the life of the truck, by 
model year MY and inventory category C; 

 
With this new analysis, we developed a population and model year distribution for each 
vehicle category.  We also estimated accrual by model year for the category and 
cumulative mileage accrual (odometer) by model year.  Because trucks can move 
between categories as they age, we assessed the movement of used trucks between 
categories in order to develop cumulative mileage accrual estimates that reflect this 
movement.  As a result, cumulative odometer readings by model year will not 
necessarily be consistent with accrual schedules for each inventory category.  We 
developed emission rates using EMFAC2007 and statewide speed distributions, and we 
adjusted emission rates for modeled odometer readings by category.  A more complete 
discussion of the data sources used is provided in the following section. 
 
C. Data Sources 

We have used many different data sources to develop input data to the methodology 
described above.  In this section we provide a general description of each data source 
as well as links for further information.   
 

1. Motor Vehicle Registration Data 

The California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) is responsible for the process of 
vehicle registration in California (DMV, 2001).  As part of this program, commercial 
trucks and buses are required to pay registration annually; however, vehicle owners 
have the option of registering their vehicles on a seasonal basis.  Staff have an 
agreement with the DMV to get registration data downloads in April and October of each 
year.  Staff process the data in order to compile a list of vehicles by vehicle class, body 
type, rated weight, and other parameters.   
 
Using each vehicle’s license plate configuration, which separates International 
Registration Plan (IRP) vehicles from non-IRP vehicles, each vehicle’s rated weight, 
and each vehicle’s body type data, we separated vehicles into different inventory 
categories.  As such DMV registration was the primary source for vehicle population 
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and model year by category.  We also used the DMV registration data to group trucks 
by fleet and thus fleet size.  With these data we could assess the fraction of owner-
operators in each category.  We did this by sorting data by owner/operator name and 
address before grouping trucks into trucking categories.  Overall, owner-operator trucks 
tend to be older than other trucks within the same inventory category.  These results will 
be discussed in detail in subsequent sections of this report describing each inventory 
category.   
 

2. International Registration Plan (IRP) 

The International Registration Plan is a program administered by the American 
Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators to transfer registration fees assessed to 
commercial and other vehicles that cross state boundaries, in accordance with the 
number of miles affected vehicles travel in each participating U.S. State or Canadian 
Province (IRP Inc., 2008).  IRP-registered vehicles most often include commercial 
heavy-duty trucks and buses but can also include government vehicles and smaller 
vehicles.  Under this program a fleet of vehicles has the option of registering their 
vehicles in any state where a portion of their fleet is domiciled.   
 
IRP recordkeeping varies by state with some states maintaining electronic databases 
and others paper files.  To facilitate data analysis, Staff obtained IRP data from states in 
electronic format whenever possible.  Staff received in electronic format comprehensive 
reports representing mileage driven by California-registered IRP trucks in calendar 
years 2000-2006, and obtained hardcopy samples of IRP data from a number of other 
jurisdictions for miles driven by their IRP trucks in California.   
 
IRP data representing California trucks were used to directly assess the population and 
model year distribution of these trucks, as well as the fraction of IRP-registered vehicles’ 
mileage accrual that occurs within California.  To evaluate out-of-state IRP data, we 
copied and analyzed one month’s worth of IRP updates by fleet.  This represents about 
9% of all fleets operating in a given state because a similar number of fleets are 
required to report each month.  Data were collected from four neighboring states 
(Arizona, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon) as well as eight non-neighboring states (Alabama, 
Indiana, Nebraska, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin).  Of 
these states, Alabama, Nebraska, New Jersey, and Oklahoma each provided a model 
year or Vehicle Identification Number (VIN) for each truck in each fleet, allowing detailed 
age distributions for each of these states to be developed.  Staff relied on roadside 
survey data to develop age distributions for other states. 
 
All IRP data are provided at the level of a fleet rather than the level of an individual 
vehicle.  Each fleet registered with the IRP reports the total number of power units or 
trucks in the fleet, the total miles traveled by that fleet, and the total miles traveled in 
California by that fleet.  Reporting is completed annually.  Many fleets reporting to IRP 
are large; as a result, the population of trucks reflected in that fleet’s report will reflect a 
large number of trucks that do not enter California even though they may be authorized 
to do so.  In addition, each state’s data format is different; some states provide 
information such as VIN or model year for each truck in the fleet, while other states 
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don’t.  Where model year data were available, staff used the information directly.  
Where model year data were not available but VIN data were, staff decoded the VIN to 
derive model year.  Staff also received a summary report from DMV that provided the 
total population of trucks in the IRP program from each state.  This report provided an 
estimate of the number of trucks in fleets cleared to come into California from other 
states.   
 

3. Motor Carrier Permit Program (MCPP) 

The California Department of Motor Vehicles and California Highway Patrol (CHP) 
jointly administer the Motor Carrier Permit Program (MCPP), which applies to any 
operator of a commercial vehicle in California exceeding 10,000 lbs GVWR or truck and 
trailer combinations exceeding 40 feet in length.  The program generally applies to all 
commercial vehicle operators with an office in California.  MCPP data provide 
information on the number of vehicles per fleet and the number of fleets operating in 
California; the data are separated between for-hire and private carriers.  The database 
does not provide license plate, VIN or GVWR of trucks in each fleet.   
 
We obtained the DMV/CHP 2005 database and used it to estimate the fraction of truck 
owner-operators in California.  These data were compared to similar estimates derived 
from DMV registration data.  Because the MCPP database does not provide information 
on individual truck size, activity, or model year, we ultimately chose to use DMV 
registration data to assess the fraction of total owners that are owner-operators.   
 

4. International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) 

The International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) is an agreement among U.S. states and 
Canadian provinces to simplify the reporting of fuel use taxes by interstate motor 
carriers. In California, IFTA is administered by the Motor Carrier Section of the Board of 
Equalization (BOE) (BOE, 2008).  The program operates similarly to IRP in that motor 
carriers may choose a state for filing fuel tax returns and then each state distributes fuel 
taxes among other states depending on the fraction of fuel burned and miles traveled by 
each fleet in each jurisdiction.   
 
Staff obtained 2005 aggregated IFTA data as well as 2006 and 2007 IFTA data 
summarized for each state by the California BOE.  For each state, BOE provided 
information on the number of miles traveled and the amount of fuel burned within 
California by trucks from each reported state.  However, data for 2006 and 2007 were 
incomplete with about 10% of the data in each of those years not summarized.  For 
states with incomplete data, we extrapolated estimates using overall population data 
from IRP.  Staff used the 2005 IFTA aggregated out-of-state records to estimate the 
miles traveled in California by out-of-state heavy-heavy duty trucks; Staff used the 2006 
and 2007 data to develop the ratio between trucks from neighboring and non-
neighboring states. 
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5. Vehicle Inventory and Use Survey (VIUS) 

The main intent of the Vehicle Inventory and Use Survey (VIUS) is to provide data on 
the physical and operational characteristics of the nation's private and commercial truck 
population (US Census Bureau, 2002), including national and state-level estimates of 
the total number of trucks.  Up until 2002, this survey was conducted every 5 years by 
the U.S. Census Bureau as part of the national census but VIUS is no longer being 
updated due to lack of funding.  Nevertheless, VIUS provides a wealth of information on 
truck body types, mileage accrual, odometer, and many other factors.   
 
We used VIUS data reported by trucks operating in California to develop mileage 
accrual rates and cumulative odometer by model year for interstate trucks and by model 
year and body type for California-based trucks.   
 

6. ARB Vehicle Surveys  

As part of this rule development, staff developed an on-line survey for truck and bus 
fleets in general (ARB, 2008), as well as industry-specific surveys of individual truck 
categories including agricultural trucks, dump trucks, and others.  These surveys 
provided information such as truck age, miles traveled, body type, and other factors 
useful for inventory development.   
 

7. Estimated Emission Rates 

The EMFAC2007 model (ARB, 2006a and 2006b) was used as the starting point for 
developing emission rates used in this inventory.  EMFAC2007 emission rates are 
based on analysis of chassis dynamometer testing conducted by the Coordinating 
Research Council (CRC) under the E55/59 testing program (CRC, 2007).  Although 
both heavy-heavy and medium-heavy duty trucks were tested in the E55/59 study, only 
heavy-heavy duty truck emission rates were updated for EMFAC2007. 
 
As part of this rule development, staff made three revisions to EMFAC emission rates.  
Medium-heavy duty truck emission rates were updated with new data made available 
through the CRC E55/59 program.  Staff re-evaluated assumed penetration rates of 
new technologies into truck sales between 2006 and 2011, and assessed the emissions 
impact of these revised assumptions.  Carbon dioxide emission rates were updated 
based upon new analysis of several different data sources.  Each of these revisions is 
discussed further in this document.  We anticipate incorporating these revised emission 
rates into the next EMFAC update scheduled for 2010.   
 

8. UC Davis Out-of-State Truck Travel Surveys 

In 2006 the ARB contracted with researchers at the University of California at Davis 
(UC-Davis) to develop and administer truck surveys at major border crossings into 
California from Oregon, Nevada, Arizona, and Mexico (Lutsey, 2008).  For these 
surveys, interstate trucks were assumed to be those trucks that were registered, 
domiciled, and/or refueled outside California.  Researchers administered 433 surveys of 
truck drivers at seven weigh stations near state borders with high commercial truck 
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traffic  (Lutsey, 2008).  These surveys provided estimates of annual travel activity in 
California for each of the respondents, allowing staff to estimate the number of out-of-
state trucks, their mileage, fuel usage, and fueling locations.  Based on results of this 
study, staff examined whether estimates of interstate truck age, mileage, and fuel usage 
assumed in EMFAC2007 were reasonable.    
 
Staff also used raw data from this analysis to validate estimates of model year 
distribution for out-of-state trucks that were developed using IRP data.  In an 
accompanying report, UC Davis estimated the fraction of total VMT in California 
represented by out-of-state trucks relative to EMFAC2007.  ARB did not use these 
estimates because, subsequent to the Lutsey (2008) report being finalized, staff 
received IFTA data from the BOE that provided direct mileage reports by state of 
registration.  These issues will be described in greater detail later in this document.   
 
D. Base Year Population and Activity by Age 

In Table 1 below, we provide a list of the data sources underlying each of the truck 
inventory categories to be discussed in the next section including how each data source 
was used to help develop truck population and activity estimates. 
 

Table 1.  Data Sources Used to Develop Population and Activity Estimates 

Type / 
Category Population Activity 

Heavy-Heavy 
/ Out-of-State 

CA Dept. of Motor Vehicles (DMV) International 
Registration Plan (IRP) reports; adjusted to 
account only for trucks that enter California.  
Model-year distribution from IRP data and 
surveys.  Category split between neighboring 
states (WA, OR, NV, AZ, ID) vs non-neighboring 
states.   

Vehicle Inventory and Use Survey (2002) -   
Fraction of mileage accrued in California 
estimated using IRP data samples and 
International Fuel Tax Agreement Data (IFTA) 

Heavy-Heavy 
/ California-
Interstate 

DMV CA-IRP reports provide population by 
model year 

VIUS for nationally registered trucks in IRP as 
above.  CA-IRP reports fraction of mileage 
accrued in CA, and IFTA reports for total 
mileage.   

Heavy-Heavy 
/ In-State 
Tractor 

DMV Registration data, adjusted to subtract 
vehicles from specific categories such as Utility, 
Drayage, and others.   

VIUS 2002 data   

Heavy-Heavy 
/ In-State 
Single 

DMV Registration data, adjusted to subtract 
specific vehicles from specific categories such as 
Utility, Drayage, and others.   

VIUS 2002 data   

Heavy-Heavy 
/ Drayage 
Tractors 

License plate and gate count surveys conducted 
at the Ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach, and 
Oakland.   

Trip-based model developed for ARB Drayage 
Truck Regulation; mileage accrual assumed flat 
at total mileage divided by total number of 
trucks.   

Heavy-Heavy 
/ Agricultural 
Trucks 

Age distribution from survey; population 
extrapolated from survey results; specialty trucks 
estimated from survey and registration data.   

Accrual from survey 

Heavy-Heavy 
/ Utility 
Trucks 

Population and age of trucks registered to public 
utilities in DMV database. 

Surveys conducted for ARB Public Fleet Rule.   
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Type / 
Category Population Activity 

Medium-
Heavy / In-
State Trucks 

DMV registration data VIUS 2002 data   

Medium-
Heavy / 
Interstate 
Trucks 

IRP reports VIUS 2002 data   

Medium-
Heavy / 
Agricultural 
Trucks 

Age distribution from survey; population 
extrapolated from survey results; specialty trucks 
estimated from survey and registration data.   

Accrual from survey 

Medium-
Heavy / Utility 
Trucks 

DMV registration data. Surveys conducted for ARB Public Fleet Rule.   

Buses / 
School California Highway Patrol Data ARB Surveys 

Buses / Other EMFAC2007 EMFAC2007 

Other / Power 
Take-Off 

No population estimated.  Total fuel usage 
provided by California State Board of 
Equalization; age distribution assumed same as 
in-state single-unit trucks 

Fuel usage converted to equivalent mileage 
assuming EMFAC speed distributions and fuel 
economy.   

 
 
One of the key assumptions in the development of this inventory is that trucks and 
buses that are grouped by vocation or body type have a common age distribution and 
accrual schedule.  This assumption has been verified through analysis of the data 
sources described above. 
 
Another assumption that applies to many truck inventory categories is that trucks 
typically move between categories as they age and accrue mileage.  Staff recognized 
this through analysis of DMV data.  For example, heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks 
(HHDDTs) that are used for interstate travel (e.g. by CA IRPs) are often retired from 
interstate travel after a few years due to increasing maintenance costs and bought for 
intrastate travel where reliability is less of a concern.  Vehicles are driven many more 
miles during interstate travel than during intrastate travel.  As a result, a ten year old 
truck that was used during its first five years for interstate travel and its last five for 
intrastate travel would, on average, have a higher odometer reading than a vehicle used 
strictly for intrastate travel during those ten years.  Staff used estimated as to when 
vehicles would most typically be transferred between inventory categories and adjusted 
the odometer readings from those assumed in EMFAC2007 appropriately. 
 
This section describes each vehicle category including the key assumptions and data 
analysis results that underlie the development of the inventory.  For each category we 
show the age distribution in calendar year 2008 as well as the anticipated mileage 
accrual of vehicles of different age.  We developed age distributions for trucks ranging 
between ages -1 and 44.  Trucks of age -1 represent vehicles sold and operated in the 
calendar year prior to the model year (e.g. MY2009 trucks sold in CY2008).  Model 
years beyond age 44 were included in the 44 age bin since the EMFAC model handles 
only 45 model years.  We also show the distribution of trucks in each category between 
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different fleet sizes where appropriate and the difference in the average age of vehicles 
between different-size fleets.  
 

1. Utility Fleets 

In October 2006, the ARB adopted a regulation designed to reduce emissions from 
diesel trucks that are owned or operated by private utilities that operate in California 
(ARB, 2006).  The utility truck category as defined by the regulation includes both 
medium-heavy (14,000 – 33,000 lbs gross vehicle weight rating or GVWR - MHDDT) 
and heavy-heavy (>33,000 lbs GVWR - HHDDT) trucks but does not include refuse 
haulers or fire trucks and other emergency vehicles operated by public agencies.  The 
regulation required fleet operators to reduce diesel PM emissions on a defined schedule 
by purchasing newer regulation-compliant engines or installing diesel particulate filters.  
The following methodology was used to develop a Utility Fleet emissions inventory. 
 

a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

Staff used an identical methodology for assessing the utility truck population and model 
year distribution as was used in development of the utility fleet regulation (ARB, 2005).  
Staff developed a list of utility names and used those names to extract vehicles from 
DMV registration data.  Those vehicles were then separated by model year and weight 
category (MHDDT vs HHDDT).  The population-weighted average age of a vehicle in 
the utility fleet category was estimated at 8.2 years for HHDDT, 7.2 years for MHDDT.  
Figure 1 provides the distribution of the California utility truck population by age for 
calendar year 2008.  
 

Figure 1:  Utility Truck Population and Model Year Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

Staff used accrual rates and cumulative odometer readings that were published in the 
utility fleet rule staff report (ARB, 2005).  These were developed by TIAX (2003); results 
showed that utility trucks accrue between 6,000 and 8,000 miles per year, with slightly 
more miles accrued per year by HHDDT.  The estimated annual average mileage 
accrual was 7,800 miles per year for HHDDT and 6,200 miles per year for MHDDT, all 
of which is assumed to occur in California.  The estimated average odometer reading 
was 122,000 miles for HHDDT and 78,000 miles for MHDDT.  In Figure 2 we plot 
annual accrual and cumulative modeled odometer readings for utility category trucks. 
     
Figure 2:  Utility Truck Category Accrual and Modeled Odometer Readings (2008) 
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c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by Fleet Size and Mileage 
Thresholds 

Utility fleet vehicles were not separated into different categories by fleet size or mileage 
threshold.  This vehicle and emissions inventory evaluates only the fleets of privately 
owned utilities.  The utility fleets of larger municipal agencies are not included in this 
assessment. 
 

2. Drayage Trucks Serving California’s Ports and Railyards 

In 2007 the ARB passed a regulation requiring NOx and diesel PM emissions reductions 
from drayage trucks serving California’s ports and railyards (ARB, 2007a).   Drayage 
trucks are typically older than other trucks in California and primarily serve the Ports of 
Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland along with railyards near those ports.  Drayage 
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truck travel is predominantly regional; in general, these trucks make multiple trips to and 
from the facilities each week.  Drayage trucks are all heavy-heavy duty vehicles, 
exceeding 33,000 lbs GVWR.  According to the regulation, by calendar year 2010 all 
drayage trucks must meet at a minimum model year 1994 or later emissions standards 
with a diesel particulate filter and by 2014 all trucks must meet 2007 truck emission 
standards.  The following methodology was used to develop the drayage truck 
emissions inventory:   
 

a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

Drayage trucks are defined by their operation rather than body type.  Since DMV 
registration records provide information on body type but not vehicle operator, DMV 
registration cannot be used alone to estimate the statewide drayage truck population.  
The population of trucks serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach and 
associated railyards was derived from an analysis of one year of gate count and license 
plate information from approximately half of the terminals at the two Ports; these data 
were provided by officials from the ports.  Staff compared observed license plates to 
DMV data to assess model year distribution; we then extrapolated results to all 
terminals at both Ports.  A similar approach was used for the Port of Oakland and 
associated railyards.  Regulatory documentation (ARB, 2007b) describes in more detail 
the methodology used to assess the population of drayage trucks.  We estimated the 
age of drayage trucks serving other ports and railyards in California by assuming that 
these trucks were similar to those in the HHDDT (instate) tractor category (ARB, 
2007b).  The population-weighted average age of a vehicle in the drayage category was 
estimated at 12.4 years for trucks serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach and 
regional intermodal railyards and 9.7 years for drayage trucks serving Oakland and 
associated railyards and for trucks serving the remainder of California ports.  In Figure 3 
we provide drayage truck population by model year for calendar year 2008.  As shown, 
trucks serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are typically several years 
older than drayage trucks serving other California ports. 
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Figure 3.  Drayage Truck Population and Model Year Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

Staff used accrual rates and cumulative odometer readings published in the drayage 
truck rule staff report (ARB, 2007b) to estimate the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
associated with drayage trucks in each region.  Staff then assumed that accrual rates 
were independent of age for drayage trucks and that the vehicle population increased in 
proportion to the overall VMT for the inventory category. 
 
Drayage trucks serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach were estimated to 
drive around 41,000 miles per year.  Drayage trucks serving the Port of Oakland drive, 
on average, around 40,000 miles per year.  Drayage trucks serving other ports in 
California are assumed to have travel characteristics similar to in-state HHDDT tractors 
and therefore drive, on average, 49,000 miles per year.  All drayage-related VMT are 
assumed to accrue in California. Odometer readings are modeled assuming that 
drayage trucks were purchased used from larger national fleets that drive hundreds of 
thousands of miles in their first several years of operation.  This assumption is 
described in detail in the in-state tractor category.  The resulting average odometer 
reading as estimated was 860,000 miles for LA/LB trucks and 770,000 miles for trucks 
serving Oakland and other ports/railyards; the apparent difference from the mileage if 
projected from the accrual rate and the age results from the trucks likely having been 
used for other purposes before being converted to drayage trucks.  In Figure 4 we plot 
annual accrual and cumulative modeled odometer readings for drayage trucks.     
 

Figure 4.  Drayage Truck Category Accrual and Modeled Odometer Readings 
(2008) 
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c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by Fleet Size and Mileage 
Thresholds 

Drayage trucks were categorized by fleet size as single truck fleets, two truck fleets, 
three truck fleets, and fleets of more than three trucks.  No differentiation was made for 
drayage trucks with regard to mileage threshold, on the assumption that nearly all 
drayage fleets are operated in a similar manner.  In Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4 we 
show the distribution of VMT among drayage fleets of various fleet sizes and VMT-
weighted ages for trucks near the Ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach, Oakland, and all 
other California ports/railyards, respectively.  The age distribution of drayage trucks was 
also assumed not to differ with regard to fleet size.  With regard to the VMT-weighted 
average age within each category, drayage trucks near LA/LB were estimated to be 
older, on average, than drayage trucks near other facilities.  In Table 5 we provide a 
summary of the VMT driven by different size drayage trucks fleets serving all California 
facilities. 
 

Table 2.  Distribution of VMT among POLA/LB Drayage Trucks by Fleet Size 
(2008) 

Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 1,219,969 53.7% 12.4 
2 trucks 135,552 6.0% 12.4 
3 trucks 152,496 6.7% 12.4 
> 3 trucks 762,481 33.6% 12.4 
Total 2,270,498 100.0%   

 
Table 3.  Distribution of VMT among Port of Oakland Drayage Trucks by Fleet Size 

(2008) 

Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 210,556 53.7% 9.7 
2 trucks 23,395 6.0% 9.7 
3 trucks 26,319 6.7% 9.7 
> 3 trucks 131,597 33.6% 9.7 
Total 391,868 100.0%   

 
Table 4.  Distribution of VMT among Drayage Trucks at Other Ports/Railyards by 

Fleet Size (2008) 

Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 127,097 53.7% 9.1 
2 trucks 14,122 6.0% 9.1 
3 trucks 15,887 6.7% 9.1 
> 3 trucks 79,436 33.6% 9.1 
Total 236,542 100.0%   
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Table 5.  Distribution of VMT among Drayage Trucks at all California 
Ports/Railyards by Fleet Size (2008) 

Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 1,557,622 53.7% 11.8 
2 trucks 173,069 6.0% 11.8 
3 trucks 194,703 6.7% 11.8 
> 3 trucks 973,513 33.6% 11.8 
Total 2,898,907 100.0%   

 
3. Trucks Serving the Agricultural Economic Sector 

Agricultural trade associations, in conjunction with staff, administered a survey to 
farmers, ranchers, and other agricultural businesses designed to identify and 
characterize trucks associated with agricultural businesses.  The stakeholder survey 
was designed primarily to capture trucks owned and operated by farms, ranches, and 
first processing facilities, and was similar in format to the on-line survey used to collect 
information on the broader truck fleet as part of this rule development (ARB, 2008).  
Results from the survey were used to assess the population of MHDDT and HHDDT 
that operate in California for agricultural purposes, either seasonally or annually.  The 
survey was also used to assess the model year distribution and mileage accrual of 
these trucks, as well as the fraction that would be captured by proposed rule 
exemptions. 
 

a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

To assess the model year distribution of agricultural trucks, we compiled survey results 
for MHDDT and HHDDT separately, and modeled the data in order to smooth trends in 
model year variability.  Based on analysis of the survey data, the population-weighted 
average ages of HHDD and MHHD agricultural trucks were found to be very similar 
(17.3 years for HHDDTs  and 17.2 years for MHDDTs).  
 
To assess population, we compiled the survey results and extrapolated the survey 
sample to a statewide population using the numbers of acres farmed and other metrics 
collected in the survey as scaling factors.  Using this methodology, Staff estimated a 
statewide agricultural truck population of between 40,000 and 60,000 vehicles.  
However, when staff compared the model year specific truck populations estimated 
using the extrapolated data to model year specific DMV registration data, they found 
that the extrapolated agricultural truck populations for certain model years exceeded the 
total number of trucks of that model year in the DMV database.  This suggested that the 
directly extrapolated survey results were overestimating the agricultural truck 
population, at least for those model years. 
 
In reviewing the surveys, staff found that very few were administered to farms or 
organizations that do not own agricultural trucks.  In effect, these businesses were 
excluded from the survey; thus, extrapolating the population using the metrics described 
above would overestimate the agricultural truck population.   



 

G-15  

 
To correct for this overestimation, we used the DMV registration data as an upper 
bound of the possible number of agricultural trucks of a given model year. 
 
Using the statewide truck population, we back-calculated an agricultural truck 
population assuming that the agricultural truck population, in any model year, could not 
exceed 80% of the total trucks registered in that model year.  With this technique, we 
assessed a likely population of 22,150 agricultural trucks in California, of which 45% are 
MHDDT and 55% are HHDDT. In Figure 5 we show the California agricultural truck 
population and model year distribution estimated for the 2008 calendar year.     
 

Figure 5.  Agricultural Truck Population and Model Year Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

We analyzed survey results in order to estimate mileage accrual for agricultural trucks.  
Because agricultural HHDDT are assumed to be purchased used, their modeled 
odometer follows a composite that accounts for the mix of single-unit and combination 
trucks entering the category as well as the likelihood that most tractors currently in the 
agricultural category were previously in other categories.  Because in-state tractors and 
single-unit trucks are driven more, on average, than agricultural trucks, the composite 
odometer reading is projected to be higher than the odometer reading of a truck that 
had been used exclusively for agriculture.  These trucks then follow the agricultural 
truck accrual rate upon transition.  Agricultural MHDDT also followed a composite rate, 
since in-state MHDDT were also assumed to migrate toward the agricultural category.  
The average odometer reading for agricultural was estimated to be approximately 
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601,000 miles for HHDDT and 293,000 miles for MHDDT.  The average annual mileage 
accrual  was estimated to be 23,000 miles for HHDDT agricultural trucks and 11,000 
miles for MHDDT agricultural trucks.  All miles are assumed to accrue in California.  We 
present the results in Figure 6.   
 

Figure 6.  Agricultural Truck Category Mileage Accrual and Modeled Odometer 
(2008) 
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c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by  Size and Mileage Thresholds 

Staff did not categorize agricultural trucks by fleet size.  With regard to application, both 
medium-heavy and heavy-heavy trucks were categorized into specialty and non-
specialty vehicles.   Specialty vehicles are specifically defined under the proposed 
regulation as water trucks used on the farm, nurse rigs, cotton module movers, or feed 
or mixer feed trucks owned by a cattle or calf feedlot.  Using this definition, by analyzing 
the DMV registration data, we found that 10% of agricultural trucks or approximately 
2200 agricultural trucks statewide were specialty vehicles.   
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Non-specialty agricultural trucks were categorized according to mileage thresholds, 
since the regulation is to be applied differently to vehicles driven different mileage 
thresholds each year.  The regulation sets the low use mileage threshold for trucks in 
general at 10,000 miles per year.  Vehicles that exceed 10,000 miles per year but do 
not exceed an upper mileage threshold need to turnover or retrofit their trucks prior to 
2017.  Agricultural trucks are below the upper mileage threshold if they fall into one of 
the following three categories: 
 

� MY 1995 or earlier, and driven less than 15,000 miles/year 
� MY 1996-2005, and driven less than 20,000 miles/year, or 
� MY 2006 or newer, and driven less than 25,000 miles/year 

 
These categories of agricultural truck are subject to regulatory requirements at the 
beginning of calendar year 2017 and are categorized as “between mileage thresholds”.  
The third category consists of trucks that exceed the upper VMT threshold; these trucks 
are subject to the ARB regulation according to the standard turnover and retrofit 
timeline. 
 
In Table 6 we show the distribution of daily VMT among medium-heavy agricultural 
trucks in California in calendar year 2008. In Table 7 we show the distribution of daily 
VMT among heavy-heavy agricultural trucks in California in 2008.  In each table we also 
show the average VMT-weighted age by mileage threshold.  For both heavy-heavy and 
medium-heavy agriculture truck weight classes, the trucks driven the fewest miles 
tended to be older than other vehicles.  
 
Table 6.  Distribution of VMT among Medium-Heavy Agricultural Trucks by Fleet 

Size (2008) 

Vehicle Type Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

Non specialty, below lower threshold 46,021 13.4% 16.0 
Non specialty, between thresholds 78,768 23.0% 10.3 
Non specialty, above upper threshold 183,598 53.6% 9.2 
Ag specialty vehicle 34,265 10.0% 10.5 
Total 342,652 100.0%   

 
Table 7.  Distribution of VMT among Heavy-Heavy Agricultural Trucks by Fleet 

Size (2008) 

Vehicle Type Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

Non specialty, below lower threshold 82,489 9.4% 17.1 
Non specialty, between thresholds 62,773 7.1% 12.5 
Non specialty, above upper threshold 645,375 73.5% 10.5 
Ag specialty vehicle 87,849 10.0% 11.4 
Total 878,486 100.0%   

 



 

G-18  

4. Medium Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks 

Staff estimate that more than 200,000 MHDDT are registered in and operate in 
California.  These trucks are primarily lighter weight delivery trucks with a GVWR 
between 14,000 and 33,000 lbs that travel during the work day within the area where 
they are registered.  Most of these trucks are registered in and never leave California, 
although a few are California-registered and in the IRP program, and a few enter 
California from other states.  Most MHDDTs are found in fleets of two or more although 
some are single-truck-fleet.   
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a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

Staff identified MHDDT in the DMV registration database by selecting all diesel powered 
vehicles with a GVWR between 14,000 and 33,000 lbs.  The data were then analyzed in 
two ways.  First, staff sorted the registration data by owner name and address to identify 
the number of vehicle records associated with a unique owner.  This list was then used 
to develop the fleet size distribution, including the number of owner-operators and small 
fleets.  Staff then used a combination of license plate and IRP registration data to 
estimate how many of the MHDDT are registered in California compared to other states, 
as well as what fraction of their travel is solely within California.  Staff found that the vast 
majority of MHDDT that are registered in California never leave California.  Also, using 
IRP data, staff estimated that very few out-of-state trucks fall into the MHDDT category.  
Since both the public and agricultural truck categories include MHDDT, we subtracted 
these by model year from the in-state MHDDT category to avoid double counting.  We 
estimated the population-weighted average age of an out-of-state or IRP MHDDT at 5.4 
years as compared to 8.0 years for an instate MHDDT.  In Figure 9 we show the 
population and age distribution estimated for MHDDTs operating in California.   
 

Figure 7.  MHDDT Population and Model Year Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

Staff used the most recent VIUS database (calendar year 2002) to estimate annual 
mileage accrual and modeled odometer readings for MHDDT.  We did not differentiate 
between in-state and interstate MHDDT with modeled odometer readings.  Staff used 
CA IRP data to calculate the fraction of total mileage accrual that occurs in California on 
average.  Staff estimated that CA IRP MHDDT drive 63% and out-of-state registered 
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MHDDT 8% of their total annual miles in California.  We estimated the average 
odometer reading as 161,000 miles for out-of-state MHDDT and CA IRP MHDDT and 
207,000 miles for instate MHDDT.  We estimated the average annual mileage accrual to 
be 22,000 miles for out-of-state and CA IRP MHDDT and 20,000 miles for instate 
MHDDT.  Of the 22,000 miles driven annually by out-of-state and CA IRP MHDDTs, it 
was assumed that out-of-state vehicles drive only 8% (1,800 miles) of their annual miles 
in California as compared to 64% (14,000 miles) for CA IRP vehicles. The difference in 
average annual accrual resulted from the different age distribution representing the 
population within each category.  In Figure 8 we plot the annual accrual in California 
and cumulative modeled odometer readings for MHDDT by age and category.   
 

Figure 8.  MHDDT Accrual and Modeled Odometer (2008) 
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Figure 8 shows the annual mileage accrual rates to be similar for medium-heavy duty 
diesel CA Instate, CA Out-of-State, and CA IRP-registered trucks.  However, these 
accrual rates are simply the total accrual rates for the vehicles in each inventory 
category; they do not represent the accrual rate for vehicles in each category within 
California.  Because the share of annual travel within California varies between 
categories (8% for Out-of-State; 63% for CA-IRP; 100% for MHDDT Instate), the 
accrual rate for vehicles within California also varies for each category.  We show these 
accrual rates in Figure 9; because California-registered MHDDT are assumed to spend 
100% of their time in California, they have the highest CA accrual rate. 
 

Figure 9.  MHDDT Accrual in California and Modeled Odometer (2008) 

MH CA Instate
CA Accrual

MH CA Out of State
CA Accrual

MH CAIRP
CA Accrual MH CA Instate, CAIRP,

and Out of State Odometer

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

-1 1 3 5 7 9 1113151719212325 272931333537394143

Age

A
cc

ru
al

 (
m

ile
s/

yr
)

0

200,000

400,000

600,000

800,000

1,000,000

1,200,000

O
d

o
m

eter (m
iles)

MH CA Instate CA Accrual MH CA Out of State CA Accrual

MH CAIRP CA Accrual MH CA Instate Odometer

MH CA Out of State Odometer MH CAIRP Odometer
 

 
c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by Fleet Size and Mileage 

Thresholds 

We categorized medium-heavy duty diesel trucks by fleet size as single-truck fleets, 
two-truck fleets, three-truck fleets, and fleets of more than three trucks.  We also 
categorized MHDDT based on their annual miles driven since the regulation is to be 
applied differently to vehicles used at differing mileage levels.  The mileage threshold of 
significance for MHDDT from a regulatory perspective is 5,000 miles per year.  In Table 
8, Table 9, and Table 10 we show the distribution of daily VMT driven in California in 
calendar year 2008 by different size fleets of instate, CA-IRP, and out-of-state 
MHDDTs, respectively.  Each table also shows the VMT-weighted average age of the 
trucks as a function of fleet size.  For all categories of MHDDT, regardless of miles 
driven or state of registration, the smaller the fleet, the older the truck.  Also, very little 
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(less than 2%) of the total statewide MHDDT VMT is driven by vehicles in fleets driving 
less than 5,000 miles a year.  In addition, MHDDTs driving less than 5,000 miles a year 
are significantly older (4 to 6 years older) than those in comparable size fleets that drive 
more than 5,000 miles a year.     
 
Table 8.  Distribution of VMT among Medium-Heavy Instate Vehicles by Fleet Size 

(2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 80,942 0.6% 13.4 
2 trucks 25,478 0.2% 13.1 
3 trucks 15,111 0.1% 13.0 

Below 5000 miles 

> 3 trucks 107,142 0.8% 11.6 
1 truck 3,786,410 29.7% 7.0 
2 trucks 1,244,223 9.8% 6.8 
3 trucks 740,914 5.8% 6.9 

Above 5000 miles 

> 3 trucks 6,731,027 52.9% 5.7 
  Total 12,731,247 100.0%   

 
Table 9.  Distribution of VMT among Medium-Heavy CAIRP Vehicles by Fleet Size 

(2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 95 0.1% 8.2 
2 trucks 61 0.1% 8.4 
3 trucks 68 0.1% 9.2 

Below 5000 miles 

> 3 trucks 616 0.8% 9.4 
1 truck 9,684 13.0% 4.3 
2 trucks 6,018 8.0% 4.3 
3 trucks 5,943 7.9% 4.5 

Above 5000 miles 

> 3 trucks 52,292 69.9% 4.7 
  Total 74,777 100.0%   
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Table 10.  Distribution of VMT among Medium-Heavy Out-of-state Vehicles by 
Fleet Size (2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 54 0.1% 8.2 
2 trucks 35 0.1% 8.4 
3 trucks 39 0.1% 9.2 

Below 5000 miles 

> 3 trucks 353 0.8% 9.4 
1 truck 5,552 13.0% 4.3 
2 trucks 3,450 8.0% 4.3 
3 trucks 3,407 7.9% 4.5 

Above 5000 miles 

> 3 trucks 29,980 69.9% 4.7 
  Total 42,871 100.0%   

 
5. California Registered Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks 

California is somewhat unique in the United States in that it has a comparatively large 
population of older heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks.  These trucks, with an average age 
of 10 to 12 years, generally do not travel outside California, operating practically as a 
captive fleet.  These California registered trucks drive fewer miles per truck than IRP 
trucks registered in California, both because they are older and less mechanically 
reliable and because they are engaged in more localized trucking services than their 
out-of-state registered counterparts.  Consequently, California registered HHDDT are 
much more likely to drive in the air basin in which they are primarily based.   
 
When evaluating VIUS data we realized there is a significant difference in the mileage a 
truck travels depending upon whether it is a single-unit truck or a combination tractor.  
On average, combination tractors drive more miles per year than single-unit trucks.  We 
also found that while single-unit trucks tend to be purchased new in California and then 
operate in California for the life of the truck, in-state tractors tend to begin their life as 
interstate trucks and then transition into in-state usage as they age and accrue miles.  
Analysis of the VIUS data indicates interstate trucks are generally sold into the in-state 
fleets between 2 and 6 years of age, having accrued approximately 500,000 miles in 
interstate service.  
 

a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

To develop population estimates for in-state HHDDT, staff used DMV registration data 
(license plate number and GVWR) to identify those HHDDT that operate solely within 
California (in-state).  Staff then analyzed DMV and IRP data to identify only California 
registered IRP trucks.  Next, staff used the DMV data to assess the body type of each 
in-state truck.  We then used the DMV data to estimate the population and model year 
distribution of in-state single-unit trucks, in-state tractors, and California IRP trucks.  We 
subtracted the populations of utility trucks, drayage trucks, and agricultural trucks 
estimated elsewhere from the in-state HHDDT category, by body type and registration, 
to estimate the number of in-state tractors and avoid double counting. 
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In Figure 10 we provide the estimated population and age distribution for in-state 
HHDDT categories in California in calendar year 2008.  In general, vehicles traveling 
only in California are older than those traveling out-of-state and single unit trucks are 
slightly older than comparable model year tractors.  As shown in Figure 10, CA IRP 
trucks have a population-weighted average age of 6.2 years, while in-state tractors 
average age 9.9 years, and single-unit trucks average 10.2 years old. 
 

Figure 10.  California-Registered In-State HHDDT Population and Model Year 
Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

Staff used VIUS to assess annual mileage accrual rates by body type for in-state 
HHDDT and CA-IRP trucks.  This analysis indicated that California IRP trucks drive 
about 55% of their total miles in California.  Because used trucks are sold into the in-
state tractor category from interstate categories, and interstate category tractors drive 
more miles than in-state tractors during their early years, we developed a composite 
modeled odometer to represent in-state tractors.  The composite odometer estimate 
assumes a high annual mileage in early model years when a tractor is in long-haul 
service and lower annual mileage once a tractor begins shorter haul service in the in-
state category.  For comparative purposes, a vehicle of a given model year that had 
been used exclusively for interstate purposes would have a higher odometer reading 
than a vehicle of the same age that had been used exclusively for instate purposes; a 
vehicle that had been used earlier in its life for interstate purposes and later for instate 
purposes would likely have an odometer reading between the two.  The average 
odometer reading estimated using this approach was 723,000 miles for instate HHDDT, 
338,000 miles for single-unit HHDDT, and 668,000 miles for CAIRP HHDDT.  The 
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average annual mileage accrual was estimated to be 51,000 miles for instate HHDDT, 
25,000 miles for single-unit HHDDT, and 75,000 miles for CAIRP HHDDT (of which 
43,000 miles are driven in California).  Figure 11 provides in-state HHDDT mileage 
accrual and modeled odometer by model year; these data reflect the assumption of 
composite use.  For comparative purposes, in Figure 12 we provide the composite 
odometer reading for instate trucks of various model years in calendar year 2008 
compared with the modeled odometer reading for similar trucks used purely for in-state 
or interstate long-haul traffic.   
 

Figure 11.  HHDDT In-state and Interstate Fleet Accrual and Modeled Odometer 
(2008) 
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Figure 12.  HHDDT In-State Tractor Modeled Odometer (2008) 
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c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by Fleet Size and Mileage 
Thresholds 

We categorized heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks by fleet size as single-truck fleets, two-
truck fleets, three-truck fleets, and fleets of more than three trucks.  We also 
categorized the fleets by their annual VMT since the regulation is to be applied 
differently to trucks driven at different mileages each year.  The mileage threshold of 
significance for HHHDT from a regulatory perspective is 7,500 miles per year.  In Table 
11 we show the distribution of daily VMT and the VMT-weighted average age as a 
function of fleet size and annual miles driven for heavy-heavy instate trucks in California 
in 2008.  Heavy-heavy duty diesel instate trucks driving less than 7,500 miles a year are 
significantly older (5 years) than their counterparts driving more than 7,500 miles a year 
and contribute less than 2% of the total VMT driven each year by in-state HHDDTs.  
Regardless of miles driven, HHDDT in smaller fleets are on average older than those in 
larger fleets. 
 

Table 11.  Distribution of Daily VMT among California Instate Tractors Heavy-
Heavy Duty Vehicles by Fleet Size (2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 44,925 0.4% 15.2 
2 trucks 12,992 0.1% 15.4 
3 trucks 7,370 0.1% 15.3 

Below 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 48,792 0.5% 13.6 
1 truck 3,031,868 29.1% 10.1 
2 trucks 902,069 8.7% 9.7 
3 trucks 529,836 5.1% 9.5 

Above 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 5,835,899 56.0% 6.4 
  Total 10,413,751 100.0%   
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In Table 12 we show the distribution of daily VMT as a function of fleet size and mileage 
driven for heavy-heavy single-unit trucks operating in California in calendar year 2008.  
In Table 13 we show the distribution of daily VMT as a function of fleet size and mileage 
driven in California for heavy-heavy trucks licensed in California under the International 
Registration Program in California in 2008.  Each table also shows the average VMT-
weighted age of vehicles within the fleets of different sizes; in each case, the trucks 
driven fewer miles tended to be older than trucks driven more miles, and the average 
age of vehicles within a fleet was also estimated to decrease with the size of the fleet. 
 

Table 12.  Distribution of Daily VMT among Single-Unit Heavy-Heavy Duty 
Vehicles by Fleet Size (2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 37,585 1.1% 15.6 
2 trucks 13,153 0.4% 15.5 
3 trucks 7,951 0.2% 14.8 

Below 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 63,491 1.9% 13.5 
1 truck 766,081 22.5% 10.3 
2 trucks 279,769 8.2% 9.9 
3 trucks 185,491 5.4% 9.2 

Above 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 2,057,340 60.3% 7.1 
  Total 3,410,860 100.0%   

 
Table 13.  Distribution of Daily VMT among California International Registration 

Program Vehicles in California by Fleet Size (2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 5,804 0.1% 10.8 
2 trucks 2,096 0.0% 10.9 
3 trucks 1,223 0.0% 11.4 

Below 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 9,801 0.1% 11.3 
1 truck 2,198,998 26.5% 6.0 
2 trucks 812,823 9.8% 5.8 
3 trucks 460,037 5.6% 5.7 

Above 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 4,791,942 57.9% 4.6 
  Total 8,282,725 100.0%   

 
6. Out-of-State Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks 

According to the California Department of Finance, California’s economy is the eighth 
largest in the world (DOF, 2008).  Foreign trade, construction, and transportation are all 
major contributors to California’s economy, and these economic sectors attract the 
services of national trucking fleets including large numbers of out-of-state heavy-heavy 
duty diesel trucks.   
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a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

No single source of information describes out-of-state truck activity in California.  To 
develop an inventory, staff conducted detailed research into the IRP and IFTA 
programs.  The California DMV provided staff with a report providing the total number of 
out-of-state trucks, by state, that are enrolled in the IRP program and in fleets that 
reported any travel in California.  These data suggested that more than one million 
trucks are in fleets that report mileage in California.  However, this is likely to be an 
upper estimate as not all of the trucks in these fleets actually enter California.  To better 
constrain the number of out-of-state trucks entering California, staff analyzed IRP data 
in greater detail, as described below. 
 
In analyzing the age distribution of out-of-state trucks, staff divided heavy-heavy duty 
trucks into two groups based on their proximity to California under the assumption that 
trucks traveling longer distances are younger.  Neighboring states were considered to 
include British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, and Arizona while non-
neighboring states included all other states and Canadian provinces.  Staff sampled IRP 
data from 12 states to obtain a statistically representative sample of data.  IRP data 
suggested neighboring state trucks are on average 6.1 years old and have a model year 
distribution similar to that of California interstate trucks while non-neighboring state 
trucks are on average around 3.3 years old, much younger than other interstate trucks.  
Recent field studies supported by the ARB have confirmed this trend (Lutsey, 2008).     
 
To better understand the population of out-of-state trucks that actually operate in 
California, staff developed a methodology to assess the number of trucks in a fleet likely 
to enter California.  We evaluated all of the collected non-California registered IRP data 
by fleet.  For each fleet we calculated the number of miles traveled in California per 
truck as reported in the IRP data.  We then assumed an average trip length depending 
on the registered location of each fleet and where those trucks would most likely travel 
in California.  In many cases the assumed trip length was longer than the calculated 
number of miles traveled per truck in the IRP data.  In those cases, we calculated the 
population operating in California as the total miles traveled in California divided by the 
assumed trip length.  For all other fleets we assumed all of the reported trucks in that 
fleet actually enter California.  Staff then recompiled the population for trucks from 
neighboring states and non-neighboring states.  The results suggested for fleets in 
states neighboring California, approximately 60% of trucks in those fleets authorized to 
enter California actually do so.  Of fleets in states not neighboring California, 
approximately 40% of the trucks authorized to enter California are estimated to actually 
do so. 
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The fraction of owner-operators in the out-of-state category was based on the IRP 
samples collected.  The population-weighted average age of HHDDT from neighboring 
states was estimated to be 6.2 years while HHDDT from non-neighboring states were 
estimated to be on average 3.6 years old.  These estimates were each close to the IRP 
estimates.   In Figure 13 we provide estimates of the out-of-state population and model 
year distribution of heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks operating in California in calendar 
year 2008.  
 

Figure 13.  Out-of-State HHDDT Population and Model Year Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

Staff used VIUS to assess accrual rates for the nationwide IRP truck category traveling 
in California.  Staff then evaluated IRP sample data to estimate the fraction of miles 
accrued in California and 2005 IFTA records to quantify the total miles traveled in 
California by out-of-state HHDDT.  Results suggested that trucks from neighboring 
states travel on average 40% of their total mileage in California, while trucks from non-
neighboring states travel around 10% of their total mileage in California.  The average 
odometer reading was estimated to be 668,000 miles for neighboring out-of-state 
HHDDT and 473,000 miles for non-neighboring out-of-state HHDDT.  The average 
annual mileage accrual was estimated as 75,000 miles per year (30,000 miles per year 
in CA) for neighboring out-of-state HHDDT and 85,000 miles per year (8,400 miles per 
year in CA) for non-neighboring out-of-state HHDDT.  In Figure 14 we provide estimates 
of the average annual mileage accrual and modeled odometer by model year for out-of-
state heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks operating in California in calendar year 2008.   
 

Figure 14.  Out-of-State Truck Accrual and Modeled Odometer (2008) 
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In Figure 14, the accrual rates for HHDDT NOOS and NNOOS trucks are shown to be 
equal, but these rates represent the overall accrual for the trucks.  Because trucks from 
states neighboring California drive a larger fraction of their annual miles in California 
than trucks from non-neighboring states, the model used for this analysis reflects 
different accrual rates for vehicles in each category in California.  We show these in 
Figure 15. 
 

Figure 15.  Out-of-State Truck Accrual within California and Modeled Odometer 
(2008) 
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c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by Fleet Size and Mileage 
Thresholds 

Staff also categorized heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks from outside California by fleet 
size as single truck fleets, two truck fleets, three truck fleets, and fleets of more than 
three trucks.  We also categorized fleets based on the annual VMT of trucks, since the 
regulation is to be applied differently to fleets used at differing mileage levels.  The 
mileage threshold of significance for HHDDT from a regulatory perspective is 7,500 
miles per year.   In Table 14 we show the distribution of daily VMT driven in California in 
calendar year 2008 by heavy-heavy diesel trucks of different fleet sizes registered in 
states neighboring California.  In Table 15 we show the distribution of daily VMT driven 
in California in calendar year 2008 by heavy-heavy diesel trucks registered in non-
neighboring states in 2008.  Each table also shows the average VMT-weighted age of 
vehicles within each fleet size; we estimated the average age to be higher for vehicles 
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driven fewer miles.  We estimated the average age to be independent of the fleet size 
for vehicles registered outside California.  
 

Table 14.  Distribution of Daily California VMT among Heavy-Heavy Duty Diesel 
Trucks Registered in Neighboring States by Fleet Size (2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 1,149 0.0% 11.1 
2 trucks 357 0.0% 11.1 
3 trucks 261 0.0% 11.1 

Below 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 7,253 0.2% 11.1 
1 truck 501,599 12.7% 5.1 
2 trucks 155,808 3.9% 5.1 
3 trucks 113,815 2.9% 5.1 

Above 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 3,167,429 80.2% 5.1 
  Total 3,947,672 100.0%   

 
Table 15.  Distribution of Daily VMT among Heavy-Heavy Duty Diesel Trucks 

Registered in States not Neighboring California by Fleet Size (2008) 

  Fleet Size Daily VMT Share VMT-weighted 
Average Age 

1 truck 188 0.0% 8.3 
2 trucks 58 0.0% 8.3 
3 trucks 41 0.0% 8.3 

Below 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 11,610 0.1% 8.3 
1 truck 192,875 1.6% 3.1 
2 trucks 58,926 0.5% 3.1 
3 trucks 41,740 0.3% 3.1 

Above 7500 miles 

> 3 trucks 11,889,217 97.5% 3.1 
  Total 12,194,654 100.0%   

 
7. Buses 

The proposed regulation achieves emissions reductions for two classes of buses: 
school buses and other buses.  School buses may be either privately- or publicly-
owned, but must be used exclusively for transporting students in accordance with the 
definition of school buses in the California Vehicle Code.  Other buses are defined as all 
buses identified in the DMV database that cannot be categorized as school buses and 
are not owned by public transit agencies. This category includes intercity buses, charter 
buses, and church buses.  This section describes the assumptions used to develop a 
baseline emissions inventory for school buses and other buses. 
 

a) Base Year Population and Age Distribution by Fleet Size 

Staff used a calendar year 2005 database of school buses compiled by the CHP to 
estimate the population and age distribution of school buses in California in 2005 
(California Highway Patrol, 2006).  The age distribution of school buses in 2005 was 
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assumed to be consistent with the age distribution of school buses between 2000 and 
2004. 
 
Staff used the survival rate of school buses in EMFAC2007 and the existing Lower 
Emissions School Bus Program (LESBP) to estimate the age distribution of school 
buses in future years.  Specifically, the impact of the LESBP was modeled as though: i) 
all pre-1985 model year school buses will be replaced by buses that meet 2007 
emission standards as of December 31, 2009, and ii) 50% of 1985 and 1986 model year 
school buses will be replaced with school buses that meet 2007 emission standards by 
December 31, 2010. In addition, the maximum age for a school bus was set at thirty 
years; any school bus older than thirty years was assumed to be replaced with a new 
bus. Any school bus that was retired due to age or attrition was assumed to be replaced 
in the population with a new school bus. The aggregate population of diesel school 
buses was assumed to remain unchanged; any increases to the total school bus 
population were assumed to represent new vehicles using natural gas or some other 
alternative fuel entering the fleet. 
 
Other buses were assumed to follow the age distribution of such vehicles as modeled in 
EMFAC2007.  The population-weighted average age was estimated to be 12.2 years for 
school buses and 9.6 years for other buses.  We compare the age distribution of school 
buses and other buses operating in California as modeled for calendar year 2008 in 
Figure 16. 
 

Figure 16.  Bus Population and Model Year Distribution (2008) 
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b) Base Year Accrual, Lifetime Accrual, and Mileage Thresholds 

In the absence of new information, staff used the average annual mileage accrual and 
odometer estimates assumed for buses in EMFAC2007 to estimate the benefits of the 
proposed rule. The average odometer reading was estimated to be 173,000 miles for 
school buses and 222,000 miles for other buses.  The average annual mileage accrual 
was estimated to be approximately 13,000 miles for school buses and 22,000 miles for 
other buses.  All such miles are assumed accrue in California.  We show in Figure 17 
the average annual mileage accrual and odometer estimates for school buses and other 
buses in California in calendar year 2008.. 
 

Figure 17.  Bus Accrual and Modeled Odometer (2008) 
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c) Base Year Vehicle Miles Traveled by Fleet Size and Mileage 

Thresholds 

Buses were not differentiated by fleet size or mileage threshold in this inventory as 
buses are not treated differently in the proposed regulation based on these criteria. 
 

8. Power Take Off Operations in California 

Power Take Off (PTO) operations are those that result in emissions related to activities 
other than travel, such as a crane lifting objects or a cement mixer processing raw 
materials. Emissions associated with these operations are more accurately quantified 
using fuel consumption than vehicle miles traveled, the usual activity metric for on-road 
vehicles.  
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a) Estimating Fuel Usage 

Staff did not estimate the actual population or distribution of PTO activity.  Instead we 
used fuel consumption data for PTO operations in California in calendar year 2005 as 
reported by the California Board of Equalization. 
 

b) Converting Fuel Usage to Activity by Age 

The age distribution PTO equipment was assumed to follow the same age distribution 
as HHDDT single-unit trucks.  This distribution was given earlier in Figure 10. 
 
Mileage accrual was not directly estimated for PTO operations since, as mentioned 
previously, emissions generally occur while the equipment is stationary.  Staff used the 
fuel consumption rate in EMFAC2007 for HHDDT single-unit trucks at twenty miles-per-
hour with the fuel consumption estimated by the CA Board of Equalization to back-
calculate the VMT-equivalent for PTO activity in California, assuming the speed profile 
embedded in EMFAC2007. 
 
E. Emission Rates 

For most categories, staff have used EMFAC2007 and modeled cumulative mileage to 
develop category-specific emission rates.  We have also updated several estimates of 
emission rates based upon recent data analysis.  In this section we describe the 
methods used to estimate emission rates.  In each case, a reference is provided for 
more detailed information as to the basis for the emission rates.  The specific emission 
rates assumed for vehicles of each fleet will be provided in a database scheduled to be 
released in conjunction with the staff report.. 
 

1. Updated MHDDT Emissions 

In EMFAC2007, staff did not update the emission factors for medium heavy heavy-duty 
trucks (MHDDT).  Subsequent to the release of EMFAC2007, the CRC made emissions 
test data available for MHDDT available to staff through its E55/59 project final report.  
This proposed regulation incorporates updated MHDDT emission factors developed by 
staff using the latest E55/59 study results. 
 
To revise the MHDDT emission factors for this analysis, staff merged the E55/59 data 
into the data set that was used to develop MHDDT emission factors for EMFAC2002.  
From this combined data set, staff then recalculated revised zero-mile rates (ZMR) and 
deterioration rates (DR) for MHDDT. 
 
The method for deriving MHDDT ZMR and DR is the same as that used for calculating 
emission factors for heavy heavy-duty trucks (HHDDT); the methodology has been 
described in detail in an EMFAC2007 technical memo (ARB, 2006f).   
 
In Table 16 we provide the zero-mile emission and deterioration rates for medium-heavy 
duty diesel trucks assumed in EMFAC2007.  The deterioration rates are used to model 
the increase in emissions relative to the zero-mile (or new-vehicle) emission rate due to 
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a vehicle aging and accruing miles.  In Table 17 we give the updated emission rates 
reflecting incorporation of the latest E55/59 data, as discussed previously. 
 

Table 16.  EMFAC2007 MHDDT Zero-Mile Emission Rate (ZMR, g/mi) and 
Deterioration Rate (DR, g/mi/10,000 mi) 

HC CO NOx PM10 MY 
GROUP ZMR DR ZMR DR ZMR DR ZMR DR 

Pre 1975 0.34 0.011 3.17 0.100 18.50 0.032 1.07 0.016 

1975-76 0.34 0.011 3.17 0.100 18.50 0.032 1.07 0.016 

1977-79 0.34 0.011 3.17 0.100 18.50 0.032 1.07 0.016 

1980-83 0.34 0.011 3.17 0.100 18.50 0.032 1.07 0.016 

1984-86 0.33 0.014 2.99 0.131 17.91 0.043 1.00 0.021 

1987-90 0.21 0.016 1.80 0.140 15.74 0.034 0.73 0.017 

1991-93 0.18 0.018 1.43 0.139 13.11 0.078 0.45 0.022 

1994-97 0.11 0.017 0.78 0.121 11.55 0.048 0.27 0.018 

1998 0.09 0.014 0.64 0.097 10.52 0.032 0.24 0.012 

1999-02 0.09 0.014 0.64 0.097 10.52 0.032 0.24 0.012 

2003 0.09 0.007 1.04 0.074 5.79 0.018 0.29 0.009 

2004-06 0.09 0.006 1.04 0.074 5.48 0.017 0.29 0.009 

2007-09 0.058 0.006 0.666 0.074 3.01 0.017 0.029 0.009 

2010+ 0.025 0.006 0.291 0.074 0.548 0.017 0.029 0.009 

 
Table 17.  Revised MHDDT Zero-Mile Emission Rate (ZMR, g/mi) and Deterioration 

Rate (DR, g/mi/10,000 mi) 

HC CO NOx PM10 MY 
GROUP ZMR DR ZMR DR ZMR DR ZMR DR 

Pre 1986 0.83 0.047 2.79 0.159 15.61 0.033 0.97 0.038 

1987-90 0.65 0.056 2.19 0.189 15.39 0.044 1.05 0.034 

1991-93 0.29 0.025 1.12 0.095 11.51 0.053 0.57 0.026 

1994-97 0.21 0.028 0.83 0.109 11.30 0.068 0.31 0.017 

1998-02 0.22 0.028 0.84 0.108 11.11 0.078 0.35 0.015 

2003-06 0.14 0.013 0.37 0.033 7.35 0.077 0.22 0.008 

2007 0.12 0.008 0.31 0.020 4.78 0.065 0.022 0.001 

2008 0.12 0.008 0.31 0.020 4.39 0.064 0.022 0.001 

2009 0.12 0.008 0.31 0.020 3.78 0.062 0.022 0.001 

2010 0.10 0.002 0.26 0.005 1.01 0.054 0.022 0.001 

2011 0.10 0.002 0.26 0.005 0.86 0.054 0.022 0.001 

2012 0.10 0.002 0.26 0.005 0.67 0.053 0.022 0.001 

2013+ 0.10 0.002 0.26 0.005 0.67 0.041 0.022 0.001 
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2. Revised engine market information 

Staff also updated the emission factors for heavy heavy-duty diesel trucks (HHDDT) 
and medium heavy-duty diesel trucks (MHDDT) to reflect manufacturers’ compliance 
with the 2007 engine standard and the anticipated compliance with the 2010 engine 
standard between 2006 and 2011.  Staff estimated that the adjustment to 2006-2011 
model year emission factors would result in lower NOx emission rates for 2006 and 
2009 model years but higher NOx emission rates for 2007, 2008, 2010, and 2011 model 
years than the rates currently assumed in EMFAC2007. 

The latest information available to staff indicates that at least one engine manufacturer 
does not plan to use selective catalyst reduction technology in their 2010-2011 model 
year heavy-duty diesel engines.  In addition, review of the certification data shows that 
some engine manufacturers introduced 1.2 g/bhp-hr NOx heavy duty engines one year 
earlier than required.  As a result, staff decided to update the emission factors in 
EMFAC2007 to reflect the latest information from manufacturers and certification data. 

For the earlier introduction of engines meeting 1.2 g/bhp-hr NOx and 0.01 g/bhp-hr PM 
standards, the current zero-mile rates (ZMR) and deterioration rates (DR) for 2003-06 
and 2007-09 model year groups were weighted by the sales fractions of 2007 standard 
compliant engines in 2006 model year. 

For the introduction of 0.5 g/bhp-hr NOx engines in 2009 model year, staff estimated the 
ZMR by adjusting the current ZMR for 2006-2009 model year group (1.2 g/bhp-hr NOx 
engines) but assumed that the deterioration rate for 2006-09 model year would still 
apply to the 0.5 g/bhp-hr NOx engines.  The assumption of unchanged DR is largely 
based on the fact that the engine manufacturers will achieve a 0.5 g/bhp-hr NOx level 
with an integrated technology solution based on their 2006-09 model year technologies 
(advanced fuel system, air management, combustion and electronic controls, and 
enhanced cooled exhaust gas recirculation). 
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Staff estimated the 2005-2008 model year sales fractions of heavy and medium heavy-
duty diesel engines based on the sales fraction data reported by the manufacturers and 
projected the 2009-2012 model year sales fractions from the information currently 
available.  We show the ARB-estimated penetration rates for 2005 to 2012 model years 
in Table 18. 

Table 18.  ARB Estimated Penetration Rates of 2005-2012 Model Year Engines 

Certified NOx (g/bhp-hr) Certified PM10 (g/bhp-hr) 
Model Year 

2.2 1.2 0.5 0.25/0.2* 0.1 0.01 

Heavy Heavy-Duty Diesel 

2005 100%      

2006 99% 1%   98% 2% 

2007 14% 86%   1% 99% 

2008 7% 93%    100% 

2009  90% 10%   100% 

2010   10% 90%  100% 

2011   10% 95%  100% 

2012    100%  100% 

Medium Heavy-Duty Diesel 

2005 100%      

2006 100%    98% 2% 

2007 23% 77%    100% 

2008 12% 88%    100% 

2009  90% 10%   100% 

2010   10% 90%  100% 

2011   10% 90%  100% 

2012    100%  100% 

*  0.25 g/bhp-hour applies to 2010 model year only. 

 
Using the sales fractions in Table 18, staff calculated the NOx ZMRs and DRs of both 
HHDDT and MHDDT for 2006-2011 model years by weighting the ZMRs and DRs of the 
corresponding model year groups.  Staff did not revise the PM emission factors for 
HHDDT and MHDDT.  As can be seen in Table 18, the sales of PM filter-equipped 
engines in 2006 account for only about 2% for both HHDDT and MHDDT categories; 
thus the impact of DPF engines on the PM emission rates for the 2006 model year is 
negligible. 
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In Table 19 we show the current and revised NOx ZMR and DR of both HHDDT and 
MHDDT for 2006 to 2011 model years. 

Table 19.  NOx Emission Factors for 2006-2011 MY Heavy-Duty Diesel Trucks 
(ZMR in g/mi, DR in g/mi/10,000 mi) 

HHDDT MHDDT 

Current Revised Current Revised 
Model 
Year 

ZMR DR ZMR DR ZMR DR ZMR DR 

2006 12.54 0.0522 12.48 0.0521 7.35 0.0765 7.35 0.0765 

2007 7.66 0.0573 4.78 0.0654 

2008 7.25 0.0468 4.39 0.0638 

2009 

6.84 0.0465 

6.44 0.0464 

4.01 0.0621 

3.78 0.0621 

2010 1.72 0.0413 1.01 0.0540 

2011 
1.14 0.0407 

1.46 0.0413 
0.669 0.0531 

0.859 0.0540 

 
3. Carbon Dioxide (CO 2) Emission Rates 

Reducing carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions is a primary goal of the State of California.  
CO2 emissions are generated through the combustion of fuels and in particular by 
combustion of fuels in trucks and buses that operate in California.  CO2 emissions are a 
function of engine size, load, speed, miles traveled, and many other factors.  This 
section describes how the staff derived CO2 emission rates to develop emissions 
inventories in support of the proposed regulation.   
 
Although EMFAC2007 provides CO2 emission rates for heavy duty diesel trucks, it 
assumes them to be constant regardless of model year, technology group, activity and 
other factors.  To develop more finely resolved CO2 emission rates for trucks, staff used 
fuel economy data as a surrogate for CO2 since there is a larger database of fuel 
economy data available for trucks than CO2 data.  Fuel economy estimates were 
converted to CO2 emission rates based on the carbon content of diesel fuel, as 
discussed in more detail later in this section. 
 
In this analysis we have evaluated available data to determine how improvements in 
engine technology and increasingly stringent criteria pollutant emission control 
requirements have affected the fuel economy of HHDDT and, consequently, CO2 
emission rates.  Staff has recently reviewed the following data sources to develop 
model year-specific fuel economy values for HHDDTs operating in California: 
 

• Department of Energy: Calendar Year Fleet Average from 1970-2006 (United 
States Department of Transportation, 2007) 

• CRC E55/59 study by West Virginia University: Model Year 1988-2003 
• International Fuel Tax Agreement (IFTA) for trucks operating in California 
• Consent Decree, in-use study by West Virginia University: Model Year 1994-

2003 
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We chose to not use the Department of Energy (DOE) fuel economy data directly since 
those are national data and therefore not representative of the truck fleet or driving 
conditions found in California.   Also, the DOE data do not provide information on how 
fuel economy and CO2 emission rates vary as a result of technology.  DOE data were 
used instead as an independent check on our technical analysis.  
  
Our technical analysis shows differences in fuel economy between different technology 
groups (represented as model year groups), as shown in Table 20.  This table provides 
the estimated HHDDT fuel economy by model year group, as well as the assumptions 
that are embedded in those estimates.   
 

Table 20.  Proposed Fuel Economy Values for HHDDT Operating in California 

MY MPG Note 

Pre-1988 5.20 100% Mechanically controlled engines (100% @ 5.2 mpg) 

1988-1990 5.39 25% Phase-in of electronic control (75% @ 5.2 mpg and 25% @ 5.95 mpg) 

1991-1993 5.58 50% Phase-in of electronic control (50% @ 5.2 mpg and 50% @ 5.95 mpg) 

1994-1995 5.76 75% Phase-in of electronic control (25% @ 5.2 mpg and 75% @ 5.95 mpg) 

1996 5.95 100% Phase-in of electronic control (100% @ 5.95 mpg) 

1997-1998 5.95 Same Fuel Economy as MY 1996 engines 

1999-2002 5.48 Post consent Decree Engines with 8% loss is Fuel Economy (Timing Retarding) 

2003-2006 5.75 5% gain in Fuel Economy (Better Combustion Strategies) 

2007 5.61 3% loss in Fuel Economy due to EGR + DPF (86% @5.58 mpg; 14% @5.75 mpg) 

2008 5.59 3% loss in Fuel Economy due to EGR + DPF (93% @ 5.58 mpg; 7% @ 5.75 mpg) 

2009 5.58 3% loss in Fuel Economy due to EGR + DPF (100% @ 5.58 mpg) 

2010 5.78 4% gain in Fuel Economy due to SCR (90% @ 5.80 mpg and 10% @ 5.58 mpg) 

2011 5.78 4% gain in Fuel Economy due to SCR (90% @ 5.80 mpg and 10% @ 5.58 mpg) 

2012 5.80 4% gain in Fuel Economy due to SCR (100% @ 5.80 mpg) 

 
The assumptions described in Table 20 are estimated based on the following 
assumptions that were derived from analysis of available data:   
 

• Mechanical vs. Electronically Controlled Engines (ECE) 
o 5.95 mpg fuel economy for electronic engines from CRC E55/59 data 
o 0.75 mpg difference in fuel economy between mechanical control and 

electronic control from CRC E55/59 data 
o Assume all model year mechanical control engines have same fuel 

economy (5.20 mpg) 
o Phase-in of Electronic Controlled Engines 

� MY 1988 to 1990: 25%  
� MY 1991 to 1993: 50%  
� MY 1994 to 1995: 75%  
� MY 1996: 100% 
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• Off-Cycle operation in Electronic Controlled Engines  
o MY 1993-1998 
o Higher fuel economy and higher NOx than mechanical control engines. 
o Model year fuel economy of 5.95 mpg does not reflect chip reflash 
o Adjusted for chip reflash beginning calendar year 2002 

• MY 1999-2002:  
o 8% fuel penalty 
o Post-Consent Decree engines with injection timing retarding for NOx 

control 
• MY 2003-2006:  

o 5% gain in fuel economy 
o Introduction of advanced combustion technologies including exhaust gas 

recirculation (EGR) 
• MY 2007-2009: 

o Introduction of diesel particulate filter (DPF) used for PM control 
o 3% fuel penalty for meeting 2007 emissions standards 
o 86% of engines would meet 2007 emissions standards in CY 2007 (ARB, 

2008a) 
o 93% of engines would meet 2007 emissions standards in CY 2008 
o 100% of engines would meet 2007 emissions standards in CY 2009 

• MY 2010-2012: 
o Introduction of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) for NOx control 
o 4% gain in fuel economy for engines equipped with (SCR) 
o 90% of engines would meet 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx standards in 2010 and 2011 
o 10% of engines would meet 0.5 g/bhp-hr NOx standards with fuel 

economy of 5.58 mpg in 2010 and 2011  
o 100% of engines would meet 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx standards in 2012 (ARB, 

2008c) 
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We applied the fuel economy estimates for each model year across each inventory 
category to develop a composite fuel economy by calendar year.  Figure 18 compares 
fuel economy estimates by calendar year against values derived from DOE, IFTA, and 
EMFAC2007.  This figure shows that HHDDT fuel economy is estimated to improve 
over time due initially to the introduction of electronically controlled engines and later 
due to the introduction of SCR-equipped engines.  These results compare remarkably 
well with EMFAC, DOE, and IFTA data.  For example, the composite fuel economy 
reported by all trucks operating in California in the IFTA program is 5.7 miles per gallon, 
which is equivalent to our estimates for interstate trucks.  DOE data appear more 
variable across calendar years, probably due to varying sample size and 
representativeness in each year of reported data.  Even so, DOE data are within 10% of 
ARB estimates, and EMFAC2007 is lower than current estimates by only 4 to 7%.  In 
Figure 18 we show HHDDT fuel economy for interstate trucks only.  In-state trucks, 
which are older on average than their interstate counterparts, are estimated to have 
slightly lower fuel economy (3% to 5%) than interstate trucks.   
 

Figure 18.  Fleet Average Fuel Economy for Trucks Operating in California  
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To convert fuel economy data to CO2 emission rates, staff used the following 
methodology: 
 

• estimate the fuel consumption, in gallons, for each truck category based upon 
the model year fuel economies and model year distribution 

• multiply the estimated fuel consumption by the carbon content of diesel fuel 
(2,778 g carbon/gallon diesel (USEPA (2008)) to estimate the carbon emitted by 
each truck category 

• multiply the estimate of carbon emitted by each category by the ratio between 
the molecular weight of CO2 and the molecular weight of carbon (44/12) to 
estimate the CO2 emissions from each category if 100% efficient 

• assume 99% efficiency, multiplying the CO2 emitted at 100% efficiency by 0.99, 
to estimate the final CO2 emissions estimate for each category. 

 
The application of this process is equivalent to applying an estimate of 22.2 lbs 
CO2/gallon diesel fuel (10.08 kg CO2/gallon diesel fuel) to the estimate of fuel consumed 
by vehicles in each category.  
 
