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The following list shows the historic recognized environmental conditions found in connection with the Plan area 
and are shown in Exhibits 4.8-2 and 4.8-3. This following is not intended to be an exhaustive list of historic 
recognized conditions, but this list does indicate the industrial nature of the Plan area and emphasizes the 
possibility of encountering additional, unknown fuel USTs and associated petroleum-product contamination. 

► 125–129 Vernon Street – Sanborn Co. maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with 
automobile servicing 

► 316 Vernon Street, City of Roseville – 1 fuel UST, hydraulic lift, buried drums were removed in 2000; 
stockpiled soils were reported to contain petroleum hydrocarbon and lead contamination, case closed in 2002 

► 513–515 Vernon Street – maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with automobile 
servicing 

► 534 Vernon Street – maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with automobile 
servicing 

► 625–627 Vernon Street – maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with automobile 
servicing 

► 803 Vernon Street – maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with automobile 
servicing 

► 300 Lincoln Street – Barker Hotel, fuel UST removed and petroleum hydrocarbon contamination of soil 
detected; soils removed in 2004, case closed 

► 301 Lincoln Street – fuel UST abandoned in place under permit 

► 422 Lincoln Road – maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with automobile 
servicing 

► 114 Washington Boulevard – maps indicate historic gasoline and oil usage/storage associated with 
automobile servicing 

► 310 Washington Boulevard – 3 fuel USTs and 1 waste oil UST removed in 1990; petroleum hydrocarbons 
were detected and the pit was over excavated, case closed in 2005 

► 340–346 Washington Boulevard – Sanborn Co. maps indicate an historic dry cleaners operation 

► 7 Taylor Road, D & P Creamery – gasoline was released to soil, remedial action was taken, and the case was 
closed 

The following list shows current recognized environmental conditions found in connection with the Plan area and 
are shown in Exhibits 4.8-2 and 4.8-3. This following is not intended to be an exhaustive list of current 
recognized conditions, but this list does indicate the industrial nature of the Plan area and emphasizes the 
possibility of encountering additional, unknown fuel USTs and associated petroleum-product contamination. 

► 97 Vernon Street, Former Tillet Cleaners – VOC contamination of groundwater, in post-remedial, monitoring 
stage 

► 200 Washington Boulevard – 2 abandoned USTs, status unknown 
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► 404 Vernon Street, Former Deluxe Dry Cleaners – contamination of groundwater and soil by TCE; remedial 
action taken, case is still active 

► 120 Church Street – removal of 2 heating oil USTs, soil contaminated with kerosene was removed, 
monitoring status 

► 121 Church Street – USTs abandoned-in-place in alley; soil testing proposed, 

► 101–108 Church Street / 341 Church Street, City of Roseville – Church St. Redevelopment Project; kerosene 
release to soil; tank and contaminated soil removed; monitoring status, case is still active 

► 510 Washington Boulevard, Beacon Service Station – former A Mart, petroleum hydrocarbons and MTBE 
contamination; active remediation, RWQCB has required ongoing groundwater monitoring, and the case is 
still active 

► 412 Lincoln Street –- former gasoline fuel station until mid-1960s; 2001 removal permit and removal report 
for 1 3,000-gal. fuel UST and 2 6,000-gal. buried railcars used as USTs; gasoline & diesel contamination of 
soil & groundwater, CVRWQCB requested work plan in 2007 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL RELEASE CASES 

The following are historical areas of concern within the Plan area identified during research accomplished as part 
of the Phase I and review of case files and hazardous material inspection reports at the Roseville Fire Department. 

► 316 Vernon Street, parking lot – one fuel underground storage tank (UST), hydraulic lift, and buried drums 
were removed in 2000; stockpiled soils were reported to contain petroleum hydrocarbon and lead 
contamination, but subsequently reused offsite; case was closed in 2002. 

► 725 Vernon Street, Rock of Roseville – search for a suspected abandoned UST revealed nothing. 

