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ISUBJECT
 

Air Quality Management District to develop Regional Climate Action Plan 

IRECOMMENDATION
 

The Development Services Director recommends that the City Council: 

1.	 Receive the report on the status of the City's participation with the Shasta 
County Air Quality Management District (AQMD) to develop the Regional 
Climate Action Plan 

I FISCAL IMPACT 

None. 

IDISCUSSION and BACKGROUND 

The purpose of this report is to inform Council on the actions taken in the development of 
the Regional Climate Action Plan (RCAP). The Shasta County AQMD is working with a 
consultant to develop and implement a RCAP. The purpose of the RCAP is to develop a 
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document that could be used by the county and its cities to demonstrate compliance with 
California's recently adopted Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). The legislation calls for a reduction 
in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by all jurisdictions in the state to 1990 levels by the 
year 2020. It does not specifically require adoption of a climate action plan. However, a 
growing number of cities and counties are preparing such plans to demonstrate a good
faith effort in complying with AB 32. The benefit as stated by the AQMD is that a RCAP that 
meets the intent of AB 32 could be used in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
review process for future development projects to document compliance with AB 32, 
reducing the need to undertake a detailed project-by-project analysis of GHG's. 

The following summarizes the work accomplished and lays out future steps. 

GHG Inventory Analysis: The County's consultant team, AECOM, has prepared a baseline 
GHG inventory for which future GHG production projections can be made. The inventory is 
based on 2008 data, since it represents the most current data available. Attempting to 
determine GHG production that occurred in 1990 would be difficult as well as speculative 
and was not advised by AECOM. The inventory includes GHG's related to a variety of 
sources, such as transportation, energy consumption/production, water 
consumption/treatment, solid waste, stationary sources and others. City of Anderson staff 
provided the consultant team with data relative to City facilities and energy usage, 
including the following: 

@ Domestic water usage and information pertaining to treatment operations. 
@ Wastewater treatment plant operation data. 
e Transportation-related GHG's. (This was estimated by AECOM, based on data 

contained in the Shasta County Travel Demand Model, a computer model developed 
by the Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for use on a 
countywide basis.) 

In order to achieve the goals of AB 32, the general rule of thumb is that local jurisdictions 
should strive to reduce GHG's a minimum of 15 percent below inventory levels. To prepare 
the reduction measures, the consultant has asked each jurisdiction to identify those 
measures that it feels are appropriate and feasible to implement between now and 2020. 
Staff has identified measures the City has already committed to undertake. This approach 
is similar to the other Shasta County jurisdictions. Many of the measures identified by staff 
are already required by law. Among the potential reduction measures are: 

CD Partner with PG&E to promote energy efficient appliances in new residential 
construction. 

I\l Continue to encourage planting shade trees in new and existing development 
throughout Anderson. 

• Retrofit incandescent traffic signals and provide LED lighting. 
(I Continue to promote the pedestrian network and infrastructure. 
CD Continue implementation of the "infill" and mixed use development provisions of 

the General Plan and Municipal Code. 
(I Continue to expand our safe routes to schools program. 
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CII 

The reduction analysis is almost complete and the City is just about at the desired 15 
percent reduction in GHG emissions through our existing programs. 

The next steps are: 

Completing the GHG reduction analysis. 
•	 Publishing a draft RCAP for review by the public and legislative body of each 

jurisdiction. This will provide an opportunity to inform the public about the RCAP, 
but just as important, to allow the Council to put the entire RCAP into perspective 
and to discuss whether the City may want to consider adopting it for use in 
Anderson. 

GIl Adopt by the City of Anderson if desired. The RCAP would be summarized and 
referenced in the Anderson General Plan. 

Attached is supplemental information regarding AB 32 requirements and climate action 
plans, which provides information regarding this topic. 

IATTACHMENT
 

1. RCAP SB 32 Supplement Information 
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Attachment 1 

Regional Climate Action Plan
 

AB 32 Supplemental Information
 

What is the purpose of the Regional Climate Action Plan (RCAP)? The proposed RCAP will 

Quantify greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in Shasta County and will propose measures 

designed to reduce emissions consistent with the goal of California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). 

The Shasta Count Air Quality Management District (AQMD) has concluded that development 

projects that are consistent with a climate action plan that meet the intent of AB 32 could take 

advantage of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) streamlining for GHGs. 

(Note: The California Air Resource Board (CARB) recommends that reduction targets be based 

on the most current data locally available. For Shasta County and its cities, 2008 was chosen as 

the base year for the analysis, since reliable date regarding GHG emissions was available.) 