Fuel economy in MHDDT was assumed to be 33% higher than for HHDDT in the same 
model year, based on analysis of data described above.  CO2 emission rates for buses 
were taken directly from EMFAC2007.   
 

4. Final emissions rates 

Staff estimated the emission rates for each truck inventory category for two types of 
activity – vehicles in motion and vehicles idling.  We estimated emission rates for 
vehicles in motion in terms of tons/day for the average vehicle; these are shown in the 
database provided in conjunction with this appendix.  We estimated the emission rates 
for vehicles while idling in terms of tons/hour; these, too, are shown in the database 
provided with this appendix. 
 
F. Forecasting the Baseline Inventory 

In this section we describe the methods used to estimate the growth of future truck 
populations and truck VMT in the emissions inventory.  
 

1. Growth 

In modeling the emissions for future years, staff needed to estimate the amount of 
vehicular travel in future years.  The emissions are in general proportional to the vehicle 
miles traveled.  The growth rate for VMT is likely to vary between inventory categories; 
thus we estimated the VMT growth on a category-specific basis. 
 
For utility trucks in this inventory, staff assumed the same growth rate (2.0%) as was 
assumed in the regulation adopted by the ARB for public and utility fleets (ARB, 2005). 
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Staff projected the population of drayage trucks to increase at 2.5% per year near the 
Ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Oakland. We estimated the VMT associated 
with the drayage trucks at each of these ports/railyards to grow at a slightly faster rate. 
We estimated the population of drayage trucks at other California ports/railyards to 
increase at a rate between 1.5% and 1.6% per year, with the VMT also increasing at a 
slightly faster rate.  We estimated future VMT using factors such as projected container 
traffic and projected vessel traffic that resulted from past data and survey data. 
 
For agricultural trucks, staff assumed a negative growth rate of 0.31% statewide to 
reflect anticipated ongoing loss of farmland.  This growth rate, which actually varies 
regionally, was developed in 2005 based on analysis of historical farmland acreage 
trends and with the assistance of agricultural stakeholders.  The average annual 
mileage accrual of each agricultural truck was assumed to remain constant; thus the 
total annual VMT for agricultural trucks is assumed to decrease proportional to the truck 
population. 
 
For all other truck types, we projected the VMT to grow at a rate equivalent to the 
overall VMT growth rate for trucks reported in EMFAC2007 which is 2.66% for heavy-
heavy duty trucks and 1.62% for medium-heavy duty trucks. The annual VMT accrual of 
vehicles in these categories was assumed to remain constant; thus the population of the 
vehicles, in each category, was assumed to grow in proportion to the VMT.  In Table 21 
we summarize the annual growth rate estimated for VMT within each truck category. 
 

Table 21.  Annual VMT Growth Rates Projected by Category, 2008-2023 

Inventory Category VMT Growth Rate 

MH Utility 2.00% 
HH Utility 2.00% 
HH Drayage near Oakland 5.38% 
HH Drayage near LA/LB 4.93% 
HH Drayage elsewhere  1.58% 
MH Agriculture -0.31% 
HH Agriculture -0.31% 
MH Instate 1.62% 
MH CAIRP 1.62% 
MH Out of State 1.62% 
HH Instate 2.66% 
HH Single-unit 2.66% 
HH CAIRP 2.66% 
HH Non-neighboring Out-of-State 2.66% 
HH Neighboring Out-of-State 2.66% 
School Bus -0.50% 
Other Bus 3.65% 
Power Take Off 2.64% 

VMT-weighted Average 2.48% 
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Staff revisited VMT growth to examine the extent to which more current economic data 
could result in a revised VMT growth rate, different from that currently assumed in 
EMFAC2007.  Staff regressed national VMT data from the Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics (BTS) against the US Gross Domestic Product (GDP) for the trucking industry 
nationwide, which was also released by the BTS.  This relationship was then projected 
with a prediction of the future trucking GDP to estimate the future VMT, again on a 
federal level.  The future nationwide trucking GDP was predicted by extending the 
relationship regressed earlier between the nationwide trucking GDP and the 
employment in the transportation sector predicted in the State of California Economic 
Forecast for the Sacramento Forecast Project.  We show the results of this model in 
Figure 19. 
 

Figure 19.  The Historic and Projected Relationship between VMT and GDP on a 
Nationwide Level 
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The scale factor between nationwide VMT projected for future years and the nationwide 
VMT in 2007 was used with the VMT in California in 2007 to project future growth in 
California VMT.  The resulting projections did not differ significantly from those that were 
estimated in the EMFAC2007 model; thus, staff decided to maintain the growth rates in 
EMFAC2007 as those for the overall California heavy duty truck fleet.    
  

2. Attrition 

For each vehicle category, staff assumed that, outside of regulatory impacts, the age 
distribution of vehicles within each inventory category would remain constant.  Thus, the 
fraction of a vehicle class represented by vehicles of a certain age would remain 
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constant; for example, the fraction of MY 2000 vehicles in the category in calendar year 
2008 was assumed to be equivalent to the fraction of MY 2001 vehicles in the category 
in calendar year 2009. 
 

3. Pre-buy 

When regulations are approved, past experience has indicated that the impact of these 
regulations can shift the purchase pattern of truck operators.  A technology that is 
required in one year but not in another year may cause trucks from one year to be more 
expensive than, and thus preferred to, trucks of another year.  A trucking firm might 
wish to not buy a truck with unproven technology; thus, they may delay their purchase 
for several years until the technology is more proven or purchase trucks with known 
technology in the year(s) preceding the regulation.  Although our analysis has indicated 
that the shift in purchasing behavior related to “pre-buy” is less than that from general 
economic trends, we have attempted to incorporate this behavioral pattern in our 
assessment of model year distribution for each inventory category.   
 
To approximate the sales of trucks in future years, and thus the impact to the age 
distribution of trucks, staff first estimated the historic annual nationwide truck sales as a 
function of the historic nationwide GDP associated with transportation activities.  Staff 
used data regarding nationwide truck sales, as estimated by the website 
WardsAuto.com for 1985-2007, and GDP, as estimated for transportation services 
nationwide by the US Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis to 
establish the historical model of truck sales as a function of time and the nationwide 
transportation GDP.  The approximation of this model indicated that GDP had a 
stronger positive correlation with truck sales than did time itself; while truck sales had a 
positive correlation with time itself, the correlation that also existed between GDP and 
time lessened the positive impact of time when truck sales were regressed against both.  
The strongest relationship was also found to exist between truck sales in Year y and the 
GDP from Year y+1, the time lag indicating that the trucking industry could foresee the 
decline in economic activity and deferred the purchase of new trucks before the decline 
was experienced.   
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Staff then approximated the historic relationship between the historic nationwide 
transportation GDP and the historic California transportation employment, as estimated 
by a UCLA business forecast released in July 2007 (UCLA, 2007).  We assumed that 
the growth rate for transportation employment in California was approximated by the 
growth rate for nationwide transportation GDP.  We used this relationship with the 
projections to 2020 for California transportation employment from the UCLA forecast to 
project the nationwide transportation GDP until 2020 as shown in Figure 20. 
 

Figure 20.  Nationwide Transportation GDP Trends: Historic and as Projected 
from Forecast Transportation Employment 
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As a first step toward projecting truck sales, staff developed a regression model 
between nationwide transportation-related GDP and historic truck sales.  We then used 
the estimates of the future transportation–related GDP to estimate future truck sales.  In 
Figure 21 we compare the actual truck sales between 1985 and 2006 with the sales that 
would have been predicted by the model as well as the truck sales initially predicted 
from this model beyond 2006.  
 

Figure 21.  The Modeled Relationship between Nationwide Transportation GDP 
and Nationwide Truck Sales 
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The modeled relationship did not account for what appeared to be extremes.  During 
periods of slow sales, the model underpredicted the decrease in sales; during periods of 
higher sales, the model underpredicted the increase in sales.  To account for this, staff 
estimated a correction factor by which the 2008 truck sales were lowered.  This 
correction factor, the adjustment made to the estimate resulting from the model, was 
equivalent in proportion to the difference between earlier estimates and corresponding 
actual results.  Staff then adjusted truck sales between 2008 and 2015 by an amount 
appropriate to ensure that the aggregate number of trucks sold within this period 
remained constant.  We show the resulting estimate of truck sales, the “adjusted truck 
sales”, in Figure 22. 
 

Figure 22.  The Modeled Relationship between Nationwide Transportation GDP 
and Nationwide Truck Sales, Adjusted 
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Transportation employment within California was already projected to grow at a slightly 
slower rate after 2015; hence sales for this time period were projected to grow at a 
slower rate. 
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Finally, staff received additional data regarding truck sales to date in 2008.  These sales 
were even lower than those projected by the adjusted model.  To account for this 
difference, staff adjusted the model even further, decreasing the sales projected for 
2008 and adjusting those in future years to account for the difference – sales in 
between 2008 and 2011 were adjusted downward, sales after 2011 were unchanged.  
We show the results of these adjustments in Figure 23. 
 

Figure 23.  (Estimated) Truck Sales for Future Years 
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Because no data were available at the time for prediction of GDP past 2020 with the 
model used in this analysis, we assumed that trucks were sold in the years beyond 
2020 at the same ratio as has happened historically. 
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Finally, to incorporate these estimates in the populations, staff calculated the ratio 
between sales of trucks in one model year and the expected number of sales if no factor 
(e.g. GDP) had caused variation.  We show the actual sales and the sales predicted 
from the pre-buy model in Figure 24. 
 

Figure 24.  Actual and Predicted Truck Sales 

Best-fit line
Truck Sales = 
4.46*10-12e0.019E-02*year

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

250,000

300,000

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

T
ru

ck
 S

al
es

Actual and 
Predicted 
Truck Sales

 
The ratio between the actual/predicted truck sales and the best-fit value (the ratio 
assumed to be 1.0 for future years beyond 2019) was used to adjust the representation 
of each model year within future calendar years.  (Adjusting the sales upward/downward 
for new trucks in a calendar year would have the same impact on the representation of 
trucks of that model year in later calendar years.)  The representation of each model 
year was then scaled as appropriate to allow the cumulative representation of model 
years to be 100%.  This adjustment was not made for the age distribution of drayage 
trucks, since the age distribution from the ARB drayage regulation was used. 
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G. Statewide Baseline Activity and Emissions 

We discussed the population of each vehicle type earlier in the Base Year Population 
and Activity section, but we provide a summary table (Table 22) here to describe the 
emission sources included in this inventory. 
 

Table 22.  Population and VMT by Inventory Category 

CY Category Population 
Share of CA 
Population 

CA Share 
of VMT 

Share of 
VMT in CA 

2008 HH Out-of-State 492,340 52.3% 12.1% 28.5% 
2008 HH CA-IRP 60,263 6.4% 57.0% 14.6% 
2008 HH Tractor 63,684 6.8% 100.0% 18.4% 
2008 HH Single Unit 43,275 4.6% 100.0% 6.0% 
2008 HH Drayage 21,650 2.3% 100.0% 5.1% 
2008 HH Agriculture 11,998 1.3% 100.0% 1.6% 
2008 HH Utility 1,357 0.1% 100.0% 0.1% 
2008 MH In-State 198,525 21.1% 100.0% 22.5% 
2008 MH Interstate 8,896 0.9% 18.7% 0.2% 
2008 MH Agriculture 9,438 1.0% 100.0% 0.6% 
2008 MH Utility 2,798 0.3% 100.0% 0.1% 
2008 Buses 26,443 2.8% 100.0% 2.3% 
2008 PTO         

 
For this table and later analyses, some categories have been combined to allow for 
simpler evaluation.  Specifically, HH Out-of-State trucks include those trucks from 
neighboring states as well as non-neighboring states.  HH Drayage trucks includes all 
drayage trucks in service in California, including those serving areas around the Ports of 
Los Angeles, Long Beach, Oakland, and other California ports.  MH Interstate trucks 
include the medium-heavy trucks registered in other states as well as those registered 
in the CA-IRP program.  Buses include those in the “school bus” and “other bus” 
inventory categories. 
 
The population shown in Table 22 represents the estimated number of trucks and buses 
operating in California that fall under this proposed rule in calendar year 2008, including 
vehicles registered in-state and out-of-state.  The share of California population 
represents the percentage of the total truck and bus population represented by each 
category.  The California share of VMT represents the percentage of total annual VMT 
driven by vehicles in each category that occurs in California; this is assumed to be 
100% for the majority of inventory categories but can be small for interstate categories.  
The share of VMT in California represents the contribution made by each inventory 
category to the total truck and bus VMT estimated for California. 
 
As shown in Table 22, heavy-heavy duty diesel trucks registered outside California 
account for the majority of trucks traveling in California.  Because these trucks do not 
travel exclusively in California, however, their portion of VMT in California, at 28.5%, is 
not as large as their representation among the population (52.3%).  In addition, because 
trucks in this inventory category tend to be newer than trucks in other categories, their 
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emission rates are lower and their contribution relatively less than from their in-state 
counterparts.   
 

1. Base Year Age Distributions across Inventory Category 

In an earlier section, we provided the age distribution of trucks within each inventory 
category.  In Figure 25 we compare the age distributions for the different categories.  
(Note that trucks from non-neighboring states, because they outnumber trucks from 
other categories by such a large share, are plotted against the secondary axis.)  From 
this figure one can see from the relative peaks of each age distribution that trucks from 
non-neighboring states tend to be newer than CA-IRP registered trucks and trucks from 
neighboring states, which in turn are newer than tractors registered instate.  This is 
logical, in that the trucks traveling the farthest distances to California need to be the 
most reliable and therefore on average younger. In addition, the trucks representing the 
CA instate tractor category are frequently those transferred from the out-of-state and 
IRP categories in their later years.  The oldest trucks represent the agriculture category 
and the drayage category; these trucks tend to travel, on average, the shortest 
distances.  Staff used this age distribution when estimating emissions. 
 

Figure 25.  Comparison of Vehicle Age Distributions between Combination 
Tractors (2008) 
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Figure 26 gives a similar representation of the trucking categories more representative 
of single unit trucks.  (In this figure, the MHDDT Instate Trucks are plotted on the 
secondary axis to allow for better comparison.)  As this figure shows, the age 
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distribution for single-unit trucks does not vary so much between categories as the age 
distribution does for combination trucks.  With regard to single-unit categories in 
particular, medium-heavy instate trucks are relatively newer and medium-heavy 
agriculture trucks relatively older.   
 
Figure 26.  Comparison of Vehicle Age Distributions between Single-Unit Trucks 

and Buses (2008) 
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2. Base Year and Forecasted Population by Inventory Category 

In Figure 27 we show the distribution of trucks assumed to visit California in 2008 and 
2020.  In both years the majority of individual trucks represent one of four categories: 
heavy-heavy trucks registered outside California, California-registered heavy-heavy 
trucks in the International Registration Program, heavy-heavy tractors registered in 
California, and medium-heavy trucks registered in California.  In a later section we show 
the distribution of California VMT between the categories; for two primary reasons, the 
distribution of VMT differs slightly from the distribution of the unique trucks themselves.  
First, trucks registered outside California do not travel entirely within California.  
Second, trucks within differing categories typically do not exhibit the same travel 
patterns with regard to distance. 
 

Figure 27.  A Comparison of Truck Population by Category (2008 and 2020)  
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3. Comparing Accrual Rates by Inventory Category 

In Figure 28 we show the variation in VMT accrual rates between inventory categories 
in California.  Note that this figure shows only the VMT estimated to be accrued within 
California’s borders and does not include the VMT estimated to be accrued elsewhere.  
This is particularly relevant in the context of trucks registered in states that do not 
border California, of which more than 90% of the annual VMT are assumed to be 
accrued outside California.  In the context of virtually all heavy vehicles except drayage 
trucks, the annual VMT for a vehicle is estimated to decrease with the age of the 
vehicle; drayage trucks are assumed to maintain a steady amount of usage throughout 
their lives. 
 

Figure 28.  Accrual Rates for Combination Trucks in California (2008) 
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In Figure 29 we show a similar distribution in accrual rates for single unit trucks.  As 
shown, the average accrual rate is estimated to be highest for single unit trucks.  The 
accrual rate is estimated to decrease with age for single unit trucks as well as medium-
heavy instate trucks, buses, and medium-heavy trucks used for agriculture.  The accrual 
rates estimated for heavy-heavy trucks from the utility category, however, start at a 
lower level and remain more stable throughout their lifetimes. 
 

Figure 29.  Accrual Rates for Single Unit Trucks in California (2008) 
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4. Base Year and Forecasted Vehicle Miles Traveled by Inventory Category 

In Figure 30 and Table 23 we show the distribution of VMT driven by trucks in different 
categories in California between calendar years 2005 and 2025.  Figure 30 shows the 
aggregate VMT for each year; the table lists the daily VMT for each truck category in 
select years.   The five most significant contributors to VMT driven in California in 
calendar year 2008 are: 
 

• MHDDT CA-registered instate trucks (22.5%) 
• HHDDT Non-neighboring out-of-state trucks (21.5%) 
• HHDDT CA-registered instate tractor (18.4%) 
• HHDDT International Registration Plan, CA-IRP (14.6%) 
• HHDDT Neighboring out-of-state trucks (7.0%) 
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Staff estimated these five categories together represent over 81% of all VMT associated 
with bus and truck travel in California in 2008.  Though not necessarily in the same 
order, we project these five categories to remain the largest heavy duty truck VMT 
contributors in 2025, collectively accounting for over 83% of all heavy duty truck VMT 
driven within California’s borders.  (The HHDDT from states not neighboring California 
are projected to represent the single largest share in 2025 at 22.1%.) 
 

Figure 30.  California Vehicle Miles Traveled by Truck Category 
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Table 23.  Distribution of Estimated Daily VMT in Select Calendar Years 
Inventory 
Category 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 

HH Out-of-State 11,763,164 14,094,931 16,694,413 19,776,058 22,554,003 24,722,681 
HH CA-IRP 6,035,750 7,232,194 8,566,004 10,147,215 11,572,595 12,685,357 
HH Tractor 7,588,662 9,092,933 10,769,913 12,757,947 14,550,057 15,949,116 
HH Single 2,485,547 2,978,247 3,527,515 4,178,664 4,765,642 5,223,882 
HH Drayage 1,992,437 2,501,164 3,177,789 4,017,716 5,063,470 6,407,181 
HH Agriculture 900,850 886,807 872,982 859,373 845,976 832,788 
HH Utility 28,849 31,852 35,167 38,827 42,868 47,330 
MH In-State 10,188,740 11,871,644 13,287,487 14,478,516 15,531,621 16,717,215 
MH Interstate 94,153 109,705 122,789 133,795 143,526 154,482 
MH Agriculture 351,375 345,897 340,505 335,197 329,972 324,828 
MH Utility 47,746 52,716 58,203 64,260 70,949 78,333 
Buses 890,204 1,125,836 1,259,711 1,371,993 1,500,120 1,617,738 
PTO 358,622 429,614 509,088 601,588 685,075 751,094 

Total 42,726,100 50,753,540 59,221,565 68,761,149 77,655,874 85,512,024 

 
In Figure 31 we show the percentage of VMT associated with each category between 
2005 and 2025.  As the figure shows, the share of VMT represented by drayage traffic 
is expected to grow at the expense of other categories (e.g. MHDDT instate) due to the 
relatively higher growth in goods movement related truck categories. 
 

Figure 31.  Share of California Vehicle Miles Traveled by Truck Category 
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Table 24 provides the estimated population, average age, average odometer reading, 
and total VMT for each category of heavy duty truck in calendar year 2008. 
 

Table 24.  Assumptions made regarding truck categories in calculations. 

CY 
Inventory 
Category Population 

Average 
Age 

Average 
Odometer Total Accrual 

2008 HH Out-of-State 492,340 3.8 489,526 41,666,633,775 
2008 HH CA-IRP 60,263 6.2 668,314 4,535,889,834 
2008 HH Tractor 63,684 9.9 722,999 3,249,093,053 
2008 HH Single unit 43,275 10.3 338,253 1,064,186,055 
2008 HH Drayage 21,650 11.8 839,789 904,462,366 
2008 HH Agriculture 11,998 17.0 601,454 273,775,114 
2008 HH Utility 1,357 8.2 74,611 10,545,996 
2008 MH In-State 198,525 8.0 206,852 3,972,137,620 
2008 MH Interstate 8,896 5.4 161,306 196,581,895 
2008 MH Agriculture 9,438 17.3 293,027 106,907,874 
2008 MH Utility 2,798 7.2 56,377 17,455,166 
2008 Buses 26,443 11.2 191,829 406,667,394 
2008 PTO         
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In Figure 32 we show the distribution of annual truck VMT graphically.  Four categories 
again represent the majority of truck VMT: heavy-heavy tractors registered outside 
California, heavy-heavy tractors registered in the International Registration Program, 
heavy-heavy tractors registered in California, and medium-heavy trucks registered in 
California. 
 

Figure 32.  A Comparison of Annual Truck VMT by Category (2008 and 2020)  
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5. Statewide Baseline Emissions Estimates 

a) Baseline Emissions 

Prior to implementation of the proposed regulation, approximately 941,000 trucks and 
buses were operating in California in calendar year 2008 and are estimated to 
contribute 859.3 tons per day  NOx, 33.1 tons per day PM2.5, and 108,429 tons per day 
CO2.  We show these data in Table 25. 
 

Table 25.  Statewide Emissions (2008) 

CY Category 
Truck 

Population 
Truck CA 
VMT/day 

NOx 
(tons/day) 

PM2.5 
(tons/day) 

CO2 
(tons/day) 

2008 All 940,667 57,009,437 859.3 33.1 108,429 
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b) Baseline Emissions by Inventory Category 

We provide in Table 26 the baseline heavy duty truck and bus emissions inventory for 
the entire state of California in 2008, broken down by inventory category. 
 

Table 26.  Statewide Emissions by Inventory Category (2008) 

CY 
Inventory 
Category 

Truck 
Population 

Truck CA 
VMT/day 

NOx 
(tons/day) 

PM2.5 
(tons/day) 

CO2 
(tons/day) 

2008 HH Out-of-State 492,340 16,142,326 221.9 8.0 32,766 
2008 HH CA-IRP 60,263 8,282,725 139.6 5.2 16,783 
2008 HH Tractor 63,684 10,413,751 194.1 7.9 20,897 
2008 HH Single-unit 43,275 3,410,860 57.8 1.9 6,876 
2008 HH Drayage 21,650 2,898,907 70.0 3.2 6,006 
2008 HH Agriculture 11,998 878,486 17.3 0.7 1,788 
2008 HH Utility 1,357 33,801 1 0 79 
2008 MH In-State 198,525 12,731,247 125.0 4.6 19,067 
2008 MH Interstate 8,896 117,648 1.0 0.0 176 
2008 MH Agriculture 9,438 342,652 4.0 0.2 521 
2008 MH Utility 2,798 55,942 1 0 85 
2008 Buses 26,443 1,208,769 15.0 0.4 2,036 
2008 PTO 0 492,322 12.2 0.8 1,349 

2008 All 940,667 57,009,437 859.3 33.1 108,429 

 
c) Baseline Emissions by Fleet Size 

The baseline heavy duty truck emissions inventory for the entire state of California, 
broken down by inventory category, fleet size, and mileage threshold, is shown in Table 
27. 
 

Table 27.  Baseline Emissions by Inventory Category and Fleet Size (2008) 

Inventory 
Category 

Fleet Size Truck 
Population 

Truck CA 
VMT/day 

NOx 
(tons/day) 

PM2.5 
(tons/day) 

CO2 
(tons/day) 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 12,011 694,474 10.92 0.40 1,411.3 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 432 1,337 0.04 0.00 4.2 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 3,695 214,735 3.38 0.12 436.4 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 133 414 0.01 0.00 1.3 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 2,652 155,555 2.45 0.09 316.1 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 96 301 0.01 0.00 1.0 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 460,630 15,056,647 204.54 7.36 30,535.2 

HH Out of State 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 12,690 18,863 0.56 0.02 60.5 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 15,980 2,198,998 41.85 1.49 4,470.2 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 883 5,804 0.17 0.01 17.0 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 5,850 812,823 15.01 0.54 1,649.9 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 318 2,096 0.06 0.00 6.1 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 3,297 460,037 8.28 0.31 933.0 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 183 1,223 0.04 0.00 3.6 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 32,273 4,791,942 73.95 2.83 9,674.7 

HH CAIRP 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 1,479 9,801 0.28 0.01 28.7 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 16,792 3,031,868 65.83 2.71 6,110.9 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 4,089 44,925 1.16 0.07 99.4 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 4,928 902,069 18.70 0.80 1,815.4 

HH Tractor 

2 truck/below 7500 miles 1,189 12,992 0.33 0.02 28.8 
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Inventory 
Category 

Fleet Size Truck 
Population 

Truck CA 
VMT/day 

NOx 
(tons/day) 

PM2.5 
(tons/day) 

CO2 
(tons/day) 

3 truck/above 7500 miles 2,876 529,836 10.87 0.46 1,066.2 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 673 7,370 0.19 0.01 16.3 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 28,859 5,835,899 95.82 3.82 11,652.5 
4+ truck/below 7500 miles 4,278 48,792 1.20 0.07 107.2 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 7,819 766,081 14.15 0.49 1,545.2 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 3,358 37,585 0.88 0.04 82.8 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 2,826 279,769 5.01 0.18 563.7 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 1,171 13,153 0.31 0.01 29.0 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 1,857 185,491 3.26 0.11 373.0 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 703 7,951 0.18 0.01 17.4 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 20,001 2,057,340 32.54 1.03 4,125.9 

HH Single Unit 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 5,540 63,491 1.44 0.06 138.9 
1 truck 11,633 1,557,622 37.64 1.69 3,227.1 
2 truck 1,293 173,069 4.18 0.19 358.6 
3 truck 1,454 194,703 4.70 0.21 403.4 

HH Drayage 

4+ truck 7,270 973,513 23.52 1.06 2,017.0 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 4,098 645,375 12.41 0.49 1,301.8 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 5,258 82,489 1.89 0.10 178.5 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 1,442 62,773 1.27 0.06 128.9 

HH Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 1,200 87,849 1.73 0.07 178.8 
HH Utility  1,357 33,801 0.74 0.01 79.3 

1 truck/above 5000 miles 51,066 3,786,410 39.01 1.48 5,672.2 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 11,592 80,942 1.20 0.06 127.6 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 16,710 1,244,223 12.65 0.47 1,862.8 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 3,621 25,478 0.37 0.02 40.1 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 9,964 740,914 7.59 0.28 1,109.6 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 2,143 15,111 0.22 0.01 23.8 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 88,520 6,731,027 62.45 2.24 10,063.3 

MH instate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 14,908 107,142 1.50 0.07 167.8 
1 truck/above 5000 miles 1,014 15,237 0.13 0.00 22.7 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 107 149 0.00 0.00 0.2 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 638 9,468 0.08 0.00 14.1 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 70 97 0.00 0.00 0.2 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 638 9,351 0.08 0.00 14.0 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 77 106 0.00 0.00 0.2 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 5,648 82,272 0.70 0.02 122.7 

MH Interstate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 703 969 0.01 0.00 1.5 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 1,750 183,598 2.04 0.09 277.0 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 4,799 46,021 0.66 0.04 72.6 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 1,946 78,768 0.89 0.04 119.5 

MH Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 944 34,265 0.40 0.02 52.1 
MH Utility  2,798 55,942 0.54 0.01 85.4 
Buses  26,443 1,208,769 15.04 0.44 2,035.8 
PTO   492,322 12.19 0.83 1,348.7 

All  940,667 57,009,437 859.28 33.07 108,429.2 
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We show in Table 28 the baseline emissions inventory for the entire state of California, 
broken down only by fleet size and annual mileage thresholds. 
 

Table 28.  Baseline Emissions by Fleet Size and Mileage Threshold (2008) 

CY Fleet Size 
Truck 

Population 
Truck CA 
VMT/day 

NOx 
(tons/day) 

PM2.5 
(tons/day) 

CO2 
(tons/day) 

2008 1 truck/above threshold 116,314 12,050,689 209.5 8.26 22,460 
2008 1 truck/below threshold 20,462 170,742 3.4 0.17 331 
2008 2 truck/above threshold 35,941 3,636,157 59.0 2.30 6,701 
2008 2 truck/below threshold 6,502 54,229 1.1 0.05 105 
2008 3 truck/above threshold 22,739 2,275,887 37.2 1.46 4,215 
2008 3 truck/below threshold 3,876 32,062 0.6 0.03 62 
2008 4+ truck/above threshold 643,202 35,528,640 493.5 18.36 68,191 
2008 4+ truck/below threshold 39,598 249,058 5.0 0.22 505 
2008 Ag non specialty higher VMT 5,848 828,973 14.5 0.58 1,579 
2008 Ag non specialty lower VMT 10,057 128,510 2.6 0.14 251 
2008 Ag non specialty midrange VMT 3,388 141,541 2.2 0.10 248 
2008 Ag specialty vehicle 2,144 122,114 2.1 0.09 231 
2008 Unspecified 30,597 1,790,835 28.5 1.29 3,549 

2008 All 940,667 57,009,437 859.3 33.07 108,429 
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We show the emissions as estimated with the baseline scenario for each category of 
pollutant in the following figures: NOx in Figure 33, PM2.5 in Figure 34, and CO2 in Figure 
35.  As shown, the statewide emissions for NOx and PM2.5 are expected to decrease in 
the absence of regulation, due to the natural replacement of older trucks with newer, 
cleaner trucks.  Baseline CO2 emissions, however, are projected to increase since 
improvements in fuel economy are not expected to keep pace with increased heavy 
duty truck VMT.  ARB is proposing to improve fuel economy and reduce CO2 emissions 
from heavy duty trucks in future years through other programs and technologies, 
including increased usage of aerodynamic fairings and tires of lower rolling resistance. 
 
Figure 33.  California Statewide NOx emissions from Trucks, Baseline 2008 - 2023  
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Figure 34.  California Statewide PM2.5 Emissions from Trucks, 2008-2023 
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Figure 35.  California Statewide CO2 Emissions from Trucks, Baseline 2008-2023 
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H. Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation Benefits 

The proposed Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation would initially require older vehicles 
to install diesel particulate filters.  Several years later, the regulation would require 
operators to either purchase a newer compliant vehicle to replace an older non-
compliant vehicle or retrofit the older non-compliant vehicle with emissions controls that 
would enable each vehicle to comply with regulatory emission standards.  Under the 
proposed regulation, a fleet operator may choose among multiple compliance options 
on a per-pollutant and per-calendar year basis.  Options include:  (1) best available 
control technology (BACT) schedule; (2) fleet average requirements; (3) percent limit 
requirements; (4) low mileage thresholds with alternative compliance schedules; (5) 
small fleet compliance options; (6) regional compliance options; and (7) other special 
provisions.   
 
To estimate the emissions benefits generated by the proposed regulation, one must 
understand how individual fleet operators may choose to comply with the regulation.  
Each operator’s response may ultimately depend on the age, body type, and other 
characteristics of vehicles in each fleet and the relationship between vehicles in each 
fleet to the inventory categories.  One of the ways we assess potential compliance 
patterns is by evaluating previous vehicle buying patterns by fleets based on survey 
data collected by staff.  We input this information to the cost-model developed to assess 
capital costs under the baseline scenario and the scenario with regulation.  We based 
the cost and economic model, described in greater detail in the Appendix on Cost and 
Economic Analysis Methodology upon survey data representing 6,700 vehicles from 
688 individual company fleets.   
 
Another way we can assess potential compliance patterns is by evaluating the base 
year age distribution in the inventory by category.  As discussed above, the age 
distribution of non-neighboring out-of-state trucks suggests that trucks engaged in the 
longest hauls tend to be purchased new.  After several years in long-haul operation, 
trucks tend to be sold to regional fleets, and a few years after that to local fleets.  This 
type of purchase behavior may not be entirely true of all fleets or trucks within an 
inventory category, but it likely is representative of the majority.  In addition to evaluating 
the age distribution for each inventory category, we also evaluated age distributions for 
each fleet size and mileage threshold group within each inventory category.   
 
Our benefit calculations are also fundamentally based on the idea that newer vehicles 
drive more than older vehicles, but that the regulation will not affect the number of 
vehicle miles traveled within California.  As a result, as new vehicles are purchased due 
to regulatory requirements, we redistribute VMT across age distributions by inventory 
category to ensure VMT is conserved, and to ensure that newer vehicles continue to be 
driven more than older vehicles.   
 

1. Methodology to Assess Statewide Benefits 

To calculate emission benefits, we used a methodology that separated vehicles into five 
groups: (a) high mileage large fleets, (b) high mileage small fleets, (c) low mileage 
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vehicles in large or small fleets, (d) agricultural trucks, and (e) buses.  For each group 
we developed a compliance schedule based upon our best estimate of anticipated 
purchase decisions.  Our compliance schedules developed for each inventory category 
and compliance group assumed that larger, newer fleets will comply with the regulation 
by purchasing new or near-new vehicles and that where possible fleets will choose to 
avoid installing retrofits (especially on mechanically controlled engines that are more 
costly to control) – instead opting to purchase 2007 standard compliant trucks.   
 

a) High Mileage Trucks in Fleets of Four or Greater 

Large, high-mileage truck fleets are well-represented in the cost model.  The cost model 
uses previous purchase behavior to predict future purchases for regulatory compliance 
by fleet, based on the compliance schedules available to these fleets.  We assigned an 
inventory category to each truck in each fleet so that model results could be 
summarized into four general categories:  in-state heavy-heavy tractors, in-state heavy-
heavy single-unit trucks, medium heavy duty trucks, and heavy-heavy interstate trucks.   
We then compiled and analyzed model results to develop a compliance schedule for the 
four categories. 
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We show those compliance schedules in Table 29.   As shown in the table, we assume 
large fleets will choose to replace, rather than retrofit, pre-2003 model year vehicles to 
meet PM BACT requirements.  We do assume fleets will choose to retrofit 2003-2006 
model year trucks in order to gain maximum use out of recently purchased vehicles.  
We also assume that, as in-state fleets purchase compliant replacement vehicles, they 
will purchase a vehicle that is four or five year old.  This assumption is a schematic 
representation that some fleets will choose to purchase older compliant vehicles 
relatively cheaply, while other fleets will choose to purchase new or near-new vehicles.  
Table 29 shows that interstate fleets will replace trucks with newer trucks more 
frequently than in-state fleets. 
 
Table 29.  Compliance Assumptions for High-Mileage Trucks in Fleets of Four or 

Greater 

Heavy-Heavy Duty Diesel In-state Tractors 

  Turnover  

As of 
January 1, 

Model 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year Percent Calendar 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year 

Percent 
with DPF 

(85% 
Control) 

2011 pre-1994 95.5% 2008 4.5% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 pre-1994 95.5% 2008 4.5% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 2003-2004             100% 
2013 pre-2000 59.5% 2008 35.8% 2010 4.7% 2012   
2013 2005-2006             100% 
2014 pre-2003 45.2% 2008 30.1% 2010 24.7% 2012   
2015 pre-2003 45.2% 2008 30.1% 2010 24.7% 2012   
2016 pre-2005 41.2% 2008 26.6% 2010 32.2% 2012   
2017 pre-2007 37.1% 2008 24.0% 2010 38.8% 2012   
2018 pre-2007 37.1% 2008 0.0% 2010 62.9% 2013   
2019 pre-2007 37.1% 2008 0.0% 2010 62.9% 2014   
2020 pre-2007 37.1% 2008 0.0% 2010 62.9% 2015   
2021 pre-2008 21.7% 2008 0.0% 2010 78.3% 2016   
2022 pre-2009 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2016   
2023 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2017   
2024 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2018   
2025 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2019   
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 Heavy-Heavy Duty Diesel In-State Single-Units and Power-Take Off  

 Turnover  

As of 
January 1, 

Model 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year Percent Calendar 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year 

Percent 
with DPF 

(85% 
Control) 

2011 pre-1994 100.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 pre-1994 100.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 2003-2004             100% 
2013 pre-2000 61.1% 2008 37.0% 2010 1.9% 2012   
2013 2005-2006             100% 
2014 pre-2003 47.9% 2008 37.4% 2010 14.7% 2012   
2015 pre-2003 47.9% 2008 37.4% 2010 14.7% 2012   
2016 pre-2005 44.8% 2008 33.9% 2010 21.3% 2012   
2017 pre-2007 38.5% 2008 30.5% 2010 31.0% 2012   
2018 pre-2007 38.5% 2008 0.0% 2010 61.5% 2013   
2019 pre-2007 38.5% 2008 0.0% 2010 61.5% 2014   
2020 pre-2007 38.5% 2008 0.0% 2010 61.5% 2015   
2021 pre-2008 22.6% 2008 0.0% 2010 77.4% 2016   
2022 pre-2009 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2016   
2023 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2017   
2024 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2018   
2025 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2019   

 
 Medium-Heavy-Duty In-State and Interstate 

 Turnover  

As of 
January 1, 

Model 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year Percent Calendar 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year 

Percent 
with DPF 

(85% 
Control) 

2011 pre-1994 93.3% 2008 6.7% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 pre-1994 93.3% 2008 6.7% 2010 0.0% 2012   

2012 
2003-
2004             100% 

2013 pre-2000 72.5% 2008 27.0% 2010 0.5% 2012   

2013 
2005-
2006             100% 

2014 pre-2003 56.4% 2008 25.5% 2010 18.2% 2012   
2015 pre-2003 56.4% 2008 25.5% 2010 18.2% 2012   
2016 pre-2005 49.8% 2008 21.5% 2010 28.6% 2012   
2017 pre-2007 47.9% 2008 20.7% 2010 31.4% 2012   
2018 pre-2007 47.9% 2008 0.0% 2010 52.1% 2013   
2019 pre-2007 47.9% 2008 0.0% 2010 52.1% 2014   
2020 pre-2007 47.9% 2008 0.0% 2010 52.1% 2015   
2021 pre-2008 28.8% 2008 0.0% 2010 71.2% 2016   
2022 pre-2009 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2016   
2023 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2017   
2024 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2018   
2025 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2019   

 



 

G-72  

Heavy-Heavy Duty Interstate Trucks  

 Turnover  

As of 
January 1, 

Model 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year Percent Calendar 
Year Percent Calendar 

Year 

Percent 
with DPF 

(85% 
Control) 

2011 pre-1994 85.4% 2008 14.6% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 pre-1994 85.4% 2008 14.6% 2010 0.0% 2012   
2012 2003-2004             100% 
2013 pre-2000 48.8% 2008 42.9% 2010 8.3% 2012   
2013 2005-2006             100% 
2014 pre-2003 23.0% 2008 26.8% 2010 50.2% 2012   
2015 pre-2003 23.0% 2008 26.8% 2010 50.2% 2012   
2016 pre-2005 20.4% 2008 23.8% 2010 55.8% 2012   
2017 pre-2007 19.2% 2008 22.4% 2010 58.4% 2012   
2018 pre-2007 19.2% 2008 0.0% 2010 80.8% 2013   
2019 pre-2007 19.2% 2008 0.0% 2010 80.8% 2014   
2020 pre-2007 19.2% 2008 0.0% 2010 80.8% 2015   
2021 pre-2008 10.3% 2008 0.0% 2010 89.7% 2016   
2022 pre-2009 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2016   
2023 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2017   
2024 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2018   
2025 pre-2010 0.0% 2008 0.0% 2010 100.0% 2019   

 

b) High Mileage Trucks in Fleets of Three or Fewer 

Under the proposed regulation, small fleets are exempt from performance requirements 
through 2011.  In 2012 a small fleet must upgrade its first truck to a maximum emission 
rate equivalent to a 2004 engine with a retrofit DPF.  Other vehicles in small fleets must 
be upgraded between 2013 and 2022.  Using this information, we developed the 
compliance schedule identified in Table 30. 
 
Table 30.  Compliance Assumptions for High Mileage Trucks in Fleets of Three or 

Fewer 

First truck in one-, two-, or three-truck fleet  

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover to 

Percent with 
DPF 

(85% Control) 

2013 pre-2003 2007   
2013 2003-2006   100% 
2018 2003-2006 2011   
2021 2007 2013   
2022 2008 2014   
2023 2009 2015   
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Second truck in two-truck fleet   

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover to 

Percent with 
DPF 

(85% Control) 

2014 pre-2003 2009   
2014 2003-2006   100% 
2016 2003-2004 2010   
2017 2005-2006 2010   
2021 2007 2013   
2022 2008 2014   
2023 2009 2015   

  

Second truck in three-truck fleet   

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover to 

Percent with 
DPF 

(85% Control) 

2014 pre-2003 80% to 2009   
2014 pre-2003 20% to 2010   
2014 2003-2006   100% 
2016 2003-2004 2010   
2017 2005-2006 2010   
2021 2007 2014   
2022 2008 2015   
2023 2009 2017   

  

Third truck in three-truck fleet   

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover to 

Percent with 
DPF 

(85% Control) 

2014 pre-2003 80% to 2009   

2014 pre-2003 

20% no 
turnover until 

2015   
2014 2003-2006   100% 
2016 2003-2004 2010   
2016 pre-2003 80% to 2009   
2016 pre-2003 20% to 2010   
2017 2005-2006 2010   
2021 2007 2015   
2022 2008 2016   
2023 2009 2017   

 
c) Low Mileage Trucks in Any Fleet Size 

Under the proposed regulation, low mileage trucks (defined as heavy-heavy duty diesel 
trucks driving less than 7,500 miles/yr and medium-heavy duty diesel trucks driving less 
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than 5,000 miles/yr) are allowed to delay compliance with turnover requirements until 
2020.  Using this information we applied the compliance schedule shown in Table 31.   
 
Table 31.  Compliance Assumptions for Low Mileage Trucks in Fleets of Any Size 

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover 

to 
Percent with DPF 

(85% Control) 

2012 pre-2007  20% 
2013 pre-2007  60% 
2014 pre-2007  100% 
2021 pre-2008 2010  
2022 2008 2010  
2023 2009 2010  

 
d) Agricultural Trucks 

Under the proposed regulation, agricultural fleets are allowed the choice of opting into 
an alternative compliance scenario.  In this scenario, high mileage non-specialty trucks 
in agricultural fleets, defined as pre-1996 model year trucks driven more than 15,000 
miles per year, 1996-2005 model year trucks driven more than 20,000 miles per year, 
and 2006 and newer model year trucks driven more than 25,000 miles per year, must 
comply with regulatory provisions.  Non-specialty trucks driving fewer miles are not 
required to install retrofit DPFs and are not required to meet turnover requirements until 
2016 or 2022 depending on the number of miles traveled per year.  In 2016, the mileage 
threshold is reduced to 10,000 miles per year.  Trucks above that threshold which had 
not previously been complying with regulatory provisions are required to upgrade to a 
2010 model year truck.  Trucks below that threshold, and all specialty agricultural 
vehicles, are required to upgrade to meet 2010 model year equivalent emissions 
standards by the beginning of 2023.  In Table 32 we provide our compliance 
assumptions for agricultural trucks.   
   

Table 32.  Compliance Assumptions for Agricultural Trucks 

Below 10,000 miles/yr and specialty agricultural trucks 

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover 

to 
Percent with DPF    

(85% Control) 

2023 pre-2010 2012  

        

Above 10,000 miles/yr but below first mileage threshold 

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover 

to 
Percent with DPF    

(85% Control) 

2017 pre-2007 2010  
2021 2007 2012  
2022 2008 2012  
2023 2009 2012  
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Above first mileage threshold (15,000-25,000 miles/yr 
depending on model year) 

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover 

to 
Percent with DPF    

(85% Control) 

2011 pre-1994  100% 
2012 2003-2004  100% 
2013 2005-2006  100% 
2013 1994-1999 2008  
2014 2000-2002 2009  
2015 pre-1994 2011  
2016 2003-2004 2011  
2017 2005-2006 2011  
2021 2007 2015  
2022 1994-1999 2016  
2022 2008 2016  
2023 2000-2002 2017  
2023 2009 2017  

 

e) Buses 

Under the proposed regulation, non-school buses that are privately owned are assumed 
to follow BACT provisions in the proposed regulation.  Due to the cost of replacing these 
vehicles we assume bus operators will achieve compliance with the least-cost option; 
this typically involves the oldest compliant vehicle available.  Under the proposed 
regulation, school buses are required to install DPFs but are not required to meet NOx 
emission standards.  These requirements apply in addition to previous regulatory 
requirements developed under the Lower Emissions School Bus program.  We provide 
bus compliance schedules in Table 33. 
 

Table 33.  Compliance Assumptions for Buses 

School Buses 

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover 

to 

Percent 
with DPF 

(85% 
Control) 

2011 2000 and after  100% 
2012 1994-1999  100% 
2013 1987-1993  100% 
2014 pre-1987 2007  
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Other Buses 

As of 
January 1, Model Year Turnover 

to 

Percent 
with DPF 

(85% 
Control) 

2011 pre-1994  100% 
2012 2003-2004  100% 
2013 2005-2006  100% 
2013 1994-1999 2010  
2014 2000-2002 2010  
2015 pre-1994 2010  
2016 2003-2004 2010  
2017 2005-2006 2010  
2021 2007 2010  
2022 2008 2010  
2023 2009 2010  

 
2. Statewide Benefits 

In this section we present the statewide emissions reductions anticipated from the 
proposed regulation. 
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a) Statewide Emissions Benefits 

In Figure 36 we show the NOx emissions reduction estimated to result from the 
proposed regulation.  We estimate the greatest absolute NOx emissions benefit to be 
achieved in calendar year 2014, with a reduction of 123.7 tons NOx/day relative to 
baseline emissions.  In Figure 37 we show the emissions reduction estimated to result 
from the regulation, in terms of PM2.5.  We anticipate the greatest emissions reduction to 
be achieved for PM2.5 in 2013, with a reduction of 13.6 tons PM2.5/day relative to 
baseline emissions.  We estimate the CO2 emissions benefit resulting from the 
regulation to be negligible, with the greatest reduction of 570.8 tons CO2/day occurring 
in 2023.  In some years the CO2 emissions are estimated to slightly increase due to the 
decreased fuel efficiency resulting from the technologies used to reduce NOx and PM2.5.  
We show the emissions reduction estimate for CO2 in Figure 38. 
   

Figure 36.  Statewide NOx Emissions Estimates with Regulation 
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Figure 37.  Statewide PM2.5 Emissions Estimates with Regulation 
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Figure 38.  Statewide CO2 Emissions Estimates with Regulation 

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

140,000

160,000

180,000

2
00
7

2
00
8

2
00
9

2
01
0

20
11

2
01
2

2
01
3

2
01
4

2
01
5

2
01
6

2
01
7

2
01
8

2
01
9

2
02
0

2
02
1

2
02
2

2
02
3

2
02
4

C
O
2
em
is
si
o
n
s 
(t
o
n
s/
d
ay
)

Baseline

With Regulation

 
 



 

G-79  

b) Statewide Emissions Benefits by Inventory Category 

In Table 34 we provide statewide NOx reductions achieved by the proposed regulation 
in calendar years 2014 and 2020 for each inventory category.  As the table shows, we 
estimate that single-unit trucks will provide the greatest percent NOx reduction relative 
to their baseline, achieving 45% reductions in 2014 and 2020.  (The reduction achieved 
by the proposed regulation with regard to drayage trucks is negligible for NOx and other 
pollutants in 2014 and 2020 as a result of the ARB drayage truck regulation adopted in 
2007, which will already require significant emissions reductions prior to 2014 (ARB, 
2007a; ARB, 2007b); the regulation proposed herein requires further reductions after 
2020).  When considering all truck categories in aggregate, the largest share of the 
overall NOx reduction to be achieved by the proposed rule will be provided by in-state 
heavy-heavy duty tractors (42% of total reductions in 2014, 45% in 2020) and medium-
heavy duty diesel trucks (20%; 17%). 
  

Table 34.  California Statewide NOx Future Emissions Reductions by Inventory 
Category, 2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 

Inventory 
Category 

Base1 Reg2 Reduction3 Share4 Base Reg Reduction Share 

HH Out-of-State 96.3 88.2 -8.4% 6.5% 62.6 59.9 -4.3% 3.4% 
HH CA-IRP 74.0 64.1 -13.3% 8.0% 40.8 36.8 -9.9% 5.1% 
HH Tractor 140.0 88.3 -36.9% 41.7% 92.3 56.3 -39.0% 45.2% 
HH Single unit 44.9 24.5 -45.4% 16.4% 30.6 16.8 -45.2% 17.4% 
HH Drayage 33.4 33.4 0.0% 0.0% 51.4 51.4 0.0% 0.0% 
HH Agriculture 12.4 10.2 -17.6% 1.8% 7.5 4.6 -38.2% 3.6% 
HH Utility 0.6 0.6 -1.6% 0.0% 0.5 0.5 -1.3% 0.0% 
MH In-State 72.6 47.7 -34.2% 20.1% 40.2 26.3 -34.5% 17.4% 
MH Interstate 0.4 0.3 -22.2% 0.1% 0.2 0.2 -19.3% 0.1% 
MH Agriculture 2.7 2.5 -9.3% 0.2% 1.7 1.1 -38.7% 0.8% 
MH Utility 0.3 0.3 -0.8% 0.0% 0.2 0.2 -1.4% 0.0% 
Buses 11.3 9.2 -18.8% 1.7% 8.4 6.8 -19.7% 2.1% 
PTO 11.4 7.1 -37.5% 3.4% 9.2 5.4 -41.8% 4.8% 

All 500.2 376.5 -24.7% 100.0% 345.6 266.1 -23.0% 100.0% 
1 The emissions estimated from each category, under the baseline scenario in the absence of regulation 
2 The emissions estimated from each category, under the scenario with the proposed regulation 
3 The percent reduction estimated from each category with the proposed regulation 
4 The share of total emissions reductions (e.g. 123.7 tons/day, for all, in 2014) represented by the 
category 
 
In Table 35 we provide statewide PM2.5 reductions achieved by the proposed regulation 
in calendar years 2014 and 2020 for each inventory category.  We predict that trucks in 
many categories will achieve large PM2.5 reductions but we predict the largest 
reductions to come from the single-unit category as well as the in-state medium- and 
heavy-heavy duty tractors, in terms of reductions relative to individual category baseline 
emissions.  When considering all truck categories in aggregate, the largest share of the 
overall PM2.5  reduction to be achieved by proposed rule should be provided by in-state 
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heavy-heavy duty tractors (38% of total reductions in 2014; 47% of total reductions in 
2020) and medium-heavy duty diesel trucks (16%; 17%). 
 

Table 35.  California Statewide PM2.5 Future Emissions Reductions by Inventory 
Category, 2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 

Inventory 
Category 

Base1 Reg2 Reduction3 Share4 Base Reg Reduction Share 

HH Out-of-State 3.7 1.7 -53.3% 15.5% 2.2 2.0 -9.0% 3.9% 
HH CA-IRP 2.9 1.1 -63.8% 14.4% 1.5 1.2 -19.8% 5.8% 
HH Tractor 6.1 1.3 -79.4% 37.7% 3.9 1.5 -61.2% 46.7% 
HH Single Unit 1.4 0.3 -79.1% 8.5% 1.0 0.3 -66.9% 13.5% 
HH Drayage 0.5 0.5 0.0% 0.0% 0.8 0.8 0.0% 0.0% 
HH Agriculture 0.5 0.3 -52.6% 2.2% 0.3 0.2 -52.4% 3.3% 
HH Utility 0.0 0.0 -4.7% 0.0% 0.0 0.0 -2.7% 0.0% 
MH In-State 2.7 0.6 -77.1% 16.3% 1.5 0.6 -60.9% 17.3% 
MH Interstate 0.0 0.0 -65.7% 0.1% 0.0 0.0 -37.2% 0.1% 
MH Agriculture 0.1 0.1 -33.4% 0.3% 0.1 0.0 -52.1% 0.8% 
MH Utility 0.0 0.0 -0.8% 0.0% 0.0 0.0 -0.8% 0.0% 
Buses 0.4 0.1 -65.2% 1.9% 0.3 0.2 -53.2% 3.4% 
PTO 0.6 0.2 -63.9% 3.1% 0.4 0.1 -74.3% 5.4% 

All 19.0 6.1 -67.7% 100.0% 12.1 6.9 -42.7% 100.0% 
1 The emissions estimated from each category, under the baseline scenario in the absence of regulation 
2 The emissions estimated from each category, under the scenario with the proposed regulation 
3 The percent reduction estimated from each category with the proposed regulation 
4 The share of total emissions reductions (e.g. 12.9 tons/day, for all, in 2014) represented by the category 
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In Table 36 we provide statewide CO2 reductions achieved by the proposed regulation 
in calendar years 2014 and 2020 for each inventory category.  The overall CO2 
reduction for each category is negligible, with none exceeding 1% and some actually 
increasing CO2 emissions.  When considering all the categories in aggregate, the 
largest share of the overall CO2 reduction in 2014 is again represented by the tractors, 
the heavy-heavy tractors from out-of-state as well as California, and the medium-heavy 
trucks from in-state.  In aggregate, we anticipate a slight increase in emissions for 2014 
and a slight reduction for 2020. 
  

Table 36.  California Statewide CO2 Future Emissions Reductions by Inventory 
Category, 2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 

Inventory 
Category 

Base1 Reg2 Reduction3 Share4 Base Reg Reduction Share 

HH Out-of-
State 37,997 38,058 0.2% 23.9% 44,681 44,678 0.0% 7.1% 

HH CA-IRP 19,564 19,618 0.3% 20.8% 22,881 22,876 0.0% 12.4% 
HH Tractor 24,309 24,363 0.2% 21.2% 28,441 28,424 -0.1% 42.2% 
HH Single Unit 8,006 8,022 0.2% 6.2% 9,401 9,394 -0.1% 16.0% 
HH Drayage 8,000 8,000 0.0% 0.0% 10,393 10,393 0.0% 0.0% 
HH Agriculture 1,735 1,747 0.7% 4.5% 1,680 1,674 -0.4% 15.2% 
HH Utility 88 88 -0.2% -0.1% 98 98 -0.1% 0.2% 
MH In-State 20,993 21,051 0.3% 22.6% 22,752 22,751 0.0% 1.9% 
MH Interstate 193 194 0.2% 0.1% 210 210 0.0% 0.0% 
MH Agriculture 505 507 0.4% 0.8% 489 487 -0.4% 5.1% 
MH Utility 95 95 0.0% 0.0% 105 105 0.0% 0.1% 
Buses 2,280 2,280 0.0% 0.0% 2,529 2,529 0.0% -0.1% 
PTO 1,589 1,589 0.0% 0.0% 1,878 1,878 0.0% 0.0% 

All 125,354 125,612 0.2% 100.0% 145,537 145,496 0.0% 100.0% 
1 The emissions estimated from each category, under the baseline scenario in the absence of regulation 
2 The emissions estimated from each category, under the scenario with the proposed regulation 
3 The percent reduction estimated from each category with the proposed regulation 
4 The share of total emissions reductions (e.g. -258 tons/day, for all, in 2014) represented by the category 
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In Table 37 we show the distribution of all emissions reductions anticipated to result 
from the proposed regulation.  We expect the largest reductions in NOx and PM2.5 will 
come from trucks registered in California, with heavy-heavy instate trucks providing the 
greatest reductions followed by medium-heavy in-state trucks and single-unit trucks.  
These three categories alone represent over 74% of the overall NOx and 67% of the 
overall PM2.5 emissions reductions anticipated between 2008 and 2023. 
 

Table 37.  Distribution of Total Future Emissions Reductions across Inventory 
Category , 2008-2023 

Inventory 
Category 

NOx 
Share 

PM2.5 

Share 
HH Out-of-State 4.4% 10.8% 
HH CA-IRP 5.8% 10.3% 
HH Tractor 41.1% 40.7% 
HH Single Unit 16.0% 10.4% 
HH Drayage 6.0% 1.1% 
HH Agriculture 2.9% 3.0% 
HH Utility 0.0% 0.0% 
MH In-State 17.4% 16.4% 
MH Interstate 0.1% 0.1% 
MH Agriculture 0.6% 0.6% 
MH Utility 0.0% 0.0% 
Buses 1.7% 2.7% 
PTO 4.1% 4.1% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
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c) Statewide Emissions Benefits by Fleet Size 

In Table 38 we subdivide the statewide benefits for NOx reductions for 2014 and 2020 
by truck fleet size.  As shown in the table, we expect the reductions in both 2014 and 
2020 to come primarily from trucks that are driven above the respective mileage 
thresholds that are included for application of the regulation.  When pooling the fleets 
together, we expect that the largest share of the overall emission reduction will come 
from fleets operating more than three trucks, with the second largest share coming from 
single-truck fleets.  We expect the reduction rates, however, to be largest for fleets of 3 
or fewer vehicles.  In addition, we expect that nearly 45% of the NOx emissions 
reductions anticipated in 2014, and more than 47% of the reductions anticipated in 
2020, will come from fleets with three or fewer vehicles.  These projections result largely 
from the fact that smaller fleets tend to have on average older trucks than do larger 
fleets. In Table 39 we show the future NOx baseline emissions and reductions as a 
function of inventory category and fleet size. 
  

Table 38.  California Statewide NOx Future Emissions Reductions by Fleet Size, 
2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 

Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 
1 truck/above threshold 134.8 98.2 -27.2% 29.6% 98.3 73.3 -25.5% 31.5% 
1 truck/below threshold 3.8 3.8 0.0% 0.0% 3.1 3.1 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/above threshold 38.7 26.5 -31.4% 9.8% 25.5 17.6 -31.1% 10.0% 
2 truck/below threshold 1.2 1.2 0.0% 0.0% 1.0 1.0 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above threshold 23.7 17.0 -28.6% 5.5% 16.6 11.9 -28.1% 5.9% 
3 truck/below threshold 0.7 0.7 0.0% 0.0% 0.6 0.6 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above threshold 253.6 194.2 -23.4% 48.0% 169.3 136.4 -19.4% 41.3% 
4+ truck/below threshold 5.1 5.1 0.0% 0.0% 4.0 4.0 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 8.9 6.4 -27.5% 2.0% 4.9 2.3 -52.1% 3.2% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 2.5 2.5 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 1.8 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 2.2 2.2 0.0% 0.0% 1.6 0.6 -61.0% 1.3% 
Ag specialty vehicle 1.5 1.5 0.0% 0.0% 0.9 0.9 0.0% 0.0% 
Unspecified 23.5 17.2 -27.1% 5.2% 18.2 12.7 -30.2% 6.9% 

All 500.2 376.5 -24.7% 100.0% 345.6 266.1 -23.0% 100.0% 

 
Table 39.  California Statewide NOx Future Emissions Reductions by Inventory 

Category and Fleet Size, 2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 
Inventory Category Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 5.45 4.93 -9.5% 0.4% 3.16 2.93 -7.3% 0.3% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 0.04 0.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 1.69 1.52 -10.0% 0.1% 0.98 0.91 -7.2% 0.1% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 1.23 1.11 -9.7% 0.1% 0.71 0.66 -7.3% 0.1% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 87.40 80.10 -8.3% 5.9% 57.36 55.01 -4.1% 3.0% 

HH Out of State 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 0.47 0.47 0.0% 0.0% 0.37 0.37 0.0% 0.0% 
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  2014 2020 
Inventory Category Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 23.01 20.90 -9.2% 1.7% 11.77 10.84 -7.9% 1.2% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 0.16 0.16 0.0% 0.0% 0.12 0.12 0.0% 0.0% 

2 truck/above 7500 miles 8.17 7.32 -10.4% 0.7% 4.29 3.94 -8.4% 0.5% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.06 0.06 0.0% 0.0% 0.04 0.04 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 4.53 4.03 -11.1% 0.4% 2.42 2.18 -9.9% 0.3% 

3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.04 0.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 37.72 31.32 -16.9% 5.2% 21.91 19.40 -11.4% 3.2% 

HH CAIRP 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 0.30 0.30 0.0% 0.0% 0.22 0.22 0.0% 0.0% 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 52.13 32.96 -36.8% 15.5% 33.68 19.74 -41.4% 17.5% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 1.31 1.31 0.0% 0.0% 1.14 1.14 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 14.90 8.86 -40.5% 4.9% 9.90 5.67 -42.7% 5.3% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.39 0.39 0.0% 0.0% 0.34 0.34 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 8.51 5.24 -38.4% 2.6% 5.65 3.22 -43.0% 3.1% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.22 0.22 0.0% 0.0% 0.19 0.19 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 61.24 38.05 -37.9% 18.7% 40.27 24.90 -38.2% 19.3% 

HH Tractor 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 1.31 1.31 0.0% 0.0% 1.11 1.11 0.0% 0.0% 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 12.31 6.24 -49.3% 4.9% 8.54 4.06 -52.5% 5.6% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 1.04 1.04 0.0% 0.0% 0.90 0.90 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 4.28 2.08 -51.4% 1.8% 3.01 1.42 -53.0% 2.0% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.36 0.36 0.0% 0.0% 0.32 0.32 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 2.68 1.41 -47.4% 1.0% 1.80 0.87 -51.7% 1.2% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.22 0.22 0.0% 0.0% 0.18 0.18 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 22.37 11.56 -48.3% 8.7% 14.54 7.72 -46.9% 8.6% 

HH Single Unit 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 1.60 1.60 0.0% 0.0% 1.31 1.31 0.0% 0.0% 
1 truck 17.94 17.94 0.0% 0.0% 27.62 27.62 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck 1.99 1.99 0.0% 0.0% 3.07 3.07 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck 2.24 2.24 0.0% 0.0% 3.45 3.45 0.0% 0.0% 

HH Drayage 

4+ truck 11.21 11.21 0.0% 0.0% 17.26 17.26 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 7.79 5.60 -28.1% 1.8% 4.27 2.06 -51.7% 2.8% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 1.92 1.92 0.0% 0.0% 1.38 1.38 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 1.48 1.48 0.0% 0.0% 1.11 0.45 -59.3% 0.8% 

HH Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 1.24 1.24 0.0% 0.0% 0.75 0.75 0.0% 0.0% 
HH Utility   0.60 0.59 -1.6% 0.0% 0.46 0.45 -1.3% 0.0% 

1 truck/above 5000 miles 23.96 15.18 -36.6% 7.1% 13.48 8.05 -40.3% 6.8% 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 1.20 1.20 0.0% 0.0% 0.87 0.87 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 7.59 4.71 -37.9% 2.3% 4.22 2.55 -39.7% 2.1% 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 0.37 0.37 0.0% 0.0% 0.26 0.26 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 4.52 2.90 -35.9% 1.3% 2.50 1.50 -40.0% 1.3% 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 0.22 0.22 0.0% 0.0% 0.16 0.16 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 33.36 21.77 -34.7% 9.4% 17.76 12.01 -32.4% 7.2% 

MH instate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 1.39 1.39 0.0% 0.0% 0.95 0.95 0.0% 0.0% 
1 truck/above 5000 miles 0.05 0.05 -11.2% 0.0% 0.03 0.02 -14.4% 0.0% 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 0.03 0.03 -17.6% 0.0% 0.02 0.01 -21.2% 0.0% 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 0.03 0.03 -21.8% 0.0% 0.02 0.01 -23.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 0.31 0.23 -25.5% 0.1% 0.16 0.13 -20.6% 0.0% 

MH Interstate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 1.08 0.83 -23.3% 0.2% 0.59 0.26 -55.5% 0.4% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 0.60 0.60 0.0% 0.0% 0.44 0.44 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 0.76 0.76 0.0% 0.0% 0.54 0.19 -64.4% 0.4% 

MH Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 0.27 0.27 0.0% 0.0% 0.17 0.17 0.0% 0.0% 
MH Utility   0.32 0.32 -0.8% 0.0% 0.16 0.15 -1.4% 0.0% 
Buses   11.27 9.15 -18.8% 1.7% 8.41 6.75 -19.7% 2.1% 
PTO   11.35 7.10 -37.5% 3.4% 9.22 5.37 -41.8% 4.8% 

All   500.23 376.48 -24.7% 100.0% 345.63 266.13 -23.0% 100.0% 

 
In Table 40 we provide statewide PM2.5 reductions in 2014 and 2020 by truck fleet size 
and mileage threshold.  We expect the reductions in both 2014 and 2020 to come from 
trucks of all different fleet sizes, regardless of whether the trucks are driven above the 
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respective thresholds included for application of the regulation.  The only trucks not 
affected are agricultural trucks that are less-utilized.  When considering all fleets in 
aggregate, the largest share of the overall reduction is again represented first by fleets 
operating more than three trucks, with the second largest share represented by single-
truck fleets.  The reduction rates, again, are greatest for fleets of 3 or fewer vehicles.  
We again expect that nearly 45% of the PM2.5 emissions reductions anticipated in 2014, 
and more than 47% of the reductions anticipated in 2020, will come from fleets with 
three or fewer vehicles.  These projections again result largely from the fact that smaller 
fleets tend to have older vehicles than do larger fleets.  In Table 41 we break down the 
future PM2.5 baseline emissions and reductions further as a function of inventory 
category and fleet size. 
  
Table 40.  California Statewide PM2.5 Future Emissions Reductions by Fleet Size, 

2014 and 2020 

  2014 2020 

Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 
1 truck/above threshold 5.0 1.3 -74.4% 29.2% 3.2 1.6 -48.7% 30.3% 
1 truck/below threshold 0.1 0.0 -84.0% 1.0% 0.1 0.0 -79.1% 1.7% 
2 truck/above threshold 1.5 0.4 -76.0% 8.9% 0.9 0.4 -52.6% 9.5% 
2 truck/below threshold 0.0 0.0 -83.9% 0.3% 0.0 0.0 -79.2% 0.5% 
3 truck/above threshold 0.9 0.3 -71.9% 5.0% 0.6 0.3 -49.9% 5.5% 
3 truck/below threshold 0.0 0.0 -83.9% 0.2% 0.0 0.0 -78.9% 0.3% 
4+ truck/above threshold 9.4 3.5 -63.5% 46.7% 6.0 4.0 -32.2% 37.2% 
4+ truck/below threshold 0.2 0.0 -82.8% 1.2% 0.1 0.0 -75.6% 2.0% 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 0.4 0.1 -81.2% 2.5% 0.2 0.1 -72.7% 3.0% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 0.1 0.1 0.0% 0.0% 0.1 0.1 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 0.1 0.1 0.0% 0.0% 0.1 0.0 -79.8% 1.0% 
Ag specialty vehicle 0.1 0.1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 
Unspecified 1.0 0.4 -64.1% 5.0% 0.7 0.3 -64.0% 8.8% 

All 19.0 6.1 -67.7% 100.0% 12.1 6.9 -42.7% 100.0% 

 
Table 41.  California Statewide PM2.5 Future Emissions Reductions by Inventory 

Category and Fleet Size, 2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 
Inventory Category Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 0.21 0.08 -60.4% 1.0% 0.11 0.10 -15.7% 0.3% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 0.00 0.00 -81.5% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -65.3% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 0.07 0.03 -60.6% 0.3% 0.04 0.03 -15.8% 0.1% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.00 0.00 -81.5% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -65.4% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 0.05 0.02 -60.0% 0.2% 0.03 0.02 -15.8% 0.1% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.00 0.00 -81.5% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -65.4% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 3.39 1.61 -52.4% 13.8% 2.04 1.87 -8.2% 3.2% 

HH Out of State 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 0.02 0.00 -80.1% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -55.4% 0.1% 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 0.93 0.30 -67.8% 4.9% 0.42 0.35 -16.5% 1.4% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.00 -81.9% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -63.4% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 0.32 0.11 -66.4% 1.7% 0.16 0.13 -17.5% 0.5% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.00 0.00 -81.8% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -65.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 0.18 0.06 -66.0% 0.9% 0.09 0.07 -20.5% 0.4% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.00 0.00 -82.3% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -68.1% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 1.44 0.58 -60.1% 6.8% 0.82 0.65 -21.0% 3.3% 

HH CAIRP 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.00 -82.0% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -70.0% 0.1% 
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  2014 2020 
Inventory Category Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 2.36 0.40 -82.8% 15.2% 1.45 0.51 -65.1% 18.3% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 0.06 0.01 -84.3% 0.4% 0.05 0.01 -79.5% 0.7% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 0.67 0.11 -82.9% 4.3% 0.43 0.15 -65.9% 5.5% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.02 0.00 -84.3% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -80.0% 0.2% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 0.38 0.08 -79.2% 2.3% 0.25 0.09 -65.3% 3.1% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.00 -84.3% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -80.0% 0.1% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 2.54 0.63 -75.1% 14.9% 1.70 0.76 -55.0% 18.1% 

HH Tractor 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 0.06 0.01 -83.5% 0.4% 0.04 0.01 -78.0% 0.7% 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 0.38 0.07 -82.5% 2.5% 0.29 0.08 -71.5% 4.1% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 0.03 0.00 -84.5% 0.2% 0.03 0.01 -81.0% 0.4% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 0.13 0.02 -82.3% 0.9% 0.10 0.03 -71.2% 1.4% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.00 -84.5% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -81.0% 0.2% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 0.08 0.02 -77.2% 0.5% 0.06 0.02 -68.8% 0.8% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 0.01 0.00 -84.3% 0.0% 0.01 0.00 -80.4% 0.1% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 0.68 0.16 -76.0% 4.0% 0.50 0.20 -60.9% 5.9% 

HH Single Unit 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 0.05 0.01 -83.6% 0.3% 0.04 0.01 -78.7% 0.6% 
1 truck 0.24 0.24 0.0% 0.0% 0.43 0.43 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 0.05 0.05 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 0.05 0.05 0.0% 0.0% 

HH Drayage 

4+ truck 0.15 0.15 0.0% 0.0% 0.27 0.27 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 0.35 0.06 -81.2% 2.2% 0.19 0.05 -71.8% 2.6% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 0.08 0.08 0.0% 0.0% 0.06 0.06 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 0.05 0.05 0.0% 0.0% 0.04 0.01 -78.2% 0.7% 

HH Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 0.05 0.05 0.0% 0.0% 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 
HH Utility   0.00 0.00 -4.7% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -2.7% 0.0% 

1 truck/above 5000 miles 0.91 0.19 -79.2% 5.6% 0.50 0.17 -65.3% 6.3% 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 0.05 0.01 -83.6% 0.3% 0.03 0.01 -79.3% 0.5% 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 0.29 0.06 -78.5% 1.7% 0.15 0.06 -63.7% 1.9% 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 0.01 0.00 -83.5% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -78.7% 0.2% 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 0.17 0.04 -75.6% 1.0% 0.09 0.03 -63.1% 1.1% 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 0.01 0.00 -83.5% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -78.5% 0.1% 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 1.23 0.31 -74.9% 7.2% 0.63 0.29 -54.1% 6.7% 

MH instate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 0.05 0.01 -82.6% 0.3% 0.03 0.01 -76.4% 0.5% 
1 truck/above 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -59.3% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -25.5% 0.0% 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -77.3% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -64.4% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -62.2% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -35.7% 0.0% 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -78.6% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -70.3% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -63.3% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -38.8% 0.0% 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -80.1% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -71.0% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 0.01 0.00 -66.6% 0.1% 0.01 0.00 -37.3% 0.0% 

MH Interstate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 0.00 0.00 -80.2% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -69.9% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty higher VMT 0.05 0.01 -80.9% 0.3% 0.03 0.01 -79.0% 0.4% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 0.02 0.02 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty midrange VMT 0.03 0.03 0.0% 0.0% 0.02 0.00 -82.9% 0.4% 

MH Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 0.01 0.01 0.0% 0.0% 
MH Utility   0.00 0.00 -0.8% 0.0% 0.00 0.00 -0.8% 0.0% 
Buses   0.38 0.13 -65.2% 1.9% 0.33 0.15 -53.2% 3.4% 
PTO   0.62 0.22 -63.9% 3.1% 0.38 0.10 -74.3% 5.4% 

All   18.96 6.12 -67.7% 100.0% 12.08 6.93 -42.7% 100.0% 
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In Table 42 we subdivide the statewide benefits for CO2 reductions for 2014 and 2020 
by truck fleet size.  We anticipate a slight increase for CO2 emissions in 2014 and a 
slight decrease for emissions in 2020.  As noted earlier, these proposed regulations are 
not directed toward the reduction of CO2 emissions.  When pooling the fleets together, 
the largest share of the overall reduction is represented by larger fleets and single-truck 
fleets in both 2014 and 2020. 
  