► 310 Washington Street – three fuel USTs and one waste oil UST were removed in 1990; petroleum 
hydrocarbons were detected and the pit over-excavated; case was closed in 2005. 

► 300 Lincoln Street, Barker Hotel – a fuel UST was removed and petroleum hydrocarbon contamination of 
soil was detected; soils were removed in 2004, and the case was closed. 

► 301 Lincoln Street – a fuel UST was abandoned in place under permit. 

The following are current areas of concern within the Plan area identified during Phase I records research: 

► 404 Vernon Street – former Deluxe Dry Cleaners operated a leaking sewer that discharged cleaning fluids. 
Groundwater and soils were contaminated by tetracloroethylene, trichloroethylene (TCE), and chloroform. 
Two of the City of Roseville’s groundwater wells were impacted. Remedial action included ozone injection in 
2003. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) has required additional 
remediation and ongoing groundwater monitoring, and the case is still active. 

► 120 Church Street – removal of two heating oil USTs identified soil contaminated with kerosene. 
The contaminated soil was subsequently removed. The status of contamination is being monitored. 

► 121 Church Street – USTs were abandoned in-place in an alley. Soil testing is proposed. 

► 510 Washington Boulevard, Beacon Service Station – gasoline and MTBE released to groundwater from 
UST in 1991. A dual-phase extraction system was implemented in 2003 and a final remediation plan was filed 
in 2005. The RWQCB has required ongoing groundwater monitoring, and the case is still active. 
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► 412 Lincoln Street – former gasoline fuel station operated until the mid-1960’s. In 2001, a permit and report 
for removal of one 3,000-gallon fuel UST and two 6,000-gallon buried railcars used as USTs was submitted. 
Soil and groundwater were contaminated by gasoline and diesel. The CVRWQCB requested a workplan in 
2007. 

► 97 Vernon Street – former Tillet Cleaners contaminated groundwater with TCE / perchlorethylene (PCE). 
Currently in post-remedial, monitoring stage. 

► 200 Washington Street – two abandoned USTs, status unknown. 

The following are historical areas of concern located outside of the Plan area but could impact developments 
within the Plan area. 

► 108 Riverside Avenue, Rose Liquor and Food – a use permit was filed for Bill’s Phillips Service to operate a 
9,000-gallon gasoline UST in 1971; a permit was filed for Triangle, Inc., to install one 10,000-gallon UST in 
1974; permits were filed by P & P Building Wrecking, Inc., to abandon two USTs (4,000-gallon and  
5,000-gallon) and install a new tank in 1977; permits were filed for Rose Food and Liquor to install three 
12,000-gallon USTs and remove two USTs in 1986; an abandoned 550-gallon UST was discovered and a 
gasoline release detected in 2002 during dispensing system upgrading; WEGE removed the tank and 
excavated contaminated soils in 2002; the CVRWQCB required additional groundwater sampling; the case is 
still active. 

► 604 Riverside Avenue, Eskridge’s Chevron #9-29-37 – two 10,000-gallon USTs and one 5,000-gallon UST 
were installed in 1970; one waste-oil UST (unknown size) was removed and replaced with a new UST and 
contaminated soils were disposed in 1994; 10 gallons of gasoline were released by a car that tore off the 
dispenser nozzle, and impacted soil was removed; in 1995, three gasoline USTs (unknown size) were 
removed and replaced with three 12,000-gallon USTs, petroleum-product contaminated soils were found; site 
investigation was performed in 1995 and a soil vapor extraction system was installed; sparging wells and 
monitoring wells were installed through 2002; additional subsurface investigations were performed in 2003 
and 2004; CVRWQCB has required ongoing groundwater monitoring, and the case is still active. 

► 609B Riverside Avenue, Sierra Station #13 / Riverside Beacon – release of petroleum hydrocarbons to 
groundwater detected during upgrade inspections in 1998; a site investigation was performed in 2000; 
groundwater extraction work plan prepared in 2001; additional site characterization and installation of 
monitoring wells conducted in 2003; CVRWQCB has required ongoing groundwater monitoring and the 
coordination of monitoring efforts with the remediation occurring at 604 Riverside Avenue. 

