
 
  

TTO:        James L. App, City Manager 
 
FROM:     Ed Gallagher, Community Development Director 
 
SUBJECT:    Draft Climate Action Plan - Addendum  
 
DATE:       November 19, 2013 
 
 
NEEDS: For the City Council to consider the recommendations and discussion of the Planning 

Commission on the draft Climate Action Plan. 
 
FACTS: 1. The Planning Commission considered the draft Climate Action Plan (CAP) at their 

meeting on November 12, 2012 and on a 4-2 vote recommended approval of the 
Draft CAP as a “Qualified” CAP, with no changes suggested, to the City Council.   

 
 2. Staff presented information on the process of developing the plan and contents of 

the CAP.  Staff also made note of environmental streamlining benefits that could be 
experienced by development projects that are determined to be consistent with a 
“qualified” CAP. 

 
 3. The Commission received very little public input at the meeting on this project.  

Two speakers made comments.  There were no speakers in opposition to the 
project. 

 
 4. Six Commission members were in attendance at the hearing on the CAP 

(Commissioner Barth was absent).  Four of the Commissioners voted in favor of the 
plan, with two members opposed (Commissioners Gregory and Holstine). 

  
 5 Commissioners Holstine and Gregory disagreed with the recommendation to adopt 

a “Qualified” Plan as they expressed that doing so could make the CAP measures 
mandatory in the future. 

 
ANALYSIS & 
CONCLUSION: The toolbox measures, which were previously discussed at length by the Planning 

Commission and City Council, were integrated into the plan as the Action 
Measures.  There was brief discussion regarding options for the City to implement 
the plan, tracking, monitoring, and so forth.   

 
 The City’s draft CAP complies with all of the criteria required for it to be adopted 

as a “qualified” CAP.  Criteria for qualified CAPs is provided in Attachment 3 of 
the Council’s staff report.  The APCD staff said there is no legislative relationship 
that connects adopting a CAP as a “qualified” plan and the potential for measures 
to all become mandatory in the future, even if the City did not meet the adopted 
reduction goals.   
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An example of how a project can streamline the CEQA review process and 
mitigation for projects is provided in an excerpt from a GHG Analysis for a 
project that the City is currently processing.  (See Attachment 1.)  The excerpt 
includes recommended mitigation measures to reduce GHG from the project.  
Mitigation measure MM GHG-1 (a) provides a list of typical GHG reduction 
measures.  MM GHG-1 (b) and the paragraph after MM GHG-1 (c), describes 
that, if the project and the mitigation measures recommended are consistent with 
a qualified CAP, then no further mitigation is necessary because it would be 
determined that the project has sufficiently mitigated impacts (through project 
design) and would result in “less-than-significant” impacts.  If however, the City 
does not have an adopted qualified CAP, then the project would be subject to 
further mitigation to reduce impacts below the APCDs adopted GHG threshold of 
1,150 MTCO2e/year.  Given the magnitude of the proposed project and resulting 
emissions (5,234.8 MTCO2e/year), the applicant would likely be required to do 
off-site mitigation or pay off-site mitigation fees.   
 
Again, the draft CAP meets the criteria for it being a qualified plan, and there are 
clear benefits to large-scale development if it is adopted as a Qualified Climate 
Action Plan.   

 
Attachment 
 
1. Excerpt from a development project Greenhouse Gas Impact Study 
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