Table 42.  California Statewide CO2 Future Emissions Reductions by Fleet Size, 
2014 and 2020 

  2014 2020 

Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above threshold 26,009 26,102 0.4% 36.4% 30,703 30,689 0.0% 33.0% 

1 truck/below threshold 394 400 1.6% 2.5% 433 438 1.1% -12.0% 

2 truck/above threshold 7,650 7,681 0.4% 12.1% 8,923 8,921 0.0% 5.3% 

2 truck/below threshold 125 127 1.6% 0.8% 138 140 1.1% -3.8% 

3 truck/above threshold 4,854 4,872 0.4% 6.8% 5,674 5,670 -0.1% 8.0% 

3 truck/below threshold 74 75 1.6% 0.5% 82 82 1.1% -2.2% 

4+ truck/above threshold 79,365 79,449 0.1% 32.6% 92,151 92,124 0.0% 65.6% 

4+ truck/below threshold 591 600 1.4% 3.2% 655 661 0.9% -14.3% 

Ag non specialty higher VMT 1,446 1,459 1.0% 5.3% 1,361 1,356 -0.4% 12.9% 

Ag non specialty lower VMT 256 256 0.0% 0.0% 245 245 0.0% 0.0% 

Ag non specialty midrange VMT 315 315 0.0% 0.0% 346 343 -0.9% 7.5% 

Ag specialty vehicle 224 224 0.0% 0.0% 217 217 0.0% 0.0% 

Unspecified 4,052 4,052 0.0% -0.1% 4,610 4,610 0.0% 0.2% 

All 125,354 125,612 0.2% 100.0% 145,537 145,496 0.0% 100.0% 

 
Table 43.  California Statewide CO2 Future Emissions Reductions by Inventory 

Category and Fleet Size, 2014 and 2020 (tons/day) 

  2014 2020 
Inventory 
Category Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 1,642 1,647 0.3% 1.9% 1,925 1,924 0.0% 0.6% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 5 5 1.0% 0.0% 5 5 0.4% -0.1% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 508 509 0.3% 0.6% 595 595 0.0% 0.2% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 2 2 1.0% 0.0% 2 2 0.4% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 368 369 0.3% 0.4% 431 431 0.0% 0.1% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 1 1 1.0% 0.0% 1 1 0.4% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 35,407 35,460 0.2% 20.7% 41,647 41,645 0.0% 6.7% 

HH Out of 
State 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 65 65 0.9% 0.2% 74 74 0.3% -0.5% 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 5,084 5,110 0.5% 9.9% 6,183 6,183 0.0% 2.3% 

1 truck/below 7500 miles 20 20 1.1% 0.1% 22 22 0.4% -0.2% 

2 truck/above 7500 miles 1,879 1,888 0.5% 3.4% 2,283 2,282 0.0% 1.1% 

2 truck/below 7500 miles 7 7 1.1% 0.0% 8 8 0.4% -0.1% 

3 truck/above 7500 miles 1,065 1,070 0.5% 1.9% 1,270 1,269 0.0% 0.6% 

3 truck/below 7500 miles 4 4 1.1% 0.0% 5 5 0.5% -0.1% 

4+ truck/above 7500 miles 11,469 11,483 0.1% 5.3% 13,073 13,069 0.0% 9.2% 

HH CAIRP 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 35 35 1.1% 0.1% 37 38 0.5% -0.5% 
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  2014 2020 
Inventory 
Category 

Fleet Size Base Reg Red Share Base Reg Red Share 

1 truck/above 7500 miles 6,995 7,030 0.5% 13.6% 8,158 8,152 -0.1% 15.2% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 121 123 1.7% 0.8% 136 137 1.2% -3.9% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 2,093 2,103 0.5% 4.0% 2,443 2,443 0.0% 0.6% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 35 36 1.7% 0.2% 40 40 1.2% -1.2% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 1,232 1,238 0.4% 2.1% 1,439 1,437 -0.1% 3.3% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 20 20 1.7% 0.1% 22 23 1.2% -0.7% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 13,682 13,681 0.0% -0.5% 16,056 16,042 -0.1% 32.5% 

HH Tractor 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 129 131 1.5% 0.8% 148 149 1.0% -3.7% 
1 truck/above 7500 miles 1,799 1,806 0.4% 2.6% 2,103 2,100 -0.1% 7.1% 
1 truck/below 7500 miles 101 102 1.7% 0.7% 116 117 1.3% -3.7% 
2 truck/above 7500 miles 653 656 0.4% 1.1% 762 761 -0.1% 1.6% 
2 truck/below 7500 miles 35 36 1.7% 0.2% 41 41 1.3% -1.3% 
3 truck/above 7500 miles 435 437 0.4% 0.7% 510 509 -0.2% 2.0% 
3 truck/below 7500 miles 21 22 1.7% 0.1% 24 25 1.3% -0.8% 
4+ truck/above 7500 miles 4,793 4,792 0.0% -0.3% 5,652 5,646 -0.1% 16.3% 

HH Single 
Unit 

4+ truck/below 7500 miles 169 172 1.6% 1.0% 193 195 1.1% -5.3% 
1 truck 4,299 4,299 0.0% 0.0% 5,584 5,584 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck 478 478 0.0% 0.0% 620 620 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck 537 537 0.0% 0.0% 698 698 0.0% 0.0% 

HH Drayage 

4+ truck 2,687 2,687 0.0% 0.0% 3,490 3,490 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty high VMT 1,205 1,217 1.0% 4.5% 1,141 1,136 -0.4% 10.8% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 183 183 0.0% 0.0% 175 175 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty mid VMT 173 173 0.0% 0.0% 197 195 -0.9% 4.4% 

HH 
Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 174 174 0.0% 0.0% 168 168 0.0% 0.0% 
HH Utility   88 88 -0.2% -0.1% 98 98 -0.1% 0.2% 

1 truck/above 5000 miles 6,164 6,186 0.3% 8.3% 6,721 6,718 0.0% 7.8% 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 146 149 1.6% 0.9% 154 156 1.1% -4.1% 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 2,024 2,032 0.4% 3.0% 2,203 2,202 0.0% 1.9% 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 46 46 1.6% 0.3% 48 49 1.1% -1.2% 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 1,201 1,206 0.4% 1.6% 1,310 1,309 -0.1% 1.9% 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 27 27 1.6% 0.2% 29 29 1.0% -0.7% 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 11,193 11,211 0.2% 7.2% 12,087 12,086 0.0% 0.8% 

MH instate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 192 194 1.5% 1.1% 201 202 0.9% -4.3% 
1 truck/above 5000 miles 25 25 0.3% 0.0% 28 28 0.0% 0.0% 
1 truck/below 5000 miles 0 0 0.9% 0.0% 0 0 0.4% 0.0% 
2 truck/above 5000 miles 16 16 0.3% 0.0% 17 17 0.0% 0.0% 
2 truck/below 5000 miles 0 0 1.1% 0.0% 0 0 0.6% 0.0% 
3 truck/above 5000 miles 15 15 0.3% 0.0% 17 17 0.0% 0.0% 
3 truck/below 5000 miles 0 0 1.2% 0.0% 0 0 0.6% 0.0% 
4+ truck/above 5000 miles 135 135 0.2% 0.1% 145 145 0.0% 0.0% 

MH 
Interstate 

4+ truck/below 5000 miles 2 2 1.2% 0.0% 2 2 0.6% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty high VMT 240 242 0.9% 0.8% 221 220 -0.4% 2.1% 
Ag non specialty lower VMT 73 73 0.0% 0.0% 70 70 0.0% 0.0% 
Ag non specialty mid VMT 142 142 0.0% 0.0% 149 148 -0.8% 3.0% 

MH 
Agriculture 

Ag specialty vehicle 50 50 0.0% 0.0% 49 49 0.0% 0.0% 
MH Utility   95 95 0.0% 0.0% 105 105 0.0% 0.1% 
Buses   2,280 2,280 0.0% 0.0% 2,529 2,529 0.0% -0.1% 
PTO   1,589 1,589 0.0% 0.0% 1,878 1,878 0.0% 0.0% 

All   125,354 125,612 0.2% 100.0% 145,537 145,496 0.0% 100.0% 
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Disclaimer 
 
 

 
The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) has 
prepared this white paper consideration of evaluating and addressing 
greenhouse gas emissions under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) to provide a common platform of information and tools to support 
local governments. 
 
This paper is intended as a resource, not a guidance document.  It is not 
intended, and should not be interpreted, to dictate the manner in which an air 
district or lead agency chooses to address greenhouse gas emissions in the 
context of its review of projects under CEQA. 
 
This paper has been prepared at a time when California law has been 
recently amended by the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), 
and the full programmatic implications of this new law are not yet fully 
understood.  There is also pending litigation in various state and federal 
courts pertaining to the issue of greenhouse gas emissions.  Further, there is 
active federal legislation on the subject of climate change, and international 
agreements are being negotiated.  Many legal and policy questions remain 
unsettled, including the requirements of CEQA in the context of greenhouse 
gas emissions.  This paper is provided as a resource for local policy and 
decision makers to enable them to make the best decisions they can in the 
face of incomplete information during a period of change.  
 
Finally, this white paper reviews requirements and discusses policy options, 
but it is not intended to provide legal advice and should not be construed as 
such.  Questions of legal interpretation, particularly in the context of CEQA 
and other laws, or requests for advice should be directed to the agency’s 
legal counsel. 
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Introduction 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that public agencies 
refrain from approving projects with significant adverse environmental impacts if 
there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that can substantially reduce  
or avoid those impacts.  There is growing concern about greenhouse gas emissions1 
(GHG) and recognition of their significant adverse impacts on the world’s climate and on 
our environment.  In its most recent reports, the International Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) has called the evidence for this “unequivocal.”  In California, the passage of the 
Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 
2006 (AB 32) 
recognizes the 
serious threat to the 
“economic well-
being, public health, 
natural resources, and 
the environment of 
California” resulting 
from global warming.  
In light of our current 
understanding of 
these impacts, public 
agencies approving 
projects subject to the 
CEQA are facing 
increasing pressure to 
identify and address potential significant impacts due 
to GHG emissions.  Entities acting as lead agencies 
in the CEQA process are looking for guidance on 
how to adequately address the potential climate 
change impacts in meeting their CEQA obligations. 
 
Air districts have traditionally provided guidance to 
local lead agencies on evaluating and addressing air pollution impacts from projects 
subject to CEQA.  Recognizing the need for a common platform of information and tools 
to support decision makers as they establish policies and programs for GHG and CEQA, 
the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association has prepared a white paper 
reviewing policy choices, analytical tools, and mitigation strategies.  
 
This paper is intended to serve as a resource for public agencies as they establish agency 
procedures for reviewing GHG emissions from projects under CEQA.  It considers the 
application of thresholds and offers three alternative programmatic approaches toward 
                                                 
1 Throughout this paper GHG, CO2, CO2e, are used interchangeably and refer generally to greenhouse 
gases but do not necessarily include all greenhouse gases unless otherwise specified. 
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determining whether GHG emissions are significant.  The paper also evaluates tools and 
methodologies for estimating impacts, and summarizes mitigation measures.  It has been 
prepared with the understanding that the programs, regulations, policies, and procedures 
established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and other agencies to reduce 
GHG emissions may ultimately result in a different approach under CEQA than the 
strategies considered here.  The paper is intended to provide a common platform for 
public agencies to ensure that GHG emissions are appropriately considered and addressed 
under CEQA while those programs are being developed. 
 
Examples of Other Approaches 
 
Many states, counties, and cities have developed policies and regulations concerning 
greenhouse gas emissions that seek to require or promote reductions in GHG emissions 
through standards for vehicle emissions, fuels, electricity production/renewables, 
building efficiency, and other means.  A few have developed guidance and are currently 
considering formally requiring or recommending the analysis of greenhouse gas 
emissions for development projects during their associated environmental processes.  
Key work in this area includes: 
 

• Massachusetts Office of Energy and Environmental 
Affairs Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy; 

 
• King County, Washington, Executive Order on the 

Evaluation of Climate Change Impacts through the 
State Environmental Policy Act;  

 
• Sacramento AQMD interim policy on addressing 

climate change in CEQA documents; and 
 

• Mendocino AQMD updated guidelines for use 
during preparation of air quality impacts in Environmental 
Impact Reports (EIRs) or mitigated negative declarations. 

 
The following paper evaluates options for lead agencies to ensure that GHG emissions 
are appropriately addressed as part of analyses under CEQA.  It considers the use of 
significance thresholds, tools and methodologies for analyzing GHG emissions, and 
measures and strategies to avoid, reduce, or mitigate impacts. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Significance Criteria 
 
This white paper discusses three basic options air districts and lead agencies can pursue 
when contemplating the issues of CEQA thresholds for greenhouse gas emissions.  This 
paper explores each path and discusses the benefits and disbenefits of each.  The three 
basic paths are: 
 

• No significance threshold for GHG emissions; 
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• GHG emissions threshold set at zero; or 
 
• GHG threshold set at a non-zero level. 

 
Each has inherent advantages and disadvantages.  Air districts and lead agencies may 
believe the state or national government should take the lead in identifying significance 
thresholds to address this global impact.  Alternatively, the agency may believe it is 
premature or speculative to determine a clear level at which a threshold should be set.  
On the other hand, air districts or lead agencies may believe that every GHG emission 
should be scrutinized and mitigated or offset due to the cumulative nature of this impact.  
Setting the threshold at zero will place all discretionary projects under the CEQA 
microscope.   Finally, an air district or lead agency may believe that some projects will 
not benefit from a full environmental impact report (EIR), and may believe a threshold at 
some level above zero is needed. 
 
This paper explores the basis and implications of setting no threshold, setting a threshold 
at zero and two primary approaches for those who may choose to consider a non-zero 
threshold.  The first approach is grounded in statute (AB 32) and executive order (EO S-
3-05) and explores four possible options under this scenario.  The options under this 
approach are variations of ways to achieve the 2020 goals of AB 32 from new 
development, which is estimated to be about a 30 percent reduction from business as 
usual. 
 
The second approach explores a tiered threshold option.  Within this option, seven 
variations are discussed.  The concepts explored here offer both quantitative and 
qualitative approaches to setting a threshold as well as different metrics by which tier cut-
points can be set.  Variations range from setting the first tier cut-point at zero to second-
tier cut-points set at defined emission levels or based on the size of a project.  It should be 
noted that some applications of the tiered threshold approach may require inclusion in a 
General Plan or adoption of enabling regulations or ordinances to render them fully 
effective and enforceable. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Analytical Methodologies 
 
The white paper evaluates various analytical methods and modeling tools that can be 
applied to estimate the greenhouse gas emissions from different project types subject to 
CEQA.  In addition, the suitability of the methods and tools to characterize accurately a 
project’s emissions is discussed and the paper provides recommendations for the most 
appropriate methodologies and tools currently available. 
 
The suggested methodologies are applied to residential, commercial, specific plan and 
general plan scenarios where GHG emissions are estimated for each example.  This 
chapter also discusses estimating emissions from solid waste facilities, a wastewater 
treatment plant, construction, and air district rules and plans. 
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Another methodology, a service population metric, that would measure a project’s overall 
GHG efficiency to determine if a project is more efficient than the existing statewide 
average for per capita GHG emissions is explored.  This methodology may be more 
directly correlated to a project’s ability to help achieve objectives outlined in AB 32, 
although it relies on establishment of an efficiency-based significance threshold.  The 
subcommittee believes this methodology may eventually be appropriate to evaluate the 
long-term GHG emissions from a project in the context of meeting AB 32 goals.  
However, this methodology will need further work and is not considered viable for the 
interim guidance presented in this white paper. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures 
 
Common practice in environmental protection is first to avoid, then to minimize, and 
finally to compensate for impacts.  When an impact cannot be mitigated on-site, off-site 
mitigation can be effectively implemented in several resource areas, either in the form of 
offsetting the same impact or preserving the resource elsewhere in the region. 
 
This white paper describes and evaluates currently available 
mitigation measures based on their economic, technological 
and logistical feasibility, and emission reduction 
effectiveness.  The potential for secondary impacts to air 
quality are also identified for each measure.  A summary of 
current rules and regulations affecting greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate change is also provided. 
 

Reductions from transportation related measures (e.g., bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, and parking) are explored as a single 
comprehensive approach to land use.  Design measures that 
focus on enhancing alternative transportation are discussed.  
Mitigation measures are identified for transportation, land 
use/building design, mixed-use development, energy efficiency, 
education/social awareness and construction.   
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Purpose 
 
CEQA requires the avoidance or mitigation of significant adverse environmental 
impacts where there are feasible alternatives available.  The contribution of GHG to 
climate change has been documented in the scientific community.  The California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) mandates significant reductions in 
greenhouse gases (GHG); passage of that law has highlighted the need to consider the 
impacts of GHG emissions from projects that fall under the jurisdiction of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Because we have only recently come to fully 
recognize the potential for significant environmental impacts from GHG, most public 
agencies have not yet established policies and procedures to consider them under CEQA.  
As a result, there is great need for information and other resources to assist public 
agencies as they develop their programs. 
 
Air districts have historically provided guidance to local governments on the evaluation 
of air pollutants under CEQA.  As local concern about climate change and GHG has 
increased, local governments have requested guidance on incorporating analysis of these 
impacts into local CEQA review.  The California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA), in coordination with the CARB, the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) and two environmental consulting firms, has harnessed the 
collective expertise to evaluate approaches to analyzing GHG in CEQA.  The purpose of 
this white paper is to provide a common platform of information and tools to address 
climate change in CEQA analyses, including the 
evaluation and mitigation of GHG emissions from 
proposed projects and identifying significance 
threshold options.   
 
CEQA requires public agencies to ensure that 
potentially significant adverse environmental 
effects of discretionary projects are fully 
characterized, and avoided or mitigated where 
there are feasible alternatives to do so.  Lead 
agencies have struggled with how best to identify 
and  characterize the magnitude of the adverse 
effects that individual projects have on the global-scale phenomenon of climate change, 
even more so since Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05 and the 
state Legislature enacted The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).  There is 
now a resounding call to establish procedures to analyze and mitigate greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions.  The lack of established thresholds does not relieve lead agencies of 
their responsibility to analyze and mitigate significant impacts, so many of these agencies 
are seeking guidance from state and local air quality agencies.  This white paper 
addresses issues inherent in establishing CEQA thresholds, evaluates tools, catalogues 
mitigation measures and provides air districts and lead agencies with options for 
incorporating climate change into their programs.   
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Background 
 
National and International Efforts 
 
International and Federal legislation have been enacted to deal with climate change 
issues.  The Montreal Protocol was originally signed in 1987 and substantially amended 
in 1990 and 1992.  In 1988, the United Nations and the World Meteorological 
Organization established the IPCC to assess the scientific, technical and socioeconomic 
information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of risk of human-induced 
climate change, its potential impacts, and options for adaptation and mitigation.  The 

most recent reports of the IPCC have emphasized the 
scientific consensus around the evidence that real and 
measurable changes to the climate are occurring, that 
they are caused by human activity, and that significant 
adverse impacts on the environment, the economy, and 

human health and welfare 
are unavoidable. 
 
In October 1993, 
President Clinton 
announced his Climate 
Change Action Plan, 
which had a goal to return 
greenhouse gas emissions 
to 1990 levels by the year 
2000.  This was to be 
accomplished through 50 
initiatives that relied on 
innovative voluntary 
partnerships between the 
private sector and 

government aimed at producing cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.  
On March 21, 1994, the United States joined a number of countries around the world in 
signing the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).  
Under the Convention, governments agreed to gather and share information on 
greenhouse gas emissions, national policies, and best practices; launch national strategies 
for addressing greenhouse gas emissions and adapting to expected impacts, including the 
provision of financial and technological support to developing countries; and cooperate in 
preparing for adaptation to the impacts of climate change. 
 
These efforts have been largely policy oriented.  In addition to the national and 
international efforts described above, many local jurisdictions have adopted climate 
change policies and programs.  However, thus far little has been done to assess the 
significance of the affects new development projects may have on climate change. 
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Executive Order S-3-05 
 
On June 1, 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05 (S-3-05).  
It included the following GHG emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG 
emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050, 
reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  To meet the targets, the 
Governor directed the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency to 
coordinate with the Secretary of the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, 
Secretary of the Department of Food and Agriculture, Secretary of the Resources 
Agency, Chairperson of the CARB, Chairperson of the Energy Commission and 
President of the Public Utilities Commission on development of a Climate Action Plan.  
 
The Secretary of CalEPA leads a Climate Action Team (CAT) made up of 
representatives from the agencies listed above to implement global warming emission 
reduction programs identified in the Climate Action Plan and report on the progress made 
toward meeting the statewide greenhouse gas targets that were established in the 
Executive Order.  

 
In accord with the requirements of the Executive Order, the first report to the Governor 
and the Legislature was released in March 2006 and will be issued bi-annually thereafter.  
The CAT Report to the Governor contains recommendations and strategies to help ensure 
the targets in Executive Order S-3-05 are met. 

 
SOURCE: ARB 2007 
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California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) 
 
In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006.  AB 32 establishes a cap on statewide greenhouse gas emissions 
and sets forth the regulatory framework to achieve the corresponding reduction in 
statewide emissions levels.  AB 32 charges the California Air Resources Board (CARB), 
the state agency charged with regulating statewide air quality, with implementation of the 
act.  Under AB 32, greenhouse gases are defined as: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous 
oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. 
 
The regulatory steps laid out in AB 32 require CARB to: adopt early action measures to 
reduce GHGs; to establish a statewide greenhouse gas emissions cap for 2020 based on 
1990 emissions; to adopt mandatory reporting rules for significant source of greenhouse 
gases; and to adopt a scoping plan indicating how emission reductions will be achieved 
via regulations, market mechanisms and other actions; and to adopt the regulations 
needed to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective reductions in 
greenhouse gases. 
 
AB 32 requires that by January 1, 2008, the State Board shall determine what the 
statewide greenhouse gas emissions inventory was in 1990, and approve a statewide 
greenhouse gas emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.  
While the level of 1990 GHG emissions has not yet been approved, CARB’s most recent 
emission inventory indicates that California had annual emissions of 436 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMT CO2e) in 1990 and 497 MMT CO2e in 2004. 
 

The regulatory timeline laid out in AB 
32 requires that by July 1, 2007, CARB 
adopt a list of discrete early action 
measures, or regulations, to be adopted 
and implemented by January 1, 2010.  
These actions will form part of the 
State’s comprehensive plan for 
achieving greenhouse gas emission 
reductions.  In June 2007, CARB 
adopted three discrete early action 
measures.  These three new proposed 
regulations meet the definition of 

“discrete early action greenhouse gas reduction measures,” which include the following: 
a low carbon fuel standard; reduction of HFC-134a emissions from non-professional 
servicing of motor vehicle air conditioning systems; and improved landfill methane 
capture.  CARB estimates that by 2020, the reductions from those three discrete early 
action measures would be approximately 13-26 MMT CO2e. 
 
CARB evaluated over 100 possible measures identified by the CAT for inclusion in the 
list of discrete early action measures.  On October 25, 2007 CARB gave final approval to 
the list of Early Action Measures, which includes nine discrete measures and 35 

 
SOURCE: ARB 2007 
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additional measures, all of which are to be enforceable by January 1, 2010.  AB 32 
requires that by January 1, 2009, CARB adopt a scoping plan indicating how emission 
reductions will be achieved via regulations, market mechanisms and other actions.  
 
Senate Bill 97 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges 
that climate change is an important environmental issue 
that requires analysis under CEQA.  This bill directs the 
OPR to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources 
Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG 
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, by 
July 1, 2009.  The Resources Agency is required 
to certify or adopt those guidelines by January 1, 
2010.  This bill also protects projects funded by 
the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air 
Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, or 
the Disaster Preparedness and Flood Protection 
Bond Act of 2006 (Proposition 1B or 1E) from 
claims of inadequate analysis of GHG as a legitimate cause of action.  This latter 
provision will be repealed on January 1, 2010.  Thus, this “protection” is highly limited to 
a handful of projects and for a short time period. 
 
The Role of Air Districts in the CEQA Process 
 
Air districts assume one of three roles in the CEQA process.  They may be lead agencies 
when they are adopting regulations and air quality plans.  In some instances, they can 
also be a lead agency when approving permits to construct or operate for applicants 
subject to district rules.  However, in many cases where an air district permit is involved, 
another agency has broader permitting authority over the project and assumes the role of 
lead agency.  In these situations, the air district becomes what is referred to as a 
responsible agency under CEQA.  When CEQA documents are prepared for projects that 
do not involve discretionary approval of a district regulation, plan or permit, the air 
district may assume the role of a concerned or commenting agency.  In this role, it is 
typical for air districts to comment on CEQA documents where there may be air quality-
related adverse impacts, such as projects that may create significant contributions to 
existing violations of ambient standards, cause a violation of an ambient standard or 
create an exposure to toxic air contaminants or odors.  In some cases, the air district may 
also act in an “advisory” capacity to a lead agency early on in its review of an application 
for a proposed development project. 
 
A few air districts in California began developing significance thresholds for use in 
CEQA analyses in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s.  By the mid-1990’s most air districts 
had developed CEQA thresholds for air quality analyses.  Many of the districts have 
included in their guidance the analysis of rule development and permits that may be 
subject to CEQA. 
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What is Not Addressed in this Paper 
 
Impacts of Climate Change to a Project 
 
The focus of this paper is addressing adverse impacts to climate change and the ability to 
meet statewide GHG reduction goals caused by proposed new land development projects.  

CEQA also requires an assessment of significant adverse 
impacts a project might cause by bringing development 
and people into an area affected by climate change 
(CEQA Guidelines §15126.2).  For example, an area that 

experiences higher average temperatures due 
to climate change may expose new 
development to more frequent exceedances 
and higher levels of ozone concentrations.  
Alternatively, a rise in sea level brought on 
by climate change may inundate new 
development locating in a low-lying area.  
The methodologies, mitigation and threshold 
approaches discussed in this paper do not 
specifically address the potential adverse 
impacts resulting from climate change that 
may affect a project. 
 

Impacts from Construction Activity 
 
Although construction activity has been addressed in the 
analytical methodologies and mitigation chapters, this 
paper does not discuss whether any of the threshold 
approaches adequately addresses impacts from 
construction activity.  More study is needed to make this 
assessment or to develop separate thresholds for 
construction activity.  The focus of this paper is the 
long-term adverse operational impacts of land use 
development.   
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Introduction  

Any analysis of environmental impacts under CEQA includes an assessment of the 
nature and extent of each impact expected to result from the project to determine 
whether the impact will be treated as significant or less than significant.  CEQA gives 
lead agencies discretion whether to classify a particular environmental impact as 
significant.  "The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved," ref: 
CEQA Guidelines §15064(b) (“Guidelines”).  Ultimately, formulation of a standard of 
significance requires the lead agency to make a policy judgment about where the line 
should be drawn distinguishing adverse impacts it considers significant from those that 
are not deemed significant.  This judgment must, however, be based on scientific 
information and other factual data to the extent possible (Guidelines §15064(b)). 

CEQA does not require that agencies establish thresholds of significance.  Guidelines 
§15064.7(a) encourages each public agency “…to develop and publish thresholds of 
significance that the agency uses in the determination of the significance of environmental 
effects.  A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or 
performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means 
the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with 
which normally means the effect will be determined to be less than significant.” 
 
Once such thresholds are established, an impact that complies with the applicable 
threshold will "normally" be found insignificant and an impact that does not comply with 
the applicable threshold will "normally" be found significant. 
 
Additionally, Guidelines §15064.7(b) requires that if thresholds of significance are 
adopted for general use as part of the lead agency’s environmental review process they 
must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation, and developed through a 
public review process and be supported by substantial evidence. 
 
While many public agencies adopt regulatory standards as thresholds, the standards do not 
substitute for a public agency’s use of careful judgment in determining significance.  They 
also do not replace the legal standard for significance (i.e., if there is a fair argument, based 
on substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the project may have a significant 
effect, the effect should be considered significant) (Guidelines §15064(f)(1).  Also see 
Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resource Agency 103 Cal. App. 4th 98 
(2002)).  In other words, the adoption of a regulatory standard does not create an 
irrebuttable presumption that impacts below the regulatory standard are less than significant.   
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Summary of CEQA Thresholds at Air Districts 
 
This section briefly summarizes the evolution of air district 
CEQA significance thresholds.  Ventura County APCD, in 
1980, was the first air district in California that formally 
adopted CEQA significance thresholds.  Their first CEQA 
assessment document contained impact thresholds based on 
project type: residential, nonresidential, and government.  
Then, as now, the District’s primary CEQA thresholds 
applied only to ROG and NOx.  The 1980 Guidelines 
did not address other air pollutants. 
 
Santa Barbara County APCD and the Bay Area 
AQMD adopted thresholds in 1985.  The South Coast 
AQMD recommended regional air quality thresholds 
in 1987 for CO, SO2, NO2, particulates, ROG, and 
lead.  Most of the other California air districts adopted 
CEQA guidance and thresholds during the 1990’s.  Air 
districts have updated their thresholds and guidelines 
several times since they were first published. 
 
Originally, most districts that established CEQA 
thresholds focused on criteria pollutants for which the 
district was nonattainment and the thresholds only 
addressed project level impacts.  Updates during the 
1990’s began to add additional air quality impacts such 
as odors, toxic air contaminants and construction.  Several air districts also developed 
thresholds for General Plans that relied on an assessment of the plan consistency with the 
district’s air quality plans.  A consistency analysis involves comparing the project’s land 
use to that of the general plan and the population and employment increase to the 
forecasts underlying the assumptions used to develop the air quality plan. 
 
Most air district thresholds for CEQA are based on the threshold for review under the 
New Source Review (NSR).  The NSR threshold level is set by district rule and is 
different depending on the nonattainment classification of the air district.  Areas with a 
less severe classification have a higher NSR trigger level while the most polluted areas 
have the lowest NSR trigger level.  Some districts, such as Ventura County APCD, have 
significantly lower CEQA thresholds that are not tied to the NSR requirements.  In 
Ventura, one set of CEQA thresholds is 25 pounds per day for all regions of Ventura 
County, except the Ojai Valley.  The second set of CEQA thresholds was set at 5 pounds 
per day for the Ojai Valley. 
 
The Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD bases its thresholds for ozone precursors on the 
projected land use share of emission reductions needed for attainment.  The emission 
reductions needed to reach attainment are based on commitments made in the state 
implementation plan (SIP) prepared for the federal clean air act. 
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CEQA Considerations in Setting Thresholds 
 
Public agencies use significance thresholds to disclose to their constituents how they 
plan on evaluating and characterizing the severity of various environmental impacts 
that could be associated with discretionary projects that they review.  Significance 
thresholds are also used to help identify the level of mitigation needed to reduce a 
potentially significant impact to a less than significant level and to determine what type 

of an environmental document should be 
prepared for a project; primarily a 
negative declaration, mitigated negative 
declaration or an environmental impact 
report. 
 
While public agencies are not required 
to develop significance thresholds, if 
they decide to develop them, they are 
required to adopt them by ordinance, 
resolution, rule or regulation through a 

public process.  A lead agency is not restrained from adopting any significance threshold 
it sees as appropriate, as long as it is based on substantial evidence.  CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.7 encourages public agencies to develop and publish significance thresholds that 
are identifiable, quantitative, qualitative or performance level that the agency uses in the 
determination of the significance of environmental effects.  The courts have ruled that a 
“threshold of significance” for a given environmental effect is simply that level at which 
the lead agency finds the effects of the project to be significant.   
 
Before an agency determines its course with regard to climate change and CEQA, it must 
be made clear that a threshold, or the absence of one, will not relieve a lead agency from 
having to prepare an EIR or legal challenges to the adequacy of an analysis leading to a 
conclusion, or lack of a conclusion, of significance under CEQA.  CEQA has generally 
favored the preparation of an EIR where there is any substantial evidence to support a fair 
argument that a significant adverse environmental impact may occur due to a proposed 
project.  This paper explores three alternative approaches to thresholds, including a no 
threshold option, a zero threshold option and a non-zero threshold option. 
 
Fair Argument Considerations 
 
Under the CEQA fair argument standard, an EIR must be prepared whenever it can be 
fairly argued, based on substantial evidence in the administrative record, that a project 
may have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  “Substantial evidence” 
comprises “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information 
that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions 
might also be reached.”  (Guidelines §15384)  This means that if factual information is 
presented to the public agency that there is a reasonable possibility the project could have 
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a significant effect on the environment, an EIR is required even if the public agency has 
information to the contrary (Guidelines §15064 (f)). 
 
The courts have held that the fair argument standard “establishes a low threshold for 
initial preparation of an EIR, which reflects a preference for resolving doubts in favor of 
environmental review.”  (Santa Teresa Citizen Action Group v. City of San Jose [2003] 
114 Cal.App.4th 689)  Although the determination of whether a fair argument exists is 
made by the public agency, that determination is subject to judicial scrutiny when 
challenged in litigation.  When the question is whether an EIR should have been 
prepared, the court will review the administrative record for factual evidence supporting a 
fair argument. 
 
The fair argument standard essentially empowers project opponents to force preparation 
of an EIR by introducing factual evidence into the record that asserts that the project may 
have a significant effect on the environment.  This evidence does not need to be 
conclusive regarding the potential significant effect.   
 
In 1998, the Resources Agency amended the State CEQA Guidelines to encourage the 
use of thresholds of significance.  Guidelines §15064 (h) provided that when a project’s 
impacts did not exceed adopted standards, the impacts were to be considered less than 
significant.  The section went on to describe the types of adopted standards that were to 
be considered thresholds.  Guidelines § 
15064.7 provided that agencies may adopt 
thresholds of significance to guide their 
determinations of significance.  Both of 
these sections were challenged when 
environmental groups sued the Resources 
Agency in 2000 over the amendments.  The 
trial court concluded that §15064.7 was 
proper, if it was applied in the context of the 
fair argument standard. 
 
At the appellate court level, §15064(h) was invalidated. 2   Establishing a presumption 
that meeting an adopted standard would avoid significant impacts was “inconsistent with 
controlling CEQA law governing the fair argument approach.”  The Court of Appeal 
explained that requiring agencies to comply with a regulatory standard “relieves the 
agency of a duty it would have under the fair argument approach to look at evidence 
beyond the regulatory standard, or in contravention of the standard, in deciding whether 
an EIR must be prepared.  Under the fair argument approach, any substantial evidence 
supporting a fair argument that a project may have a significant environmental effect 
would trigger the preparation of an EIR.”  (Communities for a Better Environment v. 
California Resources Agency [2002] 103 Cal.App.4th 98)   
 

                                                 
2 Prior §15064(h) has been removed from the State CEQA Guidelines.  Current §15064(h) discusses 
cumulative impacts. 
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In summary, CEQA law does not require a lead agency to establish significance 
thresholds for GHG.  CEQA guidelines encourage the development of thresholds, but 
the absence of an adopted threshold does not relieve the agency from the obligation to 
determine significance. 
 
Defensibility of CEQA Analyses 
 
The basic purposes of CEQA, as set out in the State CEQA Guidelines, include: (1) 
informing decision makers and the public about the significant environmental effects of 

proposed projects; (2) identifying ways to reduce or avoid those 
impacts; (3) requiring the implementation of feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives that would reduce or avoid those impacts; and 
(4) requiring public agencies to disclose their reasons for approving 
any project that would have significant and unavoidable impacts 
(Guidelines §15002).  CEQA is enforced through civil litigation over 
procedure (i.e., did the public agency follow the correct CEQA 
procedures?) and adequacy (i.e., has the potential for impacts been 
disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated to the extent feasible?). 
 

The California Supreme Court has held that CEQA is "to be interpreted in such manner 
as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope 
of the statutory language."  (Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors [1972] 8 
Cal.3d 247, 259)  Within that context, the role of the courts is to weigh the facts in each 
case and apply their judgment.  Although the court may rule on the adequacy of the 
CEQA work, the court is not empowered to act in the place of the public agency to 
approve or deny the project for which the CEQA document was prepared.  Further, the 
court’s review is limited to the evidence contained in the administrative record that was 
before the public agency when it acted on the project.  
 
Putting aside the issue of CEQA procedure, the defensibility of a CEQA analysis rests on 
the following concerns: 
 

• whether the public agency has sufficiently analyzed the environmental 
consequences to enable decision makers to make an intelligent decision;   

 
• whether the conclusions of the public agency are supported by substantial 

evidence in the administrative record; and  
 

• whether the agency has made a good faith effort at the full disclosure of 
significant effects.  

 
CEQA analyses need not be perfect or exhaustive -- the depth and breadth of the analysis 
is limited to what is “reasonably feasible.”  (Guidelines §15151)  At the same time, the 
analysis "must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its 
preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed 
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project.”  (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376)  
 
By itself, establishment of a GHG threshold will not insulate individual CEQA analyses 
from challenge.  Defensibility depends upon the adequacy of the analysis prepared by the 
lead agency and the process followed.  However, the threshold can help to define the 
boundaries of what is a reasonable analysis by establishing when an analysis will be 
required and the basic scope of that analysis.  The threshold would attempt to define the 
point at which an analysis will be required and when a level of impact becomes 
significant, requiring preparation of an EIR.  If the threshold includes recommendations 
for the method or methods of analysis, it can establish the minimum level of analysis to 
address this issue.   
 
Considerations in Setting Thresholds for Stationary Source Projects 
 
In many respects, the analysis of GHG 
emissions from stationary sources is much more 
straightforward than the analysis of land use 
patterns, forecasted energy consumption, and 
emissions from mobile sources.  The reason is 
that, for the most part, the latter analyses depend 
largely on predictive models with myriad inputs 
and have a wider range of error.  Emissions 
from stationary sources involve a greater 
reliance on mass and energy balance calculations and direct measurements of emissions 
from the same or similar sources.  Energy demand is more directly tied to production, and 
even associated mobile source emissions will likely fall within narrower predictive 
windows.   
 
Implementing CEQA Without a Threshold 
 
A lead agency is not required to establish significance thresholds for GHG emissions 
from stationary sources.  The lead agency may find that it needs more information or 
experience evaluating GHG from these types of projects to determine an appropriate 
significance threshold.  As with other project types, the lead agency could conduct a 
project specific analysis to determine whether an environmental impact report is needed 
and to determine the level of mitigation that is appropriate.  The agency might also rely 
on thresholds established for criteria pollutants as a screening method, and analyze GHG 
emissions (and require mitigation) from projects with emissions above the criteria 
pollutant thresholds.  Over time, the agency could amass information and experience with 
specific project categories that would support establishing explicit thresholds. The lead 
agency may also choose to base local CEQA thresholds on state guidelines or on the 
category-specific reduction targets established by ARB in its scoping plan for 
implementing AB32.  Resource constraints and other considerations associated with 
implementing CEQA without GHG thresholds for stationary sources would be similar to 
those outlined for other types of projects (see Chapter 5 – No Threshold Option). 
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Implementing CEQA with Threshold of Zero 
 
A lead agency may find that any increase in GHG emissions is potentially significant 
under CEQA.  The resources and other considerations for implementing a threshold of 
zero for stationary sources are the same as those outlined for other types of projects 
(see Chapter 6 – Zero Threshold Option). 
 
Implementing CEQA with a Non-Zero Threshold 
 
A lead agency may identify one or more non-zero thresholds for significance of 
emissions of GHG from stationary sources.  The agency could elect to rely on existing 
thresholds for reviewing new or modified stationary sources of GHG, if the state or local 
air district has established any.  The agency could also apply the threshold(s) established 
for non-stationary sources to GHG emissions from stationary sources.  Significance 
thresholds could also be established by ordinance, rule, or policy for a given category of 
stationary sources; this approach is especially conducive to a tiered threshold approach.  
For example, the agency could establish significance and mitigation tiers for stationary 
compression-ignition diesel-fueled generators.  Under such an approach, the project 
proponent could be first required to use a lower GHG-emitting power source if feasible, 
and if not, to apply mitigation based on the size of the generator and other defined 
considerations, such as hours of operation.  Certain classes of generators could be found 
to be insignificant under CEQA (e.g., those used for emergency stand-by power only, 
with a limit on the annual hours of use).  As with non-stationary projects, the goal of 
establishing non-zero thresholds is to maximize environmental protection, while 
minimizing resources used.  Resource and other considerations outlined for non-
stationary projects are applicable here (see Chapter 7 – Non-Zero Threshold Options). 
 
Implementing CEQA with Different Thresholds for Stationary and Non-stationary 
Projects 
 
Although a lead agency may apply the same thresholds to stationary and non-stationary 
projects, it is not required to do so.  There are, in fact, some important distinctions 
between the two types of projects that could support applying different thresholds.  The 
lead agency should consider the methods used to estimate emissions.  Are the estimates a 
“best/worst reasonable scenario” or are they based on theoretical maximum operation?  
How accurate are the estimates (are they based on models, simulations, emission factors, 
source test data, manufacturer specifications, etc.)?  To what extent could emissions be 
reduced through regulations after the project is constructed if they were found to be 
greater than originally expected (i.e., is it possible to retrofit emissions control 
technology onto the source(s) of GHG at a later date, how long is the expected project 
life, etc.)?  Are there emission limits or emissions control regulations (such as New 
Source Review) that provide certainty that emissions will be mitigated?  Generally, 
stationary source emissions are based on maximum emissions (theoretical or allowed 
under law or regulation), are more accurate, and are more amenable to retrofit at a later 
time than non-stationary source emissions.  It is also more likely that category specific 
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rules or some form of NSR will apply to stationary sources than non-stationary projects.  
Notwithstanding, it is almost always more effective and cost-efficient to apply emission 
reduction technology at the design phase of a project.  There are, therefore, a number of 
considerations that need to be evaluated and weighed before establishing thresholds – and 
which may support different thresholds for stationary and non-stationary projects.  
Furthermore, the considerations may change over time as new regulations are established 
and as emissions estimation techniques and control technology evolves. 
 
Direct GHG Emissions from Stationary Sources 

 
The main focus of this paper has been the consideration of 
projects that do not, in the main, involve stationary sources of 
air pollution, because stationary source projects are generally a 
smaller percentage of the projects seen by most local land use 
agencies.  That said, some discussion of stationary sources is 
warranted.  As the broader program for regulating GHG from 
these sources is developed, the strategies for addressing them 

under CEQA will likely become more refined. 
 
The primary focus of analysis of stationary source emissions has traditionally been those 
pollutants that are directly emitted by the source, whether through a stack or as fugitive 
releases (such as leaks).  CAPCOA conducted a simplified analysis of permitting activity 
to estimate the number of stationary source projects with potentially significant emissions 
of greenhouse gases that might be seen over the course of a year.  This analysis looked 
only at stationary combustion sources (such as boilers and generators), and only 
considered direct emissions.  A lead agency under CEQA may see a different profile of 
projects than the data provided here suggest, depending on what other resources are 
affected by projects.  In addition, air districts review like-kind replacements of equipment 
to ensure the new equipment meets current standards, but such actions might not 
constitute a project for many land use agencies or other media regulators.  The data does 
provide a useful benchmark, however, for lead agencies to assess the order of magnitude 
of potential stationary source projects.  A similar analysis is included for non-stationary 
projects in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 1:  Analysis of GHG Emissions from Stationary Combustion Equipment Permits3 

 BAAQMD SMAQMD SJVUAPCD SCAQMD 

Total Applications for Year 1499 778 1535 1179 

Affected at threshold of:     

900 metric tons/year 26 43 63 108 

10,000 metric tons/year 7 5 26 8 

25,000 metric tons/year 3 1 11 4 
 
                                                 
3 District data varies based on specific local regulations and methodologies. 
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Emissions from Energy Use 
 
In addition to the direct emissions of GHG from stationary projects, CEQA will likely 
need to consider the project’s projected energy use.  This could include an analysis of 
opportunities for energy efficiency, onsite clean power generation (e.g., heat/energy 
recovery, co-generation, geothermal, solar, or wind), and the use of dedicated power 

contracts as compared to the portfolio of generally 
available power.  In some industries, water use and 
conservation may provide substantial GHG 
emissions reductions, so the CEQA analysis should 
consider alternatives that reduce water consumption 
and wastewater discharge.  The stationary project 
may also have the opportunity to use raw or 
feedstock materials that have a smaller GHG 
footprint; material substitution should be evaluated 
where information is available to do so. 
 

Emissions from Associated Mobile Sources 
 
The stationary project will also include emissions from associated mobile sources.  These 
will include three basic components: emissions from employee trips, emissions from 
delivery of raw or feedstock materials, and emissions from product 
transport.  Employee trips can be evaluated using trip estimation as 
is done for non-stationary projects, and mitigations would include 
such measures as providing access to and incentives for use of 
public transportation, accessibility for bicycle and pedestrian 
modes of transport, employer supported car or vanpools (including 
policies such as guaranteed rides home, etc).  Upstream and 
downstream emissions related to goods movement can also be 
estimated with available models.  The evaluation will need to 
determine the extent of the transport chain that should be included 
(to ensure that all emissions in the chain have been evaluated and mitigated, but to avoid 
double counting).  Mitigations could include direct actions by operators who own their 
own fleet, or could be implemented through contractual arrangements with independent 
carriers; again, the evaluation will need to consider how far up and down the chain 
mitigation is feasible and can be reasonably required. 
 
Comparing Emissions Changes Across Pollutant Categories 
 
The potential exists for certain GHG reduction measures to increase emissions of criteria 
and toxic pollutants known to cause or aggravate respiratory, cardiovascular, and other 
health problems.  For instance, GHG reduction efforts such as alternative fuels and 
methane digesters may create significant levels of increased pollutants that are 
detrimental to the health of the nearby population (e.g.; particulate matter, ozone 
precursors, toxic air contaminants).  Such considerations should be included in any 
CEQA analysis of a project’s environmental impacts.  While there are many win-win 
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strategies that can reduce both GHG and criteria/toxic pollutant emissions, when faced 
with situations that involve tradeoffs between the two, the more immediate public health 
concerns that may arise from an increase in criteria or toxic pollutant emissions should 
take precedence.  GHG emission reductions could be achieved offsite through other 
mitigation programs.   
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Introduction 
 
Under state law, it is the purview of each lead agency to determine what, if any, 
significance thresholds will be established to guide its review of projects under 
CEQA.  While the state does provide guidelines for implementing CEQA, the 
guidelines have left the decision of whether to establish thresholds (and if so, at what 
level) to individual lead agencies.  Frequently, lead agencies consult with resource-
specific agencies (such as air districts) for assistance in determining what constitutes a 
significant impact on that specific resource.   
 
With the passage of AB 32, the ARB has broad authority to regulate GHG emissions as 
necessary to meet the emission reduction goals of the statute.  This may include authority 
to establish emission reduction requirements for new land use projects, and may also 
enable them to recommend statewide thresholds for GHG under CEQA. 
 
In developing this white paper, CAPCOA recognizes that, as the GHG reduction program 
evolves over time, GHG thresholds and other policies and procedures for CEQA may 
undergo significant revision, and that uniform statewide thresholds and procedures may 
be established.  This paper is intended to serve as a resource for public agencies until 
such time that statewide guidance is established, recognizing that decisions will need to 
be made about GHG emissions from projects before such guidance is available.  This 
paper is not, however, uniform statewide guidance.  As stated before, it outlines several 
possible approaches without endorsing any one over the others. 
 
Some air districts may choose to use this paper to support their establishment of guidance 
for GHG under CEQA, including thresholds.  This paper does not, nor should it be 
construed to require a district to implement any of the approaches evaluated here.  
Decisions about whether to provide formal local guidance on CEQA for projects with 
GHG emissions, including the question of thresholds, will be made by individual district 
boards.   
 
Each of the 35 air districts operates independently and has its own set of regulations and 
programs to address the emissions from stationary, area and mobile sources, consistent 
with state and federal laws, regulations, and guidelines.  The independence of the districts 
allows specific air quality problems to be addressed on a local level.  In addition, districts 
have also established local CEQA thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants – also 
to address the specific air quality problems relative to that particular district. 
 
The overall goal of air district thresholds is to achieve and maintain health based air 
quality standards within their respective air basins and to reduce transport of emissions to 
other air basins.  In establishing recommended thresholds, air districts consider the 
existing emission inventory of criteria pollutants and the amount of emission reductions 
needed to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards.  
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However, unlike criteria pollutants where individual districts are characterized by varying 
levels of pollutant concentrations and source types, greenhouse gases (GHG) and their 
attendant climate change ramifications are a global problem and, therefore, may suggest a 
uniform approach to solutions that ensure both progress and equity.   
 
Under SB97, the Office of Planning and Research is directed to prepare, develop, and 
transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG 
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions through CEQA by July 1, 2009.  Those 
guidelines may recommend thresholds.  As stated, this paper is intended to provide a 
common platform of information and tools to support local decision makers until such 
time that statewide guidance or requirements are promulgated. 
 
Local Ability to Promulgate District-Specific GHG Thresholds 
 
One of the primary reasons behind the creation of air districts in California is the 
recognition that some regions within the state face more critical air pollution problems 
than others and, as has often been pointed out – one size does not fit all.  For example, a 
“Serious” federal nonattainment district would need greater emission reductions than a 
district already in attainment – and, therefore, the more “serious” district would set its 
criteria pollutant CEQA thresholds of significance much lower than the air district 
already in attainment. 
 
The action of GHGs is global in nature, rather than local or regional (or even statewide or 
national).  Ultimately there may be a program that is global, or at least national in scope.  
That said, actions taken by a state, region, or local government can contribute to the 
solution of the global problem.  Local governments are not barred from developing and 
implementing programs to address GHGs.  In the context of California and CEQA, lead 
agencies have the primary responsibility and authority to determine the significance of a 
project’s impacts. 
 
Further, air districts have primary authority under state law for "control of air pollution 
from all sources, other than emissions from motor vehicles." (H&SC §40000)  The term 
air contaminant or "air pollutant" is defined extremely broadly, to mean "any discharge, 
release, or other propagation into the atmosphere" and includes, but is not limited to, 
soot, carbon, fumes, gases, particulate matter, etc. Greenhouse gases and other global 
warming pollutants such as black carbon would certainly be included in this definition, 
just as the U.S. Supreme Court held in Massachusetts v. EPA that greenhouse gases were 
air pollutants under the federal Clean Air Act. Therefore, air districts have the primary 
authority to regulate global warming pollutants from nonvehicular sources.  AB 32 does 
not change this result. Although it gives wide responsibility to CARB to regulate 
greenhouse gases from all sources, including  nonvehicular sources, it does not preempt 
the districts. AB 32 specifically states That "nothing in this division shall limit or expand 
the existing authority of any district..."(H&SC § 38594). Thus, districts and CARB retain 
concurrent authority over nonvehicular source greenhouse gas emissions. 



 
Chapter 5: CEQA with No GHG Thresholds 
 

23 

CEQA
and

Climate Change

Chapter 5 
 

  CEQA with 
  No GHG  
  Thresholds 

Introduction 
 
The CEQA statutes do not require an air district or any lead agency to establish 
significance thresholds under CEQA for any pollutant.  While there are 
considerations that support the establishment of thresholds (which are discussed in 
other sections of this document), there is no obligation to do so. 
 
An air district or other lead agency may elect not to establish significance thresholds for a 
number of reasons.  The agency may believe that the global nature of the climate change 
problem necessitates a statewide or national framework for consideration of 
environmental impacts.  SB 97 directs OPR to develop “guidelines for the mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions by July 1, 2009,” 
and directs the California Resources Agency to certify and adopt the guidelines by June 
30, 2010. 
 

An agency may also believe there is insufficient 
information to support selecting one specific threshold 
over another.  As described earlier, air districts have 
historically set CEQA thresholds for air pollutants in the 
context of the local clean air plan, or (in the case of toxic 
air pollutants) within the framework of a rule or policy that 
manages risks and exposures due to toxic pollutants.  
There is no current framework that would similarly 

manage impacts of greenhouse gas pollutants, although the CARB is directed to establish 
one by June 30, 2009, pursuant to AB 32.  A local agency may decide to defer any 
consideration of thresholds until this framework is in place. 
 
Finally, an agency may believe that the significance of a given project should be assessed 
on a case-by-case basis in the context of the project at the time it comes forward. 
 
Implementing CEQA Without Significance Thresholds for GHG 
 
The absence of a threshold does not in any way relieve agencies of their obligations to 
address GHG emissions from projects under CEQA.  The implications of not having a 
threshold are different depending on the role the agency has under CEQA – whether it is 
acting in an advisory capacity, as a responsible agency, or as a lead agency. 
 
Implications of No Thresholds for an Agency Acting in an Advisory Capacity 
 
Air districts typically act in an advisory capacity to local governments in establishing the 
framework for environmental review of air pollution impacts under CEQA.  This may 
include recommendations regarding significance thresholds, analytical tools to assess 
emissions and impacts, and mitigations for potentially significant impacts.  Although 
districts will also address some of these issues on a project-specific basis as responsible 
agencies, they may provide general guidance to local governments on these issues that 

 



 

 
 

24 

CEQA 
and 

Climate Change 

are program wide, and these are advisory (unless they have been established by 
regulation). 
 
An air district that has not established significance thresholds for GHG will not provide 
guidance to local governments on this issue.  This does not prevent the local government 
from establishing thresholds under its own authority.  One possible result of this would 
be the establishment of different thresholds by cities and counties within the air district.  
Alternatively, the air district could advise local governments not to set thresholds and 
those jurisdictions may follow the air district’s guidance. 
 
It is important to note here (as has been clearly stated by the Attorney General in 
comments and filings) that lack of a threshold does not mean lack of significance.  An 
agency may argue lack of significance for any project, but that argument would have to 
be carried forth on a case-by-case, project specific basis.  By extension then, a decision 
not to establish thresholds for GHG is likely to result in a greater workload for 
responsible and lead agencies as they consider individual projects under CEQA. 
 
Implications of No Thresholds for a Responsible Agency 
 
If there are no established thresholds of significance, the significance of each project will 
have to be determined during the course of review.  The responsible agency (e.g., the air 
district) will review each project referred by the lead agency.  The review may be 
qualitative or quantitative in nature.  A qualitative review would discuss the nature of 
GHG emissions expected and their potential effect on climate change as the district 
understands it.  It could also include a discussion of the relative merits of alternative 
scenarios.  A quantitative analysis would evaluate, to the extent possible, the expected 
GHG emissions; it would also need to evaluate their potential effect on climate change 
and might include corresponding analysis of alternatives.  The air district, as a 
responsible agency, may also identify mitigation measures for the project.   
 
The lack of established thresholds will make the determination of 
significance more resource intensive for each project.  The district 
may defer to the lead agency to make this determination, however 
the district may be obligated, as a responsible agency, to evaluate 
the analysis and determination. 
 
Implications of No Thresholds for a Lead Agency 
 
The main impact of not having significance thresholds will be on the primary evaluation 
of projects by the lead agency.  Without significance thresholds, the agency will have to 
conduct some level of analysis of every project to determine whether an environmental 
impact report is needed.  There are three fundamental approaches to the case-by-case 
analysis of significance, including presumptions of significance or insignificance, or no 
presumption: 
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1. The agency can begin with a presumption of significance and the analysis 
would be used to support a case-specific finding of no significance.  This is 
similar to establishing a threshold of zero, except that here, the “threshold” is 
rebuttable.  This approach may result in a large number of projects proceeding 
to preparation of an environmental impact report.  Because of the attendant 
costs, project proponents may challenge the determination of significance, 
although formal challenge is less likely than attempts to influence the 
determination. 

 
2. The agency can begin with a presumption of insignificance, and the analysis 

would be used to support a case-specific finding of significance.  A presumption 
of insignificance could be based on the perspective that it would be speculative to 
attempt to identify the significance of GHG emissions from a project relative to 
climate change on a global 
scale.  This approach 
might reduce the number 
of projects proceeding to 
preparation of 
environmental impact 
reports.  It is likely to have 
greater success with 
smaller projects than larger 
ones, and a presumption of 
insignificance may be 
more likely to be 
challenged by project 
opponents. 

 
3. It is not necessary for the 

lead agency to have any 
presumption either way.  
The agency could 
approach each project from 
a tabula rasa perspective, 
and have the determination 
of significance more 
broadly tied to the specific 
context of the project; this approach is likely to be resource intensive, and creates 
the greatest uncertainty for project proponents.  To the extent that it results in a 
lead agency approving similar projects based on different determinations of 
significance for GHG emissions, it may be more vulnerable to challenge from 
either proponents or opponents of the project.  Alternatively, in the absence of 
either thresholds or presumptions, the lead agency could use each determination 
of significance to build its approach in the same way that subsequent judgments 
define the law. 
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Relevant Citations 
 
The full text of relevant citations is in Appendix A. 
 
Public Resources Code – §21082.2, Significant Effect on Environment; Determination; 
Environmental Impact Report Preparation. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines – §15064, Determining the Significance of the Environmental 
Effects Caused by a Project. 
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Introduction 
 
If an air district or lead agency determines that any degree of project-related increase 
in GHG emissions would contribute considerably to climate change and therefore 
would be a significant impact, it could adopt a zero-emission threshold to identify 
projects that would need to reduce their emissions.  A lead agency may determine that a 
zero-emission threshold is justified even if other experts may disagree.  A lead agency is 
not prevented from adopting any significance threshold it sees as appropriate, as long as 
it is based on substantial evidence. 
 
If the zero threshold option is chosen, all 
projects subject to CEQA would be required 
to quantify and mitigate their GHG emissions, 
regardless of the size of the project or the 
availability of GHG reduction measures 
available to reduce the project’s emissions.  
Projects that could not meet the zero-emission 
threshold would be required to prepare 
environmental impact reports to disclose the 
unmitigable significant impact, and develop 
the justification for a statement of overriding 
consideration to be adopted by the lead 
agency. 
 
Implementing CEQA With a Zero Threshold for GHG 
 
The scientific community overwhelmingly agrees that the earth’s climate is becoming 
warmer, and that human activity is playing a role in climate change.  Unlike other 
environmental impacts, climate change is a global phenomenon in that all GHG 
emissions generated throughout the earth contribute to it.  Consequently, both large and 
small GHG generators cause the impact.  While it may be true that many GHG sources 
are individually too small to make any noticeable difference to climate change, it is also 
true that the countless small sources around the globe combine to produce a very 
substantial portion of total GHG emissions. 
 
A zero threshold approach is based on a belief that, 1) all GHG emissions contribute to 
global climate change and could be considered significant, and 2) not controlling 
emissions from smaller sources would be neglecting a major portion of the GHG 
inventory. 
 
CEQA explicitly gives lead agencies the authority to choose thresholds of significance.  
CEQA defers to lead agency discretion when choosing thresholds.  Consequently, a zero-
emission threshold has merits. 
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The CEQA review process for evaluating a project’s impact on global climate change 
under the zero threshold option would involve several components.  Air quality sections 
would be written by lead agencies to include discussions on climate change in CEQA 
documents, GHG emissions would be calculated, and a determination of significance 
would be made.  The local air districts would review and comment on the climate change 
discussions in environmental documents.  Lead agencies may then revise final EIRs to 
accommodate air district comments.  More than likely, mitigation measures will be 
specified for the project, and a mitigation monitoring program will need to be put in place 
to ensure that these measures are being implemented. 
 
Since CEQA requires mitigation to a less than significant level, it is conceivable that 
many projects subjected to a zero threshold could only be deemed less than significant 
with offsite reductions or the opportunity to purchase greenhouse gas emission reduction 
credits.  GHG emission reduction credits are becoming more readily available however 
the quality of the credits varies considerably.  High quality credits are generated by 
actions or projects that have clearly demonstrated emission reductions that are real, 
permanent, verifiable, enforceable, and not otherwise required by law or regulation.  
When the pre- or post-project emissions are not well quantified or cannot be 
independently confirmed, they are considered to be of lesser quality.  Similarly, if the 
reductions are temporary in nature, they are also considered to be poor quality.  Adoption 
of a zero threshold should consider the near-term availability and the quality of potential 
offsets. 
 
There are also environmental justice concerns about the effects of 
using offsite mitigations or emission reduction credits to offset, or 
mitigate, the impacts of a new project.  Although GHGs are 
global pollutants, some of them are emitted with co-pollutants 
that have significant near-source or regional impacts.  Any time 
that increases in emissions at a specific site will be mitigated at a 
remote location or using emission reduction credits, the agency 
evaluating the project should ensure that it does not create 
disproportionate impacts. 
 
Administrative Considerations 
 
If electing to pursue a zero threshold, an air district or lead agency should consider the 
administrative costs and the environmental review system capacity.  Some projects that 
previously would have qualified for an exemption could require further substantial 
analysis, including preparation of a Negative Declaration (ND), a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) or an EIR.  Moreover, the trade-offs between the volume of projects 
requiring review and the quality of consideration given to reviews should be considered.  
It may also be useful to consider whether meaningful mitigation can be achieved from 
smaller projects. 
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Consideration of Exemptions from CEQA 
 
A practical concern about identifying GHG emissions as a broad cumulative impact is 
whether the zero threshold option will preclude a lead agency from approving a large 
set of otherwise qualified projects utilizing a Categorical Exemption, ND, or MND.  
The results could be a substantial increase in the number of EIR’s.  This is a valid and 
challenging concern, particularly for any threshold approach that is based on a zero 
threshold for net GHG emission increases. 
 
CEQA has specified exceptions to the use of a categorical exception.  Specifically, 
CEQA Guidelines §15300.2 includes the following exceptions: 
 
“(b) Cumulative Impact.  All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is 
significant.”  
 
(c) Significant Effect.  A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances.”     
 
These CEQA Guidelines sections could be argued to mean that any net increase in GHG 
emissions would preclude the use of a categorical exemption.  However, as described 
below, if the following can be shown, then the exceptions above could be argued not to 
apply: 
 
(1) Cumulative local, regional and/or state GHG emissions are being reduced or will be 
reduced by adopted, funded, and feasible measures in order to meet broader state targets. 
 
(2) Mandatory state or local GHG reduction measures would apply to the project’s 
emissions such that broader GHG reduction goals would still be met and the project 
contributions would not be cumulatively considerable. 
 
(3) Project GHG emissions are below an adopted significance threshold designed to take 
into account the cumulative nature of GHG emissions. 
 
A similar argument could be made relative to the use of a ND (provided no additional 
mitigation (beyond existing mandates) is required to control GHG emissions) and to the 
use of a MND instead of an EIR.  However, due to the “fair argument” standard, which is 
discussed in Chapter 3, caution is recommended in use of a ND or MND unless all three 
elements above can be fully supported through substantial evidence and there is no 
substantial evidence to the contrary.  Establishing a significance threshold of zero is 
likely to preclude the use of a categorical exemption. 
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Relevant Citations 
 
The full text of relevant citations is in Appendix A. 
 
Public Resources Code – §21004, Mitigating or Avoiding a Significant Effect; Powers of 
Public Agency. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines – §15064, Determining the Significance of the Environmental 
Effects Caused by a Project. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines – §15130, Discussion of Cumulative Impacts. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines – §15064.7, Thresholds of Significance. 
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Introduction 
 
A non-zero threshold could minimize the resources spent reviewing environmental 
analyses that do not result in real GHG reductions or to prevent the environmental 
review system from being overwhelmed.  The practical advantages of considering 
non-zero thresholds for GHG significance determinations can fit into the concept 
regarding whether the project’s GHG emissions represent a “considerable contribution to 
the cumulative impact” and therefore warrant analysis. 
 
Specifying a non-zero threshold could be construed as setting a de minimis value for a 
cumulative impact.  In effect, this would be indicating that there are certain GHG 
emission sources that are so small that they would not contribute substantially to the 
global GHG budget.  This could be interpreted as allowing public agencies to approve 
certain projects without requiring any mitigation of their GHG.  Any threshold 
framework should include a proper context to address the de minimis issue.  However, the 
CEQA Guidelines recognize that there may be a point where a project’s contribution, 
although above zero, would not be a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact 
and, therefore, not trigger the need for a significance determination. 
 
GHG emissions from all sources are under the purview of CARB and as such may 
eventually be “regulated” no matter how small.  Virtually all projects will result in some 
direct or indirect release of GHG.  However, a decision by CARB to regulate a class of 
sources does not necessarily mean that an individual source in that class would constitute 
a project with significant GHG impacts under CEQA.  For example, CARB has 
established criteria pollutant emission standards for automobiles, but the purchase and 
use of a single new car is not considered a project with significant impacts under CEQA.  
At the same time, it is important to note that it is likely that all meaningful sources of 
emissions, no matter how small are likely to be considered for regulation under AB 32.  It 
is expected that projects will have to achieve some level of GHG reduction to comply 
with CARB’s regulations meant to implement AB 32.  As such all projects will have to 
play a part in reducing our GHG emissions budget and no project, however small, is truly 
being considered de minimis under CARB’s regulations. 
 
This chapter evaluates a range of conceptual approaches toward developing GHG 
significance criteria.  The air districts retained the services of J&S an environmental 
consulting, firm to assist with the development of a Statute and Executive Order-based 
threshold (Approach 1) and a tiered threshold (Approach 2) based on a prescribed list of 
tasks and deliverables.  Time and financial constraints limited the scope and depth of this 
analysis, however, the work presented here may be useful in developing interim guidance 
while AB 32 is being implemented.  J&S recognized that approaches other than those 
described here could be used. 
 
As directed, J&S explored some overarching issues, such as: 
 

• what constitutes “new” emissions? 
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• how should “baseline emissions” be established? 
 
• what is cumulatively “considerable” under CEQA? 
 
• what is “business as usual” ? and  
 
• should an analysis include “life-cycle” emissions?   
 

 
The answers to these issues were key to evaluating each of the threshold concepts. 
 
 
Approach 1 – Statute and Executive Order Approach 
 
Thresholds could be grounded in existing mandates and their associated GHG emission 
reduction targets.  A project would be required to meet the targets, or reduce GHG 
emissions to the targets, to be considered less than significant. 
 
AB 32 and S-3-05 target the reduction of statewide emissions.  It should be made clear 
that AB 32 and S-3-05 do not specify that the emissions reductions should be achieved 
through uniform reduction by geographic location or by emission source characteristics.  
For example, it is conceivable, although unlikely, that AB 32 goals could be achieved by 
new regulations that only apply to urban areas or that only apply to the transportation 
and/or energy sector.  However, this approach to evaluating GHG under CEQA is based 
on the presumption that a new project must at least be consistent with AB 32 GHG 
emission reduction mandates. 
 
The goal of AB 32 and S-3-05 is the significant reduction of future GHG emissions in a 
state that is expected to rapidly grow in both population and economic output.  As such, 
there will have to be a significant reduction in the per capita GHG output for these goals 
to be met.  CEQA is generally used to slow or zero the impact of new emissions, leaving 
the reduction of existing emission sources to be addressed by other regulatory means.  
With these concepts in mind, four options were identified for statute/executive order-
based GHG significance thresholds and are described below. 
 
Threshold 1.1:  AB 32/S-3-05 Derived Uniform Percentage-Based Reduction.  AB 32 
requires the state to reduce California-wide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  
Reducing greenhouse gas emission levels from 2020 to 1990 levels could require a 28 to 
33 percent reduction of business-as-usual GHG emissions depending on the methodology 
used to determine the future emission inventories.  The exact percent reduction may 
change slightly once CARB finalizes its 1990 and 2020 inventory estimates.  In this 
context, business-as-usual means the emissions that would have occurred in the absence 
of the mandated reductions.  The details of the business-as-usual scenario are established 
by CARB in the assumptions it uses to project what the state’s GHG emissions would 
have been in 2020, and the difference between that level and the level that existed in 
1990 constitutes the reductions that must be achieved if the mandated goals are to be met. 
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 1.1: AB32/S-3-05 
Derived Uniform 
Percentage-Based 
Reduction 

This threshold approach would require a project to meet a percent reduction target 
based on the average reductions needed from the business-as-usual emission from all 
GHG sources.  Using the 2020 target, this approach would require all discretionary 
projects to achieve a 33 percent reduction from projected business-as-usual emissions 
in order to be considered less than significant.  A more restrictive approach would 
use the 2050 targets.  S-3-05 seeks to reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 
1990 levels by 2050.  To reach the 2050 milestone would require an estimated 90 
percent reduction (effective immediately) of business-as-usual emissions.  Using this 
goal as the basis for a significance threshold may be more appropriate to address the 
long-term adverse impacts associated with global climate change.  Note that AB 32 and 
S-3-05 set emission inventory goals at milestone years; it is unclear how California will 
progress to these goals in non-milestone years. 

 
Threshold 1.2:  Uniform Percentage-Based (e.g.50%) Reduction for New Development.  
This threshold is based on a presumption that new development should contribute a 
greater percent reduction from business-as-usual because greater reductions can be 
achieved at lower cost from new projects than can be achieved from existing sources.  
This approach would establish that new development emit 50 percent less GHG 
emissions than business-as-usual development.  This reduction rate is greater than the 
recommended reduction rate for meeting the Threshold 1.1 2020 target (33 percent) but is 
significantly less restrictive than the Threshold 1.1 2050 target reduction rate (90 
percent).  If a 50 percent GHG reduction were achieved from new development, existing 
emissions would have to be reduced by 25 to 30 percent in order to meet the 2020 
emissions goal depending on the year used to determine the baseline inventory.  Although 
this reduction goal is reasonable for achieving the 2020 goal, it would not be possible to 

 
SOURCE: ARB 2007 
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reach the 2050 emissions target with this approach even if existing emissions were 100 
percent controlled. 
 
Threshold 1.3:  Uniform Percentage-Based Reduction by Economic Sector.  This 
threshold would use a discrete GHG reduction goal specific to the economic sector 
associated with the project.  There would be specific reduction goals for each economic 
sector, such as residential, commercial, and industrial development.  Specifying different 
reduction thresholds for each market sector allows selection of the best regulatory goal 
for each sector taking into account available control technology and costs.  This approach 
would avoid over-regulating projects (i.e. requiring emissions to be controlled in excess 
of existing technology) or under-regulating projects (i.e. discouraging the use of available 
technology to control emissions in excess of regulations).  This approach requires 
extensive information on the emission inventories and best available control technology 
for each economic sector.  This data will be compiled as CARB develops its scoping plan 
under AB 32 and its implementing regulations; as a result, this approach will be more 
viable in the long term. 
 