► 200 to 1600 Vernon Street and 6125 Atkinson Street, Union Pacific Rail Road Roseville Yard – a permit 
was filed to remove one waste oil tank at the yard near Vernon Street and 3rd Street in 1986; in 1984, soil and 
groundwater contamination at North Yard Operable Unit was addressed; from 1984 to 1994, approximately 
57,000 cubic yards of petroleum hydrocarbon-impacted soils were excavated for off-site disposal and 
1,166,000 gallons of impacted ground water were pumped and treated or disposed of off-site according to the 
1993 and 1996 Remedial Action Plans; an additional Remedial Action Plan was approved in 2003 for 
disposal of an additional 250 cubic yards of impacted soil; in 2002, at Building 7244, approximately  
1,000 gallons of diesel fuel were spilled, 200 gallons of free product was removed, contaminated soil was 
removed; in 2003, a leaking locomotive fuel tank released 250 gallons of diesel fuel, impacted soil was 
excavated and disposed; the 2003 report by Environmental Resources Management entitled “Phase III 
Remedial Investigation Interim Data Report and Additional Investigation Recommendations” is intended to 
coordinate, with Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), remedial investigations and actions at the 
entire Roseville Yard and determine the extent of petroleum hydrocarbon plume(s); the case is still active. 

► 100 Elm Street, Sal’s Garage – waste oil was released to soil in 1991; a Phase II ESA was performed in 
1994; remedial action was taken, and the case was closed. 
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► 200 Atlantic Street, Brick Paolini Texaco – 1970 use permits for two 5,000-gal. gasoline UST, one 2,000-
gallon diesel USTs; 1971 use permits for one 2,000-gallon diesel UST and one 14,000-gallon gasoline UST; 
1971 install permit (to Triangle Inc.) for one 4,000-gallon UST; 1984 install permit for three 5,000-gallon 
USTs (Paul Becker Service Station); 1984 abandon/remove permit for three 5,000-gallon USTs and one 
2,000-gallon UST; 1995 use permits for one 5,000-gallon diesel UST, two 5,000-gallon gasoline USTs 
(all installed 1983). 

► 1017 Douglas Boulevard, Former E-Z Serve #100875 – CVRWQCB requested additional remedial action for 
gasoline contamination of soil and groundwater. 

► 1000 Douglas Boulevard, Douglas Exxon – petroleum hydrocarbon remediation complete; monitoring status. 

Section 4.8.2, “Regulatory Setting,” is revised by adding the following discussion after the 
subsection “City of Roseville General Plan 2020”: 

CITY OF ROSEVILLE HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN 

The City of Roseville developed the Roseville Hazard Mitigation Plan (RHMP) in an effort to reduce future loss 
of life and property resulting from disasters. As part of the RHMP, the Plan includes hazard mitigation intended to 
reduce or alleviate the loss of life, personal injury, and property damage that could result from a disaster or hazard 
through long- and short-term strategies. The RHMP identifies human-caused hazard risks associated with the 
transportation of hazardous materials and potential incidents that could occur from such activities at the Roseville 
rail yard. Specifically, the HMP includes mitigation initiatives as part of the mitigation strategy which provides 
the City’s blueprint for reducing potential losses associated with a risk. The following mitigation initiatives are 
intended to reduce or avoid long-term vulnerabilities identified with human-caused hazards which could include 
activities related to transporting hazardous materials at the Roseville rail yard. 

• HC-3: Enhance emergency response capability of City by contingency planning for specific events 
based on identified vulnerabilities. 

• HC-4: Seek to establish appropriate staffing levels of public safety personnel to address vulnerabilities 
identified. 

• HC-5: Prepare a site-specific vulnerability assessment of City- owned critical facilities that use the best 
available science and technology with regards human-caused hazards. 