What happens if the adopted plan does not meet the goal of AB 32? While the goal of AB 32 

is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, the methodology recommended by the 

CARB is for local jurisdictions to strive to reduce emissions for the base year by at least 15 

percent. There are not penalties for failure to adopt a climate action plan or meet the goal set 

by AB32. Although the plan is not required by state law, it is the opinion of the county's 

consultant, AECOM that local jurisdictions that make a good faith effort to analyze GHGs and 

adopt specific reductions measures are in a far better position to demonstrate compliance with 

AB 32 than those that do not. Further, local jurisdictions and project applicants could 

increasingly be exposed to the risk of delay or litigation if a plan or other mechanism related to 

the goals of AB 32 is not adopted. 

Can the City get "credit" for all the emission reduction measures that we currently 

implement? Jurisdictions participating in the plan can benefit from all activities that are 

implemented to reduce emissions. 

Can the plan rely on voluntary measures rather than mandates? The short answer is "yes". 

However, it is often difficult to estimate the effectiveness of voluntary measures, which is the 

main reason that staff, has not proposed such measures to date. While not required, the plans 

of some jurisdictions contain provisions requiring that mandatory measures be implemented if 

the estimated GHG reductions from the voluntary measures do not materialize. 

Will the City be required to monitor and update the plan as needed? Since these plans are 

not required by AB 32, there is not a requirement to review their efficacy and update the plans. 

According to AECOM, some jurisdictions track reduction measure effectiveness on a yearly 
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basis} which} depending on the measures} could be time-consuming and expensive. An 

alternate approach is simply to undertake analyses in five-year increments and see if the 

adopted measures are working as projected. 

What is the relationship between AB 32 and Senate Bill SB 375? Both bills address greenhouse 

gas production in the state} but seek to reduce GHGs in different ways. 

AB 32. This bill establishes emission reduction targets (see above) to be met through a 

combination of state and local measures by; 

•	 Expanding and strengthening existing energy-efficiency standards. 

•	 Achieving a statewide renewable energy mix of 33 percent. 

•	 Strengthening light-duty vehicle GHG standards 

•	 Reducing GHGs by changes in land use patterns (reinforced by SB 375). 

•	 Encourage local jurisdictions to adopt climate action plans that put in place programs to 

save energy through; building code modifications} appliance incentive programs} 

building retrofit programs} recycling programs} water-use efficiency programs} attaining 

efficiency in municipal operations (i.e.) utilitiesL using a cleaner and more efficient 

municipal vehicle fleet} adjusting land use policies to encourage non-motorized travel} 

etc. 

SB 375. This bill is intended to address the land use/transportation relationship of GHG 

production to help achieve AB 32 targets. This would ostensibly be accomplished by adopting 

plans to reduce vehicle miles traveled by encouraging infill development and transit-oriented 

development. For Shasta County} the plan (referred to as a Sustainable Community Strategy or 

({SCS}}) is to be prepared and adopted by the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) 

by 2015. The SCS must be consistent with the General Plan of each jurisdiction. Neither the 

SCS nor the RTPA will have land use authority over local jurisdictions. 

The CARB has established a {{net zero}} target for Shasta County} meaning that new growth 

should not increase per capita vehicle greenhouse gas emissions. By comparison} CARB has set 

actual per capita vehicle greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for most urban areas in the 

state. This discrepancy recognizes that more rural/suburban areas like Shasta County have 

fewer options available to attempt to reduce vehicle GHG emissions through its land use 

decisions. 

How does SB 97 relate to the climate bills discussed above? In 2007} the California legislature 

passed a {{companion}} bill to AB 32 - Senate Bill 97 - to amend the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) statute to specifically establish that GHG emissions and their impacts are 
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appropriate subjects for CEQA analysis. Amendments to the CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines) have 

been adopted, which require the Lead agencies: 

•	 Analyze the greenhouse gas emissions of proposed projects and reach a conclusion 

regarding the significance of those emissions. 

CD	 Consider a range of potential mitigation measures to reduce those emissions when a 

project's greenhouse gas emissions may be significant. 

•	 Analyze potentially significant impacts associated with placing projects in hazardous 

locations, including locations potentially affected by climate change. 

CD	 Undertake an analysis of proposed projects potential energy use (including 

transportation-related energy), sources of energy supply and ways to reduce energy 

demand, including through the use of efficient transportation alternatives. 

The Guidelines allow Lead agencies to significantly streamline the analysis of greenhouse gases 

on a project level by using a programmatic greenhouse gas emissions reduction plan meeting 

certain criteria. A properly construct Climate Action Plan can be used for this purpose. 
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