Threshold 1.4:  Uniform 
Percentage-Based Reduction by 
Region.  AB 32 and S-3-05 are 
written such that they apply to a 
geographic region (i.e. the entire 
state of California) rather than on 
a project or sector level.  One 
could specify regions of the state 
such as the South Coast Air 
Basin, Sacramento Valley, or 
Bay Area which are required to 
plan (plans could be developed 
by regional governments, such as 
councils of governments) and 
demonstrate compliance with 
AB 32 and S-3-05 reduction 
goals at a regional level.  To 
demonstrate that a project has 
less than significant emissions, 
one would have to show 
compliance with the appropriate 
regional GHG plan.  Effectively 
this approach allows for analysis 
of GHG emissions at a landscape 
scale smaller than the state as a 
whole.  Specifying regions in rough correlation to existing air basins or jurisdictional 
control allows for regional control of emissions and integration with regional emission 
reduction strategies for criteria and toxic air pollutants.  Although differing GHG 
reduction controls for each region are possible, it is likely that all regions would be
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required to achieve 1990 emission inventories by the year 2020 and 80 percent less 
emissions by 2050.  Threshold 1.4 is considered viable long-term significance criteria 
that is unlikely to be used in the short term. 
 
Implementing CEQA Thresholds Based on Emission Reduction Targets 
 
Characterizing Baseline and Project Emissions 
 
While the population and economy of California is expanding, all new projects can be 
considered to contribute new emissions.  Furthermore, GHG impacts are exclusively 
cumulative impacts; there are no non-cumulative GHG emission impacts from a climate 
change perspective.  “Business-as-usual” is the projection of GHG emissions at a future 
date based on current technologies and regulatory requirements in absence of other 
reductions.  For example to determine the future emissions from a power plant for 
“business-as-usual” one would multiply the projected energy throughput by the current 
emission factor for that throughput.  If adopted regulations (such as those that may be 

promulgated by CARB 
for AB 32) dictate that 
power plant emissions 
must be reduced at some 
time in the future, it is 
appropriate to consider 
these regulation 
standards as the new 
business-as-usual for a 
future date.  In effect, 
business-as-usual will 
continue to evolve as 
regulations manifest.  
Note that “business-as-
usual” defines the CEQA 
No Project conditions, 
but does not necessarily 
form the baseline under 

CEQA.  For instance, it is common to subtract the future traffic with and without a 
project to determine the future cumulative contribution of a project on traffic conditions.  
However, existing conditions at the time of issuance of the notice of preparation is 
normally the baseline.   
 
Establishing Emission Reduction Targets 
 
One of the obvious drawbacks to using a uniform percent reduction approach to GHG 
control is that it is difficult to allow for changes in the 1990 and future emission 
inventories estimates.  To determine what emission reductions are required for new 
projects one would have to know accurately the 1990 budget and efficacy of other GHG 
promulgated regulations as a function of time.  Since CARB will not outline its 

 
SOURCE: ARB 2007 



 

 
 

36 

CEQA 
and 

Climate Change 

regulation strategy for several more years, it is difficult to determine accurately what the 
new project reductions should be in the short term.  Future updates to the 1990 inventory 
could necessitate changes in thresholds that are based on that inventory.  It is important to 
note that it is difficult to create near term guidance for a uniform reduction threshold 
strategy since it would require considerable speculation regarding the implementation and 
effectiveness of forthcoming CARB regulations. 
 
Of greater importance are the assumptions used to make the projected 2020 emission 
inventories.  Projecting future inventories over the next 15-50 years involves substantial 
uncertainty.  Furthermore, there are likely to be federal climate change regulations and 
possibly additional international GHG emission treaties in the near future.  To avoid such 
speculation, this paper defines all future emission inventories as hypothetical business-as-
usual projections. 
 
This white paper is intended to support local decisions about CEQA and GHG in the near 
term.  During this period, it is unlikely that a threshold based on emission reduction 
targets would need to be changed.  However, it is possible that future inventory updates 
will show that targets developed on the current inventory were not stringent enough, or 
were more stringent than was actually needed. 
 
Approach 2 – Tiered Approach 
 
The goal of a tiered threshold is to maximize reduction predictability while minimizing 
administrative burden and costs.  This would be accomplished by prescribing feasible 
mitigation measures based on project size and type, and reserving the detailed review of 
an EIR for those projects of greater size and complexity.  This approach may require 
inclusion in a General Plan, or adoption of specific rules or ordinances in order to fully 
and effectively implement it. 
 
A tiered CEQA significance threshold could establish different levels at which to 
determine if a project would have a significant impact.  The tiers could be established 
based on the gross GHG emission estimates for a project or could be based on the 
physical size and characteristics of the project.  This approach would then prescribe a set 
of GHG mitigation strategies that would have to be incorporated into the project in order 
for the project to be considered less than significant. 
 
The framework for a tiered threshold would include the following: 
 

• disclosure of GHG emissions for all projects;  
 
• support for city/county/regional GHG emissions reduction planning;  
 
• creation and use of a “green list” to promote the construction of projects that have 

desirable GHG emission characteristics; 
 
• a list of mitigation measures; 
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• a decision tree approach to tiering; and 
 
• quantitative or qualitative thresholds. 

 
Decision-Tree Approach to Tiering 
 
CEQA guidance that allows multiple methodologies to demonstrate GHG significance 
will facilitate the determination of significance for a broad range of projects/plans that 
would otherwise be difficult to address with a single non-compound methodology.  Even 
though there could be multiple ways that a project can determine GHG significance using 
a decision-tree approach, only one methodology need be included in any single CEQA 
document prepared by the applicant.  The presence of multiple methodologies to 
determine significance is designed to promote flexibility rather than create additional 
analysis overhead.  Figure 1 shows a conceptual approach to significance determination 
using a tiered approach that shows the multiple routes to significance determination. 
 
Figure 1 Detail Description 
 
Figure 1 pictorially represents how an agency can determine a project’s or plan’s 
significance for CEQA analysis using the non-zero threshold methodology.  The 
emissions associated with a project/plan are assumed to have a significant impact  
unless one can arrive at a less-than-significant finding by at least one of the 
methodologies below. 
 
1. Demonstrate that a General Plan (GP) or Regional Plan is in Compliance with AB32 
 

• For most GPs or RPs this will require demonstration that projected 2020 
emissions will be equal to or less than 1990 emissions. 

• GPs or RPs are expected to fully document 1990 and 2020 GHG emission 
inventories. 

• Projection of 2020 emissions is complicated by the fact that CARB is expected to 
promulgate emission reductions in the short term.  Until explicit CARB 
regulations are in place, unmitigated GP 2020 emission inventories represent 
business-as-usual scenarios. 

• EIRs for GPs or RPs which demonstrate 2020 mitigated emissions are less than or 
equal to 1990 emissions are considered less than significant. 

 
2. Demonstrate the Project is Exempt Based on SB 97 
 

• As specified in SB 97, projects that are funded under November 2006 Proposition 
1B (Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act) 
and 1C (Disaster Preparedness and Flood Prevention Bond Act) may be exempt 
from analysis until January 1, 2010. 
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• An exemption can be used in an ND, MND, or EIR to support a less than 
significant finding for GHG impacts. 

 
 
3. Demonstrate that the Project is on the ‘Green List’ 
 

• This list would include projects that are deemed a positive contribution to 
California efforts to reduce GHG emissions.  If the project is of the type described 
on the Green List it is considered less than significant. 

• If the Green List entry description requires mitigation for impacts other than 
GHG, this methodology can be used in MNDs or EIRs; if the Green List entry 
does not require mitigation this methodology can be used in NDs, MNDs, or 
EIRs. 

 
4. Demonstrate a Project’s Compliance with a General Plan 
 

• If a project is consistent with an appropriate General Plan’s Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Plan (GGRP), a project can be declared less than significant. 

• Note that at this time there are no known jurisdictions that have a GGRP that has 
been fully subject to CEQA review.  While Marin County has adopted a forward-
thinking GGRP and it is described in the most recent GP update, the associated 
EIR does not analyze the secondary environmental impacts of some of the GGRP 
measures such as tidal energy.  While one can reference GGRPs that have not 
been reviewed fully in CEQA, to attempt to show a project’s compliance with 
such a plan as evidence that the project’s GHG emission contributions are less 
than significant may not be supported by substantial evidence that cumulative 
emissions are being fully addressed in the particular jurisdiction. 

• Compliance with a CEQA-vetted GGRP can be cited as evidence for all CEQA 
documents (Categorical Exemption, ND, MND, and EIR). 

 
5. Analyze GHG Emissions and Mitigate using the Tiered Methodology 
 

• Guidance and mitigation methodology for various development projects 
(residential, commercial, industrial) are listed in the form of tiered thresholds.  If a 
project incorporates the mitigation measures specified in the tiered threshold 
tables the project is considered less than significant. 

• All project emissions are considered less than significant if they are less than the 
threshold(s). 

• If the tiered approach requires mitigation, this methodology can be used in MNDs 
or EIRs; if the tiered approach does not require mitigation this methodology can 
be used in NDs, MNDs, or EIRs. 
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The Green List 
 

• The Green List would be a list of projects and project types that are deemed a 
positive contribution to California’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions. 

• If this approach is followed, it is suggested that CARB and the Attorney General 
(AG) are consulted prior to listing a project on the Green List to ensure 
consistency with CARB AB 32 efforts and to ensure that the Green List entries 
are consistent with how the AG office interprets AB 32 and GHG CEQA 
compliance. 

• The Green List should be updated every 6 months or as major regulatory or legal 
developments unfold. 

• Projects that are on the Green List are to be considered less than significant for 
GHG emissions purposes. 

• A tentative list of potential Green List entries is presented below.  Actual Green 
List entries should be far more specific and cover a broad range of project types 
and mitigation approaches.  The list below is merely a proof-of-concept for the 
actual Green List. 

 
1. Wind farm for the generation of wind-powered electricity 
2. Extension of transit lines to currently developed but underserved communities 
3. Development of high-density infill projects with easily accessible mass transit 
4. Small hydroelectric power plants at existing facilities that generate 5 mw or 

less (as defined in Class 28 Categorical Exemption) 
5. Cogeneration plants with a capacity of 50 mw or less at existing facilities (as 

defined in Class 29 Cat Exemption) 
6. Increase in bus service or conversion to bus rapid transit service along an 

existing bus line  
7. Projects with LEED "Platinum" rating 
8. Expansion of recycling facilities within existing urban areas 
9. Recycled water projects that reduce energy consumption related to water 

supplies that services existing development 
10. Development of bicycle, pedestrian, or zero emission transportation 

infrastructure to serve existing regions 
 
There are also several options for tiering and thresholds, as shown in Table 2 below.  One 
could establish strictly numeric emissions thresholds and require mitigation to below the 
specific threshold to make a finding of less than significant.  One could establish 
narrative emissions threshold that are based on a broader context of multiple approaches 
to GHG reductions and a presumption that projects of sufficiently low GHG intensity are 
less than significant. 
 
In Concept 2A, a zero threshold would be applied to projects and thus only projects that 
result in a reduction of GHG emissions compared to baseline emissions would be less 
than significant absent mitigation.  All projects would require quantified inventories.  All 
projects that result in a net increase of GHG emissions would be required to mitigate their 
emissions to zero through direct mitigation or through fees or offsets or the impacts  
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Table 2:  Approach 2 Tiering Options 
 Concept 2A 

Zero 
Concept 2B 
Quantitative 

Concept 2C 
Qualitative 

Tier 1 Project results in a net 
reduction of GHG emissions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Less than Significant 

Project in compliance with an 
AB 32-compliant 
General/Regional Plan, on the 
Green List, or below Tier 2 
threshold. 
 
Level 1 Reductions 
(Could include such measures 
as:  bike parking, transit stops 
for planned route, Energy Star 
roofs, Energy Star appliances, 
Title 24, water use efficiency, 
etc.)   
 
Less than Significant 

Project in compliance with an 
AB 32-compliant 
General/Regional Plan, on the 
Green List, or below Tier 2 
threshold. 
 
Level 1 Reductions 
(See measures under 2B) 
 
 
Less than Significant 

Tier 2 Project results in net increase 
of GHG emissions 
 
 
Mitigation to zero 
(including offsets) 
 
 
Mitigated to Less than 
Significant 

Above Tier 2 threshold  
 
Level 2 Mitigation 
(Could include such measures 
as:  Parking reduction beyond 
code, solar roofs, LEED Silver 
or Gold Certification, exceed 
Title 24 by 20%, TDM 
measures, etc.) 
 
Mitigated to Less than 
Significant 

Above Tier 2 threshold 
 
 
Level 2 Mitigation 
(See measures under 2B) 
 
 
 
Mitigated to Less than 
Significant 

Tier 3 Mitigation infeasible to reduce 
emissions to zero 
(e.g., cost of offsets infeasible 
for project or offsets not 
available) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Significant and Unavoidable 

Above Tier 2 threshold With 
Level 1, 2 Mitigation 
 
Level 3 Mitigation: 
(Could include such measures 
as:  On-site renewable energy 
systems, LEED Platinum 
certification, Exceed Title 24 
by 40%, required recycled 
water use for irrigation, zero 
waste/high recycling 
requirements, mandatory transit 
passes, offsets/carbon impact 
fees)   
 
Mitigated to Less than 
Significant 

Above Tier 3 thresholds 
 
 
 
Quantify Emissions, Level 3 
Mitigation (see measures under 
2B), and Offsets for 90% of 
remainder 
 
 
 
 
 
Significance and Unavoidable 

 
would be identified as significant and unavoidable.  This could be highly problematic and 
could eliminate the ability to use categorical exemptions and negative declarations for a 
wide range of projects. 
 
In Concepts 2B and 2C, the first tier of a tiered threshold includes projects that are within 
a jurisdiction with an adopted greenhouse gas reduction plan (GGRP) and General 
Plan/Regional Plan that is consistent with AB 32 (and in line with S-3-05), or are on the 
Green List, or are below the Tier 2 threshold.  All Tier 1 projects would be required to 
implement mandatory reductions required due to other legal authority (Level 1 
reductions) such as AB 32, Title 24, or local policies and ordinances.  With Level 1 
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reduction measures, qualifying Tier 1 projects would be considered less than significant 
without being required to demonstrate mitigation to zero. 
 
In Concept 2B, the Tier 2 threshold would be quantitative, and quantified inventories 
would be required.  Several quantitative threshold options are discussed below.  A more 
comprehensive set of Level 2 mitigation would be required.  If the project’s emissions 
still exceed the Tier 2 threshold, an even more aggressive set of Level 3 mitigation 
measures would be required including offsets (when feasible) to reduce emissions below 
the Tier 2 threshold. 
 
In Concept 2C, there would be two thresholds, a lower Tier 2 threshold (the “low bar”) 
and a higher Tier 3 threshold (the “high bar”).  The Tier 2 threshold would be the 
significance threshold for the purposes of CEQA and would be qualitative in terms of 
units (number of dwelling units, square feet of commercial space, etc.) or a per capita 
ratio.  Projects above the Tier 2 threshold would be required to implement the 
comprehensive set of Level 2 mitigation.  Projects below the Tier 2 threshold would not 
be required to quantify emissions or reductions.  The Tier 3 threshold would be a 
threshold to distinguish the larger set of projects for which quantification of emissions 
would be required.  Level 3 mitigation would be required and the project would be 
required to purchase offsets (when feasible) in the amount of 90 percent of the net 
emissions after application of Level 1 reductions and Level 2 and 3 mitigation.  A variant 
on Concept 2C would be to require mandatory Level 3 mitigation without quantification 
and offsets. 
 
Approach 2 Threshold Options 
 
Seven threshold options were developed for this approach.  The set of options are framed 
to capture different levels of new development in the CEQA process and thus allow 
different levels of mitigation.  Options range from a zero first-tier threshold (Threshold 
2.1) up to a threshold for GHG that would be equivalent to the capture level (i.e., number 
of units) of the current criteria pollutant thresholds used by some air districts (Threshold 
2.4).  The decision-based implementation approach discussed above could be used for 
any of these options.  Table 3 below compares the results of each of the approaches 
discussed here. 
 
Threshold 2.1: Zero First Tier Tiered Threshold. 
 
This option would employ the decision tree concept and set the first tier cut-point at 
zero.  The second tier cut-point could be one of the qualitative or quantitative 
thresholds discussed below.  First-tier projects would be required to implement a list 
of very feasible and readily available mitigation measures. 
 
Threshold 2.2:  Quantitative Threshold Based on Market Capture  
 
A single quantitative threshold was developed in order to ensure capture of 90 percent or 
more of likely future discretionary developments.  The objective was to set the emission 
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threshold low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future residential and non-
residential development that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide 
population and job growth, while setting the emission threshold high enough to 
exclude small development projects that will contribute a relatively small fraction of 
the cumulative statewide GHG emissions. 
 
The quantitative threshold was created by using the following steps: 
 

• Reviewing data from four diverse cities (Los Angeles in southern California and 
Pleasanton, Dublin, and Livermore in northern California) on pending 
applications for development. 

 
• Determining the unit (dwelling unit or square feet) threshold that would capture 

approximately 90 percent of the residential units or office space in the pending 
application lists.  

 
• Based on the data from the four cities, the thresholds selected were 50 residential 

units and 30,000 square feet of commercial space. 
 

• The GHG emissions associated with 50 single-family residential units and 30,000 
square feet of office were estimated and were found to be 900 metric tons and 800 
metric tons, respectively.  Given the variance on individual projects, a single 
threshold of 900 metric tons was selected for residential and office projects. 

 
• A 900 metric ton threshold was also selected for non-office commercial projects 

and industrial projects to provide equivalency for different projects in other 
economic sectors. 

 
• If this threshold is preferred, it is suggested that a more robust data set be 

examined to increase the representativeness of the selected thresholds.  At a 
minimum, a diverse set of at least 20 cities and/or counties from throughout the 
state should be examined in order to support the market capture goals of this 
threshold.  Further, an investigation of market capture may need to be conducted 
for different commercial project types and for industrial projects in order to 
examine whether multiple quantitative emissions thresholds or different 
thresholds should be developed. 

 
The 900-ton threshold corresponds to 50 residential units, which corresponds to the 84th 
percentile of projects in the City of Los Angeles, the 79th percentile in the City of 
Pleasanton, the 50th percentile in the City of Livermore and the 4th percentile in the City 
of Dublin.  This is suggestive that the GHG reduction burden will fall on larger projects 
that will be a relatively small portion of overall projects within more developed central 
cities (Los Angeles) and suburban areas of slow growth (Pleasanton) but would be the 
higher portion of projects within moderately (Livermore) or more rapidly developing 
areas (Dublin).  These conclusions are suggestive but not conclusive due to the small 
sample size.  The proposed threshold would exclude the smallest proposed developments 
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from potentially burdensome requirements to quantify and mitigate GHG emissions 
under CEQA.  While this would exclude perhaps 10 percent of new residential 
development, the capture of 90 percent of new residential development would establish a 
strong basis for demonstrating that cumulative reductions are being achieved across the 
state.  It can certainly serve as an interim measure and could be revised if subsequent 
regulatory action by CARB shows that a different level or different approach altogether is 
called for. 
 
The 900-ton threshold would correspond to office projects of approximately 35,000 
square feet, retail projects of approximately 11,000 square feet, or supermarket space of 
approximately 6,300 square feet.  35,000 square feet would correspond to the 46th 
percentile of commercial projects in the City of Los Angeles, the 54th percentile in the 
City of Livermore, and the 35th percentile in the City of Dublin.  However, the 
commercial data was not separated into office, retail, supermarket or other types, and thus 
the amount of capture for different commercial project types is not known.  The proposed 
threshold would exclude smaller offices, small retail (like auto-parts stores), and small 
supermarkets (like convenience stores) from potentially burdensome requirements to 
quantify and mitigate GHG emissions under CEQA but would include many medium-
scale retail and supermarket projects. 
 
The industrial sector is less amenable to a unit-based approach given the diversity of 
projects within this sector.  One option would be to adopt a quantitative GHG emissions 
threshold (900 tons) for industrial projects equivalent to that for the 
residential/commercial thresholds described above.  Industrial emissions can result from 
both stationary and mobile sources.  CARB estimates that their suggested reporting 
threshold for stationary sources of 25,000 metric tons accounts for more than 90 percent 
of the industrial sector GHG emissions (see Threshold 2.3 for 25,000 metric ton 
discussion).  If the CARB rationale holds, then a 900 metric ton threshold would likely 
capture at least 90 percent (and likely more) of new industrial and manufacturing sources.  
If this approach is advanced, we suggest further examination of industrial project data to 
determine market capture. 
 
This threshold would require the vast majority of new development emission sources to 
quantify their GHG emissions, apportion the forecast emissions to relevant source 
categories, and develop GHG mitigation measures to reduce their emissions. 
 
Threshold 2.3:  CARB Reporting Threshold 
 
CARB has recently proposed to require mandatory reporting from cement plants, oil 
refineries, hydrogen plants, electric generating facilities and electric retail providers, 
cogeneration facilities, and stationary combustion sources emitting ≥ 25,000 MT 
CO2e/yr.  AB 32 requires CARB to adopt a regulation to require the mandatory reporting 
and verification of emissions.  CARB issued a preliminary draft version of its proposed 
reporting requirements in August 2007 and estimates that it would capture 94 percent of 
the GHG emissions associated with stationary sources. 
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This threshold would use 25,000 metric tons per year of GHG as the CEQA 
significance level.  CARB proposed to use the 25,000 metric tons/year value as a 
reporting threshold, not as a CEQA significance threshold that would be used to 
define mitigation requirements.  CARB is proposing the reporting threshold to begin 
to compile a statewide emission inventory, applicable only for a limited category of 
sources (large industrial facilities using fossil fuel combustion).   
 
A 25,000 metric ton significance threshold would correspond to the GHG emissions 
of approximately 1,400 residential units, 1 million square feet of office space, 300,000 
square feet of retail, and 175,000 square feet of supermarket space.  This threshold would 
capture far less than half of new residential or commercial development. 
 
As noted above, CARB estimates the industrial-based criteria would account for greater 
than 90 percent of GHG emissions emanating from stationary sources.  However, 
industrial and manufacturing projects can also include substantial GHG emissions from 
mobile sources that are associated with the transportation of materials and delivery of 
products.  When all transportation-related emissions are included, it is unknown what 
portion of new industrial or manufacturing projects a 25,000-ton threshold would actually 
capture. 
 
An alternative would be to use a potential threshold of 10,000 metric tons considered by 
the Market Advisory Committee for inclusion in a Greenhouse Gas Cap and Trade 
System in California.  A 10,000 metric ton significance threshold would correspond to 
the GHG emissions of approximately 550 residential units, 400,000 square feet of office 
space, 120,000 square feet of retail, and 70,000 square feet of supermarket space.  This 
threshold would capture roughly half of new residential or commercial development. 
 
Threshold 2.4:  Regulated Emissions Inventory Capture 
 
Most California air districts have developed CEQA significance thresholds for NOx and 
ROG emissions to try to reduce emissions of ozone precursors from proposed sources 
that are not subject to NSR pre-construction air quality permitting.  The historical 
management of ozone nonattainment issues in urbanized air districts is somewhat 
analogous to today’s concerns with greenhouse gas emissions in that regional ozone 
concentrations are a cumulative air quality problem caused by relatively small amounts of 
NOx and ROG emissions from thousands of individual sources, none of which emits 
enough by themselves to cause elevated ozone concentrations.  Those same conditions 
apply to global climate change where the environmental problem is caused by emissions 
from a countless number of individual sources, none of which is large enough by itself to 
cause the problem.  Because establishment of NOx/ROG emissions CEQA significance 
thresholds has been a well-tested mechanism to ensure that individual projects address 
cumulative impacts and to force individual projects to reduce emissions under CEQA, 
this threshold presumes the analogy of NOx/ROG emission thresholds could be used to 
develop similar GHG thresholds.  
 



 

 
 

46 

CEQA 
and 

Climate Change 

The steps to develop a GHG emission threshold based on the NOx/ROG analogy were as 
follows: 
 

• For each agency, define its NOx/ROG CEQA thresholds. 
 

• For each agency, define the regional NOx/ROG emission inventory the agency is 
trying to regulate with its NOx/ROG thresholds. 

 
• For each agency, calculate the percentage of the total emission inventory for NOx 

represented by that agency’s CEQA emission threshold.  That value represents the 
“minimum percentage of regulated inventory” for NOx. 

 
• The current (2004) California-wide GHG emission inventory is 499 million 

metric tons per year of CO2 equivalent (MMT CO2e).  Apply the typical 
“minimum percentage of regulated inventory” value to the statewide GHG 
inventory, to develop a range of analogous GHG CEQA thresholds.  

 
The preceding methodology was applied to two different air quality districts: the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), a mostly-urbanized agency within 
which most emissions are generated from urban areas; and the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD), which oversees emissions emanating in part from 
rural areas that are generated at dispersed agricultural sources and area sources.  For 
example, in the Bay Area the NOx threshold is 15 tons/year.  The total NOx inventory for 
2006 was 192,000 tons/year (525 tons/day).  The threshold represents 0.008 percent of 
the total NOx inventory.  Applying that ratio to the total statewide GHG emissions 
inventory of 499 MMT CO2e (2004) yields an equivalent GHG threshold of 39,000 MMT 
CO2e. 
 
The range of analogous CEQA GHG thresholds derived from those two agencies is 
tightly clustered, ranging from 39,000 to 46,000 tons/year.  A 39,000 to 46,000 metric ton 
threshold would correspond to the GHG emissions of approximately 2,200 to 2,600 
residential units, 1.5 to 1.8 million square feet of office space, 470,000 to 560,000 square 
feet of retail, and 275,000 to 320,000 square feet of supermarket space.  This threshold 
would capture far less than half of new residential or commercial development.  
Similarly, this threshold would capture less of new industrial/manufacturing GHG 
emissions inventory than Thresholds 2.2 or 2.3. 
 
Threshold 2.5:  Unit-Based Thresholds Based on Market Capture 
 
Unit thresholds were developed for residential and commercial developments in order to 
capture approximately 90 percent of future development.  The objective was to set the 
unit thresholds low enough to capture a substantial fraction of future housing and 
commercial developments that will be constructed to accommodate future statewide 
population and job growth, while setting the unit thresholds high enough to exclude small 
development projects that will contribute a relatively small fraction of the cumulative 
statewide GHG emissions.  Sector-based thresholds were created by using the same steps 
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and data used to create Threshold 2.2- Quantitative Threshold Based on Market 
Capture above. 
 
The distribution of pending application data suggests that the GHG reduction burden 
will fall on larger projects that will be a relatively small portion of overall projects 
within more developed central cities and suburban areas of slow growth but would be 
the higher portion of projects within moderately or rapidly developing areas.  The 
proposed threshold would exclude the smallest proposed developments from 
potentially burdensome requirements to quantify and mitigate GHG emissions under 
CEQA.  While this would exclude perhaps 10 percent of new residential development, 
the capture of 90 percent of new residential development would establish a strong basis 
for demonstrating that cumulative reductions are being achieved across the state.  It can 
certainly serve as an interim measure and could be revised if subsequent regulatory action 
by CARB shows that a different level or different approach altogether is called for. 
 
A similar rationale can be applied to the development of a commercial threshold.  
Threshold 2.5 would exclude many smaller businesses from potentially burdensome 
requirements to quantify and mitigate GHG emissions under CEQA.  It should be noted 
that the GHG emissions of commercial projects vary substantially.  For example, the 
carbon dioxide emissions associated with different commercial types were estimated as 
follows: 
 

• 30,000 square-foot (SF) office = 800 metric tons/year CO2 

 

• 30,000 SF retail = 2,500 metric tons/year CO2 

 

• 30,000 SF supermarket = 4,300 metric tons/year CO2 
 
Thus, in order to assure appropriate market capture on an emissions inventory basis, it 
will be important to examine commercial project size by type, instead of in the aggregate 
(which has been done in this paper). 
 
The industrial sector is less amenable to a unit-based approach given the diversity of 
projects within this sector.  One option would be to use a quantitative threshold of 900 
tons for industrial projects in order to provide for rough equivalency between different 
sectors.  Industrial emissions can result from both stationary and mobile sources.  
However, if the CARB rationale for > 90 percent stationary source capture with a 
threshold of 25,000 metric tons holds, then a 900 metric ton threshold would likely 
capture at least 90 percent (and likely more) of new industrial sources.  Further 
examination of unit-based industrial thresholds, such as the number of employees or 
manufacturing floor space or facility size, may provide support for a unit-based threshold 
based on market capture. 
 
This threshold would require the vast majority of new development emission sources to 
quantify their GHG emissions, apportion the forecast emissions to relevant source 
categories, and develop GHG mitigation measures to reduce their emissions. 
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Threshold 2.6.  Projects of Statewide, Regional, or Areawide Significance 
 
For this threshold, a set of qualitative, tiered CEQA thresholds would be adopted based 
on the definitions of “projects with statewide, regional or areawide significance” under 
the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act, CCR Title 14, Division 6, 
Section 15206(b).   
 
Project sizes defined under this guideline include the following: 
 

• Proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
 

• Proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 
persons or encompassing more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

 
• Proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or 

encompassing more than 250,000 square feet of floor space.  
 

• Proposed hotel/motel development of more than 500 rooms. 
 

• Proposed industrial, manufacturing or processing plant or industrial park planned 
to house more than 1,000 persons, or encompassing more than 600,000 square 
feet of floor space.  

 
These thresholds would correspond to the GHG emissions of approximately 9,000 metric 
tons for residential projects, 13,000 metric tons for office projects, and 41,000 metric tons 
for retail projects.  These thresholds would capture approximately half of new residential 
development and substantially less than half of new commercial development.  It is 
unknown what portion of the new industrial or manufacturing GHG inventory would be 
captured by this approach. 
 
Threshold 2.7 Efficiency-Based Thresholds 
 
For this approach, thresholds would be based on measurements of efficiency.  For 
planning efforts, the metric could be GHG emissions per capita or per job or some 
combination thereof.  For projects, the metric could be GHG emission per housing unit or 
per square foot of commercial space.  In theory, one could also develop metrics for GHG 
emissions per dollar of gross product to measure the efficiency of the economy. 
 
This approach is attractive because it seeks to benchmark project GHG intensity against 
target levels of efficiency.  The thresholds would need to be set such that there is 
reasonably foreseeable and sufficient reductions compared to business as usual to support 
meeting AB 32 and S-3-05 goals in time (in combination with command and control 
regulations).  Because this approach would require substantial data and modeling to fully 
develop, this is a concept considered as a potential future threshold and not appropriate 
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for interim guidance in the short term.  Thus, it is not evaluated in the screening 
evaluation in the next section. 
 
 Table 3 compares the results for each of the approaches. 
 
Table 3:  Comparison of Approach 2 Tiered Threshold Options 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Threshold GHG Emission 
Threshold 
(metric tons/year) 

Future Development Captured 
by GHG Threshold 

2.1:  Zero Threshold 0 tons/year All 

2.2:  Quantitative Threshold 
Based on Market Capture 

~900 tons/year Residential development > 50  
dwelling units 
Office space > 36,000 ft2 
Retail space >11,000 ft2 
Supermarkets >6.300 ft2 
small, medium, large industrial 

2.3:  CARB GHG Mandatory 
Reporting Threshold OR 
Potential Cap and Trade Entry 
Level 

25,000 metric tons/year 
OR 
10,000 metric tons/year 

Residential development >1,400 
dwelling units OR 550 dwelling units 
Office space >1 million ft2 OR 
400,000 ft2 
Retail space >300,000 ft2  OR 120,000 
ft2 
Supermarkets >175,000 ft2  OR 70,000 
ft2 
medium/larger industrial 

2.4: Regulated Inventory 
Capture 

40,000 – 50,000 metric 
tons/year 

Residential development >2,200 to 
2,600 dwelling units 
Office space >1.5 to 1.8 million ft2 
Retail space >470,000 to 560,000 ft2 
Supermarkets >270,000 to 320,000 ft2 
medium/larger industrial 

2.5:  Unit-Based Threshold 
Based on Market Capture 

Not applicable. Residential development >50 dwelling 
units 
Commercial space >50,000 ft2 
> small, medium, large industrial 
(with GHG emissions > 900 
tonsCO2e) 

2.6: Projects of Statewide, 
Regional, or Areawide 
Significance 

Not applicable. Residential development >500 dwelling 
units 
Office space >250,000 ft2 
Retail space >500,000 ft2 
Hotels >500 units 
Industrial project >1,000 employees 
Industrial project >40 acre or 650,000 
ft2 

2.7:  Efficiency-Based 
Thresholds 

TBD tons/year/person 
TBD tons/year/unit 

Depends on the efficiency measure 
selected. 
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Implementing CEQA With Tiered Thresholds 
 
Several issues related to Approach 2 are addressed below: 
 

1. Some applications of this approach may need to be embodied in a duly approved 
General Plan, or in some other formal regulation or ordinance to be fully 
enforceable.  Because CEQA does not expressly provide that projects may be 
deemed insignificant based on implementation of a set of mitigations, this 
approach may need to be supported with specific and enforceable mechanisms 
adopted with due public process. 

2. How would this concept affect adoption of air district rules and regulations?  
Proposed air district rules and regulations may be subject to CEQA like other 
projects and plans.  Thus, if significance thresholds were adopted by an APCD or 
AQMD, then they could also apply to air district discretionary actions.  If GHG 
emissions would be increased by a rule or regulation for another regulated 
pollutant, that would be a potential issue for review under CEQA. 

 
3. Mitigation measures may not be all-inclusive; better measures now or new future 

technology would make these measures obsolete.  The mandatory mitigation 
measures could be periodically updated to reflect current technology, feasibility, 
and efficiency. 

 
4. Total reduction may not be quantified or difficult to quantify.  CEQA only 

requires the adoption of feasible mitigation and thus the reduction effectiveness of 
required mitigation should not be in question.  However, the precise reduction 
effectiveness may indeed be difficult to identify.  As described above, if a 
quantitative threshold is selected as the measure of how much mitigation is 
mandated, then best available evidence will need to be used to estimate resultant 
GHG emissions with mitigation adoption.  If a qualitative threshold is selected, 
then it may not be necessary to quantify reductions. 

 
5. Difficult to measure progress toward legislative program goals.  One could 

require reporting of project inventories to the Climate Action Registry, air district, 
or regional council of governments, or other suitable body.  Collection of such 
data would allow estimates of the GHG intensity of new development over time, 
which could be used by CARB to monitor progress toward AB 32 goals. 

 
6. Measures may have adverse impacts on other programs.  The identification of 

mandatory mitigation will need to consider secondary environmental impacts, 
including those to air quality.  

 
7. Consideration of life-cycle emissions.  In many cases, only direct and indirect 

emissions may be addressed, rather than life-cycle emissions.  A project applicant 
has traditionally been expected to only address emissions that are closely related 
and within the capacity of the project to control and/or influence.  The long chain 
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8. of economic production resulting in materials manufacture, for example, 
involves numerous parties, each of which in turn is responsible for the GHG 
emissions associated with their particular activity.  However, there are 
situations where a lead agency could reasonably determine that a larger set of 
upstream and downstream emissions should be considered because they are 
being caused by the project and feasible alternatives and mitigation measures 
may exist to lessen this impact. 

 
Approach 2 Tiered Threshold with Mandatory Mitigation  
 
As shown in Table 2, due to the cumulative nature of GHG emissions and climate change 
impacts, there could be a level of mandatory reductions and/or mitigation for all projects 
integrated into a tiered threshold approach.  In order to meet AB 32 mandates by 2020 
and S-3-05 goals, there will need to be adoption of GHG reduction measures across a 
large portion of the existing economy and new development.  As such, in an effort to 
support a determination under CEQA that a project has a less than considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative GHG emissions, mitigation could be required on a 
progressively more comprehensive basis depending on the level of emissions. 
 

• Level 1 Reductions – These reduction measures would apply to all projects and 
would only consist of AB 32 and other local/state mandates.  They would be 
applied to a project from other legal authority (not CEQA).  Level 1 reductions 
could include such measures as bike parking, transit stops for planned routes, 
Energy Star roofs, Energy Star appliances, Title 24 compliance, water use 
efficiency, and other measures.  All measures would have to be mandated by 
CARB or local regulations and ordinances.   

 
• Level 2 Mitigation – Projects that exceed the determined threshold would be 

required to first implement readily available technologies and methodologies with 
widespread availability.  Level 2 Mitigation could include such measures as:  
parking reduction below code minimum levels, solar roofs, LEED Silver or Gold 
Certification, exceed Title 24 building standards by 20 percent, Traffic Demand 
Management (TDM) measures, and other requirements. 

 
• Level 3 Mitigation - If necessary to reduce emissions to the thresholds, more 

extensive mitigation measures that represent the top tier of feasible efficiency 
design would also be required.  Level 3 Mitigation could include such measures 
as:  on-site renewable energy systems, LEED Platinum certification, exceed Title 
24 building requirements by 40 percent, required recycled water use for 
irrigation, zero waste/high recycling requirements, mandatory transit pass 
provision, and other measures.   

 
• Offset Mitigation – If, after adoption of all feasible on-site mitigation, the project 

is still found to exceed a Tier 2 quantitative threshold, or exceed a Tier 3 
qualitative threshold, or if a project cannot feasibly implement the mandatory on-
site mitigation, then purchases of offsets could be used for mitigation.  In the case 
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of a quantitative threshold, the amount of purchase would be to offset below the 
Tier 2 significance threshold.  In the case of a qualitative threshold, the amount of 
purchase could be to offset GHG emissions overall to below the lowest 
equivalent GHG emissions among the Tier 2 qualitative thresholds.  With 
Threshold 2.5, this would be approximately 900 tons of GHG emissions 
(corresponding to 50 residential units).  With Threshold 2.6, this would be 
approximately 9,000 tons (corresponding to 500 residential units).  Alternatively, 
one could require purchase of offsets in the amount of a set percentage (such as 
90% or 50% for example) of the residual GHG emissions (after other mitigation).  
As discussed earlier, any decision to include or require the use of emission 
reduction credits (or offsets) must consider issues of availability, quality, and 
environmental justice. 

 
Substantial Evidence Supporting Different Thresholds 
 
If a project can be shown by substantial evidence not to increase GHG emissions relative 
to baseline emissions, then no fair argument will be available that the project contributes 
considerably to a significant cumulative climate change impact. 
 
It is more challenging to show that a project that increases GHG emissions above 
baseline emissions does not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative climate 
change impact.  It is critical therefore, to establish an appropriate cumulative context, in 
which, although an individual project may increase GHG emissions, broader efforts will 
result in net GHG reductions.   
 
Approach 1-based thresholds that by default will require an equal level of GHG 
reductions from the existing economy (Thresholds 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4) may be less 
supportable in the short run (especially before 2012) than Approach 1.2 (which requires 
new development to be relatively more efficient than a retrofitted existing economy).  
This is because, prior to 2012, there will only be limited mandatory regulations 
implementing AB 32 that could address the existing economy in a truly systematic way 
that can be relied upon to demonstrate that overall GHG reduction goals can be achieved 
by 2020.  Approach 1.2 will still rely on substantial reductions in the existing economy 
but to a lesser degree. 
 
Approach 1-based thresholds that would spread the mitigation burden across a sector 
(Threshold 1.3) or across a region (Threshold 1.4) will allow for tradeoffs between 
projects or even between municipalities.  In order to demonstrate that a sector or a region 
is achieving net reductions overall, there would need to be feasible, funded, and 
mandatory requirements in place promoting an overall reduction scheme, in order for a 
project to result in nominal net increased GHG emissions. 
 
Approach 2-based thresholds that capture larger portions of the new development GHG 
inventory (Thresholds 2.2 and 2.5) would promote growth that results in a smaller 
increase in GHG emissions; they may therefore be more supportable than thresholds that 
do not and that have a greater reliance on reductions in the existing economy (Thresholds 
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2.3, 2.4, and 2.6), especially in the next three to five years.  With an established 
cumulative context that demonstrates overall net reductions, all threshold approaches 
could be effective in ensuring growth and development that significantly mitigates 
GHG emissions growth in a manner that will allow the CARB to achieve the 
emission reductions necessary to meet AB 32 targets.  In that respect, all of these 
thresholds are supported by substantial evidence. 
 
Evaluation of Non-Zero Threshold Options 
 
Overarching issues concerning threshold development are reviewed below.  Where 
appropriate, different features or application of the two conceptual approaches and the 
various options for thresholds under each conceptual approach described above are 
analyzed.  The screening evaluation is summarized in Tables 4 (Approach 1) and 5 
(Approach 2).  The summary tables rate each threshold for the issues discussed below 
based on the level of confidence (low, medium or high) ascribed by J&S.  The confidence 
levels  relate  to whether a threshold could achieve a particular attribute, such as emission 
reduction effectiveness.  For example, a low emission reduction effectiveness rating 
means the threshold is not expected to capture a relatively large portion of the new 
development inventory. 
  
As described above, Threshold 2.7 is not included in this evaluation because the data to 
develop an efficiency-based threshold has not been reviewed at this time and because this 
threshold is not considered feasible as an interim approach until more detailed inventory 
information is available across the California economy. 
 
What is the GHG Emissions Effectiveness of Different Thresholds? 
 
Effectiveness was evaluated in terms of whether a threshold would capture a large 
portion of the GHG emissions inventory and thus require mitigation under CEQA to 
control such emissions within the larger framework of AB 32.  In addition, effectiveness 
was also evaluated in terms of whether a threshold would require relatively more or less 
GHG emissions reductions from the existing economy verses new development.  This is 
presumptive that gains from the existing economy (through retrofits, etc.) will be more 
difficult and inefficient relative to requirements for new development. 
 
Approach 1-based thresholds that require equivalent reductions relative to business-as-
usual (Thresholds 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4) for both the existing and new economy will be less 
effective than thresholds that support lower-GHG intensity new development (Approach 
1.2).  However, since Approach 1-based thresholds do not establish a quantitative 
threshold below which projects do not have to mitigate, the market capture for new 
development is complete. 
 
Approach 2-based thresholds can be more or less effective at capturing substantial 
portions of the GHG inventory associated with new development depending on where the 
quantitative or qualitative thresholds are set.  Lower thresholds will capture a broader 
range of projects and result in greater mitigation.  Based on the review of project data for 
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the select municipalities described in the Approach 2 section above, thresholds based on 
the CARB Reporting Threshold/Cap and Trade Entry Level (Threshold 2.4) or CEQA 
definitions of “Statewide, Regional or Areawide” projects (Threshold 2.6) will result in a 
limited capture of the GHG inventory.  Lower quantitative or qualitative thresholds 
(Thresholds 2.1, 2.2 and 2.5) could result in capture of greater than 90 percent of new 
development.   
 
Are the Different Thresholds Consistent with AB 32 and S-3-05? 
 
Thresholds that require reductions compared to business-as-usual for all projects or for a 
large portion of new development would be consistent with regulatory mandates.  In 
time, the required reductions will need to be adjusted from 2020 (AB 32) to 2050 (S-3-
05) horizons, but conceptually broad identification of significance for projects would be 
consistent with both of these mandates.  Thresholds that exclude a substantial portion of 
new development would likely not be consistent, unless it could be shown that other 
more effective means of GHG reductions have already been, or will be adopted, within a 
defined timeframe. 
 
All Approach 1-based thresholds would be consistent with AB 32 and S-3-05 if it can be 
demonstrated that other regulations and programs are effective in achieving the necessary 
GHG reduction from the existing economy to meet the overall state goals. 
 
Approach 2-based thresholds that include substantive parts of the new development GHG 
inventory (Thresholds 2.1, 2.2 and 2.5) will be more consistent with AB 32 and S-3-05 
than those that do not (Thresholds 2.3, 2.4, and 2.6) unless it can be demonstrated that 
other regulations and programs are effective in achieving the necessary GHG reduction 
from the existing economy to meet the overall state goals. 
 
What are the Uncertainties Associated with Different Thresholds? 
 
All thresholds have medium to high uncertainties associated with them due to the 
uncertainty associated with the effectiveness of AB 32 implementation overall, the new 
character of GHG reduction strategies on a project basis, the immaturity of GHG 
reduction technologies or infrastructure (such as widespread biodiesel availability), and 
the uncertainty of GHG reduction effectiveness of certain technologies (such as scientific 
debate concerning the relative lifecycle GHG emissions of certain biofuels, for example). 
 
In general, Approach 1-based thresholds have higher uncertainties than Approach 2 
thresholds because they rely on a constantly changing definition of business-as-usual.  
Threshold 1.2, with its relatively smaller reliance on the existing economy for GHG 
reductions has relatively less uncertainty than other Approach 1 thresholds.  Thresholds 
that spread mitigation more broadly (Thresholds 1.3 and 1.4) have less uncertainty by 
avoiding the need for every project to mitigate equally. 
 
Approach 2 thresholds with lower quantitative (2.1 and 2.2) or qualitative (2.5) 
thresholds will have uncertainties associated with the ability to achieve GHG reductions 
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from small to medium projects.  Approach 2 thresholds with higher quantitative (2.3, 
2.4) or qualitative (2.6) thresholds will have uncertainties associated with the ability 
to achieve relatively larger GHG reductions from the existing economy. 
 
What are Other Advantages/Disadvantages of the Different Thresholds? 
 
Thresholds with a single project metric (Thresholds 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 
and 2.6) will be easier to apply to individual projects and more easily understood by 
project applicants and lead agencies broadly.  Thresholds that spread mitigation across 
sectors (1.3) or regions (1.4), while simple in concept, will require adoption of more 
complicated cross-jurisdictional reduction plans or evaluation of broad sector-based 
trends in GHG intensity reduction over time.  Approach 1 options would require all 
projects to quantify emissions in order to determine needed reductions relative to 
business-as-usual (which will change over time as described above).  Concepts that are 
unit-based (Threshold 2.5 and 2.6) will not result in thresholds that have equal amount of 
GHG emissions, and thus equity issues may arise. 
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Table 4: Non-Zero Threshold Evaluation Matrix  – Approach 1
Approach 1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 

  
28% - 33% Reduction from BAU by 
2020 by Project 

50% Reduction from BAU by 2020 by 
Project 

28% - 33% Reduction by 2020 by 
Sector 

28% - 33% Reduction by 2020 by 
Region 

GHG Emissions 
Reduction Effectiveness 

Low - Captures all new projects but 
relies on a high level of reductions from 
the existing economy. 

Medium - Captures all new projects and 
has a more realistic level of reductions 
from the existing economy. 

Low - Captures all new projects but 
relies on a high level of reductions from 
the existing economy. 

Low - Captures all new projects but 
relies on a high level of reductions from 
the existing economy. 

Economic Feasibility 

Low - Some projects will not be able to 
afford this level of reduction without 
effective market-based mechanisms like 
offsets. 

Low - Some projects will not be able to 
afford this level of reduction without 
effective market-based mechanisms like 
offsets. 

Medium - Sectors as a whole will be 
better able to achieve reductions than 
individual projects. 

Low - Some regions and newly 
developed areas may not be able to 
afford this level of reduction without 
effective market-based mechanisms like 
offsets. 

Technical Feasibility 

Medium - Some projects will not be able 
to achieve this level of reduction without 
effective market-based mechanisms like 
offsets 

Low - Relatively larger set of  projects 
will not be able to achieve this level of 
reduction without effective market-based 
mechanisms like offsets 

High - Some projects will not be able to 
achieve this level of reduction without 
effective market-based mechanisms like 
offsets 

Medium - Some regions and newly 
developed areas may not be able to 
afford this level of reduction without 
effective market-based mechanisms like 
offsets. 

Logistical Feasibility 

Low - Absent broader reductions 
strategies, each project may reinvent the 
wheel each time to achieve mandated 
reductions. 

Low - Absent broader reductions 
strategies, each project may reinvent the 
wheel each time to achieve mandated 
reductions. 

Low - Absent broader reductions 
strategies, each project may reinvent the 
wheel each time to achieve mandated 
reductions. 

Low - Absent broader reductions 
strategies, each project may reinvent the 
wheel each time to achieve mandated 
reductions. 

Consistency with AB-32 
and S-03-05 

Medium - Would require heavy reliance 
on command and control gains. 

High Medium-High - Would rely on 
command and control gains, but would 
allow sectoral flexibility. 

Medium-High - Would rely on 
command and control gains, but would 
allow regional flexibility. 

Cost Effectiveness 

Low - Will require all types of projects 
to reduce the same regardless of the 
cost/ton of GHG reductions. 

Low - Will require all types of projects 
to reduce the same regardless of the 
cost/ton of GHG reductions. 

Low/Medium - Allows tradeoffs within 
sector between high and low cost 
reduction possibilities but not between 
sectors. 

Low/Medium - Allows tradeoffs within 
region between high and low cost 
reduction possibilities, but not between 
regions. 

Uncertainties 

High - BAU changes over time. 
Ability to reduce GHG emissions from 
existing economy will take years to 
demonstrate. 
Ability to limit GHG emissions from 
other new development will take years to 
demonstrate. 

Medium/High - BAU changes over 
time.  Ability to limit GHG emissions 
from other new development will take 
years to demonstrate. 

High - BAU changes over time. 
Ability to reduce GHG emissions from 
existing economy will take years to 
demonstrate. 
Ability to limit GHG emissions from 
other new development will take years to 
demonstrate. 

High - BAU changes over time. 
Ability to reduce GHG emissions from 
existing economy will take years to 
demonstrate. 
Ability to limit GHG emissions from 
other new development will take years to 
demonstrate. 

Other Advantages Simple/easy to explain. Simple/easy to explain. Spreads mitigation broadly Spreads mitigation broadly 

Other Disadvantages Requires all projects to quantify 
emissions. 

Requires all projects to quantify 
emissions. 

Requires all projects to quantify 
emissions. 

Requires all projects to quantify 
emissions. 
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Table 5: Non-Zero Threshold Evaluation Matrix  – Approach 2 
Approach 2 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 

  

Zero Threshold Quantitative 
(900 tons)  

Quantitative 
CARB Reporting 
Threshold/Cap and Trade 
(25,000 tons/ 10,000 tons) 

Quantitative  
Regulated Inventory 
Capture  
(~40,000 - 50,000 tons) 

Qualitative 
Unit-Based Thresholds 

Statewide, Regional or 
Areawide 
(CEQA Guidelines 
15206(b)). 

GHG Emissions 
Reduction 
Effectiveness 

High - Captures all 
sources. 

High - Market capture at 
>90%.  Captures diverse 
sources. 

Medium - Moderate 
market capture. 

Low - Low market 
capture. 

High - Market capture at 
~90%. Captures diverse 
sources;  excl. smallest proj. 

Medium - Moderate 
market capture. Excludes 
small and med. projects. 

Economic 
Feasibility 

Low - Early phases will 
be substantial change in 
BAU, esp. for smaller 
projects; may be 
infeasible to mitigate. 

Medium - Early phases 
will be substantial change 
in BAU, esp. for smaller 
projects; may be 
infeasible to mitigate. 

High - Large projects 
have greater ability to 
absorb cost. 

High - Large projects 
have greater ability to 
absorb cost. 

Medium - Early phases will 
be substantial change in 
BAU, esp. for smaller 
projects; may be infeasible 
to mitigate. 

High - Large projects 
have greater ability to 
absorb cost. 

Technical 
Feasibility 

Low - Early phases will 
be substantial change in 
BAU, esp. for smaller 
projects; may be 
infeasible to mitigate. 

Medium - Early phases 
will be substantial change 
in BAU, esp. for smaller 
projects;  may be 
inefficient to mitigate. 

High - Greater 
opportunities for multiple 
reduction approaches. 

High - Greater 
opportunities for multiple 
reduction approaches. 

Medium - Early phases will 
be substantial change in 
BAU, particularly for 
smaller projects may be 
inefficient to mitigate. 

High - Greater 
opportunities for multiple 
reduction approaches. 

Logistical 
Feasibility 

Low - Unless fee or offset 
basis,very difficult to 
mitigate all projects. 

Medium - BMPs broadly 
written to allow diversity; 
new req. will take time to 
integrate into new dev. 

High - Less mitigation. High - Less mitigation. Medium - BMPs broadly 
written to allow diversity; 
new req. will take time to 
integrate into new dev. 

High - Less mitigation. 

Consistency with 
AB-32 and S-03-05 

High - Market capture. High - Market capture at 
>90%. 

Low - Would rely on 
command and control 
success heavily. 

Low - Would rely on 
command and control 
success heavily. 

Medium - Need to 
demonstrate adequate 
market capture over time. 

Low - Would rely on 
command and control 
success heavily. 

Cost Effectiveness 

Low - Will result in 
inefficient mitigation 
approaches.  Efficiency 
will improve in time. 

Medium - Emphasis is on 
new dev., req. for 
mitigation will result in 
inefficient mitigation 
approaches in early 
phases.  Efficiency will 
improve in time. 

Medium - Relies on 
command and control 
reductions for existing 
economy more heavily.  
With focus on larger 
projects, eff. of mitigation 
for new dev. high. 

Medium - Relies on 
command and control 
reductions for existing 
economy more heavily.  
With focus on larger 
projects, eff. of mitigation 
for new dev. high. 

Medium - Emphasis is on 
new dev.; req. for 
mitigation will result in 
inefficient mitigation 
approaches in early phases.  
Efficiency will improve in 
time. 

Medium - Relies on 
command and control 
reductions for existing 
economy more heavily.  
With focus on larger 
projects, eff. of mitigation 
for new dev. high. 

Uncertainties 

High - Time to adapt for 
res. and comm.. sectors. 
Ability to mitigate 
without market-based 
mechanism for smaller 
projects unlikely. 

Medium/High - Time to 
adapt for res. and comm.. 
sectors. Ability to 
mitigate without market-
based mechanism for 
smaller projects uncertain. 

High - Gains from 
command and control 
likely longer to be 
realized. 

High - Gains from 
command and control 
likely longer to be 
realized. 

Medium/High - Time to 
adapt for res. and comm.. 
sectors. Ability to mitigate 
without market-based 
mechanism for smaller 
projects uncertain. 

High - Gains from 
command and control 
likely longer to be 
realized. 

Other Advantages 

Single threshold. Single threshold. 
BMPs can be updated. 
Greenlist can be updated. 

Single threshold. Does not 
change CEQA processing 
for most projects. CARB 
inventory = project inv.. 
All projects treated same. 

Single threshold.  
Does not change CEQA 
processing for most 
projects. Follows 
established SIP practice. 

BMPs can be updated. 
Greenlist can be updated. 
Unit-Based thresholds can 
be updated. 

Existing guideline. 
Does not change CEQA 
processing for most 
projects. Endorsed by Cal. 
Chapter of the APA. 

Other 
Disadvantages 

Requires all projects to 
quantify emissions. 

Requires nearly all 
projects to quantify 
emissions. 

    Sectoral projects have 
different GHG emis. Only 
largest projects to quantify 
emis. 

Sectoral projects have 
different GHG emissions. 
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Introduction 
 
This chapter evaluates the availability of various analytical methods and modeling 
tools that can be applied to estimate the greenhouse gas emissions from different 
project types subject to CEQA.  This chapter will also provide comments on the 
suitability of the methods and tools to accurately characterize a projects emissions and 
offer recommendations for the most favorable methodologies and tools available.  Some 
sample projects will be run through the methodologies and modeling tools to demonstrate 
what a typical GHG analysis might look like for a lead agency to meet its CEQA 
obligations.  The air districts retained the services of EDAW environmental consultants 
to assist with this effort.   
 
Methodologies/Modeling Tools 
 
There are wide varieties of discretionary projects that fall under the purview of CEQA.  
Projects can range from simple residential developments to complex expansions of 
petroleum refineries to land use or transportation planning documents.  It is more 
probably than not, that a number of different methodologies would be required by any 
one project to estimate its direct and indirect GHG emissions.  Table 10 contains a 
summary of numerous modeling tools that can be used to estimate GHG emissions 
associated with various emission sources for numerous types of project’s subject to 
CEQA.  The table also contains information about the models availability for public use, 
applicability, scope, data requirements and its advantages and disadvantages for 
estimating GHG emissions.   
 
In general, there is currently not one model that is capable of estimating all of a project’s 
direct and indirect GHG emissions.  However, one of the models identified in Table 9 
would probably be the most consistently used model to estimate a projects direct GHG 
emissions based on the majority of projects reviewed in the CEQA process.  The Urban 
Emissions Model (URBEMIS) is designed to model emissions associated with 
development of urban land uses.  URBEMIS attempts to summarize criteria air pollutants 
and CO2 emissions that would occur during construction and operation of new 
development.  URBEMIS is publicly available and already widely used by CEQA 
practitioners and air districts to evaluate criteria air pollutants emissions against air 
district-adopted significance thresholds.  URBEMIS is developed and approved for 
statewide use by CARB.  The administrative reasons for using URBEMIS are less 
important than the fact that this model would ensure consistency statewide in how CO2 
emissions are modeled and reported from various project types.   
 
One of the shortfalls of URBEMIS is that the model does not contain emission factors for 
GHGs other than CO2, except for methane (CH4) from mobile-sources, which is 
converted to CO2e.  This may not be a major problem since CO2 is the most important 
GHG from land development projects.  Although the other GHGs have a higher global 
warming potential, a metric used to normalize other GHGs to CO2e, they are emitted in 
far fewer quantities.  URBEMIS does not calculate other GHG emissions associated with 
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off-site waste disposal, wastewater treatment, emissions associated with goods and 
services consumed by the residents and workers supported by a project.  Nor does 
URBEMIS calculate GHGs associated with consumption of energy produced off-site.  
(For that matter, URBEMIS does not report criteria air pollutant emissions from these 
sources either).   
 
Importantly, URBEMIS does not fully account for interaction between land uses in its 
estimation of mobile source operational emissions.  Vehicle trip rates are defaults derived 
from the Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation manuals.  The trip rates are 
widely used and are generally considered worst-case or conservative.  URBEMIS does 
not reflect “internalization” of trips between land uses, or in other words, the concept that 
a residential trip and a commercial trip are quite possibly the same trip, and, thus, 
URBEMIS counts the trips separately.  There are some internal correction settings that 
the modeler can select in URBEMIS to correct for “double counting”; however, a project-
specific “double-counting correction” is often not available.  URBEMIS does allow the 
user to overwrite the default trip rates and characteristics with more project-specific data 
from a traffic study prepared for a project. 
 
Residential, Commercial, Mixed-Use Type Projects/ Specific Plans 
 
Direct Emissions 
 
URBEMIS can be used to conduct a project-specific model run and obtain CO2e 
emissions for area and mobile sources from the project, and convert to metric tons CO2e.  
When a project-specific traffic study is not available, the user should consult with their 
local air district for guidance.  Many air district staff are experienced practitioners of 
URBEMIS and can advise the lead agency or the modeler on how to best tailor 
URBEMIS default input parameters to conduct a project-specific model run.  When a 
traffic study has been prepared for the project, the user must overwrite default trip length 
and trip rates in URBEMIS to match the total number of trips and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) contained in the traffic study to successfully conduct a project-specific model run.  
URBEMIS is recommended as a calculation tool to combine the transportation study (if 
available) and EMFAC emission factors for mobile-sources.  Use of a project-specific 
traffic study gets around the main shortfall of URBEMIS: the lack of trip internalization.  
URBEMIS also provides the added feature of quantifying direct area-source GHG 
emissions.  
 
Important steps for running URBEMIS 
 

1. Without a traffic study prepared for the project, the user should consult with the 
local air district for direction on which default options should be used in the 
modeling exercise.  Some air districts have recommendations in the CEQA 
guidelines. 

 
2. If a traffic study was prepared specifically for the project, the following  

information must be provided: 
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a. Total number of average daily vehicle trips or trip-generation rates by 
land use type per number of units; and, 

b. Average VMT per residential and nonresidential trip. 

c. The user overwrites the “Trip Rate (per day)” fields for each land use in 
URBEMIS such that the resultant “Total Trips” and the “Total VMT” 
match the number of total trips and total VMT contained in the traffic 
study. 

d. Overwrite “Trip Length” fields for residential and nonresidential trips in 
UBEMIS with the project-specific lengths obtained form the traffic study.  

3. Calculate results and obtain the CO2 emissions from the URBEMIS output file 
(units of tons per year [TPY]). 

Indirect Emissions 
 
URBEMIS does estimate indirect emissions from landscape maintenance equipment, hot 
water heaters, etc.  URBEMIS does not however, provide modeled emissions from 
indirect sources of emissions, such as those emissions that would occur off-site at utility 
providers associated with the project’s energy demands.  The California Climate Action 
Registry (CCAR) Protocol v.2.2 includes methodology, which could be used to quantify 
and disclose a project’s increase in indirect GHG emissions from energy use.  Some 
assumptions must be made for electrical demand per household or per square foot of 
commercial space, and would vary based on size, orientation, and various attributes of a 
given structure.  An average rate of electrical consumption for residential uses is 7,000 
kilowatt hours per year per household and 16,750 kilowatt hours per thousand square feet 
of commercial floor space.  Commercial floor space includes offices, retail uses, 
warehouses, and schools.  These values have been increasing steadily over the last 20 
years.  Energy consumption from residential uses has increased due to factors such as 
construction and occupation of larger homes, prices of electricity and natural gas, and 
increased personal income allowing residents to purchase more electronic appliances.  
Commercial energy consumption is linked to factors such as vacancy rates, population, 
and sales.  
 
The modeler will look up the estimated energy consumption for the project’s proposed 
land uses under year of project buildout, or use the values given in the previous paragraph 
for a general estimate.  The CCAR Protocol contains emission factors for CO2, CH4, and 
nitrous oxide.  The “CALI” region grid serves most of the State of California.  If a user 
has information about a specific utility provider’s contribution from renewable sources, 
the protocol contains methodology to reflect that, rather than relying on the statewide 
average grid.  The incremental increase in energy production associated with project 
operation should be accounted for in the project’s total GHG emissions for inclusion in 
the environmental document.   
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The incremental increase in energy production associated with project operation should 
be accounted for in the project’s total GHG emissions, but it should be noted that these 
emissions would be closely controlled by stationary-source control-based regulations and 
additional regulations are expected under AB 32.  However, in the interest of disclosing 
project-generated GHG emissions and mitigating to the extent feasible, the indirect 
emissions from off-site electricity generation can be easily calculated for inclusion in the 
environmental document. 
 
Example Project Estimates for GHG Emissions 
 
Residential Project 
 
Project Attributes: 
 

• 68 detached dwelling units 
• 15.9 acres 
• 179 residents 
• 0 jobs 
• Located in unincorporated Placer County (PCAPCD jurisdiction) 
• Analysis year 2009 

As shown in Table 6, the project’s direct GHG emissions per service population (SP) 
would be approximately 8 metric tons CO2e/SP/year.  
 
Table 6: Residential Project Example GHG Emissions Estimates 

URBEMIS Output (Project Specific) Metric Tons/Year 
CO2e 

Demographic Data 

Area-source emissions 251 Residents 179 

Mobile-source emissions 1,044 Jobs 0 

Indirect emissions (from CCAR 
Protocol)   

174 

Total operational emissions 1,469 

Operational emissions/SP  8.2 

Service population 179 

Notes: 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; CCAR = California Climate Action Registry; SP = service population(see definition of service 
population below in discussion of Normalization/Service Population Metric).  
 
Sources: EDAW 2007, ARB 2007b, CCAR 2007, CEC 2000 

 
Commercial Project 
 
Project Attributes: 
 

• Free Standing Discount Superstore: 241 thousand square feet (ksf) 
• 0 residents 
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• 400 jobs 
• Located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) 

jurisdiction 
• Analysis year 2009 

 
 
Table 7: Commercial Project Example GHG Emissions Estimates 

URBEMIS Output (Project Specific) Metric Tons/Year 
CO2e 

Demographic Data 

Area-source emissions 464 Residents 0 

Mobile-source emissions 13,889 Jobs 400 

Indirect emissions (from CCAR Protocol)  1,477 

Total operational emissions 15,830 

Operational emissions/SP  39.6 

Service population 400 

Notes: 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; CCAR = California Climate Action Registry; SP = service population (see definition of service 
population below in discussion of Normalization/Service Population Metric). 
 
Sources: EDAW 2007, ARB 2007b, CCAR 2007, CEC 2000 

 
Specific Plan 
 
If used traditionally with default trip rates and lengths, rather than project-specific 
(Traffic Analysis Zone-specific) trip rates and lengths, URBEMIS does not work well for 
specific plan or general plan-sized projects with multiple land use types proposed.  
However, in all instances, projects of these sizes (several hundred or thousand acres) 
would be accompanied by a traffic study.  Thus, for large planning-level projects, 
URBEMIS can be used as a calculation tool to easily obtain project-specific mobile-
source emissions.  The user should follow the steps discussed above; wherein he/she 
overwrites the default ITE trip rates for each land use type with that needed to make total 
VMT match that contained in the traffic study.  The URBEMIS interface is a simple 
calculator to combine the traffic study and EMFAC emissions factors for mobile-source 
CO2.  
 
Project Attributes: 
 

• 985 acres 
• Total dwelling units: 5,634 
• Commercial/Mixed Use: 429 ksf 
• Educational: 2,565 ksf 
• 14,648 residents 
• 3,743 jobs 
• Located in Sacramento County (SMAQMD jurisdiction) 
• Analysis year 2009 
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Table 8: Specific Plan Example GHG Emissions Estimates 
URBEMIS Output (Project Specific) Metric Tons/Year 

CO2e 
Demographic Data 

Area-source emissions 23,273 Residents 14,648 

Mobile-source emissions 73,691 Jobs 3,743 

Indirect emissions (from CCAR 
Protocol)  

32,744 

Total operational emissions 129,708 

Operational emissions/SP  7.1 

Service 
population 18,391 

Notes: 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; CCAR = California Climate Action Registry; SP = service population (see definition of 
service population below in discussion of Normalization/Service Population Metric). 
 
Sources: EDAW 2007, ARB 2007b, CCAR 2007, CEC 2000 

 
The specific plan example, when compared to the residential or commercial examples, 
illustrates the benefit of a mixed-use development when you look at CO2e emissions per 
resident or job (service population) metric (see definition of service population below in 
discussion of Normalization/Service Population Metric).  Though this particular specific 
plan is not an example of a true jobs/housing balance, the trend is clear: accommodating 
residents and jobs in a project is more efficient than residents or jobs alone. 
 
Stationary- and Area-Source Project Types 
 
GHG emissions from stationary or area sources that require a permit to operate from the 
air district also contain both direct and indirect sources of emissions.  Examples of these 
types of sources would be fossil fuel power plants, cement plants, landfills, wastewater 
treatment plants, gas stations, dry cleaners and industrial boilers.  All air districts have 
established procedures and methodologies for projects subject to air district permits to 
calculate their regulated pollutants.  It is anticipated that these same procedures and 
methodologies could be extended to estimate a permitted facility’s GHG calculations.  
For stationary and area sources that do not require air district permits, the same 
methodologies used for permitted sources could be used in addition to URBEMIS 
and CCAR GRP to calculate GHG emissions from these facilities. 
 
Wastewater Treatment Facilities 
 
Direct GHG emissions associated with a proposed waste water treatment plant can be 
calculated using AP-42 emission factors from Chapter 4.3.5 Evaporative Loss Sources: 
Waste Water-Greenhouse Gases and the CCAR methodology.  In general, most 
wastewater operations recover CH4 for energy, or use a flare to convert the CH4 to CO2.  
There are many types of wastewater treatment processes and the potential for GHG 
emissions from different types of plants varies substantially.  There is not one standard 
set of emission factors that could be used to quantify GHG emissions for a state 
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“average” treatment plant.  Thus, research will need to be conducted on a case-by-case 
basis to determine the “Fraction Anaerobically Digested” which is a function of the 
type of treatment process.  Indirect emissions from these facilities can be calculated 
using the CCAR energy use protocols and URBEMIS model for transportation 
emissions. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 
 
Air districts will have emission estimate methodologies established for methane 
emissions at permitted landfills.  In addition, EPA’s Landfill Gas Emissions Model 
(LandGem) and the CCAR methodology could also be used to quantify GHG emissions 
from landfill off gassing; however, this model requires substantial detail be input.  The 
model uses a decomposition rate equation, where the rate of decay is dependent on the 
quantity of waste in place and the rate of change over time.  This modeling tool is free to 
the public, but substantial project detail about the operation of the landfill is needed to 
run the model.  Indirect emissions from these facilities can be calculated using the CCAR 
energy use protocols and URBEMIS model for transportation emissions. 
 
Construction Emissions 
 
GHG emissions would occur during project construction, over a finite time.  In addition, 
a project could result in the loss of GHG sequestration opportunity due primarily to the 
vegetation removed for construction.  URBEMIS should be used to quantify the mass of 
CO2 that would occur during the construction of a project for land development projects.  
Some construction projects would occur over an extended period (up to 20–30 years on a 
planning horizon for general plan buildout, or 5–10 years to construct a dam, for 
example).  OFFROAD emission factors are contained in URBEMIS for CO2 emissions 
from construction equipment.  For other types of construction projects, such as roadway 
construction projects or levee improvement projects, SMAQMD’s spreadsheet modeling 
tool, the Road Construction Emissions Model (RoadMod), should be used.  This tool is 
currently being updated to include CO2 emissions factors from OFFROAD. 
 
The full life-cycle of GHG emissions from construction activities is not accounted for in 
the modeling tools available, and the information needed to characterize GHG emissions 
from manufacture, transport, and end-of-life of construction materials would be 
speculative at the CEQA analysis level.  The emissions disclosed will be from 
construction equipment and worker commutes during the duration of construction 
activities.  Thus, the mass emissions in units of metric tons CO2e/year should be reported 
in the environmental document as new emissions. 
 
General Plans 
 
In the short-term, URBEMIS can be used as a calculation tool to model GHG emissions 
from proposed general plans, but only if data from the traffic study is incorporated into 
model input.  The same methodology applied above in the specific plan example applies 
to general plans.  The CCAR GRP can be used to approximate indirect emissions from 
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increased energy consumption associated with the proposed plan area.  The same models 
and methodologies discussed previously for wastewater, water supply and solid waste 
would be used to estimate indirect emissions resulting from buildout of the general plan. 
 
In the longer-term, more complex modeling tools are needed, which would integrate 
GHG emission sources from land use interaction, such as I-PLACE3S or CTG 
Energetics’ Sustainable Communities Custom Model attempt to do.  These models are 
not currently available to the public and only have applicability in certain areas of the 
state.  It is important that a tool with statewide applicability be used to allow for 
consistency in project treatment, consideration, and approval under CEQA. 
 