• HC-6: Develop and enhance a Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP) specific to human-caused hazards. 

Section 4.8.3, “Environmental Impacts,” is revised as follows: 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The proposed project would cause a significant impact related to hazardous materials and public health if it 
would: 

► create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials; 

► create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; 

► emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; 
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► be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or the environment; 

► result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Plan area, for projects within an airport land use 
plan or within two miles of a public airport; 

► impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan; 

► expose construction workers to hazardous materials that would create health risks during construction; or 

► create a health or potential health hazard. 

Activities associated with the Specific Plan, along with future land uses in the Plan area, would not have the 
potential to impair or physically interfere with implementation of the Roseville Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
Mitigation initiatives identified in the RHMP are intended to reduce or avoid long-term vulnerabilities and 
hazards throughout the City of Roseville and are not specific to the Downtown Roseville area (see Section 4.8.2, 
“Regulatory Setting”). Mitigation initiatives of the RHMP would continue to be applied throughout the City of 
Roseville, including the Plan area, with implementation of the proposed project. This issue will not be discussed 
further in this DEIR. 

SECTION 4.10, AIR QUALITY 

Exhibit 4.10-1, on page 4.10-11, is hereby revised as follows: 

In response to comments received from the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD), Exhibit 
4.10-1: 2003 Estimated Cancer Risk Contours (excess cases per one million people), has been revised to include 
the 100 in million risk isopleths as shown on the following page. 

Table 4.10-4 is revised as follows: 

Table 4.10-4 
Summary of Modeled Long- Term Project-Generated, Operation-Related Emissions 

Emissions- pounds per day (lb/day) 
Source 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.51 

Project Operational2 Emissions 

 Area Sources 270.69 42.18 173.47 166.97 

 Mobile Sources 436.78 637.39 752.27 146.98 

Total Unmitigated at 20-Year Buildout  
(Assuming 20091990 Emission Levels) 707.5 679.6 925.7 314.0 

PCAPCD Significance Threshold: 82 82 82 - 
1 PCAPCD has not adopted a significance threshold for PM2.5, however the emissions are included for disclosure purposes. 
Refer to Appendix F for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 
2 For modeling purposes, emissions were estimated using 2009 as the first year of full project operation, even though the project would not 

become fully operational for over a period of twenty years. The earliest phases of the project were conservatively estimated to become 
operational in the year 2009. However, mobile-source emission factors at full project buildout would be lower due to more stringent vehicle 
emissions standards and assumed vehicle fleet turnover. Areas source emissions would also be lower, as the table does not reflect energy-
efficient construction and appliances. 

Source: Data modeled by EDAW 2008. 
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Source: Placer County Air Pollution Control District, Roseville Rail Yard Study, 2004 

 
2003 Estimated Cancer Risk Contours (excess cases per one million people) Exhibit 4.10-1 
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Fourth paragraph on page 4.10-16 under section “Placer County Air Pollution Control District” 
is revised as follows: 

In July of 1997, the EPA promulgated a new 8-hour ozone standard. This change lowered the standard for 
ambient ozone from 0.12 ppm averaged over one hour to 0.08 ppm averaged over eight hours. In general, the 8-
hour standard is more protective of public health and more stringent than the 1-hour standard. The promulgation 
of this standard prompted new designations and nonattainment classifications in June 2004, and resulted in the 
revocation of the 1-hour standard in June 2005. The region has been designated as a nonattainment 
(serioussevere) area for the national (8-hour) ozone standard with an attainment deadline of June 20132018. 

Third bullet at top of page 4.10-26 is revised as follows: 

► Long-term operation-related emissions of ROG and NOX exceed the PCAPCD-recommended cumulative 
mass emissions threshold of 10 lb/day (applicable during summer months only). 