Scenarios 
 
At the general plan level, the baseline used for analyzing most environmental impacts of 
a general plan update is typically no different from the baseline for other projects.  The 
baseline for most impacts represents the existing conditions, normally on the date the 
Notice of Preparation is released.  Several comparative scenarios could be relevant, 
depending on the exact methodological approach and significance criteria used for GHG 
assessment: 
 

• Existing Conditions.  The GHG emissions associated with the existing, on-the-
ground conditions within the planning area. 

 
• 1990 conditions.  The GHG emissions associated with the general plan area in 

1990.  This is relevant due to the state’s AB 32 GHG emission reduction goals’ 
benchmark year of 1990.  The GHG-efficiency of 1990 development patterns 
could be compared to that of the general plan buildout.   

 
• Buildout of the Existing General Plan.  The GHG emissions associated with 

buildout of the existing general plan (without the subject update).  This is the no 
project alternative for the purposes of general plan CEQA analysis. 

 
• Buildout of the Updated General Plan.  The GHG emissions associated with 

buildout of the general plan, as proposed as a part of the subject update.  This 
would include analysis of any changes included as a part of the general plan 
update for the existing developed portions of the planning area.  Many 
communities include redevelopment and revitalization strategies as a part of the 
general plan update.  The general plan EIR can include assumptions regarding 
what level and type of land use change could be facilitated by infill and 
redevelopment.  Many jurisdictions wish to provide future projects consistent 
with these land use change assumptions with some environmental review 
streamlining.  In addition, many communities include transit expansions, 
pedestrian/bicycle pathway improvements, multi-modal facility construction, 
travel demand policies, energy efficiency policies, or other measures that could 
apply to the existing developed area, just as they may apply to any new growth 
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areas.  Such policies could affect the overall GHG emissions of the built out 
general plan area. 

 
• Increment between Buildout of Updated General Plan and Existing General 

Plan Area.  There are many important considerations associated with the 
characterization of the impact of the General Plan update.  The actual GHG 
emissions impact could be described as the difference between buildout under the 
existing and proposed land use plan (No-Build Alternative).  However, the courts 
have held that an EIR should also analyze the difference between the proposed 
General Plan and the existing environment (Environmental Planning & 
Information Council v. County of El Dorado (EPIC) (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350).  
At the General Plan level, over the course of buildout, some new land uses are 
introduced, which could potentially add operational GHG emissions and 
potentially remove existing sequestration potential.  Some properties become 
vacant and are not redeveloped.  Other properties become vacant and then are 
redeveloped.  Communities cannot pretend to understand fully in advance each 
component of land use change.  The programmatic document is the preferred 
method of environmental analysis.  Through this programmatic framework, 
communities develop buildout assumptions as a part of the General Plan that are 
normally used as a basis of environmental analysis.  For certain aspects of the 
impact analysis, it becomes important not just to understand how much “new 
stuff” could be accommodated under the updated General Plan, but also the 
altered interactions between both “new” and “existing” land uses within the 
planning area.  As addressed elsewhere, there are tools available for use in 
understanding land use/transportation interactions at the General Plan level.  
Without the GHG targets established by AB 32, a simple mass comparison of 
existing conditions to General Plan buildout might be appropriate. 

 
However, within the current legal context, the GHG efficiency of the updated General 
Plan becomes the focus of analysis.  Some options in this regard include: 
 

• Estimate the GHG emissions associated with all the land uses included within the 
planning area upon buildout of the General Plan using no project specific 
information (regional, countywide, or statewide defaults).  Estimate GHG 
emissions using project specific information from the transportation engineer, 
transportation demand policies, community design elements, energy efficiency 
requirements, wastewater treatment and other public infrastructure design 
changes, and other components.  Compare these two calculations.  Is the second 
calculation reduced by the percent needed to meet AB 32 goals compared to the 
first calculation? 

 
• Estimate the GHG emissions associated with the 1990 planning area and the per-

capita or per-service population GHG associated with the 1990 planning area.  
(Many communities are establishing GHG inventories using different tools).  
Estimate the GHG emissions associated with buildout of the proposed General 
Plan update and the resulting per-capita or per-service population GHG 
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emissions.  Compare the two calculations.  Is the General Plan buildout per-capita 
or per-service population level greater than the 1990 estimate? 

 
Example General Plan Update:  Proposed new growth area 
 
Project Attributes: 

• 10,050 single family dwelling units 
• 652 multi-family dwelling units 
• 136 acres parks 
• 2,047 ksf commercial (regional shopping center) 
• 2,113 ksf office 
• 383 acres industrial park 
• 31,293 new residents 
• 4,945 new jobs 
• Located in Stanislaus County (SJVAPCD jurisdiction) 
• Analysis year 2025 

 
Table 9: General Plan Example GHG Emissions Estimates 
URBEMIS Output (Project Specific) Metric Tons/Year 

CO2e 
Demographic Data 

Construction emissions 12,083*  

Area-source emissions 45,708 
Residents 31,293 

Mobile-source emissions 263,954 

Indirect emissions (from CCAR Protocol) 78,385 
Jobs 
 

4,945 
 

Total operational emissions 388,046 

Operational emissions/SP  10.7 
Service population 36,238 

 

* Approximately 241,656 metric tons CO2e total at general plan buildout (assumes 20-year buildout period).  Construction emissions 
were not included in total operational emissions. 
Notes: 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; CCAR = California Climate Action Registry; SP = service population (see definition of service 
population below in discussion of Normalization/Service Population Metric). 
Sources: EDAW 2007, ARB 2007b, CCAR 2007, CEC 2000 

 
Due to the programmatic level of analysis that often occurs at the general plan level, and 
potential for many relevant GHG emission quantities, it could be preferable to use a 
qualitative approach.  Such an analysis could address the presence of GHG-reducing 
policy language in the general plan. 
 
Three possible tiers of approaches to addressing GHG mitigation strategies, either as 
general plan policy, general plan EIR mitigation measures, or both, include: 
 

• Forward planning 
• Project toolbox 
• Defer to GHG reductions plan 
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The three basic approaches are described below. 
 
1.  Bring reduction strategies into the plan itself.  The most effective way for local 
jurisdictions to achieve GHG emissions reductions in the medium- and long-term is 
through land use and transportation policies that are built directly into the community 
planning document.  This involves creating land use diagrams and circulation 
diagrams, along with corresponding descriptive standards, that enable and encourage 
alternatives to travel and goods movement via cars and trucks.  The land use and 
circulation diagrams provide a general framework for a community where people can 
conduct their everyday business without necessarily using their cars.  The overall 
community layout expressed as a part of the land use and circulation diagrams is 
accompanied by a policy and regulatory scheme designed to achieve this community 
layout.  Impact fees, public agency spending, regulations, administrative procedures, 
incentives, and other techniques are designed to facilitate land use change consistent with 
the communities’ overall vision, as expressed in policy and in the land use diagram.  
There are many widely used design principles that can be depicted in land use and 
circulation diagrams and implemented according to narrative objectives, standards, and 
policies: 
 

• Connectivity.  A finely-connected transportation network shortens trip lengths 
and creates the framework for a community where homes and destinations can be 
placed close in proximity and along direct routes.  A hierarchical or circuitous 
transportation network can increase trip lengths and create obstacles for walking, 
bicycling, and transit access.  This policy language would likely be found in the 
Circulation Element. 

 
• Compactness.  Compact development, by its nature, can increase the efficiency of 

infrastructure provision and enable travel modes other than the car.  If 
communities can place the same level of activity in a smaller space, GHG 
emissions would be reduced concurrently with VMT and avoid unnecessary 
conversion of open space.  This policy language would likely be found in the 
Land Use Element. 

 
• Diversity.  Multiple land use types mixed in proximity around central “nodes” of 

higher-activity land uses can accommodate travel through means other than a car.  
The character and overall design of this land use mix is, of course, different from 
community to community.  This policy language would likely be found in the 
Land Use Element. 

 
• Facilities.  Pedestrian, bicycle, and public transportation improvements, planning, 

and programming are sometimes an afterthought.  To get a more GHG-efficient 
mode share, safe and convenient bike lanes, pedestrian pathways, transit shelters, 
and other facilities are required to be planned along with the vehicular travel 
network.  This policy language would likely be found in the Circulation Element. 
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• Redevelopment.  One way to avoid GHG emissions is to facilitate more efficient 
and economic use of the lands in already-developed portions of a community.  
Reinvestment in existing neighborhoods and retrofit of existing buildings is 
appreciably more GHG efficient than greenfield development, and can even 
result in a net reduction in GHG emissions.  This policy language would likely be 
found in the Conservation or Land Use Element. 

 
• Housing and Employment.  Most communities assess current and future 

economic prospects along with long-range land use planning.  Part of the 
objective for many communities is to encourage the coalescence of a labor force 
with locally available and appropriate job opportunities.  This concept is best 
known as “jobs-housing balance.”  This policy language would likely be found in 
the Housing Element. 

 
• Planning Level Versus Project Level.  For transportation-related GHG emissions 

that local governments can mitigate through land use entitlement authority, the 
overall community land use strategy and the overall transportation network are 
the most fruitful areas of focus.  The reduction capacity of project-specific 
mitigation measures is greatly limited if supportive land use and transportation 
policies are lacking at the community planning level.  The regional economic 
context, of course, provides an important backdrop for land use and 
transportation policy to address GHG emissions.  Within this context, the general 
plan is the readily available tool for local governments to establish such land use 
and transportation strategies.  This policy language would likely be found in the 
Land Use and Circulation Elements. 

 
• Shipping Mode Shift.  Locate shipping-intensive land uses in areas with rail 

access.  Some modes of shipping are more GHG-intensive than others.  Rail, for 
example, requires only about 15 to 25 percent of the energy used by trucks to ship 
freight equivalent distances and involves reduced transportation-related GHG 
emissions.  Cities and counties have little direct control over the method of 
shipment that any business may choose.  Nevertheless, as a part of the general 
planning process, cities and counties can address constraints on the use of rail for 
transporting goods.  This policy language would likely be found in the Land Use 
and Circulation Elements. 

 
2.  Provide a “toolbox” of strategies after the project site has been selected.  In addition to 
the examples of design principles that are built into the community planning process, 
communities can offer project applicants a range of tools to reduce GHG emissions.  
Mitigation strategies are elaborated in detail in Chapter 9. 
 
3.  Defer to General Plan implementation measure.  Develop and implement a GHG 
Emissions Reduction Plan.  Another option for local governments would be development 
of an implementation measure as a part of the general plan that outlines an enforceable 
GHG reduction program.  Perhaps the most well known example of this approach is the 
result of California’s Attorney General settlement of the lawsuit brought against San 
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Bernardino County.  The County has agreed to create a 1990 GHG inventory and 
develop measures to reduce such emissions according to the state’s overall goals. 
Other communities have pursued similar programs (i.e., the City of San Diego, Marin 
County).  Along with the inventories, targets, and example reduction measures, these 
programs would include quantitative standards for new development; targets for 
reductions from retrofitting existing development; targets for government operations; 
fee and spending program for GHG reduction programs; monitoring and reporting; and 
other elements. The local government itself should serve as a model for GHG reduction 
plan implementation, by inventorying emissions from government operations and 
achieving emission reductions in accordance with the plan’s standards.  An optional 
climate change element could be added to contain goals, policies, and this 
implementation strategy, or this could belong in an optional air quality element. 
 
Other Project Types 
 
Air District Rules, Regulations and Air Quality Plans 
 
Air district air quality plans, rules and regulations could have the potential to increase or 
decrease GHG emissions within their respective jurisdiction.  In general, air district air 
quality plans, rules and regulations act to reduce ozone precursors, criteria air pollutant 
and toxic air contaminant emissions, which would almost always act to reduce GHG 
emissions simultaneously.  However, this may not always be the case.   
 
Air Quality Plans 
 
Air districts will have to include GHG emissions analysis as part of their criteria air 
pollutant and toxic air contaminant air pollutant analysis when considering the adoption 
of air quality plans and their subsequent rules and regulations needed to implement the 
plans.  Multiple models and methodologies will be needed to accomplish this analysis. 
 
Regional Transportation Plans 
 
Regional transportation plans would also need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to 
determine if a net increase or decrease in GHG emissions would occur.  Complex 
interactions between the roadway network, operating conditions, alternative 
transportation availability (such as public transit, bicycle pathways, and pedestrian 
infrastructure), and many other independent parameters specific to a region should be 
considered.  Regional transportation models exist to estimate vehicular emissions 
associated with regional transportation plans, which includes the ability to estimate GHG 
emissions. 
 
Normalization/Service Population Metric 
 
The above methodology would provide an estimate of the mass GHG emissions 
generated by a proposed project, which could be compared to a mass emission threshold.  
EDAW developed a methodology that would measure a project’s overall GHG efficiency 
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in order to determine if a project is more efficient than the existing statewide average for 
per capita GHG emissions.  The following steps could be employed to estimate the GHG-
“efficiency,” which may be more directly correlated to the project’s ability to help obtain 
objectives outlined in AB 32, although it relies on establishment of an efficiency-based 
significance threshold.  The subcommittee believes this methodology may eventually be 
appropriate to evaluate the long-term GHG emissions from a project in the context of 
meeting AB 32 goals.  However, this methodology will need substantially more work and 
is not considered viable for the interim guidance presented in this white paper. 
 

• Divide the total operational GHG emissions by the Service Population (SP) 
supported by the project (where SP is defined as the sum of the number of 
residents and the number of jobs supported by the project).  This value should be 
compared to that of the projected statewide GHG emissions inventory from the 
applicable end-use sectors (electricity generation, residential, 
commercial/institutional, and mobile-source) in 1990 divided by the projected 
statewide SP for the year 2020 (i.e., AB 32 requirements), to determine if the 
project would conflict with legislative goals. 

 
o If the project’s operational GHG/SP falls below AB 32 requirements, then 

the project’s GHG emissions are less than cumulatively considerable. 
 
o If the project’s operational GHG/SP exceed AB 32 requirements (a 

substantial contribution), then the project’s GHG emissions would conflict 
with legislative requirements, and the impact would be cumulatively 
considerable and mitigation would be required where feasible. 

 
• New stationary and area sources/facilities: calculate GHG emissions using the 

CCAR GRP.  All GHG emissions associated with new stationary or area sources 
should be treated as a net increase in emissions, and if deemed significant, should 
be mitigated where feasible. 

 
• Road or levee construction projects or other construction-only projects: calculate 

GHG emissions using the RoadMod, which will be updated to contain GHG 
emission factors from EMFAC and OFFROAD.  All construction-generated 
GHG emissions should be treated as a net increase, and if deemed significant, 
should be mitigated to the extent feasible.  

 
• Air District rulemaking or air quality management plan-type projects should be 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis for secondary impacts of increased GHG 
emissions generation.  In most cases, the types of projects that act to reduce 
regional air pollution simultaneously act to reduce GHG emissions, and would be 
beneficial, but should be evaluated for secondary effects from GHG emissions.  

 
• Regional transportation plans should also be evaluated on a case-by-case basis for 

potential to either reduce or increase GHG emissions from the transportation 
sector.  EMFAC can be utilized to determine the net change in GHG emissions 
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associated with projected vehicle VMT and from operating speed changes 
associated with additional or alleviated congestion. 

 
To achieve the goals of AB 32, which are tied to GHG emission rates of specific 
benchmark years (i.e., 1990), California would have to achieve a lower rate of 
emissions per unit of population and per unit of economic activity than it has now.  
Further, in order to accommodate future population and economic growth, the state 
would have to achieve an even lower rate of emissions per unit than was generated in 
1990.  (The goal to achieve 1990 quantities of GHG emissions by 2020 means that this 
will need to be accomplished in light of 30 years of population and economic growth in 
place beyond 1990.)  Thus, future planning efforts that would not encourage new 
development to achieve its fair share of reductions in GHG emissions would conflict with 
the spirit of the policy decisions contained in AB 32, thus impeding California’s ability to 
comply with the mandate. 
 
Thus, if a statewide context for GHG emissions were pursued, any net increase in GHG 
emissions within state boundaries would be considered “new” emissions.  For example, a 
land development project, such as a specific plan, does not necessarily create “new” 
emitters of GHG, but would theoretically accommodate a greater number of residents in 
the state.  Some of the residents that move to the project could already be California 
residents, while some may be from out of state (or would ‘take the place’ of in-state 
residents who ‘vacate’ their current residences to move to the new project).  Some may 
also be associated with new births over deaths (net population growth) in the state.  The 
out-of-state residents would be contributing new emissions in a statewide context, but 
would not necessarily be generating new emissions in a global context.  Given the 
California context established by AB 32, the project would need to accommodate an 
increase in population in a manner that would not inhibit the state’s ability to achieve the 
goals of lower total mass of emissions. 
 
The average net influx of new residents to California is approximately 1.4 percent per 
year (this value represents the net increase in population, including the net contribution 
from births and deaths).  With population growth, California also anticipates economic 
growth.  Average statewide employment has grown by approximately 1.1 percent over 
the last 15 years.  The average percentage of population employed over the last 15 years 
is 46 percent.  Population is expected to continue growing at a projected rate of 
approximately 1.5 percent per year through 2050.  Long-range employment projection 
data is not available from the California Department of Finance (DOF) and can be 
extrapolated in different ways (e.g., linear extrapolation by percentage rate of change, 
percentage of population employed, mathematical series expansion, more complex 
extrapolation based on further research of demographic projections such as age 
distribution).  Further study would be needed to refine accurate employment projections 
from the present to 2050.  For developing this framework, employment is assumed to 
have a constant proportionate relationship with the state’s population.  The projected 
number of jobs is assumed to be roughly 46 percent of the projected population. 
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In light of the statewide context established by California law, consistency is most 
important for evaluating GHG emissions from projects.  Thus, URBEMIS and the CCAR 
GRP are the recommended tools for quantification of GHG emissions from most project 
types in the short term.  Over the long term, more sophisticated models that integrate the 
relationship between GHG emissions and land use, transportation, energy, water, waste, 
and other resources, and have similar application statewide would have better application 
to the problem, but may not currently be as accessible or as easily operable.  I-PLACE3S 
and CTG Energetics’ Sustainable Communities Model (SCM) are two examples of such 
models that contain emission factors for GHGs, which could be refined to have 
applicability statewide and made available to CEQA practitioners.  Other models are 
likely to be developed, given the importance of this issue. 
 
Short-Term and Long-Term Methodologies 
 
The following tools can be used to quantify a project’s GHG emissions until tools that are 
more comprehensive become available statewide: 
 

1. Land development projects: URBEMIS 2007 v. 9.2 and the CCAR GRP v. 2.2 
(short-term); further development of I-PLACE3S or CTG’s Sustainable 
Communities Model (long-term). 

2. New stationary and area sources/facilities: AP-42 Chapter 4.3, LandGem v. 3.02, 
and/or CCAR GRP v. 2.2. 

3. Road or levee construction projects or other construction-only projects: 
RoadMod/OFFROAD 2007. 

 
Ideally, I-PLACE3S or CTG’s Sustainable Communities Model would be expanded to 
apply to all regions of the state.  These types of models use an integrated approach, which 
is the best approach for reasonably approximating the emissions that result from 
interaction between land uses, but neither is available to the public and would create 
consistency problems in reporting emissions from projects across the state if these were 
used today.  However, a similar model with statewide applicability will likely be 
developed due to the importance of the issue.Table 10 
Summary of Modeling Tools for Estimating GHG Emissions and Project Applicability 
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Table 10: Summary of Modeling Tools for GHG Emissions 

Method/Tool 
Description 

Availability Applicability Scope Ease of 
Use 

Data Input 
(Requirements 
and Guidance) 

Data Output Recommendation 
Comments 

Advantages/ 
Disadvantages 

URBEMIS 
2007 

Public domain 
-Download 
(www.urbemis.co
m) free of charge 

Land development 
and construction 
projects 
(construction, 
mobile- and area- 
source emissions) 

Local Fairly 
Easy 

Land use 
information, 
construction and 
operational data 
and assumptions 
(e.g., jurisdiction, 
acres of land use 
type, year of 
operation, etc.) 

Mobile-source 
Construction & 
Operational CO2 
(lb/day or 
tons/year) 

-Recommended for 
land use 
development and 
construction 
projects 
-Also recommended 
for net change in 
land use (zoning 
changes) 

-Does not quantify 
indirect emissions from 
energy consumption or 
other GHGs (except 
methane from mobile-
sources) 
-Free, available to public, 
and applicable statewide 
-Widely used for 
assessment of other air 
quality impacts 

California 
Climate 
Action 
Registry 
General 
Reporting 
Protocol v. 2.2 

Public guidance 
document 

Indirect emissions 
from land 
development 
projects, 
stationary- and 
area-source 
facilities 
regulated under 
AB 32 

State Easy Energy 
consumption  

CO2e (Metric 
tons/year) 

-Recommended for 
indirect emissions 
from energy 
consumption for 
land use 
development 
projects, and for 
new stationary- or 
area- sources to be 
regulated 

-Contains emission factors 
for CH4 and N2O in 
addition to CO2 
-Does not contain 
emission factors broken 
down by utility provider 
(statewide average grid 
only) 

Clean Air and 
Climate 
Projection 
(CACP) 
Software 

Public agencies 
(members of 
ICLEI, NACAA, or 
similar) 

Local 
governments used 
for emissions 
inventories 

Local N/A 

Energy usage, 
waste 
generation/disposal 
transportation 

CO2e (tons/year) 

-Recommended for 
inventories of local 
government entities 
activities (must be a 
member of affiliated 
agency or group) 

-Not available to public 

CTG 
Sustainable 
Communities 
Model 

Custom model Land development Regional, 
scalable N/A 

Land use 
information, 
operational 
(mobile, energy, 
economic, 
infrastructure) 
assumptions 

CO2e (tons/year) 

-An integrated and 
comprehensive 
modeling tool, but 
cannot obtain 

-Not available to public 
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Availability Applicability Scope Ease of 
Use 

Data Input 
(Requirements 
and Guidance) 

Data Output Recommendation 
Comments 

Advantages/ 
Disadvantages 

I-PLACE3S 

Access fee through 
local COG 
Only available for 
eight California 
counties 

Land use change Regional, 
scalable 

Fairly 
Easy Parcel information CO2 (lb/day or 

tons/year) 

-Recommended for 
land use 
development 
projects and land 
use changes 
-Especially good for 
general plans 

-Not freely available to 
public 
-Not applicable statewide 
-Actually provides insight 
into land use interaction 
-Can include very specific 
project attributes  
-Trip rates are from 
behavioral survey data, 
instead of ITE 

EMFAC 2007 Public domain On-road mobile-
sources 

Statewide, 
regional 

Fairly 
Easy 

Vehicle fleet 
information 

CO2 
(grams/mile) 

-Not recommended 
for most projects 
(URBEMIS 
preferred) 
-Could be used for 
certain Air District 
Rulemaking 
applications 

-Can compare emissions 
based on speed-
distribution 
-Emission factors 
contained in URBEMIS 
-Not a stand-alone model 

OFFROAD 
2007 Public domain 

Off-road mobile 
sources 
(construction 
equipment) 

Statewide, 
regional 

Fairly 
Easy 

Construction fleet 
information CO2 (lb/day) 

-Not recommended 
(URBEMIS 
preferred) 
-could be used for 
certain Air District 
Rulemaking 
applications (re: 
construction 
equipment) 

-Emission factors 
contained in URBEMIS 

RoadMod 
(to be updated 
to include 
CO2) 

Public domain 

Off-road and on-
road mobile 
sources 
(construction 
equipment and 
material haul 
trucks) 

Statewide Easy Construction 
information 

CO2 (lb/day or 
tons/project) 

-Recommended for 
construction-only 
projects (linear in 
nature; i.e., levees, 
roads, pipelines) 

-To be updated to support 
emissions factors from 
OFFROAD 2007 
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Availability Applicability Scope Ease of 
Use 

Data Input 
(Requirements 
and Guidance) 

Data Output Recommendation 
Comments 

Advantages/ 
Disadvantages 

DTIM Public domain On-road mobile-
sources 

Statewide, 
regional 

Difficult 
(consists of 
a series of 
three 
programs 
and 
requires 
input files 
from traffic 
and 
emissions 
modeling) 

-EMFAC files 
-Traffic model 
output files (e.g., 
link, interzonal, and 
trip end data) 
-User options file 
-Optional files 
 

CO2 (tons/year) -Not recommended 

-Not updated to support 
EMFAC 2007 emission 
factors 
-Input files include output 
files from regional 
transportation models 
which more accurately 
reflect VMT 

Southeast 
Climate 
Change 
Partnership 
Spreadsheet 
Model (UK) 

Public domain 
http://www.climate
southeast.org.uk/ 

UK Local 
government/ 
agencies/ 
organizations 
used for emissions 
inventories 

Local, 
county, 
regional 

Fairly easy

Energy usage, 
waste 
generation/disposal
, transportation 

CO2 
(tonnes/year) 

-Not recommended 
for use in 
California, but could 
be a valuable source 
for building an 
applicable 
spreadsheet model 

-Applicability for UK, but 
could be updated with CA-
specific emission factors  

EPA AP-42; 
Evaporation 
Loss Sources 
Chapter 4.3.5  

Public reference 
document  

GHG emissions 
from waste water 
treatment 
facilities 

Facility 
level 

Easy 
equation; 
substantial 
research 
needed to 
use 

Biochemical oxygen 
demand (BOD) 
loading, Fraction 
anaerobically 
digested 

CH4 (lb/year) 

-Recommended for 
Publicly owned 
treatment works 
(POTW) projects 

-Substantial research 
needed to determine the 
“fraction anaerobically 
digested” parameter, 
which is dependent on the 
type of treatment 
plant/process 

LandGem v. 
3.02 

Public domain 
http://www.epa.go
v/ttn/catc/dir1/lan
dgem-v302.xls 

GHG emissions 
from anaerobic 
decomposition 
associated with 
landfills 

Facility 
Level Moderate 

Solid waste 
processing, year of 
analysis, lifetime of 
waste in place 

CO2, CH4 (Mega 
grams/year) 

-Recommended for 
landfill emissions 

-Emission rates change 
dependent on years of 
decomposition, waste in 
place rates of change. 
-Complex decomposition 
rate equation, but good 
first approximation 
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Description 

Availability Applicability Scope Ease of 
Use 

Data Input 
(Requirements 
and Guidance) 

Data Output Recommendation 
Comments 

Advantages/ 
Disadvantages 

CARROT Registry members 

Stationary source 
emissions, vehicle 
fleet mobile 
sources 

Facility 
level Moderate Facility-specific 

information All GHGs 

-Recommended for 
reporting facilities 
under AB 32 and for 
indirect emissions 
from energy 
consumption (CCAR 
Protocol) 

-Estimates all GHGs and 
normalizes to CO2e 
-Not publicly available 

Notes:  
GHG = greenhouse gas; AB = assembly bill; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; COG = council of governments ; ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers; CCAR = 
California Climate Action Registry 
Source: Data compiled by EDAW and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association in 2007 
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Introduction 
 
This chapter (and Appendix B) identifies existing and potential mitigation measures 
that could be applied to projects during the CEQA process to reduce a project’s GHG 
emissions that would be identified using the analytical methodologies included in this 
white paper.  The Subcommittee retained the services of EDAW to assist with this effort.  
EDAW performed a global search of mitigation measures currently in practice and under 
study that would reduce GHG emissions. 
 
Table 16 (Appendix B) provides a brief description of each measure along with an 
assessment of their feasibility (from a standpoint of economical, technological, and 
logistical feasibility, and emission reduction effectiveness), and identifies their potential 
for secondary impacts to air quality.  During the global search performed, EDAW also 
took note of GHG reduction strategies being implemented as rules and regulation (e.g., 
early action items under AB 32), which are summarized in Table 18 (Appendix C).  It is 
important to note that though compliance with such would be required by regulation for 
some sources, such strategies may be applicable to other project and source types.   
 
The recurring theme that echoes throughout a majority of these measures is the shift 
toward New Urbanism, and research has consistently shown that implementation of 
Neotraditional Development techniques reduces VMT and associated emissions.  The 
material reviewed assessed reductions from transportation-related measures (e.g., bicycle, 
pedestrian, transit, and parking) as a single comprehensive approach to land use.  This 
comprehensive approach focuses on development design criteria conducive to enhancing 
alternate modes of transportation, including transit, walking, and bicycling.  
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs are viewed as a mechanism to 
implement specific measures.  TDM responsibilities may include offering incentives to 
potential users of alternative modes of transportation and monitoring and reporting mode 
split changes. 
 
The comprehensive approach makes it more difficult to assess reductions attributable to 
each measure.  Nevertheless, there is a strong interrelationship between many of the 
measures, which justifies a combined approach.  Consider the relationship between bike 
parking nonresidential, bike parking residential, endtrip facilities, and proximity to bike 
path/bike lane measures.  In reality, these measures combined act as incentives for one 
individual to bike to work, while implementation of a single measure without the others 
reduces effectiveness. 
 
The global nature of GHG emissions is an important feature that enables unique 
mitigation: abatement.  When designing a project subject to CEQA, the preferred practice 
is first to avoid, then to minimize, and finally to compensate for impacts.  Where the 
impact cannot be mitigated on-site, off-site mitigation is often and effectively 
implemented in several resource areas, either in the form of offsetting the same impact or 
preserving the resource elsewhere in the region.  Frequently, mitigation fee programs or 
funds are established, where the proponent pays into the program and fees collected  
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throughout the region or state are used to implement projects that, in turn, proportionately 
offset the impacts of the projects to the given resource.  It may be more cost-effective to 
reduce as much GHG on-site as feasible (economically and technologically).  Then the 
proponent would pay into a “GHG retrofit fund” to reduce equivalent GHG emissions 
off-site.  In contrast to regional air pollutant offset programs such as the Carl Moyer 
Program, it matters greatly where reductions of ozone precursors occur, as ozone affects 
regional air quality.  The GHG retrofit fund could be used to provide incentives to 
upgrade older buildings and make them more energy efficient.  This would reduce 
demand on the energy sector and reduce stationary source emissions associated with 
utilities.  This program has been successfully implemented in the United Kingdom where 
developments advertise “carbon neutrality.”  Of course, some GHG emissions occur 
associated with operation of the development, but the development would offset the 
remainder of emissions through off-site retrofit.  Avoiding emissions that would 
otherwise continue to occur at existing development would be a unique opportunity for 
mitigation of GHG emissions.  Reduction of GHG emissions also may have important 
side benefits including reduction of other forms of pollution. 
 
Depending on the significance threshold concept adopted, projects subject to the CEQA 
process would either qualitatively or quantitatively identify the amount of GHG 
emissions associated with their project using the analytical methodologies identified in 
the previous chapter.  The analysis would then apply the appropriate number of 
mitigation measures listed in Appendix B to their project to reduce their GHG emissions 
below the significance level.  Calculating the amount of GHG emission reductions 
attributable to a given mitigation measure would require additional research.  The 
examples below illustrate how a project would be mitigated using this approach. 
 
Residential Project Example 
 
Project Attributes: 
 

• 68 detached dwelling units 
• 15.9 acres 
• Located in unincorporated Placer County PCAPCD jurisdiction) 
• Assume URBEMIS defaults for a rural project in Placer County, in absence of a 

traffic study (This is contrary to the recommendations contained under Task 1; a 
traffic study is necessary to asses project-specific GHG emissions). 

• Analysis year 2009 
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Table 11: Residential Project Example GHG Emissions Estimates with Mitigation 

URBEMIS Output 
(Unmitigated) 

Metric 
Tons/Year CO2e

URBEMIS Output 
(Mitigated) 

Metric 
Tons/Year 

CO2e 

Percent 
Reduction 

Area-source emissions 252 Area-source emissions 215 14.6 

Mobile-source 
emissions 

1,047 Mobile-source emissions 916 12.5 

Total direct operational 
emissions (area + 
mobile) 

1,299 Total operational 
emissions (area + mobile)

1,131 12.9 

Notes: 
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
 
Sources: Data compiled by EDAW in 2007 

 
Using URBEMIS 2007 and assuming the project would implement the mitigation 
measures listed below, yearly project-generated emissions of CO2e would be reduced by 
approximately 13 percent.  Implementation of the following mitigation measures is 
assumed: 
 

• 100 housing units within one-half-mile radius of project’s center, including this 
project’s 68 residential units; 

• provision of 80 jobs in the study area; 
• retail uses present with one-half-mile radius of project’s center; 
• 10 intersections per square mile; 
• 100% of streets with sidewalks on one side; 
• 50% of streets with sidewalks on both sides; 
• 30% of collectors and arterials with bike lanes, or where suitable, direct parallel 

routes exist; 
• 15% of housing units deed restricted below market rate; 
• 20% energy efficiency increase beyond Title 24; and  
• 100% of landscape maintenance equipment electrically powered and electrical 

outlets in front and rear of units. 
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Example Project Methodology and Mitigation 
 
Table 12 –Residential Projects Example Methodology and Mitigation 
Source Methodology Mitigation 

Direct Emissions   

Construction URBEMIS (OFFROAD 
emission factors) 

MM C-1→MM C-4 

Mobile Sources URBEMIS (EMFAC 
emission factors) 

MM T-3→MM T-8, MM T-10→
MM T-14, MM T-16, MM T-19→
MM T-21 
 
MM D-2→MM D-8, MM D-10→
MM D-15, MM D-17 
 
MM S-1→MM S-2 
 
MM M-1→MM M-2 

Area Sources URBEMIS 

Indirect Emissions  

Energy Consumption CCAR GRP & CEC 

MM D-13→MM D-15, MM D-17 
 
MM E-1→MM E-8, MM E-10, 
MM E-12→MM E-23 
 
MM S-1→MM S-2 
 
MM M-1→MM M-2 

 
 
Table 13 –Commercial Projects Example Methodology and Mitigation 
Source Methodology Mitigation 
Direct Emissions   
Construction URBEMIS (OFFROAD 

emission factors) 
MM C-1→MM C-4 

Mobile Sources URBEMIS (EMFAC 
emission factors) 

MM T-1→MM T-2, MM T-4→
MM T-15, MM T-17→MM T-21 
 
MM D-1→MM D-3, MM D-5→
MM D-6, MM D-10, MM D-12,
MM D-14→MM D-17 
 
MM E-24 
 
MM S-1→MM S-2 
 
MM M-1→MM M-2 

Area Sources URBEMIS 
Indirect Emissions  
Energy Consumption CCAR GRP & CEC 

MM D-14→MM D-17 
 
MM E-1, MM E-4→MM E-13, 
MM E-16→MM E-24 
MM S-1→MM S-2 MM M-1→MM M-2 
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Table 14 –Specific Plans Example Methodology and Mitigation 
Source Methodology Mitigation 
Direct Emissions   
Construction URBEMIS (OFFROAD 

emission factors)  
MM C-1→MM C-4 

Mobile Sources Short-term: URBEMIS 
(EMFAC emission factors). 
Long-term: I-
PLACE3S/CTG SCM 

MM T-1→MM T-21 
 
MM D-1→MM D-12, MM D-18→
MM D-19 
 
MM E-24 
 
MM S-1→MM S-2 
 
MM M-1→MM M-2 

Area Sources Short-term: URBEMIS 
(EMFAC emission factors). 
Long-term: I-
PLACE3S/CTG SCM 

Indirect Emissions  
Energy Consumption Short-term: CCAR GRP & 

CEC. Long-term: I-
PLACE3S/CTG SCM 

MM D-13→MM D-19 
 
MM E-1→MM E-24 
 
MM S-1→MM S-2 
 
MM M-1→MM M-2 

 
General Plans 

• Include a general plan policy to reduce emissions within planning area to a level 
consistent with legislative requirements. 

• Implementation strategies include preparation of a GHG reduction plan. 
• Projects consistent with a general plan could be responsible for complying with 

such a policy. 
 

Table 15 –General Plans Example Methodology and Mitigation 
Source Methodology Mitigation 
Direct Emissions   
Construction URBEMIS (OFFROAD 

emission factors).  
MS G-1 
MM G-15 

Mobile Sources Short-term: URBEMIS 
(EMFAC emission factors). 
Long-term: 
I-PLACE3S/CTG SCM 

MS G-1 
MS G-2→MS C-7, MS G-9, MS G-12, 
MS-13→MS-14, MS-16→MS-23 

Area Sources Short-term: URBEMIS 
(EMFAC emission factors). 
Long-term: 
I-PLACE3S/CTG SCM 

Indirect Emissions  
Energy Consumption Short-term: CCAR GRP & 

CEC. Long-term: I-
PLACE3S/CTG SCM 

MS G-1 
MS G-8→MS C-11, MS G-134, 
MS G-12, MS-15, MS-17, MS-22 
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Air District Rules and Regulations 
 
Air district rules and regulations could have the potential to increase or decrease GHG 
emissions within the respective jurisdiction.  In general, air district rules and regulations 
act to decrease criteria air pollutant or toxic air contaminant emissions, which would 
usually act to reduce GHG emissions simultaneously.  However, this may not always be 
the case and air district rules and regulations could address emissions from a large variety 
of different source types.  Reductions of GHG emissions associated with implementation 
of applicable mitigation, which could also vary greatly, would need to be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis.  However, once applicable mitigation measures are identified, percent 
reductions based on the best available research to date, such as those specified in Table 
15, could be applied to determine mitigated emissions. 
 
Air Quality Plans 
 
Similarly to air district rules and regulations, air quality plans could have the potential to 
increase or decrease GHG emissions because of criteria air pollutant reduction strategies.  
In general, strategies implemented by air districts to reduce criteria air pollutants also act 
to reduce GHG emissions.  However, this may not always be the case.  Reductions of 
GHG emissions associated with implementation of applicable mitigation would need to 
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  The methodology identified above for determining 
whether the strategies contained within the GHG reduction plan would adhere to the level 
specified in general plan policy could also be used to determine the reductions associated 
with CAP strategies.  
 
Regional Transportation Plans 
 
Regional transportation plans and reductions of GHG emissions associated with 
implementation of applicable mitigation would also need to be evaluated on a case-by-
case basis to determine if a net increase or decrease in GHG emissions would occur.  
Complex interactions between the roadway network, operating conditions, alternative 
transportation availability (such as public transit, bicycle pathways, and pedestrian 
infrastructure), and many other independent parameters specific to a region should be 
considered.  EMFAC 2007 can be used with VMT from the RTP to create an inventory of 
GHG emissions.  Reductions associated with implementation of applicable measures 
contained in Table 16 could be accomplished by accounting for VMT reductions in the 
traffic model. 
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Many states, counties, and cities have developed policies and regulations concerning 
greenhouse gas emissions that seek to require or promote reductions in GHG 
emissions through standards for vehicle emissions, fuels, electricity 
production/renewables, building efficiency, and other means.  However, we could 
only identify three public agencies in the United States that are considering formally 
requiring the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change for development 
projects during their associated environmental processes.  There may be others, but they 
were not identified during research conducted during preparation of this paper. 
 
The following is a summary of those three efforts. 
 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts - MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and 
Protocol 
 
The Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) has 
determined that the phrase “damage to the environment” as used in the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) includes the emission of greenhouse gases caused by 
projects subjects to MEPA Review.  EEA has published a Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Policy (GGEP) to fulfill the statutory obligation to take all feasible measurers to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate damage to the environment. 
 
The GGEP concerns the following projects only: 
 

• The Commonwealth or a state agency is the proponent; 
• The Commonwealth or a state agency is providing financial assistance; 
• The project is privately funded, but requires an Air Quality Permit from the 

department of Environmental Protection; 
• The project is privately funded, but will generate:  

o 3,000 or more new vehicle trips per day for office projects;  
o 6,000 or more new vehicle trips per day for mixed use projects that are 

25% or more office space; or  
o 10,000 or more new vehicle trips per day for other projects. 

 
As a comparison, the trip generation amounts correspond as follows: 
 

• 3,000 vehicle trips per day = approximately 250,000 square foot office 
development;  

• 6,000 or more new vehicle trips per day for mixed use projects that are 25% or 
more office space = if 25% office space, then equivalent to approximately 
130,000 square feet of office and either 100,000 square feet of retail or 450 
single-family residential units or some combination thereof. 

• 10,000 or more new vehicle trips per day = approximately 1,000 single family 
residential units or 250,000 square feet retail. 
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The draft policy states it is not intended to create a numerical GHG emission limit or a 
numerical GHG emissions reduction target, but rather to ensure that project proponents 
and reviewers have considered the GHG emissions impacts of their projects and taken all 
feasible means and measure to reduce those impacts. 
 
The draft policy notes that some projects within these categories will have little or no 
greenhouse gas emission and the policy will not apply to such projects.  EEA intends to 
identify in the scoping certificate whether a project falls within this de minimis exception. 
 
The GGEP requires qualifying projects to do the following: 
 

• to quantify their GHG emissions;  
• identify measures to minimize or mitigate such emissions; 
• quantify the reduction in emissions and energy savings from mitigation. 

 
Emissions inventories are intended to focus on carbon dioxide, but analysis of other 
GHGs may be required for certain projects.  EEA will require analysis of direct GGH 
emissions and indirect (electricity and transportation) emissions.  The GGEP references 
the protocols prepared by the World Resource Institute as guidance for inventory 
preparation. 
 
The policy is still in draft form, but the comment period closed on August 10, 2007. 
 
King County, Washington - Executive Order on the Evaluation of Climate Change 
Impacts through the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
 
On June 27, 2007, the King County Executive Ron Sims directed all King County 
Departments, as follows: 
 

“…effective September 1, 2007 to require that climate impacts, 
including, but not limited to those pertaining to greenhouse gases, 
be appropriately identified and evaluated when such Departments 
are acting as the lead agency in reviewing the environmental 
impacts of private or public proposals pursuant to the State 
Environmental Policy Act”. 

 
The Executive Order does not define what a “climate impact” is.  Based on statements of 
the County Deputy Chief of Staff*  
 

• County agencies will ask project proponents to supply information on 
transportation, energy usage and other impacts of proposed projects using the 
County’s existing SEPA checklist.   

                                                 
* Marten Law Group:  Environmental News, August 1, 2007, “King County (WA) First in Nation to 
Require Climate Change Impacts to be Considered During Environmental Review of New Projects”. 
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• There is no current plan to require project proponents to take action to mitigate 
the impacts identifies. 

• Development of emissions thresholds and mitigation requirements will be 
undertaken in connection with the County’s upcoming 2008 update of its 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
 
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District released an interim 
guidance on addressing climate change in CEQA documents on September 6, 2007.  
While very general in nature, the District recommends that CEQA environmental 
documents include a discussion of anticipated GHG emissions during both the 
construction and operation phases of the project.  This includes assessing the GHG 
emissions from projects (using readily available models) to determine whether a project 
may have a significant impact.  If so, then the District recommends addressing all of the 
District’s GHG mitigation measures (drawn from comments made by the California 
Attorney General) – with explanations on how the mitigation will be implemented or 
providing rationale for why a measure would be considered infeasible.  The District 
provides assistance to agencies in their analysis of GHG emissions and the applicability 
of specific mitigation measures.  The District’s guidance can be found at:  
http://64.143.64.21/climatechange/ClimateChangeCEQAguidance.pdf 
 
Mendocino Air Quality Management District – CEQA Guidelines 
 
The Mendocino AQMD updated its “Guidelines for Use During Preparation of Air 
Quality Impacts in EIRs or Mitigated Negative Declarations” in May 2007.  The 
guidelines call for preparing estimates of the increased emissions of air contaminations 
(including GHG) for projects.    
 
The guidelines state that GHG emissions should be presumed to have a significant impact 
if CO emissions from District-approved modeling exceed either of the following:  
 

• 80% of the level defined as significant for stationary sources in Regulation1, Rule 
130 (s2) of the District (which is 550 lbs/day for CO, meaning a threshold of 440 
lbs/day for CO for stationary sources); or 

• levels established in District Regulation 1 Rule 130 (i2) for indirect sources 
(which is 690 lbs/day for CO for indirect sources).  

 
If an average passenger vehicle emits 22 grams of CO/mile and 0.8 lb/mile of CO2, then the 690-
lb/day threshold for CO corresponds to approximately 11,400 lb/day CO2 threshold for passenger 
vehicle-related emissions.  If one assumes that the average passenger vehicle goes 12,500 
miles/year (about 35 miles/day), then this is a threshold equivalent to about 420 vehicles.  Using 
an average in California of about 1.77 vehicles/household, this would correspond to about 250 
households/dwelling units. 
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AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic Sustainability; CA=California; 
Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; 
CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; 
DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; 
EERE=Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; 
ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; GHG=Greenhouse 
Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute 
of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; 
PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; 
SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; 
TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green 
Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Citations from the Public Resources Code (Division 13, §21000 et seq.) as amended 
through January 1, 2005. 
 
Public Resources Code – Section 21004, MITIGATING OR AVOIDING A 
SIGNIFICANT EFFECT; POWERS OF PUBLIC AGENCY:  
 “In mitigating or avoiding a significant effect of a project on the environment, a public 
agency may exercise only those express or implied powers provided by law other than 
this division.  However, a public agency may use discretionary powers provided by such 
other law for the purpose of mitigating or avoiding a significant effect on the 
environment subject to the express or implied constraints or limitations that may be 
provided by law.” 
 
Public Resources Code – Section 21082.2, SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON 
ENVIRONMENT; DETERMINATION; ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
PREPARATION: 
(a) The lead agency shall determine whether a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 
(b) The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a project shall 
not require preparation of an environmental impact report if there is no substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record before the lead agency that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 
(c) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not 
contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not 
substantial evidence.  Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. 
(d) If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the lead agency, 
that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, an environmental impact 
report shall be prepared. 
(e) Statements in an environmental impact report and comments with respect to an 
environmental impact report shall not be deemed determinative of whether the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
Citations from the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act, CCR, Title 14, 
Division 6 (§15000 et seq.) as amended through July 27, 2007. 
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State CEQA Guidelines – Section 15064, DETERMINING THE 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS CAUSED BY A 
PROJECT: 
(a) Determining whether a project may have a significant effect plays a critical role in 
the CEQA process. 
(1) If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a lead agency, that 
a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the agency shall prepare a 
draft EIR. 
(2) When a final EIR identifies one or more significant effects, the Lead Agency and each 
Responsible Agency shall make a finding under Section 15091 for each significant effect 
and may need to make a statement of overriding considerations under Section 15093 for 
the project. 
(b) The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based 
to the extent possible on scientific and factual data. An ironclad definition of significant 
effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the 
setting.  For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may be 
significant in a rural area. 
(c) In determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial, the Lead Agency shall 
consider the views held by members of the public in all areas affected as expressed in the 
whole record before the lead agency.  Before requiring the preparation of an EIR, the 
Lead Agency must still determine whether environmental change itself might be 
substantial. 
(d) In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the Lead 
Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the environment which may be caused 
by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment 
which may be caused by the project. 
(1) A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment 
which is caused by and immediately related to the project. Examples of direct physical 
changes in the environment are the dust, noise, and traffic of heavy equipment that would 
result from construction of a sewage treatment plant and possible odors from operation of 
the plant. 
(2) An indirect physical change in the environment is a physical change in the 
environment which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused 
indirectly by the project.  If a direct physical change in the environment in turn causes 
another change in the environment, then the other change is an indirect physical change 
in the environment.  For example, the construction of a new sewage treatment plant may 
facilitate population growth in the service area due to the increase in sewage treatment 
capacity and may lead to an increase in air pollution. 
(3) An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably 
foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.  A change which is speculative 
or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable. 
(e) Economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as 
significant effects on the environment.  Economic or social changes may be used, 
however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on 
the environment.  Where a physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a 
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project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same 
manner as any other physical change resulting from the project.  Alternatively, 
economic and social effects of a physical change may be used to determine that the 
physical change is a significant effect on the environment.  If the physical change 
causes adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse effects may be 
used as a factor in determining whether the physical change is significant.  For example, 
if a project would cause overcrowding of a public facility and the overcrowding causes an 
adverse effect on people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a significant effect. 
(f) The decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be 
based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. 
(1) If the lead agency determines there is substantial evidence in the record that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an 
EIR (Friends of B Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988).  Said another 
way, if a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a 
significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it 
may also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a 
significant effect (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68). 
(2) If the lead agency determines there is substantial evidence in the record that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment but the lead agency determines 
that revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant 
would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant 
effect on the environment would occur and there is no substantial evidence in light of the 
whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant 
effect on the environment then a mitigated negative declaration shall be prepared. 
(3) If the lead agency determines there is no substantial evidence that the project may 
have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare a negative 
declaration (Friends of B Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App. 3d 988). 
(4) The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a project will 
not require preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence before the agency 
that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. 
(5) Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute 
substantial evidence.  Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion support by facts. 
(6) Evidence of economic and social impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical changes in the environment is not substantial evidence that the project may 
have a significant effect on the environment. 
(7) The provisions of sections 15162, 15163, and 15164 apply when the project being 
analyzed is a change to, or further approval for, a project for which an EIR or negative 
declaration was previously certified or adopted (e.g. a tentative subdivision, conditional 
use permit).  Under case law, the fair argument standard does not apply to determinations 
of significance pursuant to sections 15162, 15163, and 15164. 
(g) After application of the principles set forth above in Section 15064(f)(g), and in 
marginal cases where it is not clear whether there is substantial evidence that a project 
may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall be guided by the 
following principle: If there is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts 
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over the significance of an effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall treat the 
effect as significant and shall prepare an EIR. 
(h)(1) When assessing whether a cumulative effect requires an EIR, the lead agency 
shall consider whether the cumulative impact is significant and whether the effects of 
the project are cumulatively considerable.  An EIR must be prepared if the 
cumulative impact may be significant and the project’s incremental effect, though 
individually limited, is cumulatively considerable.  “Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects. 
(2) A lead agency may determine in an initial study that a project’s contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and 
thus is not significant.  When a project might contribute to a significant cumulative 
impact, but the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable through 
mitigation measures set forth in a mitigated negative declaration, the initial study shall 
briefly indicate and explain how the contribution has been rendered less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
(3) 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 (e.g., 
water quality control plan, air quality plan, integrated waste management plan) within the 
geographic area in which the project is located.  Such plans or programs must be 
specified in law or adopted by the public agency with jurisdiction over the affected 
resources through a public review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the 
law enforced or administered by the public agency.  If there is substantial evidence that 
the possible effects of a particular project are still cumulatively considerable 
notwithstanding that the project complies with the specified plan or mitigation program 
addressing the cumulative problem, an EIR must be prepared for the project. 
(4) The mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone 
shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects 
are cumulatively considerable. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines – Section 15130, DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS: 
(a)(3). “An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative 
impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant.  A 
project’s contribution is 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.  The lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its 
conclusion that the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable.   
 
State CEQA Guidelines – Section 15064.7, THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE: 
“Each public agency is encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance that 
the agency uses in the determination of the significance of environmental effects.  A 
threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level 
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of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect 
will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with 
which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant.” 
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Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
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NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
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Table 16 

Mitigation Measure Summary 
Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 

Effects 
(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

Transportation 
Bicycle/Pedestrian/Transit Measures 
MM T-1: Bike 
Parking 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

Yes: Lockers 
($1,200-
$2,950, 
$700/bike on 
average), 
Racks ($70-
$2,000, 
$70/bike on 
average). 

Yes (Caltrans 
2005, 
Dierkers et al. 
2007, VTPI 
2007) 

Yes 
(Caltrans 
2005, 
Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Nonresidential projects provide 
plentiful short- and long-term 
bicycle parking facilities to 
meet peak season maximum 
demand (e.g., one bike rack 
space per 20 vehicle/employee 
parking spaces.  

MM T-2: End of 
Trip Facilities 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

Yes Yes (Caltrans 
2005, 
Dierkers et al. 
2007, VTPI 
2007) 

Yes 
(Caltrans 
2005, 
Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Nonresidential projects provide 
“end-of-trip” facilities including 
showers, lockers, and changing 
space (e.g., four clothes lockers 
and one shower provided for 
every 80 employee parking 
spaces, separate facilities for 
each gender for projects with 
160 or more employee parking 
spaces).  

MM T-3: Bike-
Parking at Multi-

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 

1%-5%/High: CCAP 
presents combined % 
reductions for a range 
of mitigation measures 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD allocates 
combined reductions 
among individual 
measures (e.g., 2.5% 
reduction for all 
bicycle-related 
measures and one-
quarter of 2.5% for 
each individual 
measure) (TIAX 2005, 
EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 
VTPI presents % 
reductions for showers 
and combined 
measures in the TDM 
encyclopedia (VTPI 

Yes: Lockers 
($1,200-

Yes (Caltrans 
2005, 

Yes 
(Caltrans 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 

Caltrans, Portland Bicycle 
Master Plan (City of 
Portland 1998), CCAP 
Transportation Emissions 
Guidebook (Dierkers et al. 
2007), SMAQMD 
Recommended Guidance 
for Land Use Emission 
Reductions (SMAQMD 
2007), VTPI, CA air 
quality management and 
control districts, and 
cities/counties.  

Long-term bicycle parking is 
provided at apartment 
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Table 16 
Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

Unit Residential P/Mobile $2,950, 
$700/bike on 
average), 
Racks ($70-
$2,000, 
$70/bike on 
average). 

Dierkers et al. 
2007, VTPI 
2007) 

2005, 
Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

CAPs, TACs complexes or condominiums 
without garages (e.g., one long-
term bicycle parking space for 
each unit without a garage). 
Long-term facilities shall 
consist of one of the following: 
a bicycle locker, a locked room 
with standard racks and access 
limited to bicyclists only, or a 
standard rack in a location that 
is staffed and/or monitored by 
video surveillance 24 hours per 
day. 

MM T-4: 
Proximity to 
Bike Path/Bike 
Lanes 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

2007). JSA bases 
estimates on CCAP 
information (JSA 
2004).  

Yes Yes (Caltrans 
2005, 
Dierkers et al. 
2007, VTPI 
2007) 

Yes 
(Caltrans 
2005, 
Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Entire project is located within 
one-half mile of an 
existing/planned Class I or 
Class II bike lane and project 
design includes a comparable 
network that connects the 
project uses to the existing 
offsite facility. Project design 
includes a designated bicycle 
route connecting all units, on-
site bicycle parking facilities, 
offsite bicycle facilities, site 
entrances, and primary building 
entrances to existing Class I or 
Class II bike lane(s) within one-
half mile. Bicycle route 
connects to all streets 
contiguous with project site. 
Bicycle route has minimum 
conflicts with automobile 
parking and circulation 
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Table 16 
Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

facilities. All streets internal to 
the project wider than 75 feet 
have Class II bicycle lanes on 
both sides.  
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Table 16 
Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM T-5: 
Pedestrian 
Network 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

The project provides a 
pedestrian access network that 
internally links all uses and 
connects to all existing/planned 
external streets and pedestrian 
facilities contiguous with the 
project site. Project design 
includes a designated pedestrian 
route interconnecting all 
internal uses, site entrances, 
primary building entrances, 
public facilities, and adjacent 
uses to existing external 
pedestrian facilities and streets. 
Route has minimal conflict with 
parking and automobile 
circulation facilities. Streets 
(with the exception of alleys) 
within the project have 
sidewalks on both sides. All 
sidewalks internal and adjacent 
to project site are minimum of 
five feet wide. All sidewalks 
feature vertical curbs. 
Pedestrian facilities and 
improvements such as grade 
separation, wider sidewalks, and 
traffic calming are implemented 
wherever feasible to minimize 
pedestrian barriers. All site 
entrances provide pedestrian 
access. 

MM T-6: 
Pedestrian 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 

1%-10%/High: CCAP 
presents combined % 
reductions for a range 
of mitigation measures 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD allocates 
1% for each individual 
measure (TIAX 2005, 
EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 

CCAP Transportation 
Emissions Guidebook 
(Dierkers et al. 2007), 
SMAQMD Recommended 
Guidance for Land Use 
Emission Reductions 
(SMAQMD 2007), VTPI, 
CA air quality 
management and control 
districts, and 
cities/counties. 

Site design and building 
placement minimize barriers to 
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Table 16 
Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

Barriers 
Minimized 

AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

VTPI 2007) al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

CAPs, TACs pedestrian access and 
interconnectivity. Physical 
barriers such as walls, berms, 
landscaping, and slopes between 
residential and nonresidential 
uses that impede bicycle or 
pedestrian circulation are 
eliminated. 

MM T-7: Bus 
Shelter for 
Existing/Planned 
Transit Service 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-2%/High: CCAP 
presents these % 
reductions (Dierkers et 
al., 2007). SMAQMD 
assigns from .25%-1%, 
depending on headway 
frequency (TIAX 
2005, EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 

Yes: $15,000-
$70,000. 

Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CCAP Transportation 
Emissions Guidebook 
(Dierkers et al. 2007), 
SMAQMD Recommended 
Guidance for Land Use 
Emission Reductions 
(SMAQMD 2007), VTPI, 
City of Calgary (City of 
Calgary 2004), CA air 
quality management and 
control districts, and 
cities/counties. 

Bus or streetcar service provides 
headways of one hour or less for 
stops within one-quarter mile; 
project provides safe and 
convenient bicycle/pedestrian 
access to transit stop(s) and 
provides essential transit stop 
improvements (i.e., shelters, 
route information, benches, and 
lighting). 
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Table 16 
Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM T-8: Traffic 
Calming 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-10%/High: CCAP 
presents combined % 
reductions for a range 
of mitigation measures 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD allocates 
.25%-1.0% for each 
individual measure 
depending on percent 
of intersections and 
streets with 
improvements (TIAX 
2005, EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CCAP Transportation 
Emissions Guidebook 
(Dierkers et al. 2007), 
SMAQMD Recommended 
Guidance for Land Use 
Emission Reductions 
(SMAQMD 2007), VTPI, 
CA air quality 
management and control 
districts, and 
cities/counties. 

Project design includes 
pedestrian/bicycle safety and 
traffic calming measures in 
excess of jurisdiction 
requirements. Roadways are 
designed to reduce motor 
vehicle speeds and encourage 
pedestrian and bicycle trips by 
featuring traffic calming 
features. All sidewalks internal 
and adjacent to project site are 
minimum of five feet wide. All 
sidewalks feature vertical curbs. 
Roadways that converge 
internally within the project are 
routed in such a way as to avoid 
“skewed intersections;” which 
are intersections that meet at 
acute, rather than right, angles. 
Intersections internal and 
adjacent to the project feature 
one or more of the following 
pedestrian safety/traffic calming 
design techniques: marked 
crosswalks, count-down signal 
timers, curb extensions, speed 
tables, raised crosswalks, raised 
intersections, median islands, 
tight corner radii, and 
roundabouts or mini-circles. 
Streets internal and adjacent to 
the project feature pedestrian 
safety/traffic calming measures 
such as on-street parking, 
planter strips with street trees, 
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Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

and chicanes/chokers (variations 
in road width to discourage 
high-speed travel). 

Parking Measures 
MM T-9: Paid 
Parking (Parking 
Cash Out) 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

1%-30%/High: CCAP 
presents a range of 
15%-30% reduction 
for parking programs 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD presents a 
range of 1.0%-7.2%, 
depending on cost/day 
and distance to transit 
(TIAX 2005, EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). Shoupe presents 
a 21% reduction 
[$5/day for commuters 
to downtown LA, with 
elasticity of -0.18 (e.g., 
if price increases 10%, 
then solo driving goes 
down by 1.8% more)] 
(Shoupe 2005). Urban 
Transit Institute 

Yes: Vary by 
location and 
project size.  

Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CCAP Transportation 
Emissions Guidebook 
(Dierkers et al. 2007), 
SMAQMD Recommended 
Guidance for Land Use 
Emission Reductions 
(SMAQMD 2007), VTPI, 
CA air quality 
management and control 
districts, and 
cities/counties. 

Project provides employee 
and/or customer paid parking 
system. Project must have a 
permanent and enforceable 
method of maintaining user fees 
for all parking facilities. The 
facility may not provide 
customer or employee 
validations. Daily charge for 
parking must be equal to or 
greater than the cost of a transit 
day/monthly pass plus 20%.  
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(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
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Applicable 
Project/Source 
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Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

presents a range of 
1%-10% reduction in 
trips to central city 
sites, and 2%-4% in 
suburban sites (VTPI 
2007). 

MM T-10: 
Minimum 
Parking 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-30%/High: CCAP 
presents a range of 
15%-30% reduction 
for parking programs 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD presents a 
maximum of 6% 
(Nelson/Nygaard 
Consulting Associates, 
2005, TIAX 2005, 
EDAW 2006).  

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007), 
Note that in 
certain areas 
of the state, 
the 
minimum 
parking 
required by 
code is 
greater than 
the peak 
period 
parking 
demand for 
most land 
uses. Simply 
meeting 
minimum 
code 
requirements 
in these 
areas would 
not result in 
an emissions 
reduction. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CCAP Transportation 
Emissions Guidebook 
(Dierkers et al. 2007), 
SMAQMD Recommended 
Guidance for Land Use 
Emission Reductions 
(SMAQMD 2007), VTPI, 
Governor’s Office of 
Smart Growth (Annapolis, 
Maryland) (Zimbler), CA 
air quality management 
and control districts, and 
cities/counties. 
 

Provide minimum amount of 
parking required. Once land 
uses are determined, the trip 
reduction factor associated with 
this measure can be determined 
by utilizing the ITE parking 
generation publication. The 
reduction in trips can be 
computed as shown below by 
the ratio of the difference of 
minimum parking required by 
code and ITE peak parking 
demand to ITE peak parking 
demand for the land uses 
multiplied by 50%.  
Percent Trip Reduction = 50 * 
[(min parking required by code 
– ITE peak parking demand)/ 
(ITE peak parking demand)] 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 
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Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM T-11: 
Parking 
Reduction 
Beyond 
Code/Shared 
Parking 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-30%/High: CCAP 
presents a range of 
15%-30% reduction 
for parking programs 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD presents a 
maximum of 12% 
(Nelson/Nygaard, 
2005, TIAX 2005, 
EDAW 2006). 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Provide parking reduction less 
than code. This measure can be 
readily implemented through a 
shared parking strategy, wherein 
parking is utilized jointly among 
different land uses, buildings, 
and facilities in an area that 
experience peak parking needs 
at different times of day and day 
of the week.  

MM T-12: 
Pedestrian 
Pathway 
Through Parking 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-4%/Moderate: 
CCAP presents 
combined % 
reductions for a range 
of mitigation measures 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD allocates 
0.5% reduction for this 
measure (TIAX 2005, 
EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Provide a parking lot design that 
includes clearly marked and 
shaded pedestrian pathways 
between transit facilities and 
building entrances. 
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Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
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Applicable 
Project/Source 
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Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM T-13: Off -
Street Parking 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-4%/Moderate: 
CCAP presents 
combined % 
reductions for a range 
of mitigation measures 
(Dierkers et al. 2007). 
SMAQMD allocates a 
range of 0.1%-1.5% 
for this measure 
(TIAX 2005, EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Parking facilities are not 
adjacent to street frontage. 

MM T-14: 
Parking Area 
Tree Cover  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

Annual net CO2 
reduction of 3.1 kg/m2 
canopy 
cover/Moderate 
(McPherson 2001). 

Yes: $19 per 
new tree for 
CA, cost 
varies for 
maintenance, 
removal and 
replacement 
(McPherson 
2001). 

Yes Yes Adverse: 
VOCs 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs  

AG, State of CA 
Department of Justice 
(Goldberg 2007) and 
cities/counties (e.g., 
parking lot ordinances in 
Sacramento, Davis, and 
Los Angeles, CA). 

Provide parking lot areas with 
50% tree cover within 10 years 
of construction, in particular 
low emitting, low maintenance, 
native drought resistant trees. 
Reduces urban heat island effect 
and requirement for air 
conditioning, effective when 
combined with other measures 
(e.g., electrical maintenance 
equipment and reflective paving 
material).  

MM T-15: Valet 
Bicycle Parking  

LD (C, M), 
SP, AQP, TP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: Raley 
Field 
(Sacramento, 
CA) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Raley Field (Sacramento, 
CA). 

Provide spaces for the operation 
of valet bicycle parking at 
community event “centers” such 
as amphitheaters, theaters, and 
stadiums. 

MM T-16: 
Garage Bicycle 
Storage 

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, TP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes: Less 
than 
$200/multiple 
bike rack. 

Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

City of Fairview, OR Provide storage space in one-car 
garages for bicycles and bicycle 
trailers.  



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM T-17: 
Preferential 
Parking for 
EVs/CNG 
Vehicles 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

USGBC, CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., BAAQMD). 
 

Provide preferential parking 
space locations for EVs/CNG 
vehicles. 

MM T-18: 
Reduced/No 
Parking Fee for 
EVs/CNG 
Vehicles 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Hotels (e.g., Argonaut in 
San Francisco, CA) 

Provide a reduced/no parking 
fee for EVs/CNG vehicles. 
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Miscellaneous Measure 
MM T-19: TMA 
Membership 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

1%-28%/High: CCAP 
presents a range of 
3%-25% for TDMs 
with complementary 
transit and land use 
measures (Dierkers et 
al. 2007). VTPI 
presents a range of 
6%-7% in the TDM 
encyclopedia (VTPI 
2007). URBEMIS 
offers a 2%-10% range 
in reductions for a 
TDM that has 5 
elements that are 
pedestrian and transit 
friendly and 1%-5% 
for 3 elements. 
SMAQMD presents a 
reduction of 5% 
(TIAX 2005, EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007).  

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs  

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Include permanent TMA 
membership and funding 
requirement. Funding to be 
provided by Community 
Facilities District or County 
Service Area or other 
nonrevocable funding 
mechanism. TDMs have been 
shown to reduce employee 
vehicle trips up to 28% with the 
largest reductions achieved 
through parking pricing and 
transit passes. The impact 
depends on the travel 
alternatives.  

MM T-20: 
ULEV 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes: Higher 
than 
corresponding 
gasoline 
models. 

Yes Yes: Fueling 
stations 
might not be 
readily 
available 
depending 
on location. 
More than 
900 E85 
fueling 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

DGS, CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Use of and/or provide ULEV 
that are 50% cleaner than 
average new model cars (e.g., 
natural gas, ethanol, electric). 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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stations in 
the U.S., 5 in 
CA. 
Vehicles 
available in 
select 
regions only 

MM T-21: Flex 
Fuel Vehicles 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

5466.97 lb 
GHG/year/Low (DOE 
Fuel Economy) 

Yes: E85 
costs less than 
gasoline per 
gallon, but 
results in 
lower fuel 
economy. 

Yes Yes: More 
than 900 
E85 fueling 
stations in 
the U.S., 5 in 
CA. 
Vehicles 
available in 
select 
regions only 

Adverse: Yes 
Issues with 
the energy 
intensive 
ethanol 
production 
process (e.g., 
wastewater 
treatment 
requirements). 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

DGS, CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SJVAPCD). 

Use of and/or provide vehicles 
that utilize gasoline/ethanol 
blends (e.g., E85).  

Design 
Commercial & Residential Building Design Measures 

MM D-1: 
Office/Mixed 
Use Density 

LD (C, M), 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

0.05%-2%/Moderate: 
This range is from 
SMAQMD, depending 

Yes Yes (VTPI 
2007) 

Yes (VTPI 
2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 

Project provides high density 
office or mixed-use proximate 
to transit. Project must provide 
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on FAR and headway 
frequencies 
(Nelson/Nygaard 
Consulting Associates 
2005, EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

(e.g., SMAQMD). safe and convenient pedestrian 
and bicycle access to all transit 
stops within one-quarter mile.  

MM D-2: 
Orientation to 
Existing/Planned 
Transit, 
Bikeway, or 
Pedestrian 
Corridor 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

0.4%-1%/Moderate: 
CCAP attributes a 
0.5% reduction per 1% 
improvement in transit 
frequency (Dierkers et 
al. 2007). SMAQMD 
presents a range of 
0.25%-5% (JSA 2005, 
EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project is oriented towards 
existing transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian corridor. Setback 
distance between project and 
existing or planned adjacent 
uses is minimized or 
nonexistent. Setback distance 
between different buildings on 
project site is minimized. 
Setbacks between project 
buildings and planned or 
existing sidewalks are 
minimized. Buildings are 
oriented towards existing or 
planned street frontage. Primary 
entrances to buildings are 
located along planned or 
existing public street frontage. 
Project provides bicycle access 
to any planned bicycle 
corridor(s). Project provides 
pedestrian access to any planned 
pedestrian corridor(s). 

MM D-3: 
Services 
Operational 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

0.5%-5%/Moderate Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project provides on-site shops 
and services for employees. 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
 
 B-15  

Table 16 
Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM D-4: 
Residential 
Density (Employ 
Sufficient 
Density for New 
Residential 
Development to 
Support the Use 
of Public Transit) 

LD (R, M), 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

1%-40%/High: #7, 
EPA presents a range 
of 32%-40% (EPA 
2006). SMAQMD 
presents a range of 
1%-12% depending on 
density and headway 
frequencies 
(Nelson/Nygaard 
Consulting Associates 
2005, JSA 2005, 
EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 
Nelson/Nygaard 
presents a trip 
reduction formula: 
Trip Reduction = 
0.6*(1-
(19749*((4.814+ 
households per 
residential 
acre)/(4.814+7.14))^-
06.39)/25914). 

Yes Yes (VTPI 
2007, 
Holtzclaw 
2007) 

Yes (VTPI 
2007, 
Holtzclaw 
2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project provides high-density 
residential development. Transit 
facilities must be within one-
quarter mile of project border. 
Project provides safe and 
convenient bicycle/pedestrian 
access to all transit stop(s) 
within one-quarter mile of 
project border. 

MM D-5: Street 
Grid 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 

1%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction (JSA 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007, 
VTPI 2007) 

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007, 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 

Multiple and direct street 
routing (grid style). This 
measure only applies to projects 
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Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

P/Mobile 2005, EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

VTPI 2007) (e.g., SMAQMD). with an internal CF >/= 0.80, 
and average of one-quarter mile 
or less between external 
connections along perimeter of 
project. [CF= # of intersections / 
(# of cul-de-sacs + 
intersections)]. Cul-de-sacs with 
bicycle/pedestrian through 
access may be considered 
“complete intersections” when 
calculating the project’s internal 
connectivity factor. External 
connections are bike/pedestrian 
pathways and access points, or 
streets with safe and convenient 
bicycle and pedestrian access 
that connect the project to 
adjacent streets, sidewalks, and 
uses. If project site is adjacent 
to undeveloped land; streets, 
pathways, access points, and 
right-of-ways that provide for 
future access to adjacent uses 
may count for up to 50% of the 
external connections. Block 
perimeter (the sum of the 
measurement of the length of all 
block sides) is limited to no 
more than 1,350 feet. Streets 
internal to the project should 
connect to streets external to the 
project whenever possible. 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM D-6: NEV 
Access 

LD (R, C, M), 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

0.5%-1.5%/Low: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 

Yes Yes (Litman 
1999, 
Sperling 
1994) 

Yes (Litman 
1999, 
Sperling 
1994) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Make physical development 
consistent with requirements for 
neighborhood electric vehicles. 
Current studies show that for 
most trips, NEVs do not replace 
gas-fueled vehicles as the 
primary vehicle. 

MM D-7: 
Affordable 
Housing 
Component 

LD (R, M), 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

0.4%-6%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(Nelson/Nygaard 
Consulting Associates 
2005, EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Residential development 
projects of five or more 
dwelling units provide a deed-
restricted low-income housing 
component on-site (or as 
defined in the code). Developers 
who pay into In-Lieu Fee 
Programs are not considered 
eligible to receive credit for this 
measure. The award of emission 
reduction credit shall be based 
only on the proportion of 
affordable housing developed 
on-site because in-lieu programs 
simply induce a net increase in 
development. 
Percentage reduction shall be 
calculated according to the 
following formula: 
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Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

% reduction = % units deed-
restricted below market rate 
housing * 0.04 

MM D-8: 
Recharging Area  

LD (R, M), 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

 Provide residential buildings 
with a “utility” room or space 
for recharging batteries, whether 
for use in a car, electric 
lawnmower, other electric 
landscaping equipment, or even 
batteries for small items such as 
flashlights. 

Mixed-Use Development Measures 
MM D-9: Urban 
Mixed-Use 

LD (M), SP, 
TP, AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

3%-9%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(TIAX 2005, EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

Yes Yes (EPA 
2006) 

Yes (EPA 
2006) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Development of projects 
predominantly characterized by 
properties on which various 
uses, such as office, 
commercial, institutional, and 
residential, are combined in a 
single building or on a single 
site in an integrated 
development project with 
functional interrelationships and 
a coherent physical design. 

MM D-10: 
Suburban Mixed-
Use 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

3%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(TIAX 2005, EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

Yes Yes (EPA 
2006) 

Yes (EPA 
2006) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Have at least three of the 
following on site and/or offsite 
within one-quarter mile: 
Residential Development, Retail 
Development, Park, Open 
Space, or Office. 

MM D-11: Other 
Mixed-Use 

LD (R, M), 
SP, TP, AQP, 
RR, P/Mobile 

1%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(TIAX 2005, EDAW 

Yes Yes (EPA 
2006) 

Yes (EPA 
2006) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

All residential units are within 
one-quarter mile of parks, 
schools or other civic uses. 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
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(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

MM D-12: Infill 
Development 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

3%-30%/High: Infill 
development reduces 
vehicle trips and VMT 
by 3% and 20%, 
respectively (Fehr & 
Peers 2007). CCAP 
identifies a site level 
VMT reduction range 
of 20%-30% (Dierkers 
et al. 2007). 

Yes Yes (Dierkers 
et al. 2007)  

Yes 
(Dierkers et 
al. 2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project site is on a vacant infill 
site, redevelopment area, or 
brownfield or greyfield lot that 
is highly accessible to regional 
destinations, where the 
destinations rating of the 
development site (measured as 
the weighted average travel time 
to all other regional 
destinations) is improved by 
100% when compared to an 
alternate greenfield site. 

Miscellaneous Measures 
MM D-13: 
Electric 
Lawnmower 

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Area 

1%/Low: SMAQMD 
presents this % 
reduction (EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Provide a complimentary 
electric lawnmower to each 
residential buyer. 
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Mitigation Measure Summary 

Effective Feasible (Yes/No) Secondary 
Effects 

(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
Measure 

Applicable 
Project/Source 

Type1 
Emissions 

Reduction/Score2 
Cost (Yes/No)3 Technical4 Logistical5    

MM D-14: 
Enhanced 
Recycling/Waste 
Reduction, 
Reuse, 
Composting 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: 
Association 
with social 
awareness. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CIWMB Provide infrastructure/education 
that promotes the avoidance of 
products with excessive 
packaging, recycle, buying of 
refills, separating of food and 
yard waste for composting, and 
using rechargeable batteries. 

MM D-15: 
LEED 
Certification 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Moderate Yes: Receive 
tax rebates, 
incentives 
(e.g., EDAW 
San Diego 
office interior 
remodel cost 
$1,700,000 
for 32,500 
square feet) 
(USGBC 
2007) 

Yes Yes: More 
than 700 
buildings of 
different 
certifications 
in CA 
(USGBC 
2007). 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

USGBC, CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., BAAQMD). 

LEED promotes a whole-
building approach to 
sustainability by recognizing 
performance in five key areas of 
human and environmental 
health: sustainable site 
development, water savings, 
energy efficiency, materials 
selection, and indoor 
environmental quality. 

MM D-16: 
Retro-
Commissioning 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

8%-10% reduction in 
energy 
usage/Moderate: (Mills 
et al. 2004) 

Yes: Average 
$0.28/square 

feet, varies 
with building 
size (Haasl 
and Sharp 
1999). 

Yes Yes: 27 
projects 
underway in 
CA, 21 more 
to be 
completed in 
2007, mostly 
state 
buildings 
owned by 
DGS (DGS 
2007). 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

DGS, CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., BAAQMD). 

The process ensures that all 
building systems perform 
interactively according to the 
contract documents, the design 
intent and the owner’s 
operational needs to optimize 
energy performance. 

MM D-17 
Landscaping  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Alliance for the 
Chesapeake Bay, EPA 
Green Landscaping 

Project shall use drought 
resistant native trees, trees with 
low emissions and high carbon 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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P/Stationary 
& Area 

Resources sequestration potential. 
Evergreen trees on the north and 
west sides afford the best 
protection from the setting 
summer sun and cold winter 
winds. Additional 
considerations include the use 
of deciduous trees on the south 
side of the house that will admit 
summer sun; evergreen 
plantings on the north side will 
slow cold winter winds; 
constructing a natural planted 
channel to funnel summer 
cooling breezes into the house. 
Neighborhood CCR’s not 
requiring that front and side 
yards of single family homes be 
planted with turf grass. 
Vegetable gardens, bunch grass, 
and low-water landscaping shall 
also be permitted, or even 
encouraged. 

MM D-18: Local 
Farmers’ Market 

LD (M), 
SP/Mobile, 
Stationary, & 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: 
Associated 
with social 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Cities/counties (e.g., 
Davis, Sacramento) 

Project shall dedicate space in a 
centralized, accessible location 
for a weekly farmers’ market. 
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(Yes/No) 

Agency/Organization/Other6 Description/Comments Mitigation 
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Area choice and 
public 
awareness.  

MM D-19: 
Community 
Gardens 

LD (M), 
SP/Mobile, 
Stationary, & 
Area 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: 
Associated 
with social 
choice and 
public 
awareness.  

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Cities/counties (e.g., 
Davis) 

Project shall dedicate space for 
community gardens.  

Energy Efficiency/Building Component 
MM E-1: High-
Efficiency 
Pumps 

LD (R, C, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., BAAQMD). 

Project shall use high-efficiency 
pumps.  

MM E-2: Wood 
Burning 
Fireplaces/Stoves 

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low: EDAW 2006 Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project does not feature 
fireplaces or wood burning 
stoves. 

MM E-3: 
Natural Gas 
Stove 

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low: EDAW 2006 Yes: Cost of 
stove—$350 
(gas) and 
$360 
(electric) 
same brand, 
total yearly 
cost of $42.17 
as opposed to 
$56.65 for 
electric 
(Saving 
Electricity 
2006). 

Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project features only natural gas 
or electric stoves in residences. 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
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Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
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NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
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Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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MM E-4: 
Energy Star Roof 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

0.5%-1%/Low: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

Yes Yes Yes: 866 
Energy Star 
labeled 
buildings in 
California 
(Energy Star 
2007) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project installs Energy Star 
labeled roof materials. 

MM E-5: On-
site Renewable 
Energy System 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

1%-3%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(USGBC 2002 and 
2005, EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

Yes Yes (USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Yes 
(USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project provides onsite 
renewable energy system(s). 
Nonpolluting and renewable 
energy potential includes solar, 
wind, geothermal, low-impact 
hydro, biomass and bio-gas 
strategies. When applying these 
strategies, projects may take 
advantage of net metering with 
the local utility.  
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MM E-6: 
Exceed Title 24 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, GSP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

1%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007).  

Yes Yes (PG&E 
2002, SMUD 
2006) 

Yes (PG&E 
2002, 
SMUD 
2006) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

PG&E, SMUD, CA air 
quality management and 
control districts and 
cities/counties (e.g., 
SMAQMD). 

Project exceeds title 24 
requirements by 20%. 

MM E-7: Solar 
Orientation 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

0.5%/Low: SMAQMD 
presents this % 
reduction (EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project orients 75% or more of 
homes and/or buildings to face 
either north or south (within 30° 
of N/S). Building design 
includes roof overhangs that are 
sufficient to block the high 
summer sun, but not the lower 
winter sun, from penetrating 
south facing windows. Trees, 
other landscaping features and 
other buildings are sited in such 
a way as to maximize shade in 
the summer and maximize solar 
access to walls and windows in 
the winter. 

MM E-8: 
Nonroof 
Surfaces 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, GSP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

1.0%/Low: SMAQMD 
presents this % 
reduction (EDAW 
2006, SMAQMD 
2007). 

Yes Yes (USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Yes 
(USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Provide shade (within 5 years) 
and/or use light-colored/high-
albedo materials (reflectance of 
at least 0.3) and/or open grid 
pavement for at least 30% of the 
site’s nonroof impervious 
surfaces, including parking lots, 
walkways, plazas, etc.; OR 
place a minimum of 50% of 
parking spaces underground or 
covered by structured parking; 
OR use an open-grid pavement 
system (less than 50% 
impervious) for a minimum of 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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50% of the parking lot area. The 
mitigation measure reduces heat 
islands (thermal gradient 
differences between developed 
and undeveloped areas to 
minimize impact on 
microclimate and human and 
wildlife habitats. This measure 
requires the use of patented or 
copyright protected 
methodologies created by the 
ASTM. The SRI is a measure of 
the constructed surface’s ability 
to reflect solar heat, as shown 
by a small rise in temperature. It 
is defined so that a standard 
black (reflectance 0.05, 
emittance 0.90) is “0” and a 
standard white (reflectance 
0.80, emittance 0.90) is 100. To 
calculate SRI for a given 
material, obtain the reflectance 
value and emittance value for 
the material. SRI is calculated 
according to ASTM E 1980-01. 
Reflectance is measured 
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according to ASTM E 903, 
ASTM E 1918, or ASTM C 
1549. Emittance is measured 
according to ASTM E 408 or 
ASTM C 1371. Default values 
for some materials will be 
available in the LEED-NC v2.2 
Reference Guide. 

MM E-9: Low-
Energy Cooling 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

1%-10%/Low: EDAW 
presents this percent 
reduction range 
(EDAW 2006). 

Yes Yes (USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Yes 
(USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Project optimizes building’s 
thermal distribution by 
separating ventilation and 
thermal conditioning systems. 

MM E-10: 
Green Roof 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

1.0%/Moderate: 
SMAQMD presents 
this % reduction 
(EDAW 2006, 
SMAQMD 2007). 

Yes Yes (USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Yes 
(USGBC 
2002 and 
2005) 

Adverse: 
Increased 
Water 
Consumption 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CA air quality 
management and control 
districts and cities/counties 
(e.g., SMAQMD). 

Install a vegetated roof that 
covers at least 50% of roof area. 
The reduction assumes that a 
vegetated roof is installed on a 
least 50% of the roof area or 
that a combination high albedo 
and vegetated roof surface is 
installed that meets the 
following standard: (Area of 
SRI Roof/0.75)+(Area of 
vegetated roof/0.5) >= Total 
Roof Area. Water consumption 
reduction measures shall be 
considered in the design of the 
green roof.  

MM E-11: EV 
Charging 
Facilities 

LD (C, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes: $500-
$5000/ 
vehicle site 
(PG&E 1999)

Yes Yes: 381 
facilities in 
CA (Clean 
Air Maps 
2007). 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

DOE, EERE, CA air 
quality management and 
control districts and 
cities/counties (e.g., 
BAAQMD). 

Project installs EV charging 
facilities.  

MM E-12: LD (R, C, M), NA/Low: Increasing Yes: Light Yes Yes: Apply Adverse: No  Project provides light-colored 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Light-Colored 
Paving  

I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

the albedo of 1,250 km 
of pavement by 0.25 
would save cooling 
energy worth $15M 
per year. 

colored 
aggregates 
and white 
cement are 
more 
expensive 
than gray 
cement. 
Certain 
blended 
cements are 
very light in 
color and may 
reflect 
similarly to 
white cement 
at an 
equivalent 
cost to normal 
gray cement. 

natural sand 
or gravel 
colored 
single 
surface 
treatments to 
asphalt 
(EOE 2007). 

Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

paving (e.g., increased albedo 
pavement). 

MM E-13: Cool 
Roofs 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes: 0.75–
1.5/square 
feet coating 
(EPA 2007a) 

Yes Yes: Over 
90% of the 
roofs in the 
United 
States are 
dark colored 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

CEC Project provides cool roofs. 
Highly reflective, highly 
emissive roofing materials that 
stay 50-60°F cooler than a 
normal roof under a hot summer 
sun. CA’s Cool Savings 
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(EPA 
2007a). 

Program provided rebates to 
building owners for installing 
roofing materials with high 
solar reflectance and thermal 
emittance. The highest rebate 
went to roofs on air conditioned 
buildings, while buildings with 
rooftop ducts and other 
nonresidential buildings were 
eligible for slightly less. The 
program aimed to reduce peak 
summer electricity demand and 
was administered by the CEC. 

MM E-14: Solar 
Water Heaters 

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

20%–70% reduction in 
cooling energy 
needs/Moderate 

Yes: 
$1675/20 
square feet, 
requires a 50 
gallon tank, 
annual 
operating cost 
of $176 (DOE 
2007).  

Yes Yes: Based 
on solar 
orientation, 
building 
codes, 
zoning 
ordinances. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

Europe Project provides solar water 
heaters.  

MM E-15: 
Electric Yard 
Equipment 
Compatibility 

LD (R, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes: $75–
$250/outlet 
from existing 
circuit (Cost 
Helper 2007). 

Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Project provides electrical 
outlets at building exterior 
areas. 

MM E-16: 
Energy Efficient 
Appliance 
Standards 

LD (R, C, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes: Varies 
for each 
appliance—
higher capital 
costs, lower 
operating 
costs (Energy 

Yes Yes: Major 
retail stores. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Project uses energy efficient 
appliances (e.g., Energy Star).  



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Star 2007).  
MM E-17: 
Green Building 
Materials 

LD (R, C, M), 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Stationary 
& Area 

NA/Low: 25-30% 
more efficient on 
average. 

Yes Yes: BEES 
software 
allows users 
to balance the 
environmental 
and economic 
performance 
of building 
products; 
developed by 
NIST (NIST 
2007).  

Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Project uses materials which are 
resource efficient, recycled, 
with long life cycles and 
manufactured in an 
environmentally friendly way. 

MM E-18: 
Shading 
Mechanisms 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary, 
& Area 

NA/Low: Up to $450 
annual energy savings 
(Energy Star 2007). 

Yes: Higher 
capital costs, 
lower 
operating and 
maintenance 
costs (Energy 
Star 2007). 

Yes Yes: Major 
retail stores. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Install energy-reducing shading 
mechanisms for windows, 
porch, patio and walkway 
overhangs. 
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MM E-19: 
Ceiling/Whole-
House Fans 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary, 
& Area 

NA/Low: 50% more 
efficient than 
conventional fans 
(Energy Star 2007). 

Yes: $45-
$200/fan, 
installation 
extra (Lowe’s 
2007).  

Yes Yes: Major 
retail stores. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Install energy-reducing 
ceiling/whole-house fans. 

MM E-20: 
Programmable 
Thermostats 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary, 
& Area 

NA/Low: $100 annual 
savings in energy costs 
(Energy Star 2007). 

Yes: 
$60/LCD 
display and 4 
settings for 
typical 
residential 
use (Lowe’s 
2007).  

Yes Yes: Major 
retail stores. 

Adverse: Yes, 
Mercury 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs  

  Install energy-reducing 
programmable thermostats that 
automatically adjust 
temperature settings.  

MM E-21: 
Passive Heating 
and Cooling 
Systems 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary, 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes: $800 
(wall heaters) 
to $4,000+ 
(central 
systems) 

Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Install energy-reducing passive 
heating and cooling systems 
(e.g., insulation and ventilation). 

MM E-22: Day 
Lighting Systems  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary, 
& Area 

NA/Low Yes: $1,300 
to $1,500 
depending 
upon the kind 
of roof 
(Barrier 
1995), 
installation 
extra. 

Yes Yes: Work 
well only for 
space near 
the roof of 
the building, 
little benefit 
in multi-
floor 
buildings.  

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Install energy-reducing day 
lighting systems (e.g., skylights, 
light shelves and interior 
transom windows).  

MM E-23: Low-
Water Use 
Appliances 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, AQP, 
RR, 
P/Stationary, 
& Area 

NA/Low: Avoided 
water agency cost for 
using water-efficient 
kitchen pre-rinse spray 
valves of $65.18 per 
acre-foot.  

Yes: Can 
return their 
cost through 
reduction in 
water 
consumption, 

Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Require the installation of low-
water use appliances. 



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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pumping, and 
treatment. 

MM E-24: 
Goods Transport 
by Rail 

LD (C, M), I, 
SP, AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

NA/Moderate Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

ARB Goods Movement 
Plan (ARB 2007) 

Provide a spur at nonresidential 
projects to use nearby rail for 
goods movement.  

Social Awareness/Education 
MM S-1: GHG 
Emissions 
Reductions 
Education 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile, 
Stationary, & 
Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: Similar 
programs 
currently 
exist in CA. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Provide local governments, 
businesses, and residents with 
guidance/protocols/information 
on how to reduce GHG 
emissions (e.g., energy saving, 
food miles). 

MM S-2: School 
Curriculum  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile, 
Stationary, & 
Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: Similar 
programs 
currently 
exist in CA. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Include how to reduce GHG 
emissions (e.g., energy saving, 
food miles) in the school 
curriculum.  

Construction 
MM C-1: ARB-
Certified Diesel 
Construction 
Equipment 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes: 
Oxidation 
Catalysts, 
$1,000-

Yes Yes Adverse: Yes, 
NOx 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

AG, EPA, ARB, and CA 
air quality management 
and pollution control 
districts.  

Use ARB-certified diesel 
construction equipment. 
Increases CO2 emissions when 
trapped CO and carbon particles 
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$2,000. 
DPF, $5000-
$10,000; 
installation 
extra (EPA 
2007b). 

are oxidized (Catalyst Products 
2007, ETC 2007).  

MM C-2: 
Alternative Fuel 
Construction 
Equipment 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: Yes, 
THC, NOx 
Beneficial: 
CO, PM, SOx 

AG, EPA, ARB, and CA 
air quality management 
and pollution control 
districts. 

Use alternative fuel types for 
construction equipment. At the 
tailpipe biodiesel emits 10% 
more CO2 than petroleum 
diesel. Overall lifecycle 
emissions of CO2 from 100% 
biodiesel are 78% lower than 
those of petroleum diesel 
(NREL 1998, EPA 2007b). 

MM C-3: Local 
Building 
Materials 

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes: 
Depends on 
location of 
building 
material 
manufacture 
sites. 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Use locally made building 
materials for construction of the 
project and associated 
infrastructure.  

MM C-4: 
Recycle 
Demolished 
Construction 
Material  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile 

NA/Low Yes Yes Yes Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Recycle/Reuse demolished 
construction material. Use 
locally made building materials 
for construction of the project 
and associated infrastructure.  



 

 
AG=Attorney General; ARB=California Air Resources Board; ASTM=American Society for Testing and Material; BAAQMD=Bay Area Air Quality Management District; BEES= Building for Environmental and Economic 
Sustainability; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAPs=Criteria Air Pollutants; CCAP=Center for Clean Air Policy; CF=Connectivity Factor; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste 
Management Board; CO= Carbon Monoxide; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; DGS=Department of General Services; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; DPF=Diesel particulate Filter; E85=85% Ethanol; EERE=Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy; EOE=Encyclopedia of Earth; EPA=U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; ETC=Edmonton Trolley Coalition; EVs/CNG=Electric Vehicles/Compressed Natural Gas; FAR=Floor Area Ratio; 
GHG=Greenhouse Gas; ITE=Institute of Transportation Engineers; kg/m2=kilogram per square meter; km=Kilometer; lb=pound; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design; M=Million; NA=Not Available; 
NEV=Neighborhood Electric Vehicle; NIST=National Institute of Standards and Technology; NOX=Oxides of Nitrogen; NREL=National Renewable Energy Laboratory; N/S=North/South; PG&E=Pacific Gas and Electric; 
PM=Particulate Matter; SJVAPCD=San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD=Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SMUD=Sacramento Municipal Utilities District; SOx=Sulfur 
Oxides; SRI=Solar Reflectance Index; TACs=Toxic Air Contaminants; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; TMA=Transportation Management Association; THC=Total Hydrocarbon; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission 
Vehicle; USGBC=U.S. Green Building Council; and VTPI=Victoria Transit Policy.  
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Miscellaneous 
MM M-1: Off-
Site Mitigation 
Fee Program  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile & 
Area 

NA/Moderate-High: 
Though there is 
currently no program 
in place, the potential 
for real and 
quantifiable reductions 
of GHG emissions 
could be high if a 
defensible fee program 
were designed.  

Yes Yes No: Program 
does not 
exist in CA, 
but similar 
programs 
currently 
exist (e.g., 
Carl Moyer 
Program, 
SJVAPCD 
Rule 9510, 
SMAQMD 
Off-Site 
Construction 
Mitigation 
Fee 
Program). 

Adverse: No 
Beneficial: 
CAPs, TACs 

  Provide/Pay into an off-site 
mitigation fee program, which 
focuses primarily on reducing 
emissions from existing 
development and buildings 
through retro-fit (e.g., increased 
insulation).  

MM M-2: Offset 
Purchase  

LD (R, C, M), 
I, SP, TP, 
AQP, RR, 
P/Mobile, 
Stationary, & 
Area 

NA/Low Yes Yes No: ARB 
has not 
adopted 
official 
program, but 
similar 
programs 

No   Provide/purchase offsets for 
additional emissions by 
acquiring carbon credits or 
engaging in other market “cap 
and trade” systems.  
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currently 
exist. 

Regional Transportation Plan Measures 
MM RTP-1: 
Dedicate High 
Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) 
lanes prior to 
adding capacity 
to existing 
highways. 

RTP  Yes Yes Yes Adverse: 
possible local  
CO 
Beneficial: 
regional 
CAPs, TACs 

Caltrans, local government Evaluate the trip reduction (and 
GHG reduction) potential of 
adding HOV lanes prior to 
adding standard lanes. 

MM RTP-2: 
Implement 
toll/user fee 
programs prior to 
adding capacity 
to existing 
highways. 

RTP  Yes Yes Yes Adverse: 
possible local 
CO. 
Beneficial: 
regional 
CAPs, TACs 

Caltrans Evaluate price elasticity and 
associated trip reduction (and 
GHG reduction) potential with 
adding or increasing tolls prior 
to adding capacity to existing 
highways.  

Note:  
1 
Where LD (R, C, M) =Land Development (Residential, Commercial, Mixed-Use), I=Industrial, GP=General Plan, SP=Specific Plan, TP=Transportation Plans, AQP=Air Quality Plans, RR=Rules/Regulations, 

and P=Policy. It is important to note that listed project types may not be directly specific to the mitigation measure (e.g., TP, AQP, RR, and P) as such could apply to a variety of source types, especially RR 
and P.  
2 
This score system entails ratings of high, moderate, and low that refer to the level of the measure to provide a substantive, reasonably certain (e.g., documented emission reductions with proven 

technologies), and long-term reduction of GHG emissions.  
3 
Refers to whether the measure would provide a cost-effective reduction of GHG emissions based on available documentation. 

4 
Refers to whether the measure is based on currently, readily available technology based on available documentation.  

5 
Refers to whether the measure could be implemented without extraordinary effort based on available documentation.  

6 
List is not meant to be all inclusive. 

Source: Data complied by EDAW in 2007  



 

B-35 

Table 17 
General Planning Level Mitigation Strategies Summary 

Strategy Source Type1 Agency/Organization2 Description/Comments 

MS G-1: Adopt a GHG 
reduction plan 

GP/ Mobile, 
Stationary, & Area 

City of San 
Bernardino  

- Adopt GHG reduction targets for the planning area, based on the current legislation providing 
direction for state-wide targets, and update the plan as necessary. 
 
-The local government agency should serve as a model by inventorying its GHG emissions from agency 
operations, and implementing those reduction goals. 

Circulation 

MS G-2: Provide for 
convenient and safe local 
travel  

GP/ Mobile 
 Cities/Counties 

(e.g., Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

- Create a gridded street pattern with small block sizes. This promotes walkability through direct 
routing and ease of navigation.  
 
-Maintain a high level of connectivity of the roadway network. Minimize cul-de-sacs and incomplete 
roadway segments.   
 
-Plan and maintain an integrated, hierarchical and multi-modal system of roadways, pedestrian walks, 
and bicycle paths throughout the area.  
 
-Apply creative traffic management approaches to address congestion in areas with unique problems, 
particularly on roadways and intersections in the vicinity of schools in the morning and afternoon peak 
hours, and near churches, parks and community centers. 
 
-Work with adjacent jurisdictions to address the impacts of regional development patterns (e.g. 
residential development in surrounding communities, regional universities, employment centers, and 
commercial developments) on the circulation system.  
 
-Actively promote walking as a safe mode of local travel, particularly for children attending local 
schools. -Employ traffic calming methods such as median landscaping and provision of bike or transit 
lanes to slow traffic, improve roadway capacity, and address safety issues. 

MS G-3: Enhance the 
regional transportation 
network and maintain 
effectiveness 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont)  

 -Encourage the transportation authority to reduce fees for short distance trips.  
 
-Ensure that improvements to the traffic corridors do not negatively impact the operation of local 
roadways and land uses. 
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Strategy Source Type1 Agency/Organization2 Description/Comments 

-Cooperate with adjacent jurisdictions to maintain adequate service levels at shared intersections and to 
provide adequate capacity on regional routes for through traffic. 
 
-Support initiatives to provide better public transportation. Work actively to ensure that public 
transportation is part of every regional transportation corridor. 
 
- Coordinate the different modes of travel to enable users to transfer easily from one mode to another. 
 
-Work to provide a strong paratransit system that promotes the mobility of all residents and educate 
residents about local mobility choices. 
- Promote transit-oriented development to facilitate the use of the community’s transit services. 

MS G-4: Promote and 
support an efficient public 
transportation network 
connecting activity 
centers in the area to each 
other and the region. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Promote increased use of public transportation and support efforts to increase bus service range and 
frequency within the area as appropriate. 
 
-Enhance and encourage provision of attractive and appropriate transit amenities, including shaded bus 
stops, to encourage use of public transportation. 
 
-Encourage the school districts, private schools and other operators to coordinate local bussing and to 
expand ride-sharing programs.  All bussing options should be fully considered before substantial 
roadway improvements are made in the vicinity of schools to ease congestion. 

MS G-5: Establish and 
maintain a comprehensive 
system, which is safe and 
convenient, of pedestrian 
ways and bicycle routes 
that provide viable 
options to travel by 
automobile. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Improve area sidewalks and rights-of-way to make them efficient and appealing for walking and 
bicycling safely.  Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions and regional agencies to improve pedestrian 
and bicycle trails, facilities, signage, and amenities.  
 
-Provide safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle connections to and from town centers, other 
commercial districts, office complexes, neighborhoods, schools, other major activity centers, and 
surrounding communities. 
 
-Work with neighboring jurisdictions to provide well-designed pedestrian and bicycle crossings of 
major roadways.  
 
-Promote walking throughout the community. Install sidewalks where missing and make improvements 
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to existing sidewalks for accessibility purposes. Particular attention should be given to needed sidewalk 
improvement near schools and activity centers. 
 
-Encourage businesses or residents to sponsor street furniture and landscaped areas. 
 
- Strive to provide pedestrian pathways that are well shaded and pleasantly landscaped to encourage 
use. 
 
- Attract bicyclists from neighboring communities to ride their bicycles or to bring their bicycles on the 
train to enjoy bicycling around the community and to support local businesses. 
 
- Meet guidelines to become nationally recognized as a Bicycle-Friendly community. 
 
- Provide for an education program and stepped up code enforcement to address and minimize 
vegetation that degrades access along public rights-of-way.  
 
-Engage in discussions with transit providers to increase the number of bicycles that can be 
accommodated on buses 

MS G-6: Achieve 
optimum use of regional 
rail transit. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Support regional rail and work with rail authority to expand services. 
 
- Achieve better integration of all transit options. 
 
-Work with regional transportation planning agencies to finance and provide incentives for multimodal 
transportation systems. 
 
- Promote activity centers and transit-oriented development projects around the transit station. 

MS G-7: Expand and 
optimize use of local and 
regional bus and transit 
systems. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Encourage convenient public transit service between area and airports. 
 
-Support the establishment of a local shuttle to serve commercial centers. 
 
-Promote convenient, clean, efficient, and accessible public transit that serves transit-dependent riders 
and attracts discretionary riders as an alternative to reliance on single-occupant automobiles. 
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- Empower seniors and those with physical disabilities who desire maximum personal freedom and 
independence of lifestyle with unimpeded access to public transportation. 
 
-Integrate transit service and amenities with surrounding land uses and buildings. 

Conservation, Open Space 

MS G-8: Emphasize the 
importance of water 
conservation and 
maximizing the use of 
native, low-water 
landscaping. 

GP/Stationary & 
Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Reduce the amount of water used for landscaping and increase use of native and low water plants.  
Maximize use of native, low-water plants for landscaping of areas adjacent to sidewalks or other 
impermeable surfaces. 
 
-Encourage the production, distribution and use of recycled and reclaimed water for landscaping 
projects throughout the community, while maintaining urban runoff water quality objectives. 
 
-Promote water conservation measures, reduce urban runoff, and prevent groundwater pollution within 
development projects, property maintenance, area operations and all activities requiring approval. 
 
-Educate the public about the importance of water conservation and avoiding wasteful water habits. 
 
-Work with water provider in exploring water conservation programs, and encourage the water provider 
to offer incentives for water conservation. 

MS G-9: Improve air 
quality within the region. 

GP/ Mobile, 
Stationary, & Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Integrate air quality planning with area land use, economic development and transportation planning 
efforts. 
 
-Support programs that reduce air quality emissions related to vehicular travel. 
 
-Support alternative transportation modes and technologies, and develop bike- and pedestrian-friendly 
neighborhoods to reduce emissions associated with automobile use. 
 
-Encourage the use of clean fuel vehicles. 
 
-Promote the use of fuel-efficient heating and cooling equipment and other appliances, such as water 
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heaters, swimming pool heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler units. 
 
- Promote the use of clean air technologies such as fuel cell technologies, renewable energy sources. 
UV coatings, and alternative, non-fossil fuels. 
 
-Require the planting of street trees along streets and inclusion of trees and landscaping for all 
development projects to help improve airshed and minimize urban heat island effects. 
 
- Encourage small businesses to utilize clean, innovative technologies to reduce air pollution. 
 
- Implement principles of green building. 
 
- Support jobs/housing balance within the community so more people can both live and work within the 
community. To reduce vehicle trips, encourage people to telecommute or work out of home or in local 
satellite offices. 

MS G-10: Encourage and 
maximize energy 
conservation and 
identification of 
alternative energy 
sources. 

GP/ Stationary & 
Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Encourage green building designs for new construction and renovation projects within the area. 
 
-Coordinate with regional and local energy suppliers to ensure adequate supplies of energy to meet 
community needs, implement energy conservation and public education programs, and identify 
alternative energy sources where appropriate. 
 
-Encourage building orientations and landscaping that enhance natural lighting and sun exposure. 
 
-Encourage expansion of neighborhood-level products and services and public transit opportunities 
throughout the area to reduce automobile use. 
 
- Incorporate the use of energy conservation strategies in area projects.  
 
- Promote energy-efficient design features, including appropriate site orientation, use of light color 
roofing and building materials, and use of evergreen trees and wind-break trees to reduce fuel 
consumption for heating and cooling. 
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-Explore and consider the cost/benefits of alternative fuel vehicles including hybrid, natural gas, and 
hydrogen powered vehicles when purchasing new vehicles. 
 
-Continue to promote the use of solar power and other energy conservation measures. 
 
- Encourage residents to consider the cost/benefits of alternative fuel vehicles. 
 
- Promote the use of different technologies that reduce use of non-renewable energy resources. 
 
-Facilitate the use of green building standards and LEED in both private and public projects. 
 
-Promote sustainable building practices that go beyond the requirements of Title 24 of the California 
Administrative Code, and encourage energy-efficient design elements, as appropriate. 
 
-Support sustainable building practices that integrate building materials and methods that promote 
environmental quality, economic vitality, and social benefit through the design, construction, and 
operation of the built environment. 
 
- Investigate the feasibility of using solar (photovoltaic) street lights instead of conventional street lights 
that are powered by electricity in an effort to conserve energy. 
 
- Encourage cooperation between neighboring development to facilitate on-site renewable energy 
supplies or combined heat and power co-generation facilities that can serve the energy demand of 
contiguous development. 
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MS G-11: Preserve 
unique community 
forests, and provide for 
sustainable increase and 
maintenance of this 
valuable resource. 

GP/Stationary & 
Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

- Develop a tree planting policy that strives to accomplish specific % shading of constructed paved and 
concrete surfaces within five years of construction. 
 
-Provide adequate funding to manage and maintain the existing forest, including sufficient funds for 
tree planting, pest control, scheduled pruning, and removal and replacement of dead trees. 
 
-Coordinate with local and regional plant experts in selecting tree species that respect the natural region 
in which Claremont is located, to help create a healthier, more sustainable urban forest. 
 
- Continue to plant new trees (in particular native tree species where appropriate), and work to preserve 
mature native trees. 
 
-Increase the awareness of the benefits of street trees and the community forest through a area wide 
education effort. 
 
-Encourage residents to properly care for and preserve large and beautiful trees on their own private 
property. 

Housing 

MS G-12: Provide 
affordability levels to 
meet the needs of 
community residents. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Encourage development of affordable housing opportunities throughout the community, as well as 
development of housing for elderly and low and moderate income households near public transportation 
services. 
 
-Ensure a portion of future residential development is affordable to low and very low income 
households.   

Land Use 
MS G-13: Promote a 
visually-cohesive urban 
form and establish 
connections between the 
urban core and outlying 
portions of the 

GP/ Mobile, 
Stationary, & Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Preserve the current pattern of development that encourages more intense and higher density 
development at the core of the community and less intense uses radiating from the central core. 
 
-Create and enhance landscaped greenway, trail and sidewalk connections between neighborhoods and 
to commercial areas, town centers, and parks. 
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community. -Identify ways to visually identify and physically connect all portions of the community, focusing on 
enhanced gateways and unifying isolated and/or outlying areas with the rest of the area. 
 
-Study and create a diverse plant identity with emphasis on drought-resistant native species. 

MS G-14: Provide a 
diverse mix of land uses 
to meet the future needs 
of all residents and the 
business community.  

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Attract a broad range of additional retail, medical, and office uses providing employment at all income 
levels. 
 
-Support efforts to provide beneficial civic, religious, recreational, cultural and educational 
opportunities and public services to the entire community. 
 
-Coordinate with public and private organizations to maximize the availability and use of parks and 
recreational facilities in the community. 
 
-Support development of hotel and recreational commercial land uses to provide these amenities to 
local residents and businesses. 

MS G-15: Collaborate 
with providers of solid 
waste collection, disposal 
and recycling services to 
ensure a level of service 
that promotes a clean 
community and 
environment.  

GP/ Stationary, & 
Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Require recycling, composting, source reduction and education efforts throughout the community, 
including residential, businesses, industries, and institutions, within the construction industry, and in all 
sponsored activities. 

MS G-16: Promote 
construction, maintenance 
and active use of publicly- 
and privately-operated 
parks, recreation 
programs, and a 
community center. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Work to expand and improve community recreation amenities including parks, pedestrian trails and 
connections to regional trail facilities. 
 
-As a condition upon new development, require payment of park fees and/or dedication and provision 
of parkland, recreation facilities and/or multi-use trails that improve the public and private recreation 
system. 
 
-Research options or opportunities to provide necessary or desired community facilities. 
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MS G-17: Promote the 
application of sustainable 
development practices. 

GP/ Mobile, 
Stationary, & Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

- Encourage sustainable development that incorporates green building best practices and involves the 
reuse of previously developed property and/or vacant sites within a built-up area. 
 
- Encourage the conservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock. 
 
-Encourage development that incorporates green building practices to conserve natural resources as part 
of sustainable development practices. 
 
-Avoid development of isolated residential areas in the hillsides or other areas where such development 
would require significant infrastructure investment, adversely impact biotic resources. 
 
- Provide land area zoned for commercial and industrial uses to support a mix of retail, office, 
professional, service, and manufacturing businesses.  
 

MS G-18: Create activity 
nodes as important 
destination areas, with an 
emphasis on public life 
within the community. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Provide pedestrian amenities, traffic-calming features, plazas and public areas, attractive streetscapes, 
shade trees, lighting, and retail stores at activity nodes. 
 
-Provide for a mixture of complementary retail uses to be located together to create activity nodes to 
serve adjacent neighborhoods and to draw visitors from other neighborhoods and from outside the area. 

MS G-19: Make roads 
comfortable, safe, 
accessible, and attractive 
for use day and night. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Provide crosswalks and sidewalks along streets that are accessible for people with disabilities and 
people who are physically challenged. 
 
-Provide lighting for walking and nighttime activities, where appropriate. 
 
-Provide transit shelters that are comfortable, attractive, and accommodate transit riders. 

MS G-20: Maintain and 
expand where possible the 
system of neighborhood 
connections that attach 
neighborhoods to larger 
roadways. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

- Provide sidewalks where they are missing, and provide wide sidewalks where appropriate with buffers 
and shade so that people can walk comfortably. 
 
-Make walking comfortable at intersections through traffic-calming, landscaping, and designated 
crosswalks. 
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-Look for opportunities for connections along easements & other areas where vehicles not permitted. 

MS G-21: Create 
distinctive places 
throughout the area. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

-Provide benches, streetlights, public art, and other amenities in public areas to attract pedestrian 
activities. 
 
-Encourage new developments to incorporate drought tolerant and native landscaping that is pedestrian 
friendly, attractive, and consistent with the landscaped character of area. 
 
-Encourage all new development to preserve existing mature trees. 
 
-Encourage streetscape design programs for commercial frontages that create vibrant places which 
support walking, bicycling, transit, and sustainable economic development. 
 
-Encourage the design and placement of buildings on lots to provide opportunities for natural systems 
such as solar heating and passive cooling. 
 
- Ensure that all new industrial development projects are positive additions to the community setting, 
provide amenities for the comfort of the employees such as outdoor seating area for breaks or lunch, 
and have adequate landscape buffers. 
 

MS G-22: Reinvest in 
existing neighborhoods 
and promote infill 
development as a 
preference over new, 
greenfield development 

GP/ Mobile, 
Stationary, & Area 

Cities/Counties (e.g., 
Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

- Identify all underused properties in the plan area and focus development in these opportunity sites 
prior to designating new growth areas for development.  
 
- Implement programs to retro-fit existing structures to make them more energy-efficient. 
 
-Encourage compact development, by placing the desired activity areas in smaller spaces. 
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Public Safety 

MS G-23: Promote a safe 
community in which 
residents can live, work, 
shop, and play. 

GP/ Mobile 
Cities/Counties (e.g., 

Aliso Viejo, 
Claremont) 

- Foster an environment of trust by ensuring non-biased policing, and by adopting policies and 
encouraging collaboration that creates transparency. 
 
- Facilitate traffic safety for motorists and pedestrians through proper street design and traffic 
monitoring. 

Note:  
1 
Where GP=General Plan.  

2 
List is not meant to be all inclusive. 

Source: Data complied by EDAW in 2007  
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Table 18 

Rule and Regulation Summary 
Rule/Regulation  Reduction Implementation 

Date 
Agency Description Comments 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 10-20 MMT 
CO2e by 2020 

January 1, 2010 ARB This rule/regulation will require fuel 
providers (e.g., producers, importers, refiners 
and blenders) to ensure that the mix of fuels 
they sell in CA meets the statewide goal to 
reduce the carbon intensity of CA’s 
transportation fuels by at least 10% by the 
2020 target. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Reduction of HFC-134a Emissions from 
Nonprofessional Servicing of Motor 
Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems  

1-2 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

January 1, 2010 ARB This rule/regulation will restrict the use of 
high GWP refrigerants for nonprofessional 
recharging of leaky automotive air 
conditioning systems. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Landfill Gas Recovery 2-4 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

January 1, 2010 IWMB, 
ARB 

This rule/regulation will require landfill gas 
recovery systems on small to medium 
landfills that do not have them and upgrade 
the requirements at landfills with existing 
systems to represent best capture and 
destruction efficiencies. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards (AB 
1493 Pavley, Chapter 200, Statutes of 
2002) 

30 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

2009 ARB This rule/regulation will require ARB to 
achieve the maximum feasible and cost 
effective reduction of GHG emissions from 
passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Reduction of PFCs from the 
Semiconductor Industry 

0.5 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

2007–2009 ARB This rule/regulation will reduce GHG 
emissions by process improvements/source 
reduction, alternative chemicals capture and 
beneficial reuse, and destruction technologies

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 
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Restrictions on High GWP Refrigerants 9 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2010 ARB This rule/regulation will expand and enforce 
the national ban on release of high GWP 
refrigerants during appliance lifetime. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Cement Manufacture <1 MMT CO2e 
per year (based 

on 2004 
production 

levels) 

2010 Caltrans This rule/regulation will allow 2.5% 
interground limestone concrete mix in 
cement use. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Hydrogen Fuel Standards (SB 76 of 2005) TBD By 2008 CDFA This rule/regulation will develop hydrogen 
fuel standards for use in combustion systems 
and fuel cells. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Regulation of GHG from Load Serving 
Entities (SB 1368) 

15 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

May 23, 2007 CEC, 
CPUC 

This rule/regulation will establish a GHG 
emission performance standard for baseload 
generation of local publicly owned electric 
utilities that is no higher than the rate of 
emissions of GHG for combined-cycle 
natural gas baseload generation. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Energy Efficient Building Standards TBD In 2008 CEC This rule/regulation will update of Title 24 
standards. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Energy Efficient Appliance Standards TBD January 1, 2010 CEC This rule/regulation will regulate light bulb 
efficiency 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Tire Efficiency (Chapter 8.7 Division 15 
of the Public Resources Code) 

<1 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

January 1, 2010 CEC & 
IWMB 

This rule/regulation will ensure that 
replacement tires sold in CA are at least as 
energy efficient, on average, as tires sold in 
the state as original equipment on these 
vehicles. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

New Solar Homes Partnership TBD January 2007 CEC Under this rule/regulation, approved solar 
systems will receive incentive funds based 
on system performance above building 
standards. 

CAT Early Action Measure 
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Date 
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Water Use Efficiency 1 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2010 DWR This rule/regulation will adopt standards for 
projects and programs funded through water 
bonds that would require consideration of 
water use efficiency in construction and 
operation. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

State Water Project TBD 2010 DWR This rule/regulation will include feasible and 
cost effective renewable energy in the SWP’s 
portfolio. 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Cleaner Energy for Water Supply TBD 2010 DWR Under this rule/regulation, energy supply 
contracts with conventional coal power 
plants will not be renewed.  

CAT Early Action Measure 

IOU Energy Efficiency Programs 4 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2010 CPUC This rule/regulation will provide a 
risk/reward incentive mechanism for utilities 
to encourage additional investment in energy 
efficiency; evaluate new technologies and 
new measures like encouraging compact 
fluorescent lighting in residential and 
commercial buildings 

CAT Early Action Measure 

Solar Generation TBD 2007–2009 DGS 3 MW of clean solar power generation 
implemented in CA last year, with another 1 
MW coming up. The second round is 
anticipated to total additional 10 MW and 
may include UC/CSU campuses and state 
fairgrounds. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 
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Transportation Efficiency 9 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 Caltrans This rule/regulation will reduce congestion, 
improve travel time in congested corridors, 
and promote coordinated, integrated land 
use. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Smart Land Use and Intelligent 
Transportation 

10 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

2007–2009 Caltrans This rule/regulation will integrate 
consideration of GHG reduction measures 
and energy efficiency factors into RTPs, 
project development etc.  

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Cool Automobile Paints 1.2 to 2.0 MMT 
CO2e by 2020 

2009 ARB Cool paints would reduce the solar heat gain 
in a vehicle and reduce air conditioning 
needs. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Tire Inflation Program TBD 2009 ARB This rule/regulation will require tires to be 
checked and inflated at regular intervals to 
improve fuel economy. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Electrification of Stationary Agricultural 
Engines 

0.1 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

2010 ARB This rule/regulation will provide incentive 
funding opportunities for replacing diesel 
engines with electric motors. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Desktop Power Management Reduce energy 
use by 50% 

2007–2009 DGS, ARB This rule/regulation will provide software to 
reduce electricity use by desktop computers 
by up to 40%. 

Currently deployed in DGS 

Reducing CH4 Venting/Leaking from Oil 
and Gas Systems (EJAC-3/ARB 2-12) 

1 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2010 ARB This rule/regulation will reduce fugitive CH4 
emissions from production, processing, 
transmission, and distribution of natural gas 
and oil. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Replacement of High GWP Gases Used 
in Fire Protection Systems with Alternate 
Chemical (ARB 2-10) 

0.1 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

2011 ARB This rule/regulation will require the use of 
lower GWP substances in fire protection 
systems. 

ARB Early Action Measure 

Contracting for Environmentally 
Preferable Products 

NA 2007–2009 DGS New state contracts have been or are being 
created for more energy and resource 
efficient IT goods, copiers, low mercury 
fluorescent lamps, the CA Gold Carpet 
Standard and office furniture. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Hydrogen Fuel Cells NA 2007–2009 DGS This rule/regulation will incorporate clean 
hydrogen fuel cells in stationary applications 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 



 

 

AB=Assembly Bill; ARB=California Air Resources Board; Calfire=California Fire; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAT=California Action Team; CEC=California 

Energy Commission; CDFA=California Department of Food and Agriculture; CH4=Methane; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; CPUC=California Public Utilities Commission; CUFR=California Urban 

Forestry; DGS=Department of General Services; DWR=Department of Water Resources; GHG=Greenhouse Gas; GWP=Global Warming Potential; IGCC= Integrated Gasification Combined 

Cycle; IOU= Investor-Owned Utility; IT=Information Technology; IWCB= Integrated Waste Management Board; LNG= Liquefied Natural Gas; MMT CO2e=Million Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide 

Equivalent; MW=Megawatts; NA=Not Available; N2O=Nitrous Oxide; PFC= Perfluorocompound; POU= Publicly Owned Utility; RPS= Renewable Portfolio Standards; RTP=Regional 

Transportation Plan SB=Senate Bill; SWP=State Water Project; TBD=To Be Determined; UC/CSU=University of California/California State University; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission Vehicle. 
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Table 18 
Rule and Regulation Summary 

Rule/Regulation  Reduction Implementation 
Date 

Agency Description Comments 

at State facilities and as back-up generation 
for emergency radio services. 

period 

High Performance Schools NA 2007–2009 DGS New guidelines adopted for energy and 
resource efficient schools; up to $100 million 
in bond money for construction of 
sustainable, high performance schools. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Urban Forestry 1 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 Calfire, 
CUFR 

This rule/regulation will provide five million 
additional trees in urban areas by 2020. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Fuels Management/Biomass 3 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 Calfire This rule/regulation will provide biomass 
from forest fuel treatments to existing 
biomass utilization facilities. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Forest Conservation and Forest 
Management 

10 MMT CO2e 
by 2020 

2007–2009 Calfire, 
WCB 

This rule/regulation will provide 
opportunities for carbon sequestration in 
Proposition 84 forest land conservation 
program to conserve an additional 75,000 
acres of forest landscape by 2010. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Afforestation/Reforestation 2 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 Calfire This rule/regulation will subsidize tree 
planting. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Dairy Digesters TBD January 1, 2010 CDFA This rule/regulation will develop a dairy 
digester protocol to document GHG emission 
reductions from these facilities. 

ARB Early Action Measure 



 

C-6 

Table 18 
Rule and Regulation Summary 

Rule/Regulation  Reduction Implementation 
Date 

Agency Description Comments 

Conservation Tillage and Enteric 
Fermentation 

1 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 CDFA This rule/regulation will develop and 
implement actions to quantify and reduce 
enteric fermentation emissions from 
livestock and sequester soil carbon using 
cover crops and conservation tillage. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

ULEV TBD 2007–2009 DGS A new long term commercial rental contract 
was released in March 2007 requiring a 
minimum ULEV standard for gasoline 
vehicles and requires alternative fuel and 
hybrid-electric vehicles. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Flex Fuel Vehicles 370 metric tons 
CO2, 0.85 metric 
tons of CH4, and 
1.14 metric tons 

of N2O 

2007–2009 DGS Under this rule/regulation, DGS is replacing 
800 vehicles with new, more efficient 
vehicles. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Climate Registry TBD 2007–2009 DGS Benchmarking and reduction of GHG 
emissions for state owned buildings, leased 
buildings and light duty vehicles. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Municipal Utilities Electricity Sector 
Carbon Policy 

Included in SB 
1368 reductions 

2007–2009 CEC, 
CPUC, 
ARB 

Under this rule/regulation, GHG emissions 
cap policy guidelines for CA’s electricity 
sector (IOUs and POUs). 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Alternative Fuels: Nonpetroleum Fuels TBD 2007–2009 CEC State plan to increase the use of alternative 
fuels for transportation; full fuel cycle 
assessment. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Zero Waste/High Recycling Strategy 5 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 IWMB This rule/regulation will identify materials to 
focus on to achieve GHG reduction at the 
lowest possible cost; Builds on the success of 
50% Statewide Recycling Goal. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Organic Materials Management TBD 2007–2009 IWMB This rule/regulation will develop a market 
incentive program to increase organics 
diversion to the agricultural industry. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Landfill Gas Energy TBD 2007–2009 IWMB Landfill Gas to Energy & LNG/biofuels Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 



 

 

AB=Assembly Bill; ARB=California Air Resources Board; Calfire=California Fire; CA=California; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CAT=California Action Team; CEC=California 

Energy Commission; CDFA=California Department of Food and Agriculture; CH4=Methane; CO2=Carbon Dioxide; CPUC=California Public Utilities Commission; CUFR=California Urban 

Forestry; DGS=Department of General Services; DWR=Department of Water Resources; GHG=Greenhouse Gas; GWP=Global Warming Potential; IGCC= Integrated Gasification Combined 

Cycle; IOU= Investor-Owned Utility; IT=Information Technology; IWCB= Integrated Waste Management Board; LNG= Liquefied Natural Gas; MMT CO2e=Million Metric Tons Carbon Dioxide 

Equivalent; MW=Megawatts; NA=Not Available; N2O=Nitrous Oxide; PFC= Perfluorocompound; POU= Publicly Owned Utility; RPS= Renewable Portfolio Standards; RTP=Regional 

Transportation Plan SB=Senate Bill; SWP=State Water Project; TBD=To Be Determined; UC/CSU=University of California/California State University; ULEV=Ultra Low Emission Vehicle. 
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Table 18 
Rule and Regulation Summary 

Rule/Regulation  Reduction Implementation 
Date 

Agency Description Comments 

Target Recycling TBD 2007–2009 IWMB This rule/regulation will focus on 
industry/public sectors with high GHG 
components to implement targeted 
commodity recycling programs. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Accelerated Renewable Portfolio 
Standard 

Included in SB 
1368 reductions 

2007–2009 CPUC This rule/regulation will examine RPS long 
term planning and address the use of tradable 
renewable energy credits for RPS 
compliance. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

CA Solar Initiative 1 MMT CO2e by 
2020 

2007–2009 CPUC Initiative to deliver 2000 MWs of clean, 
emissions free energy to the CA grid by 
2016. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009 
period 

Carbon Capture and Sequestration TBD 2007–2009 CPUC Proposals for power plants with IGCC and/or 
carbon capture in the next 18 months. 

Underway or to be initiated by 
CAT members in 2007-2009  

Source: Data complied by EDAW in 2007 
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
 

Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 
 

 
1 INTRODUCTION 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD or Air District) staff analyzed 
various options for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) air quality thresholds 
of significance for use within BAAQMD’s jurisdiction. The analysis and evaluation 
undertaken by Air District staff is documented in the Revised Draft Options and 
Justification Report – California Environmental Quality Act Thresholds of Significance 
(Draft Options Report) (BAAQMD October 2009). 

Air District staff hosted public workshops in February, April, September and October 
2009 at several locations around the Bay Area. In addition, Air District staff met with 
regional stakeholder groups to discuss and receive input on the threshold options being 
evaluated. Throughout the course of the public workshops and stakeholder meetings Air 
District staff received many comments on the various options under consideration. Based 
on comments received and additional staff analysis, the threshold options and staff-
recommended thresholds were further refined. The culmination of this year-long effort 
was presented in the Proposed Thresholds of Significance Report published on November 
2, 2009 as the Air District staff’s proposed air quality thresholds of significance.  

The Air District Board of Directors (Board) held public hearings on November 18 and 
December 2, 2009, to receive comments on staff’s Proposed Thresholds of Significance 
(November 2009). After public testimony and Board deliberations, the Board requested 
staff to present additional options for risk and hazard thresholds for Board consideration. 
This Report includes risks and hazards threshold options, as requested by the Board, in 
addition to staff’s previously recommended thresholds of significance. The proposed 
thresholds presented herein, upon adoption by the Air District Board of Directors, are 
intended to replace all of the Air District’s currently recommended thresholds. The 
proposed air quality thresholds of significance, and Board-requested risk and hazard 
threshold options, are provided in Table 1 at the end of this introduction. 

1.1 BAAQMD/CEQA REGULATORY AUTHORITY 

The BAAQMD has direct and indirect regulatory authority over sources of air pollution 
in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). CEQA requires that public agencies 
consider the potential adverse environmental impacts of any project that a public agency 
proposes to carry out, fund or approve. CEQA requires that a lead agency prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) whenever it can be fairly argued (the “fair argument” 
standard), based on substantial evidence,1 that a project may have a significant effect2 on 

                                                 
1  “Substantial evidence” includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, or 
expert opinions supported by facts, but does not include argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or 
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the environment, even if there is substantial evidence to the contrary (CEQA Guidelines 
§15064). CEQA requires that the lead agency review not only a project’s direct effects on 
the environment, but also the cumulative impacts of a project and other projects causing 
related impacts. When the incremental effect of a project is cumulatively considerable, 
the lead agency must discuss the cumulative impacts in an EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines 
§15064). 

The “fair argument” standard refers to whether a fair argument can be made that a project 
may have a significant effect on the environment (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles 
(1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 84). The fair argument standard is generally considered a low 
threshold requirement for preparation of an EIR. The legal standards reflect a preference 
for requiring preparation of an EIR and for “resolving doubts in favor of environmental 
review.”  Meija v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 332. “The 
determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls 
for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent 
possible on scientific and factual data.” (CEQA Guidelines §15064(b). 

In determining whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 provides that lead agencies may adopt and/or apply 
“thresholds of significance.” A threshold of significance is “an identifiable quantitative, 
qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance 
with which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency 
and compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than 
significant” (CEQA Guidelines §15064.7).   

While thresholds of significance give rise to a presumption of insignificance, thresholds 
are not conclusive, and do not excuse a public agency of the duty to consider evidence 
that a significant effect may occur under the fair argument standard.  Meija, 130 Cal. 
App. 4th at 342.  “A public agency cannot apply a threshold of significance or regulatory 
standard ‘in a way that forecloses the consideration of any other substantial evidence 
showing there may be a significant effect.’” Id. This means that if a public agency is 
presented with factual information or other substantial evidence establishing a fair 
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the agency 
must prepare an EIR to study those impacts even if the project’s impacts fall below the 
applicable threshold of significance.   

Thresholds of significance must be supported by substantial evidence. This Report 
provides the substantial evidence in support of the thresholds of significance developed 
by the BAAQMD. If adopted by the BAAQMD Board of Directors, the Air District will 
recommend that lead agencies within the nine counties of the BAAQMD’s jurisdiction 

                                                                                                                                                 
economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the 
environment.  Cal. Pub. Res. C. §21080(c); see also CEQA Guidelines §15384.   
2  A “significant effect” on the environment is defined as a “substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in the environment.”  Cal. Pub. Res. C. §21068; see also CEQA 
Guidelines §15382.   
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use the thresholds of significance in this Report when considering the air quality impacts 
of projects under their consideration. 

1.2 JUSTIFICATION FOR UPDATING CEQA THRESHOLDS 

Any analysis of environmental impacts under CEQA includes an assessment of the nature 
and extent of each impact expected to result from the project to determine whether the 
impact will be treated as significant or less than significant. CEQA gives lead agencies 
discretion whether to classify a particular environmental impact as significant. 
Ultimately, formulation of a standard of significance requires the lead agency to make a 
policy judgment about where the line should be drawn distinguishing adverse impacts it 
considers significant from those that are not deemed significant. This judgment must, 
however, be based on scientific information and other factual data to the extent possible 
(CEQA Guidelines §15064(b)). 

In the sense that advances in science provide new or refined factual data, combined with 
advances in technology and the gradual improvement or degradation of an environmental 
resource, the point where an environmental effect is considered significant is fluid over 
time. Other factors influencing this fluidity include new or revised regulations and 
standards, and emerging, new areas of concern. 

In the ten years since BAAQMD last reviewed its recommended CEQA thresholds of 
significance for air quality, there have been tremendous changes that affect the quality 
and management of the air resources in the Bay Area. Traditional criteria air pollutant 
ambient air quality standards, at both the state and federal levels, have become 
increasingly more stringent. A new criteria air pollutant standard for fine particulate 
matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) has been added to federal and state 
ambient air quality standards. We have found, through technical advances in impact 
assessment, that toxic air contaminants are not only worse than previously thought from a 
health perspective, but that certain communities experience high levels of toxic air 
contaminants, giving rise to new regulations and programs to reduce the significantly 
elevated levels of ambient toxic air contaminant concentrations in the Bay Area. 

In response to the elevated levels of toxic air contaminants in some Bay Area 
communities, the Air District created the Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) 
Program. Phase 1 of the BAAQMD’s CARE program compiled and analyzed a regional 
emissions inventory of toxic air contaminants (TACs), including emissions from 
stationary sources, area sources, and on-road and off-road mobile sources. Phase 2 of the 
CARE Program conducted regional computer modeling of selected TAC species, species 
which collectively posed the greatest risk to Bay Area residents.  In both Phases 1 and 2, 
demographic data were combined with estimates of TAC emissions or concentrations to 
identify communities that are disproportionally impacted from high concentrations of 
TACs. Bay Area Public Health Officers, in discussions with Air District staff and in comments 
to the Air District’s Advisory Council (February 11, 2009, Advisory Council Meeting on Air 
Quality and Public Health), have recommended that PM2.5, in addition to TACs, be considered in 
assessments of community-scale impacts of air pollution. 
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Another significant issue that affects the quality of life for Bay Area residents is the 
growing concern with global climate change. In just the past few years, estimates of the 
global atmospheric temperature and greenhouse gas concentration limits needed to 
stabilize climate change have been adjusted downward and the impacts of greenhouse gas 
emissions considered more dire. Previous scientific assessments assumed that limiting 
global temperature rise to 2-3°C above pre-industrial levels would stabilize greenhouse 
gas concentrations in the range of 450-550 parts per million (ppm) of carbon dioxide-
equivalent (CO2e). Now the science indicates that a temperature rise of 2°C would not 
prevent dangerous interference with the climate system. Recent scientific assessments 
suggest that global temperature rise should be kept below 2°C by stabilizing greenhouse 
gas concentrations below 350 ppm CO2e, a significant reduction from the current level of 
385 ppm CO2e. 

For the reasons stated above, and to further the goals of other District programs such as 
encouraging transit-oriented and infill development, BAAQMD has undertaken an effort 
to review all of its currently-recommended CEQA thresholds, revise them as appropriate, 
and develop new thresholds where appropriate.  The overall goal of this effort is to 
develop CEQA significance criteria that ensure new development implements appropriate 
and feasible emission reduction measures to mitigate significant air quality impacts. The 
Air District’s recommended CEQA significance thresholds have been vetted through a 
public review process and will be presented to the BAAQMD Board of Directors for 
adoption. 
 

Table 1 – Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant Construction-Related Operational-Related 

Project-Level 

Criteria Air Pollutants 
and Precursors 

(Regional) 

Average Daily 
Emissions 
(lb/day) 

Average Daily 
Emissions  
(lb/day)  

Maximum Annual 
Emissions 

(tpy) 

ROG 54 54 10 

NOX 54 54 10 

PM10 (exhaust) 82 82 15 

PM2.5 (exhaust) 54 54 10 

PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive 
dust) 

Best Management 
Practices None 

Local CO None 9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour 
average) 

GHGs 
 

Projects other than 
Stationary Sources 

 
 

None 
 
 

Compliance with Qualified Climate Action Plan 
OR  

1,100 MT of CO2e/yr  
OR 

4.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr (residents + employees) 
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Table 1 – Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant Construction-Related Operational-Related 

GHGs 
 

Stationary Sources 
None 10,000 MT/yr 

Risks and Hazards 
(Individual Project) 

 
Staff Proposal 

 
Same as Operational 

Thresholds* 
 

All Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 
 

Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 
OR 

Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 
Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(Chronic or Acute) 
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3 annual average
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

Impacted Communities: Siting a New Source 
 

Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 
OR 

Increased cancer risk of >5.0 in a million 
Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(Chronic or Acute) 
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.2 µg/m3 annual average
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 
Risks and Hazards 
(Individual Project) 

 
Board Option 1 

 
Tiered Thresholds 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

Impacted Communities: Siting a New Receptor 
All Other Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 

 
Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 

OR 
Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 

Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 
(Chronic or Acute) 

Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3 annual average
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 

Risks and Hazards 
(Individual Project) 

 
Board Option 2 

 
Quantitative 
Thresholds 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

All Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 
 

Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 
Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(Chronic or Acute) 
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3 annual average
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 
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Table 1 – Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant Construction-Related Operational-Related 

Risks and Hazards 
(Cumulative Thresholds) 

 
 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

All Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 
 

Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 
OR 

Cancer: > 100 in a million (from all local sources) 
Non-cancer: > 1.0 Hazard Index (from all local 

sources) (Chronic or Acute) 
PM2.5: > 0.8 µg/m3 annual average 

(from all local sources) 
 

Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 
line of source or receptor 

Accidental Release of 
Acutely Hazardous Air 

Pollutants 
None 

Storage or use of acutely hazardous materials 
locating near receptors or receptors locating near 

stored or used acutely hazardous materials 
considered significant 

Odors None 
Screening Level Distances  

and  
Complaint History 

Plan-Level 

Criteria Air Pollutants 
and Precursors 

(Regional and Local) 
None 

1. Consistency with Current Air Quality Plan 
control measures 

2. Projected VMT or vehicle trip increase is less 
than or equal to projected population increase 

GHGs None 

Compliance with Qualified Climate Action Plan 
(or similar criteria included in a General Plan)  

OR 
6.6 MT CO2e/ SP/yr (residents + employees) 

Risks and 
Hazards/Odors None 

1. Overlay zones around existing and planned 
sources of TACs (including adopted Risk 
Reduction Plan areas) and odors 

2. Overlay zones of at least 500 feet (or Air 
District-approved modeled distance) from all 
freeways and high volume roadways 

Accidental Release of 
Acutely Hazardous Air 

Pollutants 
None None 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; GHGs = greenhouse gases; lb/day = pounds per day; MT = metric 
tons; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5= fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; 
PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ppm = parts per million; 
ROG = reactive organic gases; SO2 = sulfur dioxide; SP = service population; TACs = toxic air contaminants; TBP = toxic best 
practices; tons/day = tons per day; tpy = tons per year; yr= year. 
* Note: The Air District recommends that for construction projects that are less than one year duration, Lead Agencies should 

annualize impacts over the scope of actual days that peak impacts are to occur, rather than the full year. 
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2 GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS 

BAAQMD does not currently have an adopted threshold of significance for GHG 
emissions. BAAQMD currently recommends that lead agencies quantify GHG emissions 
resulting from new development and apply all feasible mitigation measures to lessen the 
potentially adverse impacts. One of the primary objectives in updating the current CEQA 
Guidelines is to identify a GHG significance threshold, analytical methodologies, and 
mitigation measures to ensure new land use development meets its fair share of the 
emission reductions needed to address the cumulative environmental impact from GHG 
emissions. GHG emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the significant adverse 
environmental impacts of global climate change. 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. 
No single land use project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change 
the global average temperature. The combination of GHG emissions from past, present, 
and future projects contribute substantially to the phenomenon of global climate change 
and its associated environmental impacts. 
 
2.2 PROPOSED THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Project Type Proposed Thresholds 

Projects other than 
Stationary Sources 

Compliance with Qualified Climate Action Plan 
OR 

1,100 MT of CO
2
e/yr 

OR 
4.6 MT CO

2
e/SP/yr* (residents + employees) 

Stationary Sources 10,000 MT of CO
2
e/yr 

Plans 

Compliance with Qualified Climate Action Plan 
(or similar criteria included in a General Plan) 

OR 
6.6 MT CO

2
e/SP/yr (residents + employees) 

* Staff notes that the efficiency-based thresholds should be applied to individual projects with caution. As explained 
herein, lead agencies may determine that the efficiency-based GHG thresholds for individual land use projects may 
not be appropriate for very large projects. If there is a fair argument that the project’s emissions on a mass level will 
have a cumulatively considerable impact on the region’s GHG emissions, the insignificance presumption afforded to 
a project that meets an efficiency-based GHG threshold would be overcome. 

   
2.3 JUSTIFICATION AND SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 

SUPPORTING THRESHOLDS 

BAAQMD’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. 



Bay Area AQMD Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 
December 7, 2009 

 
 

 
8 

If a project would generate GHG emissions above the threshold level, it would be 
considered to contribute substantially to a cumulative impact, and would be considered 
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.   

As explained in the District’s Revised Draft Options and Justifications Report 
(BAAQMD 2009), there are several types of thresholds that may 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 efficacies of 
GHG mitigation measures. The thresholds recommended herein were chosen based on 
the substantial evidence that such thresholds represent quantitative and/or qualitative 
levels of GHG emissions, compliance with which means that the environmental impact of 
the GHG emissions will normally not be cumulatively considerable under CEQA.  
Compliance with such thresholds will be part of the solution to the cumulative GHG 
emissions problem, rather than hinder the state’s ability to meet its goals of reduced 
statewide GHG emissions. Staff notes that it does not believe there is only one threshold 
for GHG emissions that can be supported by substantial evidence.   

GHG CEQA significance thresholds recommended herein are intended to serve as 
interim levels during the implementation of the AB 32 Scoping Plan and SB 375, which 
will occur over time. Until AB 32 has been fully implemented in terms of adopted 
regulations, incentives, and programs and until SB 375 required plans have been fully 
adopted, or the California Air Resources Board (ARB) adopts a recommended threshold, 
the BAAQMD recommends that local agencies in the Bay Area apply the GHG 
thresholds recommended herein. 

If left unchecked, GHG emissions from new land use development in California will 
result in a cumulatively considerable amount of GHG emissions and a substantial conflict 
with the State’s ability to meet the goals within AB 32. Thus, BAAQMD proposes to 
adopt interim GHG thresholds for CEQA analysis, which can be used by lead agencies 
within the Bay Area. This would help lead agencies navigate this dynamic regulatory and 
technological environment where the field of analysis has remained wide open and 
inconsistent. BAAQMD’s framework for developing a GHG threshold for land 
development projects that is based on policy and substantial evidence follows. 

2.3.1 SCIENTIFIC AND REGULATORY JUSTIFICATION 

Climate Science Overview 
Prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons, chlorofluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride. Human-caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural ambient 
concentrations are responsible for intensifying the greenhouse effect and have led to a 
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trend of unnatural warming of the earth’s climate, known as global climate change or 
global warming. It is extremely unlikely that global climate change of the past 50 years 
can be explained without the contribution from human activities (IPCC 2007a). 

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 system.” 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. 
(UNFCCC 2009). The global atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide has increased 
from a pre-industrial value of about 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005 (IPCC 2007a).  
“Avoiding dangerous climate change” is generally understood to be achieved by 
stabilizing global average temperatures between 2 and 2.4°C above pre-industrial levels.  
In order to limit temperature increases to this level, ambient global CO2 concentrations 
must stabilize between 350 and 400 ppm (IPCC 2007b). 

Executive Order S-3-05 
Executive Order S-3-05, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, 
proclaims that California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that 
increased temperatures could reduce the Sierra’s snowpack, further exacerbate 
California’s air quality problems, and potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To combat 
those concerns, the Executive Order established total GHG emission targets. Specifically, 
emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80 
percent below the 1990 level by 2050. 

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 
In September 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill 32, the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which set the 2020 greenhouse gas 
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 
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 32 
(ARB 2008). The Scoping Plan contains strategies California will implement to achieve a 
reduction of 169 MMT CO2e emissions, or approximately 28 percent from the state’s 
projected 2020 emission level of 596 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario 
(this is a reduction of 42 MMT of CO2e, or almost 10 percent, from 2002-2004 average 
emissions), so that the state can return to 1990 emission levels, as required by AB 32. 
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While the Scoping Plan establishes the policy intent to control numerous GHG sources 
through regulatory, incentive, and market means, given the early phase of implementation 
and the level of control that local CEQA lead agencies have over numerous GHG 
sources, CEQA is an important and supporting tool in achieving GHG reductions overall 
in compliance with AB 32. In this spirit, BAAQMD is considering the adoption of 
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions for stationary source and land use 
development projects. 

Senate Bill 375  
Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning 
efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. SB 375 
requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), which will 
prescribe land use allocation in that MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). ARB, in 
consultation with MPOs, will provide 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 MPOs do not meet the GHG reduction targets, 
transportation projects would not be eligible for State funding programmed after January 
1, 2012. New provisions of CEQA would incentivize qualified projects that are consistent 
with an approved SCS or APS, categorized as “transit priority projects.” 

While SB 375 is considered in the development of these thresholds, given that the 
Association of Bay  Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) development of the SCS for the Bay Area is in its early stages and 
the ARB GHG reduction target for light duty and passenger vehicles in the Bay Area has 
not yet been proposed, it is not appropriate from a CEQA perspective to expect SB 375 to 
completely address the emission reductions needed from this transportation sector in 
meeting AB 32 goals. In the future, as SB 375 implementation progresses, BAAQMD 
may need to revisit GHG thresholds.  

2.3.2 PROJECT-LEVEL GHG THRESHOLDS 

Staff recommends setting GHG significance thresholds based on AB 32 GHG emission 
reduction goals while taking into consideration emission reduction strategies outlined in 
ARB’s Scoping Plan. Staff proposes two quantitative thresholds for land use projects: a 
bright line threshold based on a “gap” analysis and an efficiency threshold based on 
emission levels required to be met in order to achieve AB 32 goals. 