Impact 4.10-2 statement on page 4.10-28, is revised as follows: 

IMPACT  
4.10-2 

Generation of Long-Term Operation-Related (Regional) Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Ozone Precursors. Operation-related activities would result in project-generated emissions of ROG, NOX 
or PM10 that exceed PCAPCD’s significance threshold of 82 lb/day. Project-generated operation-related 
emissions of ROG and NOX would also exceed PCAPCD’s recommended cumulative summertime 
threshold of 10 lb/day In addition, the proposed project would require a General Plan amendment to allow 
for development of desired land uses in downtown Roseville. Thus, project-generated, operation-related 
emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and/or 
conflict with air quality planning efforts. As a result, this impact is considered significant. 

Fourth paragraph on page 4.10-29 under Impact 4.10-2 is revised as follows: 

Based on the modeling conducted, operation-related activities would result in project-generated emissions of 
ROG, NOX and PM10 that exceed PCAPCD’s applicable thresholds of 82 lb/day. Consequently, project-generated 
operation-related emissions of ROG and NOX would also exceed PCAPCD’s recommended summertime 
cumulative significance threshold of 10 lb/day. In addition, PCAPCD relies, to a certain degree; on land use 
designations contained in general plan documents applicable to its jurisdiction. PCAPCD refers to the contents of 
approved general plans in order to forecast, inventory, and allocate regional emissions from land use and 
development-related sources. These emissions budgets are used in statewide air quality attainment planning 
efforts. Because the proposed project would require a general plan amendment to allow for development of the 
desired land uses in downtown Roseville, emissions that would be associated with the new land use types would 
not already be accounted for in regional air quality planning efforts. Thus, project-generated, operation-related 
emissions could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation and result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants, especially considering the nonattainment status of the 
Placer County portion of the SVAB, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and/or 
conflict with air quality planning efforts. As a result, this would be a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 on page 4.10-36 is revised as follows: 

The following is a list of mitigation measures developed by PCAPCD to reduce long-term operational impacts to 
local and regional air quality. Due to the severe nonattainment designation in western Placer County for federal 
standards, all projects should implement those measures that are logical and feasible. 
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1.  Exceed California Title 24 2008 energy efficiency standards by a minimum of 10%requirements. Areas of 
Title 24 to be exceeded (e.g., insulation, appliances, and fixtures) shall be determined by the applicant and the 
City. 

2.  All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208-volt power outlet for every two-
dock door. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes and must be required to 
connect to the 110/208-volt power to run any auxiliary equipment. Signage shall be provided. 

3.  Install a gas outlet in all outdoor recreational fire pits, and permanently installed cooking appliances. 

4.  Only natural gas fireplace appliances are permitted. Where propane or natural gas service is not available, 
only EPA Phase II certified wood-burning devices shall be allowed in single-family residences. The emission 
potential from each residence shall not exceed 7.5 grams per hour. Wood-burning or Pellet appliances shall 
not be permitted in multi-family developments. 

5.  Where feasible, install solar electric generation systems. Recommend participation in Roseville Electric 
incentive programs for energy-efficient development. 

SECTION 4.11, NOISE 

Pages 4.11-26 and 4.11-29 are hereby revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-3: Long-Term Operational Stationary Source Noise Levels: 

Project applicant(s) for industrial and commercial/office land uses shall implement the following measures to 
reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels from future stationary sources. 

1. Industrial and Commercial/Office Land Uses. Where these land uses adjoin common property lines with noise-
sensitive uses, the following mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project design to reduce noise 
exposure from future stationary sources. 

a. During project review the City’s Planning Department shall determine if the proposed use would likely 
generate noise levels adversely affecting the adjacent noise-sensitive uses. If a proposed project has the 
potential to generate or expose noise-sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding the City of Roseville noise 
standards (Tables 4.11-4 through 4.11-6) or result in a substantial (3 dB or greater) permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels, the project applicant shall prepare a site-specific acoustical analysis. The acoustical 
analysis shall be conducted in accordance with the City of Roseville General Plan requirements shown in 
Table 4.11-5. 