Staff also proposes one qualitative threshold for land use projects: if a project complies 
with a Qualified Climate Action Plan (as defined in Section 2.3.4 below) that addresses 
the project it would be considered less than significant.  As explained in detail in Section 
2.3.4 below, compliance with a Qualified Climate Action Plan (or similar adopted 
policies, ordinances and programs), would provide the evidentiary basis for making 
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CEQA findings that development consistent with the plan would result in feasible, 
measureable, and verifiable GHG reductions consistent with broad state goals such that 
projects approved under qualified Climate Action Plans or equivalent demonstrations 
would achieve their fair share of GHG emission reductions. 

2.3.2.1 LAND USE PROJECTS “GAP-BASED” THRESHOLD 

Staff took eight steps in developing this threshold approach, which are summarized here 
and detailed in the sections that follow. It should be noted that the “gap-based approach” 
used for threshold development is a conservative approach that focuses on a limited set of 
state mandates that appear to have the greatest potential to reduce land use development-
related GHG emissions at the time of this writing. It is also important to note that over 
time, as the effectiveness of the State’s implementation of AB 32 (and SB 375) 
progresses, BAAQMD will need to reconsider the extent of GHG reductions needed over 
and above those from the implementation thereof for the discretionary approval of land 
use development projects. Although there is an inherent amount of uncertainty in the 
estimated capture rates (i.e., frequency at which project-generated emissions would 
exceed a threshold and would be subject to mitigation under CEQA) and the aggregate 
emission reductions used in the gap analysis, they are based on BAAQMD’s expertise, 
the best available data, and use conservative assumptions for the amount of emission 
reductions from legislation in derivation of the gap (e.g., only adopted legislation was 
relied upon). This approach is intended to attribute an appropriate share of GHG emission 
reductions necessary to reach AB 32 goals to new land use development projects in 
BAAQMD’s jurisdiction that are evaluated pursuant to CEQA. 

Step 1 Estimate from ARB’s statewide GHG emissions inventory the growth in 
emissions between 1990 and 2020 attributable to “land use-driven” sectors of 
the emission inventory as defined by OPR’s guidance document (CEQA and 
Climate Change). Land use-driven emission sectors include Transportation (On-
Road Passenger Vehicles; On-Road Heavy Duty), Electric Power (Electricity; 
Cogeneration), Commercial and Residential (Residential Fuel Use; Commercial 
Fuel Use) and Recycling and Waste (Domestic Waste Water Treatment).   

Result:  1990 GHG emissions were 295.53 MMT CO2e/yr and projected 2020 
business-as-usual GHG emissions would be 400.22 MMT CO2e/yr; 
thus a 26.2 percent reduction from statewide land use-driven GHG 
emissions would be necessary to meet the AB 32 goal of returning to 
1990 emission levels by 2020.  (See Table 2) 

Step 2  Estimate the anticipated GHG emission reductions affecting the same land use-
driven emissions inventory sectors associated with adopted statewide 
regulations identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan.  

Result: Estimated a 23.9 percent reduction can be expected in the land use-
driven GHG emissions inventory from adopted Scoping Plan 
regulations, including AB 1493 (Pavley), LCFS, Heavy/Medium Duty 
Efficiency, Passenger Vehicle Efficiency, Energy-Efficiency 
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Measures, Renewable Portfolio Standard, and Solar Roofs.  (See Table 
3) 

Step 3  Determine any short fall or “gap” between the 2020 statewide emission 
inventory estimates and the anticipated emission reductions from adopted 
Scoping 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 share of the emission 
reductions needed to meet statewide GHG emission reduction goals.   

Result: With the 23.9 percent reductions from AB 32 Scoping Measures, there 
is a “gap” of 2.3 percent in necessary additional GHG emissions 
reductions to meet AB 32 goals of a 26.2 percent reduction from 
statewide land use-driven GHG emissions to return to 1990 levels in 
2020.  (See Table 2) 

Step 4  Determine the percent reduction this “gap” represents in the “land use-driven” 
emissions inventory sectors from BAAQMD’s 2020 GHG emissions inventory. 
Identify the mass of emission reductions needed in the SFBAAB from land use-
driven emissions inventory sectors.   

Result: Estimated that a 2.3 percent reduction in BAAQMD’s projected 2020 
emissions projections requires emissions reductions of 1.6 MMT 
CO2e/yr from the land use-driven sectors.   (See Table 4) 

Step 5  Assess BAAQMD’s historical CEQA database (2001-2008) to determine the 
frequency distribution trend of project sizes and types that have been subject to 
CEQA over the past several years.  

Result: Determined historical patterns of residential, commercial and 
industrial development by ranges of average sizes of each 
development type. Results were used in Step 6 below to distribute 
anticipated Bay Area growth among different future project types and 
sizes. 

Step 6  Forecast new land use development for the Bay Area using DOF/EDD 
population and employment projections and distribute the anticipated growth 
into appropriate land use types and sizes needed to accommodate the anticipated 
growth (based on the trend analysis in Step 5 above). Translate the land use 
development projections into land use categories consistent with those 
contained in the Urban Emissions Model (URBEMIS).  

Result: Based on population and employment projections and the trend 
analysis from Step 5 above, forecasted approximately 4,000 new 
development projects, averaging about 400 projects per year through 
2020 in the Bay Area. 
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Step 7  Estimate the amount of GHG emissions from each land use development project 
type and size using URBEMIS and post-model manual calculation methods (for 
emissions not included in URBEMIS). 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).   

Result: Based on the information available and on sample URBEMIS 
calculations, found that mitigation effectiveness of between 25 and 30 
percent is feasible.  

Step 8  Conduct a sensitivity analysis of the numeric GHG mass emissions threshold 
needed to achieve the desired emissions reduction (i.e., “gap”) determined in 
Step 4. This mass emission GHG threshold is that which would be needed to 
achieve the emission reductions necessary by 2020 to meet the Bay Area’s share 
of the statewide “gap” needed from the land use-driven emissions inventory 
sectors.  

Result: The results of the sensitivity analysis conducted in Step 8 found that 
reductions between about 125,000 MT/yr (an aggregate of 1.3 MMT in 
2020) and over 200,000 MT/yr (an aggregate of over 2.0 MMT in 
2020) were achievable and feasible. A mass emissions threshold of 
1,100 MT of CO2e/yr would result in approximately 59 percent of all 
projects being above the significance threshold (e.g., this is 
approximately the operational GHG emissions that would be 
associated with a 60 residential unit subdivision) and must implement 
feasible mitigation measures to meet CEQA requirements. With an 
estimated 26 percent mitigation effectiveness, the 1,100 MT threshold 
would achieve 1.6 MMT CO2e/yr in GHG emissions reductions. 

2.3.2.2 DETAILED BASIS AND ANALYSIS 

Derivation of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goal 
To meet the target emissions limit established in AB 32 (equivalent to levels in 1990), 
total GHG emissions would need to be reduced by approximately 28 percent from 
projected 2020 forecasts (ARB 2009a). The AB 32 Scoping Plan is ARB’s plan for 
meeting this mandate (ARB 2008). 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. SB 
97 represents the State Legislature’s confirmation of this fact, and it directed the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop CEQA Guidelines for 
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evaluation of GHG emissions impacts and recommend mitigation strategies. In response, 
OPR released the Technical Advisory: CEQA and Climate Change (OPR 2008), and has 
released proposed CEQA guidelines (April 14, 2009) for consideration of GHG 
emissions. It is known that new land use development must also do its fair share toward 
achieving AB 32 goals (or, at a minimum, should not hinder the State’s progress toward 
the mandated emission reductions).  

Foreseeable Scoping Plan Measures Emission Reductions and Remaining “Gap” 
Step 1 of the Gap Analysis entailed estimating from ARB’s statewide GHG inventory the 
growth in emissions between 1990 and 2020 attributable to land use driven sectors of the 
emissions inventory. As stated above, to meet the requirements set forth in AB 32 (i.e., 
achieve California’s 1990-equivalent GHG emissions levels by 2020) California would 
need to achieve an approximate 28 percent reduction in emissions across all sectors of the 
GHG emissions inventory compared with 2020 projections. However, to meet the AB 32 
reduction goals in the emissions sectors that are related to land use development (e.g., on-
road passenger and heavy-duty motor vehicles, commercial and residential area sources 
[i.e., natural gas], electricity generation/consumption, wastewater treatment, and water 
distribution/consumption), staff determined that California would need to achieve an 
approximate 26 percent reduction in GHG emissions from these land use-driven sectors 
(ARB 2009a) by 2020 to return to 1990 land use emission levels.  

Next, in Step 2 of the Gap Analysis, Staff determined the GHG emission reductions 
within the land use-driven sectors that are anticipated to occur from implementation of 
the Scoping Plan measures statewide, which are summarized in Table 2 and described 
below. Since the GHG emission reductions anticipated with the Scoping Plan were not 
accounted for in ARB’s or BAAQMD’s 2020 GHG emissions inventory forecasts (i.e., 
business as usual), an adjustment was made to include (i.e., give credit for) GHG 
emission reductions associated with key Scoping Plans measures, such as the Renewable 
Portfolio Standard, improvements in energy efficiency through periodic updates to Title 
24, AB 1493 (Pavley) (which recently received a federal waiver to allow it to be enacted 
in law),  the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and other measures. With reductions 
from these State regulations (Scoping Plan measures) taken into consideration and 
accounting for an estimated 23.9 percent reduction in GHG emissions, in Step 3 of the 
Gap Analysis Staff determined that the Bay Area would still need to achieve an 
additional 2.3 percent reduction from projected 2020 GHG emissions to meet the 1990 
GHG emissions goal from the land-use driven sectors. This necessary 2.3 percent 
reduction in projected GHG emissions from the land use sector is the “gap” the Bay Area 
needs to fill to do its share to meet the AB 32 goals. Refer to the following explanation 
and Tables 2 through 4 for data used in this analysis.  

Because the transportation sector is the largest emissions sector of the state’s GHG 
emissions inventory, it is aggressively targeted in early actions and other priority actions 
in the Scoping Plan including measures concerning gas mileage (Pavley), fuel carbon 
intensity (LCFS) and vehicle efficiency measures. 
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Table 2 – California 1990, 2002-2004, and 2020 Land Use Sector GHG1 

(MMT CO2e/yr) 

Sector 1990 Emissions 2002-2004 
Average 

2020 BAU 
Emissions 

Projections 

% of 2020 
Total 

Transportation 137.98 168.66 209.06 52% 
On-Road Passenger Vehicles 108.95 133.95 160.78 40% 
On-Road Heavy Duty 29.03 34.69 48.28 12% 
Electric Power 110.63 110.04 140.24 35% 
Electricity 95.39 88.97 107.40 27% 
Cogeneration2 15.24 21.07 32.84 8% 
Commercial and Residential 44.09 40.96 46.79 12% 
Residential Fuel Use 29.66 28.52 32.10 8% 
Commercial Fuel Use 14.43 12.45 14.63 4% 
Recycling and Waste1 2.83 3.39 4.19 1% 
Domestic Wastewater Treatment 2.83 3.39 4.19 1% 
TOTAL GROSS EMISSIONS 295.53 323.05 400.22  
% Reduction Goal from Statewide land use driven sectors (from 2020 
levels to reach 1990 levels in these emission inventory sectors) 26.2% 

% Reduction from AB32 Scoping Plan measures applied to land use 
sectors (see Table 3) -23.9% 

% Reduction needed statewide beyond Scoping Plan measures (Gap)  2.3% 
Notes: MMT CO2e /yr = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions per year. 
1 Landfills not included.  See text. 
2 Cogeneration included due to many different applications for electricity, in some cases provides 
substantial power for grid use, and because electricity use served by cogeneration is often amenable to 
efficiency requirements of local land use authorities. 
Sources: Data compiled by EDAW and ICF Jones & Stokes from ARB data. 

 

Pavley Regulations. The AB 32 Scoping Plan assigns an approximate 20 percent 
reduction in emissions from passenger vehicles associated with the implementation of 
AB 1493. The AB 32 Scoping Plan also notes that “AB 32 specifically states that if the 
Pavley regulations do not remain in effect, ARB shall implement alternative regulations 
to control mobile sources to achieve equivalent or greater reductions of greenhouse gas 
emissions (HSC §38590).” Thus, it is reasonable to assume full implementation of AB 
1493 standards, or equivalent programs that would be implemented by ARB. While the 
Obama administration has proposed national CAFE standards that may be equivalent to 
or even surpass AB 1493, the timing for implementation of the proposed federal 
standards is uncertain such that development of thresholds based on currently unadopted 
federal standards would be premature. BAAQMD may need to revisit this methodology 
as the federal standards come on line, particularly if such standards are more aggressive 
than that forecast under state law. 
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Table 3 – 2020 Land Use Sector GHG Emission Reductions from State Regulations and AB 32 

Measures 

Affected 
Emissions 

Source 

California 
Legislation 

% Reduction 
from 2020 

GHG 
inventory 

End Use Sector (% of Bay Area 
LU Inventory) 

Scaled % 
Emissions 
Reduction 

(credit) 

AB 1493 (Pavley) 19.7% On road passenger/light truck 
transportation (45%) 8.9% 

LCFS 7.2% On road passenger/light truck 
transportation (45%) 3.2% 

LCFS 7.2% On road Heavy/Medium Duty 
Transportation (5%) 0.4% 

Heavy/Medium 
Duty Efficiency 2.9% On road Heavy/Medium Duty 

Transportation (5%) 0.2% 

Mobile  

Passenger Vehicle 
Efficiency 2.8% On road passenger/light truck 

transportation (45%) 1.3% 

Natural gas (Residential, 10%) 1.0% Area  Energy-Efficiency 
Measures 9.5%  

Natural gas (Non-residential,13%) 1.2% 
Renewable 
Portfolio Standard 21.0% Electricity (excluding cogen) 

(17%) 3.5% 

Energy-Efficiency 
Measures 15.7% Electricity (26%) 4.0% 

Indirect  
 

Solar Roofs 1.5% Electricity (excluding cogen) 
(17%) 0.2% 

Total credits given to land use-driven emission inventory sectors from Scoping Plan 
measures  23.9% 

Notes: AB = Assembly Bill; LCFS = Low Carbon Fuel Standard; SB = Senate Bill; RPS = Renewable 
Portfolio Standard 
Please refer to Appendix D for detailed calculations. Sources: Data compiled by ICF Jones & Stokes. 

 
 
LCFS. According to the adopted LCFS rule (CARB, April 2009), the LCFS is expected 
to result in approximately 10 percent reduction in the carbon intensity of transportation 
fuels. However, a portion of the emission reductions required from the LCFS would be 
achieved over the life cycle of transportation fuel production rather than from mobile-
source emission factors. Based on CARB’s estimate of nearly 16 MMT reductions in on-
road emissions from implementation of the LCFS and comparison to the statewide on-
road emissions sector, the LCFS is assumed to result in a 7.2 percent reduction compared 
to 2020 BAU conditions (CARB 2009e). 
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Table 4 – SFBAAB 1990, 2007, and 2020 Land Use Sector GHG Emissions Inventories and 
Projections (MMT CO2e/yr) 

Sector 1990 Emissions 2007 Emissions 2020 Emissions 
Projections 

% of 2020 
Total2 

Transportation 26.1 30.8 35.7 50% 
On-Road Passenger Vehicles 23.0 27.5 32.0  
On-Road Heavy Duty 3.1 3.3 3.7  
Electric Power 25.1 15.2 18.2 26% 
Electricity 16.5 9.9 11.8  
Cogeneration 8.6 5.3 6.4  
Commercial and Residential 8.9 15.0 16.8 24% 
Residential Fuel Use 5.8 7.0 7.5  
Commercial Fuel Use 3.1 8.0 9.3  
Recycling and Waste1 0.2 0.4 0.4 1% 
Domestic Waste Water Treatment 0.2 0.4 0.4  
TOTAL GROSS EMISSIONS 60.3 61.4 71.1  
SFBAAB’s “Fair Share” % Reduction (from 2020 levels to reach 
1990 levels) with AB-32 Reductions (from Table 3) 2.3%  

SFBAAB’s Equivalent Mass Emissions Land Use Reduction Target at 
2020 (MMT CO2e/yr) 1.6  

Notes: MMT CO2e /yr = million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions per year; SFBAAB = 
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. 
1 Landfills not included. 
2 Percentages do not sum exactly to 100% in table due to rounding.  
Please refer to Appendix D for detailed calculations. 
Sources: Data compiled by EDAW 2009, ICF Jones & Stokes 2009, BAAQMD 2008. 
 
Renewable Portfolio Standard, Energy Efficiency and Solar Roofs. Energy efficiency and 
renewable energy measures from the Scoping Plan were also included in the gap analysis.  
The Renewable Portfolio Standard (rules) will require the renewable energy portion of 
the retail electricity portfolio to be 33 percent in 2020. For PG&E, the dominant 
electricity provider in the Basin, approximately 12 percent of their current portfolio 
qualifies under the RPS rules and thus the gain by 2020 would be approximately 21 
percent. The Scoping Plan also estimates that energy efficiency gains with periodic 
improvement in building and appliance energy standards and incentives will reach 10 to 
15 percent for natural gas and electricity respectively. 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 1.5 percent. 

Landfill emissions are excluded from this analysis. While land use development does 
generate waste related to both construction and operations, the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (CIWMB) has mandatory diversion requirements that will, in 
all probability, increase over time to promote waste reductions, reuse, and recycle. The 
Bay Area has relatively high levels of waste diversion and extensive recycling efforts. 
Further, ARB has established and proposes to increase methane capture requirements for 
all major landfills. Thus, at this time, landfill emissions associated with land use 
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development waste generation is not included in the land use sector inventory used to 
develop this threshold approach. 

Industrial stationary sources thresholds were developed separately from the land use 
threshold development using a market capture approach as described below. However, 
mobile source and area source emissions, as well as indirect electricity emissions that 
derive from industrial use are included in the land use inventory above as these particular 
activities fall within the influence of local land use authorities in terms of the affect on 
trip generation and energy efficiency.  

AB 32 mandates reduction to 1990-equivalent GHG levels by 2020, with foreseeable 
emission reductions from State regulations and key Scoping Plan measures taken into 
account, were applied to the land use-driven emission sectors within the SFBAAB (i.e., 
those that are included in the quantification of emissions from a land use project pursuant 
to a CEQA analysis [on-road passenger vehicles, commercial and residential natural gas, 
commercial and residential electricity consumption, and domestic waste water treatment], 
as directed by OPR in the Technical Advisory: Climate Change and CEQA [OPR 2008]). 
This translates to a 2.3 percent gap in necessary GHG emission reductions by 2020 from 
these sectors. 

2.3.2.3 LAND USE PROJECTS BRIGHT LINE THRESHOLD 

In Steps 4 and 5 of the gap analysis, Staff determined that applying a 2.3 percent 
reduction to these land use emissions sectors in the SFBAAB’s GHG emissions inventory 
would result in an equivalent fair share of 1.6 million metric tons per year (MMT/yr) 
reductions in GHG emissions from new land use development. As additional regulations 
and legislation aimed at reducing GHG emissions from land use-related sectors become 
available in the future, the 1.6 MMT GHG emissions reduction goal may be revisited and 
recalculated by BAAQMD. 

In order to derive the 1.6 MMT “gap,” a projected development inventory for the next ten 
years in the SFBAAB was calculated. (See Table 4 and Revised Draft Options and 
Justifications Report (BAAQMD 2009).) CO2e emissions were modeled for projected 
development in the SFBAAB and compiled to estimate the associated GHG emissions 
inventory. The GHG (i.e., CO2e) CEQA threshold level was adjusted for projected land 
use development that would occur within BAAQMD’s jurisdiction over the period from 
2010 through 2020. 

Projects with emissions greater than the threshold would be required to mitigate to the 
threshold level or reduce project emissions by a percentage (mitigation effectiveness) 
deemed feasible by the Lead Agency under CEQA compared to a base year condition. 
The base year condition is defined by an equivalent size and character of project with 
annual emissions using the defaults in URBEMIS and the California Climate Action 
Registry’s General Reporting Protocol for 2008. By this method, land use project 
mitigation subject to CEQA would help close the “gap” remaining after application of the 
key regulations and measures noted above supporting overall AB 32 goals.   
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This threshold takes into account Steps 1-8 of the gap analysis described above to arrive 
at a numerical mass emissions threshold. Various mass emissions significance threshold 
levels (i.e., bright lines) could be chosen based on the mitigation effectiveness and 
performance anticipated to be achieved per project to meet the aggregate emission 
reductions of 1.6 MMT needed in the SFBAAB by 2020. (See Table 5 and Revised Draft 
Options and Justifications Report (BAAQMD 2009).) Staff recommends a 1,100 MT 
CO2e per year threshold. Choosing a 1,100 MT mass emissions significance threshold 
level (equivalent to approximately 60 single-family units), would result in about 59 
percent of all projects being above the significance threshold and having to implement 
feasible mitigation measures to meet their CEQA obligations.  These projects account for 
approximately 92 percent of all GHG emissions anticipated to occur between now and 
2020 from new land use development in the SFBAAB.  

Project applicants and lead agencies could use readily available computer models to 
estimate a project’s GHG emissions, based on project specific attributes, to determine if 
they are above or below the bright line numeric threshold. With this threshold, projects 
that are above the threshold level, after consideration of emission-reducing characteristics 
of the project as proposed, would have to reduce their emissions to below the threshold 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 if a project needs to 
reduce its GHG emissions through mitigation measures and when an EIR is required.  
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Table 5 – Operational GHG Threshold Sensitivity Analysis 
Mitigation Effectiveness Assumptions 

Option 
Performance 

Standards Applied to 
All Projects with 

Emissions < 
Threshold Level 

Mitigation 
Effectiveness 

Applied to 
Emissions > 

Threshold Level 

Mass Emission 
Threshold Level 
(MT CO2e/yr) 

% of Projects 
Captured 

(>threshold) 

% of 
Emissions 
Captured 

 (> threshold)

Emissions 
Reduction per 
year (MT/yr) 

Aggregate 
Emissions 
Reduction 
(MMT) at 

2020 

Threshold Project 
Size Equivalent 
(single family 

dwelling units) 

1A N/A 30% 975 60% 93% 201,664 2.0 53 
1A N/A 25% 110 96% 100% 200,108 2.0 66 
1A N/A 30% 1,225 21% 67% 159,276 1.6 67 
1A N/A 26% 1,100 59% 92% 159,877 1.6 60 
1A N/A 30% 2,000 14% 61% 143,418 1.4 109 
1A N/A 25% 1,200 58% 92% 136,907 1.4 66 
1A N/A 30% 3,000 10% 56% 127,427 1.3 164 
1A N/A 25% 1,500 20% 67% 127,303 1.3 82 
1B 26% N/A N/A 100% 100% 208,594 2.1 N/A1 

1C 5% 30% 1,900 15% 62% 160,073 1.6 104 
1C 10% 25% 1,250 21% 67% 159,555 1.6 68 
1C 5% 30% 3,000 10% 56% 145,261 1.5 164 
1C 10% 25% 2,000 4% 61% 151,410 1.5 109 
1C 10% 30% 10,000 2% 33% 125,271 1.3 547 

Notes: MMT = million metric tons per year; MT CO2e/yr = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions per year; MT/yr = metric tons per year; N/A = not applicable. 
1 Any project subject to CEQA would trigger this threshold. 
Please refer to Appendix E for detailed calculations. 
Source: Data modeled by ICF Jones & Stokes. 
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2.3.2.4 LAND USE PROJECTS EFFICIENCY-BASED THRESHOLD 

GHG efficiency metrics can also be utilized as 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 project) such that 
the project will allow for consistency with the goals of AB 32 (i.e., 1990 GHG emissions 
levels by 2020). GHG efficiency thresholds can be determined by dividing the GHG 
emissions inventory goal (allowable emissions), by the estimated 2020 population and 
employment. This method allows highly efficient projects with higher mass emissions to 
meet the overall reduction goals of AB 32. Staff believes it is more appropriate to base the 
land use efficiency threshold on the service population metric for the land use-driven 
emission inventory. This approach is appropriate because the threshold can be applied 
evenly to all project types (residential or commercial/retail only and mixed use) and uses 
only the land use emissions inventory that is comprised of all land use projects. Staff will 
provide the methodology to calculate a project’s GHG emissions in the revised CEQA 
Guidelines, such as allowing infill projects up to a 50 percent or more reduction in daily 
vehicle trips if the reduction can be supported by close proximity to transit and support 
services, or a traffic study prepared for the project. 

Table 6 – California 2020 GHG Emissions, Population Projections and GHG Efficiency 
Thresholds - Land Use Inventory Sectors 

Land Use Sectors Greenhouse Gas Emissions Target 295,530,000 
Population 44,135,923 
Employment 20,194,661 
California Service Population (Population + Employment) 64,330,584 
AB 32 Goal GHG emissions (metric tons CO2e)/SP1 4.6 
Notes: AB = Assembly Bill; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; GHG = greenhouse gas; SP = service 
population. 
1 Greenhouse gas efficiency levels were calculated using only the “land use-related” sectors of ARB’s 
emissions inventory. 
Please refer to Appendix D for detailed calculations. 
Sources: Data compiled by EDAW 2009, ARB 2009a, DOF 2009, EDD 2009, ICF Jones & Stokes 2009. 
 

Staff proposes a project-level efficiency threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/SP, the derivation of 
which is shown Table 6. This efficiency-based threshold reflects very GHG-efficient 
projects. As stated previously and below, staff anticipates that significance thresholds 
(rebuttable presumptions of significance at the project level) will function on an interim 
basis only until adequate programmatic approaches are in place at the city, county, and 
regional level that will allow the CEQA streamlining of individual projects. (See Draft 
CEQA Guidelines, proposed section 15183.5 ["Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions"]). In advance of such programmatic approaches, local 
agencies may wish to apply this efficiency-based recommended threshold with some 
discretion, taking into account not only the project's efficiency, but also its total GHG 
emissions. Even where a project is relatively GHG-efficient as compared to other 
projects, in approving the project, the lead agency is committing to use what is essentially 
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its GHG "budget" in a given way. Expending this "budget" on the proposed project may 
affect other development opportunities and associated obligations to mitigate or conflict 
with other actions that the community may wish to take to reduce its overall GHG 
emissions after it has conducted its programmatic analysis.  
 
Accordingly, in applying the efficiency-based threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/SP, the lead 
agency might also wish to consider the project's total emissions. Where a project meets 
the efficiency threshold but would still have very large GHG emissions, the lead agency 
may wish to consider whether the project's contributions to climate change might still be 
cumulatively considerable and whether additional changes to the project or mitigation 
should be required.  Staff notes that even where the project may be significant as it relates 
to climate change, the lead agency may find that the project should nonetheless be 
approved in light of its benefits; in that case, the lead agency may wish to note the 
project’s efficiency and any innovative design features in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
 
2.3.3 PLAN-LEVEL GHG THRESHOLDS 

Staff proposes using a two step process for determining the significance of proposed 
plans and plan amendments for GHG. As a first step in assessing plan-level impacts, Staff 
is proposing that agencies that have adopted a qualified climate action plan (or have 
incorporated similar criteria in their General Plan) and the General Plan or Transportation 
Plan are consistent with the climate action plan, the General Plan or Transportation Plan 
would be considered less than significant. In addition, as discussed above for project-
level GHG impacts, Staff is proposing an efficiency threshold to assess plan-level 
impacts. Staff believes a programmatic approach to limiting GHG emissions is 
appropriate at the plan-level. Thus, as projects consistent with the climate action plan are 
proposed, they may be able to tier off the plan and its environmental analysis. 
 
2.3.3.1 GHG EFFICIENCY METRICS FOR PLANS 

For local land use plans, a GHG-efficiency metric (e.g., GHG emissions per unit) would 
enable comparison of a proposed general plan to its alternatives and to determine if the 
proposed general plan meets AB 32 emission reduction goals. 

AB 32 identifies local governments as essential partners in achieving California’s goal to 
reduce GHG emissions. Local governments have primary authority to plan, zone, 
approve, and permit how and where land is developed to accommodate population 
growth and the changing needs of their jurisdiction. ARB has developed the Local 
Government Operations Protocol and is developing a protocol to estimate community-
wide GHG emissions. ARB encourages local governments to use these protocols to track 
progress in reducing GHG emissions. ARB encourages local governments to 
institutionalize the community’s strategy for reducing its carbon footprint in its general 
plan. SB 375 creates a process for regional integration of land development patterns and 
transportation infrastructure planning with the primary goal of reducing GHG emissions 
from the largest sector of the GHG emission inventory, light duty vehicles.  
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If the statewide AB 32 GHG emissions reduction context is established, GHG efficiency 
can be viewed independently from the jurisdiction in which the plan is located. Expressing 
projected 2020 mass of emissions from land use-related emissions sectors by comparison to 
a demographic unit (e.g., population and employment) provides evaluation of the GHG 
efficiency of a project in terms of what emissions are allowable while meeting AB 32 
targets.  

Two approaches were considered for efficiency metrics. The “service population” (SP) 
approach would consider efficiency in terms of the GHG emissions compared to the sum of 
the number of jobs and the number of residents at a point in time. The per capita option 
would consider efficiency in terms of GHG emissions per resident only. Staff recommends 
that the efficiency threshold for plans be based on all emission inventory sectors because, 
unlike land use projects, community-wide or regional plans comprise more than just land 
use related emissions (e.g. industrial). Further, Staff recommends that plan threshold be 
based on the service population metric as community-wide plans or regional plans include 
a mix of residents and employees. The Service Population metric would allow decision 
makers to compare GHG efficiency of general plan alternatives that vary residential and 
non-residential development totals, encouraging GHG efficiency through improving 
jobs/housing balance. This approach would not give preference to communities that 
accommodate more residential (population-driven) land uses than non-residential 
(employment driven) land uses which could occur with the per capita approach. 

A SP-based GHG efficiency metric (see Table 7) was derived from the emission rates at 
the State level that would accommodate projected population and employment growth 
under trend forecast conditions, and the emission rates needed to accommodate growth 
while allowing for consistency with the goals of AB 32 (i.e., 1990 GHG emissions levels 
by 2020).  

Table 7 – California 2020 GHG Emissions, Population Projections and GHG Efficiency 
Thresholds - All Inventory Sectors 

All Inventory Sectors Greenhouse Gas Emissions Target 426,500,000 
Population 44,135,923 
Employment 20,194,661 
California Service Population (Population + Employment) 64,330,584 
AB 32 Goal GHG emissions (metric tons CO2e)/SP1 6.6 
Notes: AB = Assembly Bill; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; GHG = greenhouse gas; SP = service 
population. 
1 Greenhouse gas efficiency levels were calculated using only the “land use-related” sectors of ARB’s 
emissions inventory. 
Please refer to Appendix D for detailed calculations. 
Sources: Data compiled by EDAW 2009, ARB 2009a, DOF 2009, EDD 2009, ICF Jones & Stokes 2009. 
 

If a general plan demonstrates, through dividing the emissions inventory projections (MT 
CO2e) by the amount of growth that would be accommodated in 2020, that it could meet 
the GHG efficiency metrics proposed in this section (6.6 MT CO2e/SP from all emission 



Bay Area AQMD Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 
December 7, 2009 

 
 

 
24 

sectors, as noted in Table 7), then the amount of GHG emissions associated with the 
general plan would be considered less than significant, regardless of its size (and 
magnitude of GHG emissions). In other words, the general plan would accommodate 
growth in a manner that would not hinder the State’s ability to achieve AB 32 goals, and 
thus, would be less than significant for GHG emissions and their contribution to climate 
change. The efficiency metric would not penalize well-planned communities that propose 
a large amount of development. Instead, the SP-based GHG efficiency metric acts to 
encourage the types of development that BAAQMD and OPR support (i.e., infill and 
transit-oriented development) because it tends to reduce GHG and other air pollutant 
emissions overall, rather than discourage large developments for being accompanied by a 
large mass of GHG emissions. Plans that are more GHG efficient would have no or 
limited mitigation requirements to help them complete the CEQA process more readily 
than plans that promote GHG inefficiencies, which will require detailed design of 
mitigation during the CEQA process and could subject a plan to potential challenge as to 
whether all feasible mitigation was identified and adopted. This type of threshold can 
shed light on a well-planned general plan that accommodates a large amount of growth in 
a GHG-efficient way. 

When analyzing long-range plans, such as general plans, it is important to note that the 
planning horizon will often surpass the 2020 timeframe for implementation of AB 32. 
Executive Order S-3-05 establishes a more aggressive emissions reduction goal for the 
year 2050 of 80 percent below 1990 emissions levels. The year 2020 should be viewed as 
a milestone year, and the general plan should not preclude the community from a 
trajectory toward the 2050 goal. However, the 2020 timeframe is examined in this 
threshold evaluation because doing so for the 2050 timeframe (with respect to population, 
employment, and GHG emissions projections) would be too speculative. Advances in 
technology and policy decisions at the state level will be needed to meet the aggressive 
2050 goals. It is beyond the scope of the analysis tools available at this time to examine 
reasonable emissions reductions that can be achieved through CEQA analysis in the year 
2050. As the 2020 timeframe draws nearer, BAAQMD will need to reevaluate the 
threshold to better represent progress toward 2050 goals. 
 
2.3.4 CLIMATE ACTION PLANS 

Finally, many local agencies have already undergone or plan to undergo efforts to create 
general or other plans that are 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 Climate Action Plan that addresses the project’s GHG emissions, it can 
be presumed that the project will not have significant GHG emission impacts. This 
approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), 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.”   
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A qualified Climate Action Plan (or similar adopted policies, ordinances and programs) is 
one that is consistent with all of the AB 32 Scoping Plan measures and goals. The 
Climate Action Plan should identify a land use design, transportation network, goals, 
policies and implementation measures that would achieve AB 32 goals. Plans 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. 

Qualified Climate Action Plans 
A qualified Climate Action Plan adopted by a local jurisdiction should include the 
following. The District’s revised CEQA Guidelines will provide the methodology to 
determine if a Climate Action Plan meets these requirements. 

► GHG Inventory for Current Year and Forecast for 2020 (and for 1990 if the reduction 
goal is based on 1990 emission levels). 

► An adopted GHG Reduction Goal for 2020 for the jurisdiction from all sources 
(existing and future) which is at least one of the following:  1990 GHG emission 
levels, 15 percent below 2008 emission levels, or 28 percent below BAU Forecasts 
for 2020 (if including non-land use sector emissions in the local inventory; otherwise 
can use 26.2 percent if only including land use sector emissions). 

► Identification of feasible reduction measures to reduce GHG emissions for 2020 to 
the identified target. 

► Application of relevant reduction measures included in the AB 32 Scoping Plan that 
are within the jurisdiction of the local land use authority (such as building energy 
efficiency, etc.). 

► Quantification of the reduction effectiveness of each of the feasible measures 
identified including disclosure of calculation method and assumptions. 

► Identification of implementation steps and financing mechanisms to achieve the 
identified goal by 2020. 

► Procedures for monitoring and updating the GHG inventory and reduction measures 
at least twice before 2020 or at least every five years. 

► Identification of responsible parties for Implementation.  

► Schedule of implementation. 

► Certified CEQA document, or equivalent process (see below). 

Local Climate Action Policies, Ordinances and Programs 
Air District staff recognizes that many communities in the Bay Area have been proactive 
in planning for climate change but have not yet developed a stand-alone Climate Action 
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Plan that meets the above criteria. Many cities and counties have adopted climate action 
policies, ordinances and program that may in fact achieve the goals of a qualified climate 
action plan. Staff recommends that if a local jurisdiction can demonstrate that its 
collective set of climate action policies, ordinances and other programs is consistent with 
AB 32, includes requirements or feasible measures to reduce GHG emissions and 
achieves one of the following GHG emission reduction goals,3 the AB 32 consistency 
demonstration should be considered equivalent to a qualified climate action plan: 

► 1990 GHG emission levels, 

► 15 percent below 2008 emission levels, or 

► 28 percent below BAU Forecasts for 2020 (if including non-land use sector emissions 
in the local inventory; otherwise can use 26.2 percent if only including land use sector 
emissions). 

Qualified Climate Action Plans 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 Bay Area communities who 
have already developed or are in the process of developing a GHG reduction plan. The 
details required above for a qualified Climate Action Plan (or similar adopted policies, 
ordinances and programs) would provide the evidentiary basis for making CEQA 
findings that development consistent with the plan would result in feasible, measureable, 
and verifiable GHG reductions consistent with broad state goals such that projects 
approved under qualified Climate Action Plans or equivalent demonstrations would 
achieve their fair share of GHG emission reductions.   

2.3.5 STATIONARY SOURCE GHG THRESHOLD 

Staff’s recommended threshold for stationary source GHG emissions is based on 
estimating the GHG emissions from combustion sources for all permit applications 
submitted to the Air District in 2005, 2006 and 2007. The analysis is based only on CO2 
emissions from stationary sources, as that would cover the vast majority of the GHG 
emissions due to stationary combustion sources in the SFBAAB. The estimated CO2 
emissions were calculated for the maximum permitted amount, i.e. emissions that would 
be emitted if the sources applying for a permit application operate at maximum permitted 
load and for the total permitted hours. All fuel types are included in the estimates. For 
boilers burning natural gas, diesel fuel is excluded since it is backup fuel and is used only 
if natural gas is not available. Emission values are estimated before any offsets (i.e., 
Emission Reduction Credits) are applied. GHG emissions from mobile sources, 
electricity use and water delivery associated with the operation of the permitted sources 
are not included in the estimates. 

                                                 
3 Lead agencies using consistency with their jurisdiction’s climate action policies, ordinances and 
programs as a measure of significance under CEQA Guidelines section 15064(h)(3) should 
ensure that the policies, ordinances and programs satisfy all of the requirements of that subsection 
before relying on them in a CEQA analysis. 
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It is projected that a threshold level of 10,000 metric tons of CO2e per year would capture 
approximately 95 percent of all GHG emissions from new permit applications from 
stationary sources in the SFBAAB.  That threshold level was calculated as an average of 
the combined CO2 emissions from all stationary source permit applications submitted to 
the Air District during the three year analysis period. 

Staff recommends this 10,000 MT of CO2/yr as it would address a broad range of 
combustion sources and thus provide for a greater amount of GHG reductions to be 
captured and mitigated through the CEQA process.  As documented in the Scoping Plan, 
in order to achieve statewide reduction targets, emissions reductions need to be obtained 
through a broad range of sources throughout the California economy and this threshold 
would achieve this purpose. While this threshold would capture 95 percent of the GHG 
emissions from new permit applications, the threshold would do so by capturing only the 
large, significant projects. Permit applications with emissions above the 10,000 MT of 
CO2/yr threshold account for less than 10 percent of stationary source permit applications 
which represent 95 percent of GHG emissions from new permits analyzed during the 
three year analysis period.   

This threshold would be considered an interim threshold and Air District staff will 
reevaluate the threshold as AB 32 Scoping Plan measures such as cap and trade are more 
fully developed and implemented at the state level. 

2.3.6 SUMMARY OF JUSTIFICATION FOR GHG THRESHOLDS  

The bright-line numeric threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr is a numeric emissions level 
below which a project’s contribution to global climate change would be less than 
“cumulatively considerable.” This emissions rate is equivalent to a project size of 
approximately 60 single-family dwelling units, and approximately 59 percent of all future 
projects and 92 percent of all emissions from future projects would exceed this level. For 
projects that are above this bright-line cutoff level, emissions from these projects would 
still be less than cumulatively significant if the project as a whole would result in an 
efficiency of 4.6 MT CO2e per service population or better for mixed-use projects.  
Projects with emissions above 1,100 MT CO2e/yr would therefore still be less than 
significant if they achieved project efficiencies below these levels. If projects as proposed 
exceed these levels, they would be required to implement mitigation measures to bring 
them back below the 1,100 MT CO2e/yr bright-line cutoff or within the 4.6 MT CO2e 
Service Population efficiency threshold. If mitigation did not bring a project back within 
the threshold requirements, the project would be cumulatively significant and could be 
approved only with a Statement of Overriding Considerations and a showing that all 
feasible mitigation measures have been implemented. Projects’ GHG emissions would 
also be less than significant if they comply with a Qualified Climate Action Plan. 

As explained in the preceding analyses of these thresholds, the greenhouse gas emissions 
from land use projects expected between now and 2020 built in compliance with these 
thresholds would be approximately 26 percent below BAU 2020 conditions and thus 
would be consistent with achieving an AB 32 equivalent reduction. The 26 percent 
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reduction from BAU 2020 from new projects built in conformance with these proposed 
thresholds would achieve an aggregate reduction of approximately 1.6 MMT CO2e/yr, 
which is the level of emission reductions from new Bay Area land use sources needed to 
meet the AB 32 goals, per ARB’s Scoping Plan as discussed above.   

Projects with greenhouse gas emissions in conformance with these proposed thresholds 
would therefore not be considered significant for purposes of CEQA. 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. Such projects would not be “cumulatively considerable” because they 
would be helping to solve the cumulative problem as a part of the AB 32 process. 

California’s response to the problem of global climate change is to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 under AB 32 as a near-term measure and ultimately to 
80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 as the long-term solution to stabilizing greenhouse 
gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that will not cause unacceptable climate 
change impacts. To implement this solution, the Air Resources Board has adopted a 
Scoping Plan and budgeted emissions reductions that will be needed from all sectors of 
society in order to reach the interim 2020 target. 

The land-use sector in the Bay Area needs to achieve aggregate emission reductions of 
approximately 1.6 MMT CO2e/yr from new projects between now and 2020 to achieve 
this goal, as noted above, and each individual new project will need to achieve its own 
respective portion of this amount in order for the Bay Area land use sector as a whole to 
achieve its allocated emissions target. Building all of the new projects expected in the 
Bay Area between now and 2020 in accordance with the thresholds that District staff are 
proposing will achieve the overall appropriate share for the land use sector, and building 
each individual project in accordance with the proposed thresholds will achieve that 
individual project’s respective portion of the emission reductions needed to implement 
the AB 32 solution. For these reasons, projects built in conformance with the proposed 
thresholds will be part of the solution to the cumulative problem, and not part of the 
continuing problem. They will allow the Bay Area’s land use sector to achieve the 
emission reductions necessary from that sector for California to implement its solution to 
the cumulative problem of global climate change. As such, even though such projects 
will add an incremental amount of greenhouse gas 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 §15064(h)(1).)  

The conclusion that land use projects that comply with these proposed thresholds is also 
supported by CEQA Guidelines Section 15030(a)(3), which provides that a project’s 
contribution to a cumulative problem can be less that 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.” In the case of greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with land use projects, achieving the amount of emission reductions below 
BAU that will be required to achieve the AB 32 goals is the project’s “fair share” of the 
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overall emission reductions needed under ARB’s scoping plan to reach the overall 
statewide AB 32 emissions levels for 2020. If a project is designed to implement 
greenhouse gas mitigation measures that achieve a level of reductions consistent with 
what is required from all new land use projects to achieve the land use sector “budget” – 
i.e., keeping overall project emissions below 1,100 MT CO2e/yr or ensuring that project 
efficiency is better than 4.6 MT CO2e/service population – then it will be implementing 
its share of the mitigation measures necessary to alleviate the cumulative impact, as 
shown in the analyses set forth above.   
 
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, and not just by the project’s size. For example, a large high-density 
infill project located in an urban core nearby to public transit and 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, 
would not become significant for greenhouse gas purposes (and thus require a Statement 
of Overriding Considerations in order to be approved) simply because it happened to be a 
large project. Projects such as this hypothetical development with low greenhouse-gas 
emissions per service population are what California will need in the future in order to do 
its part in achieving a solution to the problem of global climate change. The 
determination of significance under CEQA should therefore take these factors into 
account, and staff’s proposed significance thresholds would achieve 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 Air District permit applications for stationary sources that comply with the 
quantitative threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e/yr would not be “cumulatively considerable” 
because they also would not hinder the state’s ability to solve the cumulative greenhouse 
gas emissions problem pursuant to AB 32. Unlike the land use sector, the AB 32 Scoping 
Plan measures, including the cap-and-trade program, provide for necessary emissions 
reductions from the stationary source sector to achieve AB 32 2020 goals.    
 
While 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 at first will only apply to the very largest sources of GHG 
emissions. In the mean time, certain stationary source projects, particularly those with 
large GHG emissions, still will have a cumulatively considerable impact on climate 
change. The 10,000 MT CO2e/yr threshold will capture 95 percent of the stationary 
source sector GHG emissions in the Bay Area.  The five percent of emissions that are 
from stationary source projects below the 10,000 MT CO2e/yr threshold account for a 
small portion of the Bay Area’s total GHG emissions from stationary sources and these 
emissions come from very small projects. Such small stationary source projects will not 
significantly add to the global problem of climate change, and they will not hinder the 
Bay Area’s ability to reach the AB 32 goal in any significant way, even when considered 
cumulatively. In Air District’s staff’s judgment, the potential environmental benefits from 
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requiring EIRs and mitigation for these projects would be insignificant. In all, based on 
staff’s expertise, stationary source projects with emissions below 10,000 MT CO2e/yr 
will not provide a cumulatively considerable contribution to the cumulative impact of 
climate change. 
 
 

3 COMMUNITY RISK AND HAZARD THRESHOLDS 

To address community risk from air toxics, the Air District initiated the Community Air 
Risk Evaluation (CARE) program in 2004 to identify locations with high levels of risk 
from ambient toxic air contaminants (TAC) co-located with sensitive populations and use 
the information to help focus mitigation measures. Through the CARE program, the Air 
District developed an inventory of TAC emissions for 2005 and compiled demographic 
and heath indicator data.  According to the findings of the CARE Program, diesel PM—
mostly from on and off-road mobile sources—accounts for over 80 percent of the 
inhalation cancer risk from TACs in the Bay Area (BAAQMD 2006).  

The Air District applied a regional air quality model using the 2005 emission inventory 
data to estimate excess cancer risk from ambient concentrations of important TAC 
species, including diesel PM, 1,3-butadiene, benzene, formaldehyde and acetaldehyde.  
The highest cancer risk levels from ambient TAC in the Bay Area tend to occur in the 
core urban areas, along major roadways and adjacent to freeways and port activity. 
Cancer risks in areas along these major freeways are estimated to range from 200 to over 
500 excess cases in a million for a lifetime of exposure. Priority  communities within the 
Bay Area – defined as having higher emitting sources, highest air concentrations, and 
nearby low income and sensitive populations – include the urban core areas of Concord, 
eastern San Francisco, western Alameda County, Redwood City/East Palo Alto, 
Richmond/San Pablo, and San Jose. 

Fifty percent of BAAQMD’s population was estimated to have an ambient background 
inhalation cancer risk of less than 500 cases in one million, based on emission levels in 
2005. Table 8 presents a summary of percentages of the population exposed to varying 
levels of cancer risk from ambient TACs. Approximately two percent of the SFBAAB 
population is exposed to background risk levels of less than 200 excess cases in one 
million. This is in contrast to the upper percentile ranges where eight percent of the 
SFBAAB population is exposed to background risk levels of greater than 1,000 excess 
cases per one million. To identify and reduce risks from TAC, this chapter presents 
thresholds of significance for both cancer risk and non-cancer health hazards. 
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Table 8 – Statistical Summary of Estimated Population-Weighted Ambient Cancer Risk in 2005 
Percentage of Population 

(Percent below level of ambient risk) 
Ambient Cancer Risk  

(inhalation cancer cases in one million) 
92 1,000 
90 900 
83 800 
77 700 
63 600 
50 500 
32 400 
13 300 
2 200 

<1 100 

Source: Data compiled by EDAW 2009.  
 
Many scientific studies have linked fine particulate matter and traffic-related air pollution 
to respiratory illness (Hiltermann et al. 1997, Schikowski et al 2005, Vineis et al. 2007) 
and premature mortality (Dockery 1993, Pope et al. 1995, Jerrett et al. 2005). Traffic-
related air pollution is a complex mix of chemical compounds (Schauer et al. 2006), often 
spatially correlated with other stressors, such as noise and poverty (Wheeler and Ben-
Shlomo 2005). While such correlations can be difficult to disentangle, strong evidence 
for adverse health effects of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) has been developed for 
regulatory applications in a recent consensus-based study by the California Air Resources 
Board. This study found that a 10 percent increase in PM2.5 concentrations increased the 
non-injury death rate by 10 percent (ARB 2008).  

Public Health Officers for four counties in the San Francisco Bay Area in 2009 provided 
testimony to the Air District’s Advisory Council (February 11, 2009, Advisory Council 
Meeting on Air Quality and Public Health). Among the recommendations made, was that 
PM2.5, in addition to TACs, be considered in assessments of community-scale impacts of 
air pollution. In consideration of the scientific studies and recommendations by the Bay 
Area Health Directors, it is apparent that, in addition to the significance thresholds for 
local-scale TAC, thresholds of significance are required for near-source, local-scale 
concentrations of PM2.5. 
 
3.2 PROPOSED THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Proposed thresholds of significance and Board-requested options are presented in this 
section: 
 

• The Staff Proposal includes thresholds for cancer risk, non-cancer health 
hazards, and fine particulate matter. 
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• Board Option 1 includes tiered thresholds for new sources in impacted 
communities. Thresholds for receptors and cumulative impacts are the same as the 
Staff Proposal. 

• Board Option 2 removes the option for a qualified Community Risk Reduction 
Plan from the Staff Proposal. 

 
Proposal/Option Construction-Related Operational-Related 

Project-Level – Individual Project 

Risks and Hazards 
(Individual Project) 

 
Staff Proposal 

 
Same as Operational 

Thresholds* 
 

All Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 
 

Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 
OR 

Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 
Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(Chronic or Acute) 
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3 annual 

average 
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

Impacted Communities: Siting a New Source 
 

Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 
OR 

Increased cancer risk of >5.0 in a million 
Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(Chronic or Acute) 
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.2 µg/m3 annual 

average 
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 
Risks and Hazards 
(Individual Project) 

 
Board Option 1 

 
Tiered Thresholds 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

Impacted Communities: Siting a New Receptor 
All Other Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 

 
Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 

OR 
Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 

Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 
(Chronic or Acute) 

Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3 annual 
average 

 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 
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Proposal/Option Construction-Related Operational-Related 

Risks and Hazards 
(Individual Project) 

 
Board Option 2 

 
Quantitative 
Thresholds 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

All Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 
 

Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 
Increased  non-cancer risk of > 1.0 Hazard Index 

(Chronic or Acute) 
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3 annual 

average 
 
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 

line of source or receptor 

Accidental Release of 
Acutely Hazardous 

Air Pollutants 
None 

Storage or use of acutely hazardous materials 
locating near receptors or receptors locating near 

stored or used acutely hazardous materials 
considered significant 

Project-Level – Cumulative 

Risks and Hazards 
(Cumulative 
Thresholds) 

Same as Operational 
Thresholds* 

All Areas: Siting a New Source or Receptor 
 

Compliance with Qualified Risk Reduction Plan 
OR 

Cancer: > 100 in a million (from all local sources) 
Non-cancer: > 1.0 Hazard Index (from all local 

sources) (Chronic or Acute) 
PM2.5: 

> 0.8 µg/m3 annual average (from all local sources) 
 

Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from fence 
line of source or receptor 

Plan-Level 

Plans None 

1. Overlay zones around existing and planned 
sources of TACs (including adopted Risk 
Reduction Plan areas) and odors. 

2. Overlay zones of at least 500 feet (or Air 
District-approved modeled distance) from all 
freeways and high volume roadways. 

Accidental Release of 
Acutely Hazardous 

Air Pollutants 
None None 

* Note: The Air District recommends that for construction projects that are less than one year duration, 
Lead Agencies should annualize impacts over the scope of actual days that peak impacts are to occur, 
rather than the full year. 
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3.3 JUSTIFICATION AND SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 
SUPPORTING THRESHOLDS 

The goal of the proposed thresholds is to ensure that no source creates, or receptor 
endures, a significant adverse impact from any individual project, and that the total of all 
nearby directly emitted risk and hazard emissions is also not significantly adverse. The 
thresholds for local risks and hazards from TAC and PM2.5 are intended to apply to all 
sources of emissions, including both permitted stationary sources and on- and off-road 
mobile sources, such as sources related to construction, busy roadways, or freight 
movement. 

Thresholds for an individual new source are designed to ensure that the source does not 
contribute a cumulatively significant impact. Cumulative thresholds for sources recognize 
that some areas are already near or at levels of significant impact. If within such an area 
there are receptors, or it can reasonably be foreseen that there will be receptors, then a 
cumulative significance threshold sets a level beyond which any additional risk is 
significant.  

For new receptors – sensitive populations or the general public – thresholds of 
significance are designed to identify levels of contributed risk or hazards from existing 
local sources that pose a significant risk to the receptors. Single-source thresholds for 
receptors are provided to recognize that within the area defined there can be variations in 
risk levels that may be significant. Single-source thresholds assist in the identification of 
significant risks, hazards, or concentrations in a subarea, within the area defined by the 
selected radius. Cumulative thresholds for receptors are designed to account for the 
effects of all sources within the defined area.  

Cumulative thresholds, for both sources and receptors, must consider the size of the 
source area, defined by a radius from the proposed project. To determine cumulative 
impacts from a prescribed zone of influence requires the use of modeling. The larger the 
radius, the greater the number of sources considered that may contribute to the modeled 
risk and, until the radius approaches a regional length scale, the greater the expected 
modeled risk increment. If the area of impact considered were grown to the scale of a 
city, the modeled risk increment would approach the risk level present in the ambient air.  
 
3.3.1 SCIENTIFIC AND REGULATORY JUSTIFICATION 

Regulatory Framework for TACs 
Prior to 1990, the Clean Air Act required EPA to list air toxics it deemed hazardous and 
to establish control standards which would restrict concentrations of hazardous air 
pollutants (HAP) to a level that would prevent any adverse effects “with an ample margin 
of safety.” By 1990, EPA had regulated only seven such pollutants and it was widely 
acknowledged by that time that the original Clean Air Act had failed to address toxic air 
emissions in any meaningful way. As a result, Congress changed the focus of regulation 
in 1990 from a risk-based approach to technology-based standards. Title III, Section 
112(b) of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendment established this new regulatory approach. 
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Under this framework, prescribed pollution control technologies based upon maximum 
achievable control technology (MACT) were installed without the a priori estimation of 
the health or environmental risk associated with each individual source. The law listed 
188 HAPs that would be subject to the MACT standards. EPA issued 53 standards for 89 
different types of major industrial sources of air toxics and eight categories of smaller 
sources such as dry cleaners. These requirements took effect between 1996 and 2002.  
Under the federal Title V Air Operating Permit Program, a facility with the potential to 
emit 10 tons of any toxic air pollutant, or 25 tons per year of any combination of toxic air 
pollutants, is defined as a major source HAPs. Title V permits include requirements for 
these facilities to limit toxic air pollutant emissions. 
 
Several state and local agencies adopted programs to address gaps in EPA’s program 
prior to the overhaul of the national program in 1990. California's program to reduce 
exposure to air toxics was established in 1983 by the Toxic Air Contaminant 
Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) and the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" 
Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, Connelly 1987). Under AB 1807, ARB and 
the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) determines if a 
substance should be formally identified as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) in California. 
OEHHA also establishes associated risk factors and safe concentrations of exposure. 

AB 1807 was amended in 1993 by AB 2728, which required ARB to identify the 189 
federal hazardous air pollutants as TACs. AB 2588 (Connelly, 1987) supplements the AB 
1807 program, by requiring a statewide air toxics inventory, notification of people 
exposed to a significant health risk, and facility plans to reduce these risks. In September 
1992, the "Hot Spots" Act was amended by Senate Bill 1731 which required facilities 
that pose a significant health risk to the community to reduce their risk through a risk 
management plan. 

Cancer Risk 
Cancer risk from TACs is typically expressed in numbers of excess cancer cases per 
million persons exposed over a defined period of exposure, for example, over an assumed 
70 year lifetime. The Air District is not aware of any agency that has established an 
acceptable level of cancer risk for TACs. However, a range of what constitutes a 
significant increment of cancer risk from any compound has been established by the U.S. 
EPA. EPA’s guidance for conducting air toxics analyses and making risk management 
decisions at the facility- and community-scale level considers a range of acceptable 
cancer risks from one in a million to one in ten thousand (100 in a million). The guidance 
considers an acceptable range of cancer risk increments to be from one in a million to one 
in ten thousand. In protecting public health with an ample margin of safety, EPA strives 
to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from HAPs by limiting 
additional risk to a level no higher than the one in ten thousand estimated risk that a 
person living near a source would be exposed to at the maximum pollutant concentrations 
for 70 years. This goal is described in the preamble to the benzene National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rulemaking (54 Federal Register 
38044, September 14, 1989) and is incorporated by Congress for EPA’s residual risk 
program under Clean Air Act section 112(f).  
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Regulation 2, Rule 5 of the Air District specifies permit requirements for new and 
modified stationary sources of TAC. The Project Risk Requirement (2-5-302.1) states 
that the Air Pollution Control Officer shall deny an Authority to Construct or Permit to 
Operate for any new or modified source of TACs if the project cancer risk exceeds 10.0 
in one million. 

Hazard Index for Non-cancer Health Effects 
Non-cancer health hazards for chronic and acute diseases are expressed in terms of a 
hazard index (HI), a ratio of TAC concentration to a reference exposure level (REL), 
below which no adverse health effects are expected, even for sensitive individuals. As 
such, OEHHA has defined acceptable concentration levels, and also significant 
concentration increments, for compounds that pose non-cancer health hazards. If the HI 
for a compound is less than one, non-cancer chronic and acute health impacts have been 
determined to be less than significant. 

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM2.5  
The Children’s Environmental Health Protection Act (Senate Bill 25), passed by the 
California state legislature in 1999, requires ARB, in consultation with OEHHA, to 
“review all existing health-based ambient air quality standards to determine whether, 
based on public health, scientific literature and exposure pattern data, these standards 
adequately protect the public, including infants and children, with an adequate margin of 
safety.” As a result of the review requirement, in 2002 ARB adopted an annual average 
California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) for PM2.5 of 12 ug/m3 that is not to 
be exceeded (California Code of Regulations, Title 17 § 70200, Table of Standards.) The 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) established an annual standard for 
PM2.5 (15 ug/m3) that is less stringent that the CAAQS, but also set a 24-hour average 
standard (35 ug/m3), which is not included in the CAAQS (Code of Federal Regulations, 
Title 40, Part 50.7). 

Significant Impact Levels for PM2.5 
EPA recently proposed and documented alternative options for PM2.5 Significant Impact 
Levels (SILs) (Federal Register 40 CFR Parts 51 and 52, September 21, 2007). The EPA 
is proposing to facilitate implementation of a PM2.5 Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) program in areas attaining the PM2.5 NAAQS by developing PM2.5 
increments, or SILs. These “increments” are maximum increases in ambient PM2.5 
concentrations (PM2.5 increments) allowed in an area above the baseline concentration.  

The SIL is a threshold that would be applied to individual facilities that apply for a permit 
to emit a regulated pollutant in an area that meets the NAAQS. The State and EPA must 
determine if emissions from that facility will cause the air quality to worsen. If an 
individual facility projects an increase in emissions that result in ambient impacts greater 
than the established SIL, the permit applicant would be required to perform additional 
analyses to determine if those impacts will be more than the amount of the PSD 
increment. This analysis would combine the impact of the proposed facility when added 
to all other sources in the area. 
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The EPA is proposing such values for PM2.5 that will be used as screening tools by a 
major source subject to PSD to determine the subsequent level of analysis and data 
gathering required for a PSD permit application for emissions of PM2.5. The SIL is one 
element of the EPA program to prevent deterioration in regional air quality and is utilized 
in the new source review (NSR) process. New source review is required under Section 
165 of the Clean Air Act, whereby a permit applicant must demonstrate that emissions 
from the proposed construction and operation of a facility “will not cause, or contribute 
to, air pollution in excess of any maximum allowable increase or maximum allowable 
concentration for any pollutant.” The purpose of the SIL is to provide a screening level 
that triggers further analysis in the permit application process.  

For the purpose of NSR, SILs are set for three types of areas: Class I areas where 
especially clean air is most desirable, including national parks and wilderness areas; 
Class II areas where there is not expected to be substantial industrial growth; and Class 
III areas where the highest relative level of industrial development is expected. In Class II 
and Class III areas, a PM2.5 concentration of 0.3, 0.8, and 1 µg/m3 has been proposed as a 
SIL. To arrive at the SIL PM2.5 option of 0.8 μg/m3 , EPA scaled an established PM10 SILs of 
1.0 μg/m3 by the ratio of emissions of PM2.5 to PM10 using the EPA’s 1999 National 
Emissions Inventory. To arrive at the SIL option of 0.3 μg/m3, EPA scaled the PM10 SIL of 
1.0 μg/m3 by the ratio of the current Federal ambient air quality standards for PM2.5 and PM10 
(15/50).

 
These options represent what EPA currently considers as a range of appropriate SIL 

values. 

EPA interprets the SIL to be the level of PM2.5 increment that represents a “significant 
contribution” to regional non-attainment. While SIL options were not designed to be 
thresholds for assessing community risk and hazards, they are being considered to protect 
public health at a regional level by helping an area maintain the NAAQS. Furthermore, 
since it is the goal of the Air District to achieve and maintain the NAAQS and CAAQS at 
both regional and local scales, the SILs may be reasonably be considered as thresholds of 
significance under CEQA for local-scale increments of PM2.5. 

Roadway Proximity Health Studies 
Several medical research studies have linked near-road pollution exposure to a variety of 
adverse health outcomes impacting children and adults. Kleinman et al. (2007) studied 
the potential of roadway particles to aggravate allergic and immune responses in mice. 
Using mice that were not inherently susceptible, the researchers placed these mice at 
various distances downwind of State Road 60 and Interstate 5 freeways in Los Angeles to 
test the effect these roadway particles have on their immune system. They found that 
within five meters of the roadway, there was a significant allergic response and elevated 
production of specific antibodies. At 150 meters (492 feet) and 500 meters (1,640 feet) 
downwind of the roadway, these effects were not statistically significant. 
 
Another significant study (Ven Hee et al. 2009) conducted a survey involving 3,827 
participants that aimed to determine the effect of residential traffic exposure on two 
preclinical indicators of heart failure; left ventricular mass index (LVMI), measured by 
the cardiac magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), and ejection fraction. The studies 



Bay Area AQMD Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 
December 7, 2009 

 
 

 
38 

classified participants based on the distance between their residence and the nearest 
interstate highway, state or local highway, or major arterial road. Four distance groups 
were defined: less than 50 meters (165 feet), 50-100 meters, 101-150 meters, and greater 
than 150 meters. After adjusting for demographics, behavioral, and clinical covariates, 
the study found that living within 50 meters of a major roadway was associated with a 1.4 
g/m2 higher LVMI than living more than 150 meters from one. This suggests an 
association between traffic-related air pollution and increased prevalence of a preclinical 
predictor of heart failure among people living near roadways. 
 
To quantify the roadway concentrations of PM2.5 that contributed to the health impacts 
reported by Kleinman et al (2007), the Air District modeled the emissions and associated 
particulate matter concentrations for the roadways studied. To perform the modeling, 
emissions were estimated for Los Angeles using the EMFAC model and annual average 
vehicle traffic data taken from Caltrans was used in the roadway model (CAL3QHCR) to 
estimate the downwind PM2.5 concentrations at 50 meters and 150 meters. Additionally, 
emissions were assumed to occur from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. corresponding to the time 
in which the mice were exposed during the study. The results of the modeling indicate 
that at 150 meters, where no significant health effects were found, the downwind 
concentration of PM2.5 was 0.78 µg/m3, consistent with the proposed EPA SIL option of 
0.8 µg/m3. 

Concentration-Response Function for PM2.5  
In a recent report, ARB reevaluated the relative risk of premature death associated with 
PM2.5 exposure based on a review of all relevant scientific literature available, and a new 
relative risk factor was developed (ARB 2008). This consensus-based review found that a 
10 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5 concentrations increased the risk of premature death by 10 
percent (uncertainty interval: 3 percent to 20 percent) and provides a basis for 
determining the risk increment from an increase in PM2.5 concentration. Twelve experts 
participated in the study to review the literature and develop the concentration response 
function. The experts were selected through a two-part peer nomination process, designed 
to obtain a balanced set of views and included experts in epidemiology, toxicology, and 
medicine.  

The methodologies and results presented in this report were endorsed by scientific 
advisors from Harvard University, OEHHA, and Brigham Young University. The report 
underwent an external peer review by experts selected through an independent process 
involving the University of California at Berkeley, Institute of the Environment. The 
results of the peer review process were incorporated into the report. Subsequent to the 
peer review, Schwartz et al. (2008) examined the linearity of the concentration-response 
function of PM2.5-mortality and showed that the response function is in agreement with 
Laden et al. (2006) and, moreover, found that this response function was linear down to 
background levels. 

San Francisco Ordinance on Roadway Proximity Health Effects 
In 2008, the City and County of San Francisco adopted an ordinance (San Francisco 
Health Code, Article 38 - Air Quality Assessment and Ventilation Requirement for Urban 
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Infill Residential Development, Ord. 281-08, File No. 080934, December 5, 2008) 
requiring that public agencies in San Francisco take regulatory action to prevent future air 
quality health impacts from new sensitive uses proposed near busy roadways (SFDPH 
2008). The regulation requires that developers screen sensitive use projects for proximity 
to traffic and calculate the concentration of PM2.5 from traffic sources where traffic 
volumes suggest a potential hazard. If modeled levels of traffic-attributable PM2.5 at a 
project site exceed an action level (currently set at 0.2 µg/m3) developers would be 
required to incorporate ventilation systems to remove 80 percent of PM2.5 from outdoor 
air. The regulation does not place any requirements on proposed sensitive uses if modeled 
air pollutant levels fall below the action threshold. This ordinance only considers impacts 
from on-road motor vehicles, not impacts related to construction equipment or stationary 
sources. 

A report with supporting documentation for the ordinance (SFPHD 2008) provided a 
threshold to trigger action or mitigation of 0.2 µg/m3 of PM2.5

 annual average exposure 
from roadway vehicles within a 150 meter (492 feet) maximum radius of a sensitive 
receptor. The report applied the concentration-response function from Jerrett et al. (2005) 
that attributed 14 percent increase in mortality to a 10 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5 to estimate 
an increase in non-injury mortality in San Francisco of about 21 excess deaths per year 
from a 0.2 µg/m3 increment of annual average PM2.5.  

Distance for Significant Impact 
The distance used for the radius around the project boundary should reflect the zone or 
area over which sources may have a significant influence. For cumulative thresholds, for 
both sources and receptors, this distance also determines the size of the source area, 
defined. To determine cumulative impacts from a prescribed zone of influence requires 
the use of modeling. The larger the radius, the greater the number of sources considered 
that may contribute to the risk and the greater the expected modeled risk increment. If the 
area of impact considered were grown to approach the scale of a city, the modeled risk 
increment would approach the risk level present in the ambient air. 

A summary of research findings in ARB’s Land Use Compatibility Handbook (ARB 
2005) indicates that traffic-related pollutants were higher than regional levels within 
approximately 1,000 feet downwind and that differences in health-related effects (such as 
asthma, bronchitis, reduced lung function, and increased medical visits) could be 
attributed in part to the proximity to heavy vehicle and truck traffic within 300 to 1,000 
feet of receptors. In the same summary report, ARB recommended avoiding siting 
sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center and major rail yard, which 
supports the use of a 1,000 feet evaluation distance in case such sources may be relevant 
to a particular project setting. A 1,000 foot zone of influence is also supported by Health 
& Safety Code §42301.6 (Notice for Possible Source Near School). 

Some studies have shown that the concentrations of particulate matter tend to be reduced 
substantially or can even be indistinguishable from upwind background concentrations at 
a distance 1,000 feet downwind from sources such as freeways or large distribution 
centers. Zhu et al. (2002) conducted a systematic ultrafine particle study near Interstate 



Bay Area AQMD Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance 
December 7, 2009 

 
 

 
40 

710, one of the busiest freeways in the Los Angeles Basin.  Particle number concentration 
and size distribution were measured as a function of distances upwind and downwind of 
the I-710 freeway.  Approximately 25 percent of the 12,180 vehicles per hour are heavy 
duty diesel trucks based on video counts conducted as part of the research. Measurements 
were taken at 13 feet, 23 feet, 55 feet, 252 feet, 449 feet, and 941 feet downwind and 613 
feet upwind from the edge of the freeway. The particle number and supporting 
measurements of carbon monoxide and black carbon decreased exponentially and all 
constituents simultaneously tracked with each other as one moves away from the 
freeway. Ultrafine particle size distribution changed markedly and its number 
concentrations dropped dramatically with increasing distance. The study found that 
ultrafine particle concentrations measured 941 feet downwind of I-710 were 
indistinguishable from the upwind background concentration.  

Impacted Communities 
Starting in 2006, the Air District’s CARE program developed gridded TAC emissions 
inventories and compiled demographic information that were used to identify 
communities that were particularly impacted by toxic air pollution for the purposes of 
distributing grant and incentive funding. In 2009, the District completed regional 
modeling of TAC on a one kilometer by one kilometer grid system. This modeling was 
used to estimate cancer risk and TAC population exposures for the entire District. The 
information derived from the modeling was then used to update and refine the 
identification of impacted communities. One kilometer modeling yielded estimates of 
annual concentrations of five key compounds – diesel particulate matter, benzene, 1,3-
butadiene, formaldehyde, and acetaldehyde – for year 2005. These concentrations were 
multiplied by their respective unit cancer risk factors, as established by OEHHA, to 
estimate the expected excess cancer risk per million people from these compounds.  

Sensitive populations from the 2000 U.S. Census database were identified as youth 
(under 18) and seniors (over 64) and mapped to the same one kilometer grid used for the 
toxics modeling. Excess cancers from TAC exposure were determined by multiplying 
these sensitive populations by the model-estimated excess risk to establish a data set 
representing sensitive populations with high TAC exposures. TAC emissions (year 2005) 
were mapped to the one kilometer grid and also scaled by their unit cancer risk factor to 
provide a data set representing source regions for TAC emissions. Block-group level 
household income data from the U.S. Census database were used to identify block groups 
with family incomes where more than 40 percent of the population was below 185 
percent of the federal poverty level (FPL). Poverty-level polygons that intersect high (top 
50 percent) exposure cells and are within one grid cell of a high emissions cell (top 25 
percent) were used to identify impacted areas. Boundaries were constructed along major 
roads or highways that encompass nearby high emission cells and low income areas. This 
method identified the following six areas as priority communities: (1) portions of the City 
of Concord; (2) Western Contra Costa County (including portions of the Cities of 
Richmond and San Pablo); (3) Western Alameda County along the Interstate-880 
corridor (including portions of the Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, San Leandro, San 
Lorenzo, Hayward; (4) Portions of the City of San Jose. (5) Eastern San Mateo County 
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(including portions of the Cities of Redwood City and East Palo Alto); and (6) Eastern 
portions of the City of San Francisco. 
 
3.3.2 CONSTRUCTION, LAND USE AND STATIONARY SOURCE RISK AND 

HAZARD THRESHOLDS  

The proposed options for local risk and hazards thresholds of significance are based on 
U.S. EPA guidance for conducting air toxics analyses and making risk management 
decisions at the facility and community-scale level. The thresholds consider reviews of 
recent health effects studies that link increased concentrations of fine particulate matter to 
increased mortality. The proposed thresholds would apply to both siting new sources and 
siting new receptors.   

For new sources of TACs, thresholds of significance for a single source are designed to 
ensure that emissions do not raise the risk of cancer or non-cancer health impacts to 
cumulatively significant levels. For new sources of PM2.5, thresholds are designed to 
ensure that PM2.5 concentrations are maintained below state and federal standards in all 
areas where sensitive receptors or members of the general public live or may foreseeably 
live, even if at the local- or community-scale where sources of TACs and PM may be 
nearby. 

Project Radius for Assessing Impacts 
For a project proposing a new source or receptor it is recommended to assess impacts 
within 1,000 feet, taking into account both its individual and nearby cumulative sources 
(i.e. proposed project plus existing and foreseeable future projects). Cumulative sources 
are the combined total risk values of each individual source within the 1,000-foot 
evaluation zone. A lead agency should enlarge the 1,000-foot radius on a case-by-case 
basis if an unusually large source or sources of risk or hazard emissions that may affect a 
proposed project is beyond the recommended radius.  

The 1,000 foot radius is consistent with findings in ARB’s Land Use Compatibility 
Handbook (ARB 2005), the Health & Safety Code §42301.6 (Notice for Possible Source 
Near School), and studies such as that of Zhu et al (2002) which found that 
concentrations of particulate matter tend to be reduced substantially at a distance 1,000 
feet downwind from sources such as freeways or large distribution centers. 

Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 
Within the framework of these thresholds, proposed projects would be considered to be 
less than significant if they are consistent with a qualified Community Risk Reduction 
Plan (CRRP) adopted by the local jurisdiction with enforceable measures to reduce the 
community risk. Board Option 2 does not include the CCRP as a significance threshold. 

Project proposed in areas where a CRRP has been adopted that are not consistent with the 
CRRP would be considered to have a significant impact. 
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Projects proposed in areas where a CRRP has not been adopted and that have the 
potential to expose sensitive receptors or the general public to emissions-related risk in 
excess of the thresholds below from any source would be considered to have a significant 
air quality impact.  

The conclusion that land use projects that comply with qualified Community Risk 
Reduction Plans are less than significant is supported by CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15030(a)(3) and 15064(h)(3), which provides that a project’s contribution to a cumulative 
problem can be less that 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. 

Increased Cancer Risk to Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of carcinogenic TACs from any source 
result in an increased cancer risk greater than 10.0 in one million, assuming a 70 year 
lifetime exposure. Under Board Option 1, within Impacted Communities as defined 
through the CARE program, the significance level for cancer would be reduced to 5.0 in 
one million for new sources.  

The 10.0 in one million cancer risk threshold for a single source is supported by EPA’s 
guidance for conducting air toxics analyses and making risk management decisions at the 
facility and community-scale level. It is also the level set by the Project Risk 
Requirement in the Air District’s Regulation 2, Rule 5 new and modified stationary 
sources of TAC, which states that the Air Pollution Control Officer shall deny an 
Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate for any new or modified source of TACs if 
the project risk exceeds a cancer risk of 10.0 in one million. 

This threshold for an individual new source is designed to ensure that the source does not 
contribute a cumulatively significant impact. The justification for the Board Option 1 
threshold of 5.0 in one million for new sources in an impacted community is that in these 
areas the cancer risk burden is higher than in other parts of the Bay Area; the threshold at 
which an individual source becomes significant is lower for an area that is already at or 
near unhealthy levels. However, even without a tiered approach, the recommended 
thresholds already address the burden of impacted communities via the cumulative 
thresholds: specifically, if an area has many existing TAC sources near receptors, then 
the cumulative threshold will be reached sooner than it would in another area with fewer 
TAC sources. 

The single-source threshold for receptors is provided to address the possibility that within 
the area defined by the 1,000 foot radius there can be variations in risk levels that may be 
significant, below the corresponding cumulative threshold. Single-source thresholds 
assist in the identification of significant risks, hazards, or concentrations in a subarea, 
within the 1,000 foot radius. 
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Increased Non-Cancer Risk to MEI  
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs result in an 
increased chronic or acute Hazard Index (HI) from any source greater than 1.0. This 
threshold is unchanged under Board Option 1. 

A HI less than 1.0 represents a TAC concentration, as determined by OEHHA that is at a 
health protective level. While some TACs pose non-carcinogenic, chronic and acute 
health hazards, if the TAC concentrations result in a HI less than one, those 
concentrations have been determined to be less than significant. 

Increased Ambient Concentration of PM2.5  
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of PM2.5 from any source would result in 
an average annual increase greater than 0.3 µg/m3. Under Board Option 1, within 
Impacted Communities as defined through the CARE program, the significance level for 
a PM2.5 increment is 0.2 µg/m3. 
 
If one applies the concentration-response function from the ARB consensus review (ARB 
2008) and attribute a 10 percent increase in mortality to a 10 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5, one 
finds an increase in non-injury mortality in the Bay Area of about 20 excess deaths per 
year from a 0.3 µg/m3 increment of PM2.5. This is consistent with the impacts reported 
and considered significant by SFDPH (2008) using an earlier study (Jerrett et al. 2005) to 
estimate the increase in mortality from a 0.2 µg/m3 PM2.5 increment.  

The SFDPH recommended a lower threshold of significance for multiple sources but only 
considered roadway emissions within a 492 foot radius. This recommendation applies to 
a single source but considers all types of emissions within 1,000 feet. On balance, the Air 
District estimates that the SFDPH threshold and this proposed one, in combination with 
the cumulative threshold for PM2.5, will afford similar levels of health protection. 

The proposed PM2.5 threshold represents the lower range of an EPA proposed Significant 
Impact Level (SIL). EPA interprets the SIL to be the level of ambient impact that is 
considered to represent a “significant contribution” to regional non-attainment. While this 
threshold was not designed to be a threshold for assessing community risk and hazards, it 
was designed to protect public health at a regional level by helping an area maintain the 
NAAQS. Since achieving and maintaining state and federal AAQS is a reasonable goal at 
the local scale, the SIL provides a useful reference for comparison. 
 
This threshold for an individual new source is designed to ensure that the source does not 
contribute a cumulatively significant impact. The justification for the Board Option 1 
threshold of 0.2 µg/m3 for new sources in an impacted community is that these areas have 
higher levels of diesel particulate matter than do other parts of the Bay Area; the 
threshold at which an individual source becomes significant is lower for an area that is 
already at or near unhealthy levels. However, even without a tiered approach, the 
recommended thresholds already address the burden of impacted communities via the 
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cumulative thresholds: specifically, if an area has many existing PM2.5 sources near 
receptors, then the cumulative threshold will be reached sooner than it would in another 
area with fewer PM2.5 sources. 

The single-source threshold for receptors is provided to address the possibility that within 
the area defined by the 1,000 foot radius there can be variations in risk levels that may be 
significant, below the corresponding cumulative threshold. Single-source thresholds 
assist in the identification of significant risks, hazards, or concentrations in a subarea, 
within the 1,000 foot radius. 
 
3.3.2.1 ACCIDENTAL RELEASE OF ACUTELY HAZARDOUS AIR EMISSIONS 

The BAAQMD currently recommends, at a minimum, that the lead agency, in 
consultation with the administering agency of the Risk Management Prevention Program 
(RMPP), find that any project resulting in receptors being within the Emergency 
Response Planning Guidelines (ERPG) exposure level 2 for a facility has a significant air 
quality impact. ERPG exposure level 2 is defined as "the maximum airborne 
concentration below which it is believed that nearly all individuals could be exposed for 
up to one hour without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious health 
effects or symptoms which could impair an individual's ability to take protective action." 

Staff proposes continuing with the current threshold for the accidental release of 
hazardous air pollutants. Staff recommends that agencies consult with the California 
Emergency Management Agency for the most recent guidelines and regulations for the 
storage of hazardous materials. Staff proposes that projects using or storing acutely 
hazardous materials locating near existing receptors, and projects resulting in receptors 
locating near facilities using or storing acutely hazardous materials be considered 
significant. 

The current Accidental Release/Hazardous Air Emissions threshold of significance could 
affect all projects, regardless of size, and require mitigation for Accidental 
Release/Hazardous Air Emissions impacts. 
 
3.3.3 CUMULATIVE RISK AND HAZARD THRESHOLDS 

Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 
Proposed projects would be considered to be less than significant if they are consistent 
with a qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan (CRRP) adopted by the local 
jurisdiction with enforceable measures to reduce the community risk.  Board Option 2 
does not include the CCRP as a significance threshold. 

Project proposed in areas where a CRRP has been adopted that are not consistent with the 
CRRP would be considered to have a significant impact. 

Projects proposed in areas where a CRRP has not been adopted and that have the 
potential to expose sensitive receptors or the general public to emissions-related risk in 
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excess of the following thresholds from the aggregate of cumulative sources would be 
considered to have a significant air quality impact.  

The conclusion that land use projects that comply with qualified Community Risk 
Reduction Plans are less than significant is supported by CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15030(a)(3) and 15064(h)(3), which provides that a project’s contribution to a cumulative 
problem can be less that 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. 

Increased Cancer Risk to Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of carcinogenic TACs from any source 
result in an increased cancer risk greater than 100.0 in one million.  

The significance threshold of 100 in a million increased excess cancer risk would be 
applied to the cumulative emissions. The 100 in a million threshold is based on EPA 
guidance for conducting air toxics analyses and making risk management decisions at the 
facility and community-scale level. In protecting public health with an ample margin of 
safety, EPA strives to provide maximum feasible protection against risks to health from 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) by limiting risk to a level no higher than the one in ten 
thousand (100 in a million) estimated risk that a person living near a source would be 
exposed to at the maximum pollutant concentrations for 70 years (NESHAP 54 Federal 
Register 38044, September 14, 1989; CAA section 112(f)). One hundred in a million 
excess cancer cases is also consistent with the ambient cancer risk in the most pristine 
portions of the Bay Area based on the District’s recent regional modeling analysis. 

Increased Non-Cancer Risk to MEI 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs result in an 
increased chronic or acute Hazard Index from any source greater than 1.0.  

OEHHA has defined acceptable concentration levels for compounds that pose non-cancer 
health hazards. If the HI for a compound is less than one, non-cancer chronic and acute 
health impacts have been determined to be less than significant. 

Increased Ambient Concentration ofPM2.5 
Emissions from a new source or emissions affecting a new receptor would be considered 
significant where ground-level concentrations of PM2.5 from any source would result in 
an average annual increase greater than 0.8 µg/m3. 

If one applies the concentration-response function from the ARB consensus review (ARB 
2008) and attributes a 10 percent increase in mortality to a 10 µg/m3 increase in PM2.5, 
one finds an increase in non-injury mortality in the Bay Area of about 50 excess deaths 
per year from a 0.8 µg/m3 increment of PM2.5. This is greater the impacts reported and 
considered significant by SFDPH (2008) using an earlier study (Jerrett et al. 2005) to 
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estimate the increase in mortality from a 0.2 µg/m3 PM2.5 increment (SFDPH reported 21 
excess deaths per year). However, SFDPH only considered roadway emissions within a 
492 foot radius. This proposed threshold applies to all types of emissions within 1,000 
feet. In modeling applications for proposed projects, a larger radius results in a greater 
number of sources considered and higher modeled concentrations. On balance, the Air 
District estimates that the SFDPH threshold and this proposed one, in combination with 
the individual source threshold for PM2.5, will afford similar levels of health protection. 

The proposed cumulative PM2.5 threshold represents the middle range of an EPA 
proposed Significant Impact Level (SIL).  EPA interprets the SIL to be the level of 
ambient impact that is considered to represent a “significant contribution” to regional 
non-attainment. While this threshold was not designed to be a threshold for assessing 
community risk and hazards, it was designed to protect public health at a regional level 
by helping an area maintain the NAAQS. Since achieving and maintaining state and 
federal AAQS is a reasonable goal at the local scale, the SIL provides a useful reference 
for comparison. Furthermore, the 0.8 µg/m3 threshold is consistent with studies 
(Kleinman et al 2007) that examined the potential health impacts of roadway particles. 

3.3.4 PLAN-LEVEL RISK AND HAZARD THRESHOLDS 

Staff proposes plan-level thresholds that will encourage a programmatic approach to 
addressing the overall adverse conditions resulting from risks and hazards that many Bay 
Area communities experience. By designating overlay zones in land use plans, local land 
use jurisdictions can take preemptive action before project-level review to reduce the 
potential for significant exposures to risk and hazard emissions. While this will require 
more up-front work at the general plan level, in the long-run this approach is a more 
feasible approach consistent with Air District and CARB guidance about siting sources 
and sensitive receptors that is more effective than project by project consideration of 
effects that often has more limited mitigation opportunities. This approach would also 
promote more robust cumulative consideration of effects of both existing and future 
development for the plan-level CEQA analysis as well as subsequent project-level 
analysis. 
 
For local plans to have a less-than-significant impact with respect to potential risks and 
hazards, overlay zones would have to be established around existing and proposed land 
uses that would emit these air pollutants. Overlay zones to avoid risk impacts should be 
reflected in local plan policies, land use map(s), and implementing ordinances (e.g., 
zoning ordinance). The overlay zones around existing and future risk sources would be 
delineated using the quantitative approaches described above for project-level review and 
the resultant risk buffers would be included in the General Plan (or the EIR for the 
General Plan) to assist in site planning.  BAAQMD will provide guidance as to the 
methods used to establish the TAC buffers and what standards to be applied for 
acceptable exposure level in the updated CEQA Guidelines document. Special overlay 
zones of at least 500 feet (or an appropriate distance determined by modeling and 
approved by the Air District) on each side of all freeways and high volume roadways 
would be included in this proposed threshold. 
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The threshold of significance for plan impacts could affect all plan adoptions and 
amendments and require mitigation for a plan’s air quality impacts. Where sensitive 
receptors would be exposed above the acceptable exposure level, the plan impacts would 
be considered significant and mitigation would be required to be imposed either at the 
plan level (through policy) or at the project level (through project level requirements). 
 
3.3.5 COMMUNITY RISK REDUCTION PLANS 

The goal of a Community Risk Reduction Plan would be to bring TAC and PM2.5 
concentrations for the entire community covered by the Plan down to acceptable levels as 
identified by the local jurisdiction and approved by the Air District. This approach 
provides local agencies a proactive alternative to addressing communities with high 
levels of risk on a project-by-project approach. This approach is supported by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15030(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.” This approach is also further supported by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), which provides that a project’s contribution to a 
cumulative effect is not 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.” 

Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plans 
A qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan adopted by a local jurisdiction should: 

► Include a defined CRRP planning area. 

► Include base year and future year emissions inventories of TACs and PM2.5. 

► Establish risk and exposure reduction targets for the community. 

► Identify measures to reduce emissions and exposures. 

► Include Air District–approved risk modeling. 

► Include procedures for monitoring and updating the TAC inventory, modeling and reduction 
measures, in coordination with Air District staff. 

► Include public participation processes to facilitate community input into goals and strategies. 
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4 CRITERIA POLLUTANT THRESHOLDS 

 
4.2 PROPOSED THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
Project Construction 

Pollutant Average Daily 
(pounds/day) 

ROG (reactive organic gases) 54 
NOX (nitrogen oxides) 54 

PM10 (exhaust) (particulate matter-10 microns) 82 
PM2.5 (exhaust) (particulate matter-2.5 microns) 54 

PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive dust) Best Management Practices 
Local CO (carbon monoxide) None 

 
Project Operations 

Pollutant Average Daily 
(pounds/day) 

Maximum Annual  
(tons/year) 

ROG 54 10 
NOX  54 10 
PM10  82 15 
PM2.5  54 10 

Local CO 9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) 
 

Plans 

1. Consistency with Current Air Quality Plan control measures 
2. Projected VMT or vehicle trip increase is less than or equal to projected population 

increase 

 
 
4.3 JUSTIFICATION AND SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 

SUPPORTING THRESHOLDS 

4.3.1 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA POLLUTANT THRESHOLDS 

Staff proposes criteria pollutant construction thresholds that add significance criteria for 
exhaust emissions to the existing fugitive dust criteria employed by the Air District. 
While our current Guidelines considered construction exhaust emissions controlled by the 
overall air quality plan, the implementation of new and more stringent state and federal 
standards over the past ten years now warrants additional control of this source of 
emissions. 

The average daily criteria air pollutant and precursor emission levels shown above are 
recommended as the thresholds of significance for construction activity for exhaust 
emissions. These thresholds represent the levels above which a project’s individual 
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emissions would result in a considerable contribution (i.e., significant) to the SFBAAB’s 
existing non-attainment air quality conditions and thus establish a nexus to regional air 
quality impacts that satisfies CEQA requirements for evidence-based determinations of 
significant impacts. 

For fugitive dust emissions, staff recommends following the current best management 
practices approach which has been a pragmatic and effective approach to the control of 
fugitive dust emissions. Studies have demonstrated (Western Regional Air Partnership, 
U.S.EPA) that the application of best management practices at construction sites have 
significantly controlled fugitive dust emissions. Individual measures have been shown to 
reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 percent to more than 90 percent. In the 
aggregate best management practices will substantially reduce fugitive dust emissions 
from construction sites. These studies support staff’s recommendation that projects 
implementing construction best management practices will reduce fugitive dust emissions 
to a less than significant level. 
 
4.3.2 PROJECT OPERATION CRITERIA POLLUTANT THRESHOLDS 

The proposed thresholds for project operations are the average daily and maximum 
annual criteria air pollutant and precursor levels shown above. These thresholds are based 
on the federal BAAQMD Offset Requirements to ozone precursors for which the 
SFBAAB is designated as a non-attainment area which is an appropriate approach to 
prevent further deterioration of ambient air quality and thus has nexus and proportionality 
to prevention of a regionally cumulative significant impact (e.g. worsened status of non-
attainment). Despite non-attainment area for state PM10 and pending nonattainment for 
federal PM2.5, the federal NSR Significant Emission Rate annual limits of 15 and 10 tons 
per year, respectively, are proposed thresholds as BAAQMD has not established an 
Offset Requirement limit for PM2.5 and the existing limit of 100 tons per year is much 
less stringent and would not be appropriate in light of our pending nonattainment 
designation for the federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard. These thresholds represent the 
emission levels above which a project’s individual emissions would result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the SFBAAB’s existing air quality conditions.  
The thresholds would be an evaluation of the incremental contribution of a project to a 
significant cumulative impact. These threshold levels are well-established in terms of 
existing regulations as promoting review of emissions sources to prevent cumulative 
deterioration of air quality. Using existing environmental standards in this way to 
establish CEQA thresholds of significance under Guidelines section 15067.4 is an 
appropriate and effective means of promoting consistency in significance determinations 
and integrating CEQA environmental review activities with other areas of environmental 
regulation.  (See Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency 
(2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 111.4) 

                                                 
4 The Court of Appeal in the Communities for a Better Environment case held that existing regulatory 
standards could not be used as a definitive determination of whether a project would be significant under 
CEQA where there is substantial evidence to the contrary.  Staff’s proposed thresholds would not do that.  
The thresholds are levels at which a project’s emissions would normally be significant, but would not be 
binding on a lead agency if there is contrary evidence in the record.  
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4.3.3 LOCAL CARBON MONOXIDE THRESHOLDS 

The proposed carbon monoxide thresholds are based solely on ambient concentration 
limits set by the California Clean Air Act for Carbon Monoxide and Appendix G of the 
State of California CEQA Guidelines. 

Since the ambient air quality standards are health-based (i.e., protective of public health), 
there is substantial evidence (i.e., health studies that the standards are based on) in 
support of their use as CEQA significance thresholds. The use of the ambient standard 
would relate directly to the CEQA checklist question. By not using a proxy standard, 
there would be a definitive bright line about what is or is not a significant impact and that 
line would be set using a health-based level.  

The CAAQS of 20.0 ppm and 9 ppm for 1-hour and 8-hour CO, respectively, would be 
used as the thresholds of significance for localized concentrations of CO. Carbon 
monoxide is a directly emitted pollutant with primarily localized adverse effects when 
concentrations exceed the health based standards established by the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB).  

In addition, Appendix G of the State of California CEQA Guidelines includes the 
checklist question: Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation? Answering yes to this 
question would indicate that the project would result in a significant impact under CEQA. 
The use of the ambient standard would relate directly to this checklist question. 
 
4.3.4 PLAN-LEVEL CRITERIA POLLUTANT THRESHOLDS 

This proposed threshold achieves the same goals as the Air District’s current approach 
while alleviating the existing analytical difficulties and the inconsistency of comparing a 
plan update with AQP growth projections that may be up to several years old. 
Eliminating the analytical inconsistency provides better nexus and proportionality for 
evaluating air quality impacts for plans. 
 
Over the years staff has received comments on the difficulties inherent in the current 
approach regarding the consistency tests for population and VMT growth. First, the 
population growth estimates used in the most recent AQP can be up to several years older 
than growth estimates used in a recent plan update, creating an inconsistency in this 
analysis. Staff recommends that this test of consistency be eliminated because the Air 
District and local jurisdictions all use regional population growth estimates that are 
disaggregated to local cities and counties. In addition, the impact to air quality is not 
necessarily growth but where that growth is located. The second test, rate of increase in 
vehicle use compared to growth rate, will determine if planned growth will impact air 
quality. Compact infill development inherently has less vehicle travel and more transit 
opportunities than suburban sprawl. 
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Second, the consistency test of comparing the rate of increase in VMT to the rate of 
increase in population has been problematic at times for practitioners because VMT is not 
always available with the project analysis. Staff recommends that either the rate of 
increase in VMT or vehicle trips be compared to the rate of increase in population. Staff 
also recommends that the growth estimates used in this analysis be for the years covered 
by the plan. Staff also recommends that the growth estimates be obtained from the 
Association of Bay Area Governments since the Air District uses ABAG growth 
estimates for air quality planning purposes. 
 
 

5 ODOR THRESHOLDS 

5.2 PROPOSED THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Project Operations – Source or Receptor Plans 
 
1. More than one confirmed complaint per 

year averaged over a three year period; or 
2. More than three unconfirmed 

complaints per year averaged over a 
three year period 

 

Identify (Overlay Zones) and include policies 
to reduce the impacts of existing or planned 

sources of odors 

 
 
5.3 JUSTIFICATION AND SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE 

SUPPORTING THRESHOLDS 

Staff proposes continuing the current CEQA significance threshold for odors (based on 
complaint history). The current approach has proven adaptable to different projects and 
locations and thus continuation of the current approach with more qualitative guidance is 
considered an appropriate approach to CEQA evaluation. 
 
Odors are generally considered a nuisance, but can result in a public health concern. 
Some land uses that are needed to provide services to the population of an area can result 
in offensive odors, such as filling portable propane tanks or recycling center operations. 
When a proposed project includes the siting of sensitive receptors in proximity to an 
existing odor source, or when siting a new source of potential odors, the following 
qualitative evaluation should be performed.  

When determining whether potential for odor impacts exists, it is recommended that Lead 
Agencies consider the following factors and make a determination based on evidence in 
each qualitative analysis category: 

► Distance: Use the screening-level distances in Table 9. 
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► Wind Direction: Consider whether sensitive receptors are located upwind or 
downwind from the source for the most of the year. If odor occurrences associated 
with the source are seasonal in nature, consider whether sensitive receptors are 
located downwind during the season in which odor emissions occur. 

► Complaint History: Consider whether there is a history of complaints associated 
with the source. If there is no complaint history associated with a particular source 
(perhaps because sensitive receptors do not already exist in proximity to the source), 
consider complaint-history associated with other similar sources in BAAQMD’s 
jurisdiction with potential to emit the same or similar types of odorous chemicals or 
compounds, or that accommodate similar types of processes.  

► Character of Source: Consider the character of the odor source, for example, the 
type of odor events according to duration of exposure or averaging time (e.g., 
continuous release, frequent release events, or infrequent events). 

► Exposure: Consider whether the project would result in the exposure of a substantial 
number of people to odorous emissions. 

Table 9 – Screening Distances for Potential Odor Sources 
Type of Operation Project Screening Distance 

Wastewater Treatment Plant 2 miles 
Wastewater Pumping Facilities 1 mile 

Sanitary Landfill 2 miles 
Transfer Station 1 mile 

Composting Facility 1 mile 
Petroleum Refinery 2 miles 
Asphalt Batch Plant 2 miles 

Chemical Manufacturing 2 miles 
Fiberglass Manufacturing 1 mile 

Painting/Coating Operations 1 mile 
Rendering Plant 2 miles 

Food Processing Facility 1 mile 
Confined Animal Facility/Feed Lot/Dairy 1 mile 
Green Waste and Recycling Operations 1 mile 

Coffee Roaster 1 mile 
 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). Facilities that are regulated 
by the CIWMB (e.g. landfill, composting, etc.) are required to have Odor Impact 
Minimization Plans (OIMP) in place and have procedures that establish fence line odor 
detection thresholds. The Air District recognizes a Lead Agency’s discretion under 
CEQA to use established odor detection thresholds as thresholds of significance for 
CEQA review for CIWMB regulated facilities with an adopted OIMP.  
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4.0 CONSTRUCTION NOISE CRITERIA AND DESCRIPTORS 
 
4.1 Criteria 
 
Construction noise levels may be evaluated in terms of human response and considered in the 
assessment of effects on wildlife and other non-human species. Noise levels and criteria are expressed in 
English, metric, or both conventions, depending upon the geographic area or the policies of the 
controlling agency. Typically, the English convention is used mostly in the United States, with the 
metric convention used in Canada and other countries. 
 
While the issue of construction noise must be addressed as part of the planning of any transportation 
project, there are no standardized criteria on the federal level for assessing construction noise impacts 
related to transportation projects. Where project-specific construction noise criteria have been developed 
by individual agencies or municipalities, they typically consider the following factors which form the 
fundamentals for defining construction noise impact:   
 

• Difference between existing noise levels prior to construction startup and expected noise levels 
during construction: This takes into account specific construction operations and/or individual 
pieces of equipment. 

 
• Absolute level of expected construction noise: This may constitute the combined levels of all 

equipment and operations at a given time or be specifically related to the absolute noise level of a 
specific operation and/or piece of equipment. 

 
• Adjacent land uses: Consideration of this factor provides an indicator of the degree of sensitivity 

that may be expected and will likely have a major effect on the operational time restraints and the 
noise level increases tolerated.  For example, residential areas may typically have a restriction on 
night operations and possibly a noise level restriction during the day.  Industrial areas may have no 
restrictions at all, and offices may or may not have a restriction on the noise levels during the day, 
with possibly no restriction for night operations. Examples of absolute and relative construction 
noise level criteria are provided in Table 7.1.  

 
• Duration of construction/operation: The duration of high noise levels may play a significant role in 

how a noise impact is perceived and/or mitigated.  If the levels are of a brief nature, possibly only 
occurring once or twice during the project, the perceived impact could be quite different than that 
associated with a constant noise source. Similarly, any related noise mitigation techniques 
employed could be substantially different in terms of type and/or duration of application. 

 
4.1.1 History of Construction Noise Criteria 
 
4.1.1.1 United States  
 
While noise impact and abatement criteria have been established for the operation of transportation 
facilities in the United States, standardized criteria have not yet been established related to noise 
associated with the construction of such facilities. However, since the publication of the original 1977 
Reportref001, additional guidance has been disseminated (through agencies such as FHWA and FTA) and 
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analysis tools developed to better address construction noise. For example, the FTA Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment documentref014 presents guidelines that “can be considered reasonable 
criteria for assessment” of construction noise impacts. In addition, a number of agencies, municipalities, 
and other entities have developed procedures for addressing construction noise impacts and 
implementing related noise mitigation for their areas of jurisdiction or on a project-specific basis. 
 
In some instances, local entities may have 
developed noise ordinances that contain 
restrictions associated with construction noise 
levels. Noise practitioners and others involved in 
the project development process are encouraged to 
become familiar with such ordinances and their 
relationship to other State and/or municipal 
ordinances. In certain instances, the State 
jurisdiction may supersede any local noise 
ordinances.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                        Figure 4.1  Local noise ordinance 

                                           (Photo #314) 
 
Noise restrictions may also be imposed by local and/or State 
authorities to deal with specific activities or operations. An example 
is the growing practice of restricting the use of engine compression 
brakes on heavy trucks in residential areas. 

 
Figure 4.2  Local noise restrictions 

(Photo #1206) 
 
Noise restrictions may also be applied within the workplace associated with employee/worker exposure 
to noise levels over varying durations. These criteria have been established by OSHA. However, such 
criteria are typically not relevant or applicable to the transportation-related project construction noise 
levels experienced by people residing or working in areas adjacent to such projects. As such, they are 
not discussed within this Handbook. 
  
Construction noise criteria within the United States vary considerably in terms of both scope and 
specificity and can be broadly categorized as follows, in order of complexity: 
 

• No criteria specified; 
• Qualitative criteria, e.g. “Noise levels shall not cause a disturbance”; 
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• Relative criteria, e.g. “Noise levels shall not exceed existing (or ambient, or background) noise 
levels by more than x dB”; 

• Absolute criteria, e.g. “Maximum noise levels shall not exceed xx dB”; 
• Criteria containing a combination absolute and relative noise level limits; and 
• Combinations of the above criteria elements with additional restrictions placed on time periods and 

types of land uses or activities.  
 
An example of more complex criteria is that associated with the Central Artery/Tunnel Project in 
Boston, MA. Data related to these criteria are discussed in Reference 023 and illustrated in Table 7.1 of 
this Handbook. This project established criteria that include both L10 and Lmax absolute noise level limits 
for defined noise sensitive locations (residences, institutions, hotels, etc.) for daytime, evening, and 
nighttime periods. In addition, the criteria established maximum noise level increases relative to 
established baseline noise levels. Relative and absolute noise level limits were also established for 
commercial and industrial areas. 
  
From the standpoint of construction noise criteria, the intent of this Handbook is not to address all State 
and local noise ordinances and/or criteria, but rather, to address the approaches and techniques that may 
be contained in such criteria. As such, the discussions contained within this Handbook are meant to 
provide a summary of considerations related to all aspects of construction noise. The reader is 
encouraged to refer to specific references in Table 10.1 for more detailed information on noise criteria 
and other factors related to construction noise. 
 
4.1.1.2 Canada  
 
Similar to the United States, no standardized Canadian criteria exist related to transportation project 
construction noise. Where project-specific analysis techniques have been employed to address and/or 
mitigate construction-related noise and its impacts, such methods have been similar to those employed 
in the United States. Examples of such efforts may be found in References 010 and 019.  
 
4.1.1.3 Other International  
 
While an exhaustive survey of international criteria was not conducted, several criteria are discussed 
here for informational use only. More specifics may be found by accessing the relative links found in the 
Reference Database in Chapter 10. 

 
• The Official Journal of the European Communities’ Directive 2000/14/EC of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 8 May 2000ref017 establishes legislation dictating specific noise 
levels for individual pieces of construction equipment. It also contains specifics related to the 
measurement locations and equipment operating conditions relative to the testing of individual 
pieces of equipment. 

• The Australian EPA’s Environmental Noise Control Manualref015 establishes the following criteria 
which officers may specify related to construction noise: 

- For a construction period of four (4) weeks or less, the maximum L10 noise level 
measured over a period of not less than 15 minutes when the construction site is 
operating must not exceed the background noise level by more than 20 dBA; 
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- For a construction period greater than four (4) weeks, the maximum L10 noise level 
measured over a period of not less than 15 minutes when the construction site is 
operating must not exceed the background noise level by more than 10 dBA; 

- Construction limited to 0700 to 1800 time period on Monday through Friday; 
- Construction limited on Saturdays to 0700 to 1300 time period if inaudible on 

residential premises; otherwise, 0800 to 1300;  
- No construction work may take place on Sundays or public holidays; and 
- All possible steps should be taken to silence construction site equipment. It is 

particularly important that silenced equipment should be used on road or rail works 
where 24-hour operation is necessary. 

 
4.2 Descriptors  
 
While it is not the intent of this Handbook to establish criteria for evaluating construction noise impacts, 
it is important to stress that reasonable and defensible noise descriptors must be used to describe 
construction noise levels. The following are important elements related to selecting a workable noise 
descriptor for use in measuring and analyzing construction noise:  
 

 • Suitable for practical measuring methods;  
 • Accounts for temporal variations in equipment noise levels; 
 • Accounts for temporal variations in overall site noise level; 
 • Suitable for prediction modeling; 
 • Suitable for combining noise levels from various source types; and   
 • Relative to subjective responses. 

 
The descriptor most commonly chosen for use is the A-weighted equivalent sound level (energy basis), 
LAeq.  In many cases, the time average period applied to the LAeq value is one hour (designated LAeq1h). 
For certain projects and operations, the time period over which the LAeq is applied may need to be 
examined on a case-by-case basis. For several major construction projects in the United States and 
Canada, the L10 (applied generally during daytime periods) and Lmax  (applied for specific equipment 
and/or nighttime operations) descriptors have been used over varying time periods.  
 
The Ldn descriptor has been used to assess annoyance and community reaction to construction noise. Ldn 
is an LAeq-based descriptor that applies a 10 dBA penalty to nighttime noise levels. 
 
The LAeq-based and L10-based descriptors satisfy the first four elements listed above. The LAeq satisfies 
the fifth element and may also satisfy the sixth element (relative to subjective responses).   However, the 
LAeq, L10, and Lmax descriptors may not be suited for determining responses by some aquatic wildlife 
(where using an un-weighted sound pressure level may be more suitable) or for owls (where use of a 
different weighting category such as dBO or a descriptor such as SEL may be more suitable to account 
for effects such as air blasts associated with blasting). More detailed information related to these specific 
conditions might be found in documents listed in Section 3.2.6 of this document. 
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9.0 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS AND RANGES 
 
9.1 Equipment Type Inventory and Related Emission Levels 
 
Noise levels generated by individual pieces of construction equipment and specific construction 
operations form the basis for the prediction of construction-related noise levels. A variety of information 
exists related to sound emissions related to such equipment and operations. This data transcends the 
period beginning in the 1970s thru 2006. This information exists for both stationary and mobile sources 
and for steady, intermittent, and impulse type generators of noise. 
 
9.1.1 Stationary Equipment  
 
Stationary equipment consists of equipment that generates noise from one general area and includes 
items such as pumps, generators, compressors, etc. These types of equipment operate at a constant noise 
level under normal operation and are classified as non-impact equipment.  Other types of stationary 
equipment such as pile drivers, jackhammers, pavement breakers, blasting operations, etc., produce 
variable and sporadic noise levels and often produce impact-type noises.  Impact equipment is 
equipment that generates impulsive noise, where impulsive noise is defined as noise of short duration 
(generally less than one second), high intensity, abrupt onset, rapid decay, and often rapidly changing 
spectral composition. For impact equipment, the noise is produced by the impact of a mass on a surface, 
typically repeating over time. 
 
9.1.2 Mobile Equipment 
 
Mobile equipment such as dozers, scrapers, graders, etc., may operate in a cyclic fashion in which a 
period of full power is followed by a period of reduced power.  Other equipment such as compressors, 
although generally considered to be stationary when operating, can be readily relocated to another 
location for the next operation.  
 
9.2 Sources of Information 
 
Construction-related equipment and operation noise level data may be provided by numerous sources, 
including suppliers, manufacturers, agencies, organizations, etc. Some information is included in this 
document, and many web-based links are given for equipment manufacturers. 

 
9.3 Specifics of Construction Equipment and Operation Noise Inventories 
 
Details included in each specific inventory of construction equipment and operation noise emission 
levels are often variable in terms of how data is represented. Some inventories include ranges of noise 
levels while others present single numbers for each equipment type. Others provide levels for specific 
models of each type of construction equipment. Often, different noise descriptors are used, such as LAeq, 
Lmax, L10, sound power level, etc. As such, the array of data does not readily lend itself to being 
combined into a single table or easily compared. As such, this Handbook attempts to summarize a 
variety of such inventories and provide links to each, thereby providing the reader with a variety of 
sources from which to choose the appropriate levels for use in his or her respective analysis. 
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9.4 Summaries of Referenced Inventories 
 
Included below are examples of several inventories of construction-related noise emission values. These 
and additional inventories are included on the companion CD-ROM. 
 
9.4.1 RCNM Inventory 
 
Equipment and operation noise levels in this inventory are expressed in terms of Lmax noise levels and 
are accompanied by a usage factor value. They have been recently updated and are based on extensive 
measurements taken in conjunction with the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) Project. Table 9.1 
summarizes the equipment noise emissions database used by the CA/T Project. While these values 
represent the “default” values for use in the RCNM, user-defined equipment and corresponding noise 
levels can be added.  
 

Table 9.1  RCNM Default Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors. 
 

Equipment Description Impact 
Device? 

Acoustical 
Usage 

Factor (%)

Spec. 
721.560 
Lmax @ 
50 feet 
(dBA, 
slow) 

Actual 
Measured Lmax 
@ 50 feet (dBA, 
slow) (Samples 

Averaged) 

Number of 
Actual Data 

Samples 
(Count) 

All Other Equipment > 5 HP No 50 85 N/A 0 
Auger Drill Rig No 20 85 84 36 
Backhoe No 40 80 78 372 
Bar Bender No 20 80 N/A 0 
Blasting Yes N/A 94 N/A 0 
Boring Jack Power Unit No 50 80 83 1 
Chain Saw No 20 85 84 46 
Clam Shovel (dropping) Yes 20 93 87 4 
Compactor (ground) No 20 80 83 57 
Compressor (air) No 40 80 78 18 
Concrete Batch Plant No 15 83 N/A 0 
Concrete Mixer Truck No 40 85 79 40 
Concrete Pump Truck No 20 82 81 30 
Concrete Saw No 20 90 90 55 
Crane No 16 85 81 405 
Dozer No 40 85 82 55 
Drill Rig Truck No 20 84 79 22 
Drum Mixer No 50 80 80 1 
Dump Truck No 40 84 76 31 
Excavator No 40 85 81 170 
Flat Bed Truck No 40 84 74 4 
Front End Loader No 40 80 79 96 
Generator No 50 82 81 19 
Generator (<25KVA, VMS Signs) No 50 70 73 74 
Gradall No 40 85 83 70 
Grader No 40 85 N/A 0 
Grapple (on backhoe) No 40 85 87 1 



FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook Construction Equipment Noise  
Levels and Ranges 

 92

Equipment Description Impact 
Device? 

Acoustical 
Usage 

Factor (%)

Spec. 
721.560 
Lmax @ 
50 feet 
(dBA, 
slow) 

Actual 
Measured Lmax 
@ 50 feet (dBA, 
slow) (Samples 

Averaged) 

Number of 
Actual Data 

Samples 
(Count) 

Horizontal Boring Hydraulic Jack No 25 80 82 6 
Hydra Break Ram Yes 10 90 N/A 0 
Impact Pile Driver Yes 20 95 101 11 
Jackhammer Yes 20 85 89 133 
Man Lift No 20 85 75 23 
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram) Yes 20 90 90 212 
Pavement Scarifier No 20 85 90 2 
Paver No 50 85 77 9 
Pickup Truck No 40 55 75 1 
Pneumatic Tools No 50 85 85 90 
Pumps No 50 77 81 17 
Refrigerator Unit No 100 82 73 3 
Rivit Buster/Chipping Gun Yes 20 85 79 19 
Rock Drill No 20 85 81 3 
Roller No 20 85 80 16 
Sand Blasting (single nozzle) No 20 85 96 9 
Scraper No 40 85 84 12 
Sheers (on backhoe) No 40 85 96 5 
Slurry Plant No 100 78 78 1 
Slurry Trenching Machine No 50 82 80 75 
Soil Mix Drill Rig No 50 80 N/A 0 
Tractor No 40 84 N/A 0 
Vacuum Excavator (Vac-Truck) No 40 85 85 149 
Vacuum Street Sweeper No 10 80 82 19 
Ventilation Fan No 100 85 79 13 
Vibrating Hopper No 50 85 87 1 
Vibratory Concrete Mixer No 20 80 80 1 
Vibratory Pile Driver No 20 95 101 44 
Warning Horn No 5 85 83 12 
Welder/Torch No 40 73 74 5 

 
For each generic type of equipment listed in Table 9.1, the following information is provided:  
 

• an indication as to whether or not the equipment is an impact device; 
• the acoustical usage factor to assume for modeling purposes; 
• the specification “Spec” limit for each piece of equipment expressed as an Lmax level in dBA 

“slow” at a reference distance of 50 foot from the loudest side of the equipment; 
• the measured “Actual” emission level at 50 feet for each piece of equipment based on hundreds of 

emission measurements performed on CA/T work sites; and 
• the number of samples that were averaged together to compute the “Actual” emission level. 

 
A comparison of the “Spec” emission limits against the “Actual” emission levels reveals that the Spec 
limits were set, in general, to realistically obtainable noise levels based on the equipment used by 
contractors on the CA/T Project.  When measured in the field, some equipment such as pile drivers, sand 
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blasting, demolition shears, and pumps tended to exceed their applicable emission limit.  As such, these 
noisy devices needed to have some form of noise mitigation in place in order to comply with the Spec 
emission limits.  Other equipment, such as clamshell shovels, concrete mixer trucks, truck-mounted drill 
rigs, man-lifts, chipping guns, ventilation fans, pavers, dump trucks, and flatbed trucks, easily complied. 
Therefore, the Spec emission limits for these devices could have been reduced somewhat further. It is 
recommended that the user review the RCNM User’s Guide contained in Appendix A for detailed 
guidance regarding application of values contained in Table 9.1. 
 
9.4.2 FHWA Special Report Inventories 
 
Appendix A of the 1977 Handbook provides tables of construction equipment noise levels and ranges. 
The majority of the data were provided by the American Road Builders Association. These data were 
taken during a 1973 survey in which member contractors were asked to secure readings of noise 
exposure to operators of various types of equipment. Additionally, the contractors were asked to take 
readings at 50 feet from the machinery. These 50-foot peak readings are provided in Tables 9.2 through 
9.8. Though the data were produced under varying conditions and degrees of expertise, the values are 
relatively consistent. 
 

Table 9.2  Construction Equipment Noise Levels Based on Limited Data Samples - Cranes. 
 

Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Northwestern 80D 77 Within 15m 1958 mod 

Northwestern 8 84 Within 15m 1940 mod 

Northwestern 6 72 Within 15m 1965 mod 

American 7260 82 Within 15m 1967 mod 

American 599 76 Within 15m 1969 mod 

American 5299 70 Within 15m 1972 mod 

American 4210 82 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Buck Eye 45C 79 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Buck Eye 308 74 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Buck Eye 30B 73 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Buck Eye 30B 70 Within 15m 1959 mod 

Link Belt LS98 76 Within 15m 1956 mod 

Manitowoc 4000 94 Within 15m 1956 mod 

Grove RF59 82 Within 15m 1973 mod 

Koehr 605 76 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Koehr 435 86 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Koehr 405 84 Within 15m 1969 mod 
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Table 9.3  Construction Equipment Noise Levels Based on Limited Data Samples - Backhoes. 
 

Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Link Belt 4000 92 Within 15m 1971 mod 

John Deere 609A 85 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Case 680C 74 Within 15m 1973 mod 

Drott 40 yr. 82 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Koehr 1066 81 & 84 Within 15m 2 tested 

 
Table 9.4  Construction Equipment Noise Levels Based on Limited Data Samples - Front Loaders. 

Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Caterpillar 980 84 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 977K 79 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Caterpillar 977 87 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Caterpillar 977 94 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar 966C 84 Within 15m 1973 mod 

Caterpillar 966C 85 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 966 81 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 966 77 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 966 85 Within 15m 1966 mod 

Caterpillar 955L 90 Within 15m ;1973 mod 

Caterpillar 955K 79 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Caterpillar 955H 94 Within 15m 1963 mod 

Caterpillar 950 78 & 80 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 950 75 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Caterpillar 950 88 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar 950 86 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Caterpillar 944A 80 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Caterpillar 850 82 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Michigan 75B 90 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Michigan 475A 96 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Michigan 275 85 Within 15m 1971 mod 



FHWA Highway Construction Noise Handbook Construction Equipment Noise  
Levels and Ranges 

 95

Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Michigan 125 87 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Hough 65 82 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Hough 60 91 Within 15m 1961 mod 

Hough 400B 94 Within 15m 1961 mod 

Hough H90 86 Within 15m 1961 mod 

Trojan 3000 85 Within 15m 1956 mod 

Trojan RT 82 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Payloader H50 85 Within 15m 1963 mod 

 
Table 9.5  Construction Equipment Noise Levels Based on Limited Data Samples - Dozers. 

 
Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Caterpillar D5 83 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar D6 85 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar D6 86 Within 15m 1964 mod 

Caterpillar D6 81 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar D6B 83 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar D6C 82 Within 15m 1962 mod 

Caterpillar D7 85 Within 15m 1956 mod 

Caterpillar D7 86 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Caterpillar D7 84 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Caterpillar D7 78 Within 15m 1970 mod 

Caterpillar D7 78 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar D7E 86 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Caterpillar D7E 78 Within 15m 1970 mod 

Caterpillar D7E 84 Within 15m 1973 mod 

Caterpillar D7F 80 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar D8 92 Within 15m 1954 mod 

Caterpillar D8 95 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Caterpillar D8 86 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar D8H 88 Within 15m 1966 mod 

Caterpillar D8H 82 Within 15m 1972 mod 
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Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Caterpillar D9 85 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar D9 94 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar D9 90 Within 15m 1963 mod 

Caterpillar D9 87 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Caterpillar D9 90 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Caterpillar D9 88 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Caterpillar D9 92 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar D9G 85 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Allis Chambers HD41 93 Within 15m 1970 mod 

International TD15 79 Within 15m 1970 mod 

International TD20 87 Within 15m 1970 mod 

International TD25 90 Within 15m 1972 mod 

International TD8 83 Within 15m 1970 mod 

Case 1150 82 Within 15m 1972 mod 

John Deer 350B 77 Within 15m 1971 mod 

John Deer 450B 65 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Terex 8230 70 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Terex 8240 93 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Michigan 280 85 Within 15m 1961 mod 

Michigan 280 90 Within 15m 1962 mod 

Caterpillar 824 90 Within 15m 1968 mod 

 
Table 9.6  Construction Equipment Noise Levels Based on Limited Data Samples - Graders. 

 
Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Caterpillar 16 91 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Caterpillar 16 86 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Caterpillar 140 83 Within 15m 1970 mod 

Caterpillar 14E 84 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 14E 85 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Caterpillar 14C 85 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Caterpillar 14B 84 Within 15m 1967 mod 
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Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Caterpillar 12F 82 Within 15m 1961-72 mod 

Caterpillar 12F 72-92 Within 15m 1961-72 mod 

Caterpillar 12E 81.3 Within 15m 1959-67 mod 

Caterpillar 12E 80-83 Within 15m 1959-67 mod 

Caterpillar 12 84.7 Within 15m 1960-67 mod 

Caterpillar 12 82-88 Within 15m 1960-67 mod 

Gallon T500 84 Within 15m 1964 mod 

Allis Chambers  87 Within 15m 1964 mod 

 
Table 9.7  Construction Equipment Noise Levels Based on Limited Data Samples - Scrapers. 

 
Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Caterpillar 660 92 Within 15m 

Caterpillar 641B 85 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 641B 86 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 641 80 & 84 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 641 83 & 89 Within 15m 1965 mod 

Caterpillar 637 87 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Caterpillar 633 87 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 631C 89 Within 15m 1973 mod 

Caterpillar 631C 83 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Caterpillar 631B 94 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Caterpillar 631B 84-87 Within 15m 1968 mod 

Caterpillar  85 avg. Within 15m 1968 mod 

Caterpillar 621 90 Within 15m 1970 mod 

Caterpillar 621 86 Within 15m 1967 mod 

Caterpillar 613 76 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Terex TS24 87 Within 15m 1972 mod 

Terex TS24 84-91  

Terex TS24 82 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Terex TS24 81-83 Within 15m 1971 mod 

Terex TS24 94 Within 15m 1966 mod 
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Manufacturer Type or Model Peak Noise Level (dBA) Remarks 

Terex TS24 92-98 Within 15m 1966 mod 

Terex TS24 94.7 Within 15m 1963 mod 

Terex TS24 94-95 Within 15m 1963 mod 

Terex TS14 82 Within 15m 1969 mod 

Terex S35E 84 Within 15m 1971 mod 

 
Table 9.8  Noise Levels of Standard Compressors. 

 

Manufacturer Model Silenced or 
Standard 

Type 
Eng. 

Type 
Comp. 

Test Avg. 
Cond. 

(cfm.psi) 

Avg. Cond. Noise 
Lev. (cfm.psi) 
(dBA) at 7m* 

Atlas ST-48 Standard Diesel Reciprocal 160,100 83.6 
Atlas ST-95 Standard Diesel Reciprocal 330,105 80.2 
Atlas VSS-170Dd Silenced Diesel Reciprocal 170,850 70.2 
Atlas VT-85M Standard Gas Reciprocal 85,100 81.4 
Atlas VS-85Dd Silenced Gas Reciprocal 85,100 75.5 
Atlas VSS-125Dd Silenced Diesel Reciprocal 125,100 70.1 
Atlas STS-35Dd Silenced Diesel Reciprocal 125,100 73.5 
Atlas VSS-170Dd Silenced Diesel Reciprocal 170,100  

Gardner-
Denver 

SPWDA/2 Silenced Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

1200,000 73.3 

Gardner-
Denver 

SPQDA/2 Silenced Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

750,000 78.2 

Gardner-
Denver 

SPHGC Silenced Gas Rotary-
Screw 

185,000 77.1 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 1200 Standard Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

1200,125 92.6 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 1200 
(doors open) 

Standard Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

1200,125  

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 900S Silenced Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

900,125 76.0 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 900S Silenced Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

900,125 75.1 

Ingersoll-Rand DXLCU1050 Standard Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

1050,125 90.2 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 900S Silenced Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

900,125 75.3 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 900S Silenced Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

900,125 75.0 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 900 Standard Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

900,125 89.9 

Ingersoll-Rand DXL 750 Standard Diesel Rotary-
Screw 

750,125 87.7 

Jaeger A Standard Gas Rotary-
Screw 

175,100 88.2 

Jaeger A( doors Standard Gas Rotary- 175,100  
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Manufacturer Model Silenced or 
Standard 

Type 
Eng. 

Type 
Comp. 

Test Avg. 
Cond. 

(cfm.psi) 

Avg. Cond. Noise 
Lev. (cfm.psi) 
(dBA) at 7m* 

open) Screw 
Jaeger E Standard Gas Vane 85,100 81.5 
Jaeger E(doors open) Standard Gas Vane 85,100  

Worthington 60 G/2Qt Silenced Gas Vane 160,100 74.2 
Worthington 750-QTEX Silenced Diesel Rotary-

Screw 
750,100 74.7 

*Data taken from EPA Report - EPA 550/9-76-004. 
 
 
9.4.3 FTA Noise and Vibration Assessment Procedure 
 
Chapter 12 of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Guidance Handbook discusses construction noise 
evaluation methodology and contains the noise emission levels for construction equipment displayed in 
Table 9.9. 
 

Table 9.9  FTA Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels. 
 

Equipment Typical Noise Level (dBA) 50 ft from Source* 
Air Compressor 81 

Backhoe 80 
Ballast Equalizer 82 
Ballast Tamper 83 

Compactor 82 
Concrete Mixer 85 
Concrete Pump 82 

Concrete Vibrator 76 
Crane Derrick 88 
Crane Mobile 83 

Dozer 85 
Generator 81 

Grader 85 
Impact Wrench 85 
Jack Hammer 88 

Loader 85 
Paver 89 

Pile Driver (Impact) 101 
Pile Driver (Sonic) 96 

Pneumatic Tool 85 
Pump 76 

Rail Saw 90 
Rock Drill 98 

Roller 74 
Saw 76 

Scarifier 83 
Scraper 89 
Shovel 82 

Spike Driver 77 
Tie Cutter 84 
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Equipment Typical Noise Level (dBA) 50 ft from Source* 
Tie Handler 80 
Tie Inserter 85 

Truck 88 
*Table based on EPA Report, measured data from railroad construction 
equipment taken during Northeast Corridor improvement project and other 
measured data. 

 
9.5 Links to Equipment Manufacturers  
 
Table 9.10 contains web-based links to manufacturers of construction equipment. While few of these 
links contain noise-related data associated with the equipment, they provide descriptions and/or 
specifications related to the equipment, as well as sources for possibly obtaining additional information 
related to the equipment. Information in this table is by no means all-inclusive and does not represent 
any type of endorsement of the manufacturers, suppliers, or equipment. Users are hereby advised that 
the referenced websites may have certain restrictions, copyrights, etc., associated with any use of data 
contained therein. 
 

Table 9.10  Equipment Manufacturers and Websites. 
 
Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 
Arrow Boards  
  North Star http://northstar-traffic.com/index.cfm?SC=14&PT=1  
  Trafcom http://www.trafcon.com  
  Allmand http://www.allmand.com/MB%20AB%20page.htm  
Articulated Trucks 
  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=196  
  Hitachi http://www.hitachi-c-m.com/global/products/articulate/index.html  

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=182b2104d7a1ce2c68b57b49f8c1436c&nav=prod#nb_0fb6
92066603522ee229a7ff28293d18  

  Caterpillar http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  

  Volvo http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/articulatedhaulers/  

Asphalt Saws 
  Allied http://www.alliedcp.com/products/rotocut.asp  
Augers – See Drills / Augers 
Backhoes – See Loaders/Backhoes 
Boring Equipment – See Pile Drivers/Boring Equipment 
Compaction Equipment 
  Allied http://www.alliedcp.com/products/compactor.asp  
Compressors 
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 

  Sullair http://www.sullair.com/corp/details/0,10294,CLI1_DIV61_ETI57
14,00.html  

  Compair http://www.compair.com/Products/Portable_Compressors.aspx  
Concrete and Asphalt  Batch/Mixing Plants and Equipment 
  Con-E-Co http://www.con-e-co.com/products.cfm  

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=prod&action=VIEW&id=a2
53f234f9c3bd69195320d1fe6e1cd9&nav=prod&cid=7713bf85ccb
5a97458457e944ca4ed76  

  Gunter & http://www.guntert.com/concrete_mobilebatching.asp  
  Rex Con http://www.rexcon.com/products.html  
Concrete Breakers/ Hydraulic Hammers/Hydraulic Breakers 
  Drillman http://www.drillmanindia.com/concrete-breaker.html  
  Hydro Khan http:/www.sangi.co.kr/english/e_product1_2.php  

  Stanley http://www.stanley-hydraulic-
tools.com/Hand%20Held/NoAmbreakers.htm  

  Lynx http://www.stanley-hydraulic-tools.com/Lynx/breakers.htm  
Concrete Chain Saws 
  Lynx http://www.stanley-hydraulic-tools.com/Lynx/concrete-saws.htm  
Concrete Core Drilling Machines 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/318_ENU_HTML.htm  
Concrete Cutters 

  Vermeer http://www.vermeermfg.com/vcom/TrenchingEquipment/Line.jsp
?PrdlnID=3618  

Concrete/Material Pumps 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/309_ENU_HTML.htm  
  Reed http://www.reedpumps.com/  
Concrete Mixer Trucks 

  Oshkosh http://www.oshkoshtruck.com/concrete/products~overview~home.
cfm  

  London http://www.lmi.ca/mixers.cfm  
  Terex/Advance http://www.advancemixer.com/trucks.asp  
Concrete Saws 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/315_ENU_HTML.htm  

  Diamond Core 
Cut http://www.diamondproducts.com/dp_home.htm  

Concrete Screeds 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/317_ENU_HTML.htm 
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 
Concrete Vibrators 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/313_ENU_HTML.htm  

  Sullair http://www.sullair.com/corp/details/0,10294,CLI1_DIV61_ETI57
22,00.html  

Cranes  

  Malcolm 
Drilling  www.malcolmdrilling.com  

  Link-Belt http://www.linkbelt.com/lit/products/frameproducthome.htm  
  Casagrande http://www.casagrandegroup.com/home_fond.php  
  Liebherr http://www.liebherr.com/em/en/35381.asp   

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=487c16c8ff145d0843f57512eafb8592&nav=prod  

Crawler Tractors – See Dozers/Crawler Tractors 
Crushing and Screening Equipment 
  Cedarapids http://www.cedarapids.com/crushscr.htm  
  Hitachi http://www.hitachi-c-m.com/global/products/crusher/index.html  
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/mobile_crushers.html  

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=e75ed9c85681b27ffcfe5cadbd68c04e&nav=prod  

Crushers/Pulverizers 
  Hydro Khan http://www.sangi.co.kr/english/e_product3.php  
Cutoff Saws 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/309_ENU_HTML.htm 
  Lynx http://www.stanley-hydraulic-tools.com/Lynx/cutoff%20saw.htm  
Dozers/CrawlerTractors 

  John Deere http://www.deere.com/en_US/cfd/construction/deere_const/crawle
rs/deere_dozer_selection.html 

  Caterpillar http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  
  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=2  
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/crawler_dozers.html  
Dewatering Pumps 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/371_ENU_HTML.htm  
Drills / Augers 

  Malcolm 
Drilling  www.malcolmdrilling.com  

  Casagrande www.casagrandegroup.com/home_fond.php  
  Soilmec http://www.soilmec.com/_vti_g1_techno.aspx?rpstry=4_  
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=702f2c2ab1d75e021729f249258879f4&nav=prod#nb_cd8ee
b0c300ecd6c7df8a7462718172d  

Excavators  
  Hitachi http://www.hitachi-c-m.com/global/products/excavator/index.html 
  Caterpiller http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  

  Volvo http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/compactexcavators/   

    http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/wheeledexcavators/  

    http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/crawlerexcavators/  

  John Deere http://www.deere.com/en_US/cfd/construction/deere_const/excava
tors/deere_excavator_selection.html 

  Liebherr http://www.liebherr.com/em/en/18891.asp  
  Soilmec http://www.soilmec.com/_vti_g1_t02.aspx?rpstry=29_  
  Gehl http://www.gehl.com/const/prod_sl.html  
  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=216  
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/crawler_excavators.html  
    http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/wheel_excavators.html  

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=477c69a0ac11ed40efe034eb1420b8c6&nav=prod  

  Link-Belt http://www.lbxco.com/lx_series.asp 
  Gradall http://www.gradall.com/  

 Badger 
Daylighting http://www.badgerinc.com/  

Fork Lifts – See Lifts / Variable Reach Fork Lifts/ Material Handlers 
Generators 

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=6cde2dee72c250aafbd68c5b8c8d028b&nav=prod  

  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/212_ENU_HTML.htm  

  Sullair http://www.sullair.com/corp/details/0,10294,CLI1_DIV61_ETI57
14,00.html  

  Baldor http://www.baldor.com/products/generators/ts.asp  
Graders 
  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=190  

  Volvo http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/MotorGraders/  
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/motor_graders.html  

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=b71fa964f478a2243ebbbbafa04bf814&nav=prod  

Hand Compaction Equipment 

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=4c93fdc86b1c7733c1564fc8c41ee691&nav=prod#nb_cbcf3
5494fa399b7350f8edf5bc27373  

  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/56_ENU_HTML.htm   
Hydraulic Hammers/Hydraulic Breakers – See Concrete Breakers/ Hydraulic 
Hammers/Hydraulic Breakers 
Jackhammers – See Rock Drilling Equipment/Jackhammers 
Lifts / Variable Reach Fork Lifts/ Material Handlers 
  Genie Lift www.genielift.com  
  Sky Track www.kirby-smith.com/  
  Ingersol-Rand www.ingersollrand.com  

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=6d18d9a15fdb6da73f44a893c21c0fb4&nav=prod  

 Roadtec http://www.roadtec.com/products/mtv/default.htm 
Light Towers 
  Baldor http://www.baldor.com/products/generators/mlt.asp  
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/293_ENU_HTML.htm 
  Allmand http://www.allmand.com/Night%20Lite%20Pro%20page.htm  
Loaders/Backhoes 
  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=54  
  Caterpillar http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  

  Volvo http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/backhoeloaders/  

  John Deere http://www.deere.com/en_US/cfd/construction/deere_const/backh
oes/deere_backhoe_selection.html 

  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/backhoe_loaders.html  

Material Handlers – See Lifts / Variable Reach Fork Lifts/ Material Handlers 

Milling Machines 
  Wirtgen https://www.wirtgenamerica.com/noflash.html  
Mining Trucks – See Rigid Dump Trucks/Mining Trucks 
Pans – See Scrapers/Pans 
Pavers/Paving Equipment 
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 

  Caterpillar/ 
Barber Greene http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7 

  Rosco http://www.leeboy.com/rosco/  
  Bomag http://www.bomag.com/americas/index.aspx?&Lang=478  
  Gehl http://www.gehl.com/const/prodpg_ap.html  
  Leeboy http://www.leeboy.com/leeboy/  

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=7713bf85ccb5a97458457e944ca4ed76&nav=prod#nb_70af
03a93dfc933f83a7e6afdc2dc833  

  Ingersoll-Rand http://www.road-
development.irco.com/Default.aspx?MenuItemID=12  

  Vogele http://www.vogeleamerica.com/noflash.html  
 GOMACO http://www.gomaco.com/index.html  
 Roadtec http://www.roadtec.com/products/asphalt_pavers/default.htm  
Pile Drivers/Boring Equipment 
  Soilmec http://www.soilmec.com/_vti_g1_t09.aspx?rpstry=29_  
  Leffer http://www.leffer.com/hme.html  

  Bauer http://www.bauer.de/en/maschinenbau/produkte/drehbohrgeraete/b
g_reihe/usbg15h.htm  

Pipelayers/Trenchers 
  Liebherr http://www.liebherr.com/em/en/18908.asp  
  Caterpillar http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  

  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=28&
archived=1  

  Vermeer http://www.vermeermfg.com/vcom/TrenchingEquipment/trenchin
g-equipment.htm  

  Ditchwitch http://www.ditchwitch.com/dwcom/Product/ProductView/115  
  Eagle http://www.guntert.com/trenchers_home.asp  
Profilers – See Roadway Planers/Profilers 
Rammers 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/56_ENU_HTML.htm  
Rebar Benders/Cutters 
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/1316_ENU_HTML.htm 
Recyclers – See Stabilizers/Recyclers 
Rigid Dump Trucks/Mining Trucks 
  Hitachi http://www.hitachi-c-m.com/global/products/rigid/index.html  
  Caterpillar http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  
  Liebherr http://www.liebherr.com/em/en/18898.asp  
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/dump_trucks.html  
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=182b2104d7a1ce2c68b57b49f8c1436c&nav=prod#nb_d97e
204d5e73962e595735d68fad8ae3  

Roadway Planers/Profilers 

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=7713bf85ccb5a97458457e944ca4ed76&nav=prod#nb_c9b8
a083c7d9ebb936cd1e4f642eba59  

 Roadtec http://www.roadtec.com/products/cold_planers/default.htm 
Rock Drilling Equipment/Jackhammers 
  Drillman http://www.drillmanindia.com/rock-drilling-machine.html  

  Whaker http://www.wackergroup.com/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/ViewAll
Models?storeId=10051&prodgrpId=10070&langId=-1  

  Sullair http://www.sullair.com/corp/details/0,10294,CLI1_DIV61_ETI57
21,00.html  

  Allied http://www.alliedcp.com/products/hammers.asp  
Rollers – See Tampers/Rollers 
Scrapers/Pans 

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=e3959eefdc65adcc4e0e616b833694b1&nav=prod  

Screening Equipment – See Crushing and Screening Equipment  
Slabbuster 
  Allied http://www.alliedcp.com/products/slabbuster.asp  
Slip Form Pavers 
  Huron http://www.huronmanufacturing.com/  

  Guntert & 
Zimmerman http://www.guntert.com/concreteSlipformPavers.asp  

Stabilizers/Recyclers 
  Bomag http://www.bomag.com/americas/index.aspx?&Lang=478  
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/mobile_crushers.html  

  Terex 
http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=7713bf85ccb5a97458457e944ca4ed76&nav=prod#nb_d920
dd8094cc1af5cb5d82359f8f227b  

  Wirtgen https://www.wirtgenamerica.com/noflash.html  
 Roadtec http://www.roadtec.com/products/cir/default.htm  
Sweepers 

  Elgin http://www.elginsweeper.com/index.asp  
  Johnston http://www.johnstonsweepers.com/  

Tampers/ Rollers 
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 
  Bomag http://www.bomag.com/americas/index.aspx?&Lang=478  
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/vibratory_rollers.html  

  Whaker http://www.wackergroup.com/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/ViewAll
Models?storeId=10051&prodgrpId=10070&langId=-1  

  Lynx http://www.stanley-hydraulic-tools.com/Lynx/tamper.htm  
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/181_ENU_HTML.htm  

  Ingersoll-Rand http://www.road-
development.irco.com/Default.aspx?MenuItemID=15  

Trenchers – See Pipelayers/Trenchers 
Trucks – See Articulated Trucks, Concrete Mixer Trucks, Rigid Dump Trucks/Mining Trucks 
Vacuum Units 

  
Advanced 
Recycling 
Systems 

www.arsrecycling.com/  

  Vacmasters http://www.vacmasters.com/airsystm.htm  
 Vector http://www.vector-vacuums.com/  
Variable Message Signs 
  Allmand http://www.allmand.com/MB%20only%20page.htm  
  North Star http://northstar-traffic.com/index.cfm?SC=13&PT=1  
  Trafcom http://www.trafcon.com  
 Daktronics http://www.daktronics.com/vms_prod/dak_vms_products.cfm   
Vibratory Rammers 

  Whaker http://www.wackergroup.com/webapp/wcs/stores/servlet/ViewAll
Models?storeId=10051&prodgrpId=10070&langId=-1  

Welders/Welding Equipment 
  Airgas www.airgas.com  
  Multiquip http://www.multiquip.com/multiquip/408_ENU_HTML.htm  
  Miller http://www.millerwelds.com/products/  

  Lincoln http://www.mylincolnelectric.com/Catalog/equipmentseries.asp?br
owse=101|400|  

Wheel Loaders 
  Hitachi http://www.hitachi-c-m.com/global/products/loader/index.html  
  Case http://www.casece.com/products/products.asp?RL=NAE&id=30  
  Caterpillar http://www.cat.com/cda/layout?m=37840&x=7  

  Volvo http://www.volvo.com/constructionequipment/na/en-
us/products/wheelloaders/  

  Terex http://www.terex.com/main.php?obj=category&action=BROWSE
&cid=ad8a2ae2f52f113b6d143bfd7765b165&nav=prod  
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Equipment Manufacturer Website Address 
  Komatsu http://www.komatsu.com/ce/products/wheel_loaders.html  
  TCM http://www.tcmglobal.net/products/main02.html  
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2. Aircraft noise



3. Noise from railroads

4. Construction noise

5. Noise in industry



6. Noise in buildings

7. Noise from consumer products



C. Numbers of People Exposed to Noise



Examples of Outdoor Day-Night Average Sound Levels in dB 
Measured at Various Locations

-�

,�

+�

*�

��

)�

7�

"!���	����4�8����� ������
71)���������	����
�����������9���"��!���

����������������	���������
�����"
������
:�
����������������"!���	���

:�
���(����������������9���"�����

0���:�
���(�����������"���

'������(����������

"���
�����������!�����

(�����(����������

'����������"	
����

0���������
��������������#��

68�	!�������0����������;4�����"������������
�����������#�������������$���������
������

����
�3������
�����4������������%6�"5�.-+-5�!��,&



D. Summary: Noise in America



Residential Noise Environment of the National Population 
As a Function of Exterior Day-Night Average Sound Level
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Table 1: Summary of U.S. Population Exposed to Various Day-Night 
Average Sound Levels (or higher) 

From Noise Sources in the Community. 
(1) From Noise in America (EPA, 1981, pp. 10 and 15)



Estimated Number (in Millions) of People in Each Noise Category

DNL (dB) Traffic Aircraft Construction Rail Industrial Total

V. Effects of Noise

A. Noise-Induced Hearing Loss

1. Extent of noise-induced hearing loss from environmental sources



2. The handicap of noise-induced hearing loss

3. The study of noise-induced hearing loss



4. Risk of hearing impairment from continuous noise

5. Varying and intermittent noise



6. Impulse noise

7. Susceptibility

8. Interactions with other agents



9. Hearing protectors

10. Summary: Noise-induced hearing loss

B. Interference With Communication



1. Prediction of speech interference

2. Criteria for speech and warning signals



3. The effect of hearing protectors on speech and warning signal perception

4. Scholastic performance



5. Summary: Interference with communication

C. Effects of Noise on Sleep

1. Assessing sleep disturbance



2. Criteria for sleep interference

3. After-effects and habituation

4. Summary: Effects of noise on sleep



D. Effects on Performance and Behavior

1. Sensory and motor effects

2. Noise variables



3. Task variables

4. After-effects

5. Effects of noise on social behavior



6. Summary: Effects on performance and behavior

E. Extra-Auditory Health Effects

1. Theoretical basis



2. Effects on blood pressure



3. Effects on blood chemistry

4. Interactions

5. Other adverse effects



6. Summary: Extra-auditory effects

F. Annoyance

1. Predicting annoyance for public policy purposes



2. Metrics

3. Criteria





4. Sources
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5. Nonacoustics variables

6. Habituation
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8. Summary: Annoyance

VI. Conclusions





Johnson & Sedlack Attorneys at Law  

Attachment No. 12 

 



June 1980

Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise









































































































 

 

ATTACHMENT B 
Attachments to Letter G 

From Department of Transportation 
 

 





From: Sergio E Avila [sergio_e_avila@dot.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 27, 2006 4:11 PM 
To: Kevin Dinh 
Cc: Dilesh Sheth; Richard Goh 
Subject: Permit # 08-06-6-MC-0367 / Design Exception 
 
Permit # 08-06-6-MC-0367 
 
Kevin, 
 
There was a concern from the applicant on how I interpreted a Mandatory Design Standard indicated on 
the Highway Design Manual. Topic 504.3 (3) states a mandatory design standard as follow: "For new 
construction or major reconstruction of interchanges, the minimum distance (curb return to curb 
return) between ramp intersection and local road intersection shall be 125 meters". It was unclear on 
how the curb-return to curb-return distance is measure on a free flow on-ramp. Phone conversation 
with Caltrans HQ Geometrician recommended that we could consider the ramp BC (begin of 
curve) as the curb return. Based on this assumption and after reviewing the plans for the new 
interchange, I concluded that the proposed location for "A" Street is correct so there will be no need to 
relocate it or to prepare a Mandatory or Advisory Design Exception. I apologize for the inconvenient 
generated by my original comment in reference to this matter. 
 
Thanks 
 
Sergio E. Avila, PE 
Caltrans, Office Chief 
District 8-Design E, MS 971 
Tel (909)-383-4062 
Fax (909) 383-6230 
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