b. Loading and unloading areas shall be located so that commercial buildings shield nearby residential land 
uses from noise generated by loading dock and delivery activities. If necessary, additional sound barriers 
shall be constructed on the commercial sites to protect nearby noise-sensitive uses. 

c. Loading dock activity and delivery truck activity at the commercial uses developed on the project site 
shall only occur during the daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., in order to prevent evening and nighttime 
sleep disturbance at nearby residential land uses. 

d. All commercial HVAC machinery shall be located within mechanical equipment rooms wherever 
possible. Equipment manufacturer’s specifications for venting and access to outside air shall be 
maintained. 

e. Localized noise barriers or rooftop parapets shall be constructed around the HVAC, cooling towers, and 
mechanical equipment so that line-of-site to the noise source from the property line of the noise-sensitive 
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receptors is blocked. Equipment manufacturer’s specifications for venting and access to outside air shall 
be maintained. 

f. Property maintenance activities at commercial and office uses shall be restricted to daytime hours 
between 8 a.m. and 9 p.m. 

g. The owner or developer of any mixed-use building containing residential units shall provide written 
notice to all future residents, occupants, and users that the surrounding area may be subject to levels of 
noise associated with commercial uses at higher levels than would be expected in residential areas. 

SECTION 4.12, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Bulleted list on page 4.12-1 is hereby revised as follows: 

► Downtown Specific Plan Hydraulic Study (RFB Consulting 2008), 
► Dry Creek Coordinated Resource Management Plan. (ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2003), 
► Dry Creek Bank Erosion Management Plan (Swanson Hydrology & Geomorphology 2003), 
► Dry Creek Greenway Regional Vision (Foothill 2004), and 
► Royer / Saugstad Park Master Plan Update (Carducci & Associates, Inc. 2007)., 
► Biological Resources Assessment, Downtown Vernon Street and Historic Old Town Specific Plan, Roseville, 

Placer County, California (Downtown Solutions, February 28, 2007). 

Second paragraph on page 4.12-15 is hereby revised as follows: 

Royer and Saugstad Park Improvements: The proposed pedestrian bridge and grand staircase, in combination 
with relocation of the Ice House Bridge and construction of a bike path (see Figure 6 in Appendix D), would not 
increase 100-year flood water surface elevations in Royer Park or upstream. However, the favorable results are 
based on bridge alignments different than those presented in the Specific Plan. Specifically, the HEC-RAS model 
was revised based on new information gathered in the field and from aerial surveys. Consideration of other 
alignments and configurations other than those shown as part of the RBF analysis for the two bridges will require 
additional hydraulic review. Proposed relocation of the Library Bridge in combination with development of the 
amphitheater would not affect water surface elevations. 
 
SECTION 5.4, GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

Last paragraph on page 5-20 is hereby revised as follows: 

Although neither the ARB nor any air district in California, including the PCAPCD, has identified a significance 
threshold for analyzing GHG emissions generated by a proposed project or a methodology for analyzing air 
quality impacts related to global warming, California has identified goals to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
by the year 2020 with adoption of AB 32. To meet AB 32 goals, California would need to generate lower levels of 
GHG emissions than current levels, while accommodating 30 years of population and economic growth in the 
state. In addition, by adoption of SB 97 California has committed to developing and adopting CEQA Guidelines 
to assist local jurisdictions in their assessment. Because no standards have yet been adopted, it is recognized that 
for most projects there is no simple metric available to determine if a single project would substantially increase 
or decrease overall GHG emission levels (e.g., help or hinder meeting the AB 32 emission goals). In addition, at 
this time AB 32 only applies to stationary source emissions. For the purposes of this analysis and absent guidance 
from State and local agencies, the City has chosen the following approach to analyzing GHG emissions in the 
context of CEQA: 1) quantify the mass of GHG emissions associated with the proposed project using 
recommended and widely accepted calculation tools available at this time of writing, 2) if the project would result 
in a substantial increase in GHG emissions, then the impact would be considered significant, and 3) implement 
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