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Acronyms and Abbreviations 


AB  Assembly Bill 
ARB  California Air Resources Board 
BAU  Business‐As‐Usual 
ºC  degrees Centigrade  
CALGreen  California’s Green Building Standard Code 
CalRecycle  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
CCR  California Code of Regulations 
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Executive Summary 


The City of Yuba City  (City)  is committed to providing a more  livable, equitable, and economically 
vibrant  community  through  the  incorporation  of  resource  efficiency  features  and  reduction  of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. By using resources more efficiently, the City will keep dollars in the 
local economy, create jobs, and improve the community’s quality of life. The efforts toward increasing 
energy efficiency described  in this document would be done  in coordination with the City’s other 
planning land use decisions. Through the City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan (Plan), the City has 
established  goals  and  policies  that  incorporate  environmental  responsibility  into  its  daily 
management of its community and municipal operations. 


INVENTORIES 


The first step in completing the Plan was to identify and prepare the City’s baseline GHG emissions 
inventory. A baseline inventory is established as a starting point against which other inventories may 
be compared and  targets may be  set.  It generally  is  set at  the earliest year with a  full emissions 
inventory.  The  City  has  identified  2005  as  its  baseline  year  and  completed  the  2005  emissions 
inventory for community‐wide sectors. The results of the 2005 inventory are shown in Figure ES‐1. 
Sector‐level emissions for 2005 are shown in Table ES‐1. 


FIGURE ES-1 Community GHG Emissions by Sector, 2005 
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TABLE ES-1 Community-Wide GHG Emissions and Activity Data by Sector, 2005 


Sector 
2005 Activity 


Data Unit 
2005 GHG 
Emission 


(MTCO2e) 


% of Total 
Emission 


On‐Road Transportation  1,380,061  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
per Day 


243,333   48% 


Residential Energy 


Electricity  568,989 


MMBtu 


37,296 


17% 


Natural Gas  888,465  47,227 


Fuel Oil/Kerosene  883  67 


Propane  23,522  1,495 


Wood  12,601  100 


Commercial Energy 


Electricity  570,332 


MMBtu 


41,321 


29% Natural Gas  1,987,160  105,462 


Diesel  2,270  168 


Water 


Electricity  24,385 


MMBtu 


1,598 


<1% Natural Gas  1,328  71 


Diesel  71  5 


Solid Waste  66,942  Tons  13,650  3% 


Wastewater  58,253  Population Served  3,643  1% 


Off‐Road Sources1  67  % Population  15,474  3% 


Total  –  –  510,911  100% 


Source: City and SACOG; City of Yuba City Community and Municipal Operations 2005 Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Inventories (2012) 


1 Off-road emissions are available at the county level through ARB’s OFFROAD model. Emissions attributable to the City 
were derived using population as indicator data. 
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Similarly,  the  City’s municipal  operations were  inventoried  for  year  2005.  Figure  ES‐2  shows  the 
municipal emissions. Municipal emissions are a subset of community emissions and account for about 
3 percent of community emissions. Sector‐level details for 2005 are shown in Table ES‐2. 


 


FIGURE ES-2 Municipal GHG Emissions by Sector, 2005 
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TABLE ES-2 Municipal GHG Emissions and Activity Data by Sector for 2005 


Sector 2005 Activity 
Data 


Unit 
2005 GHG 
Emission 


(MTCO2e) 


% of Total 
Emission 


Buildings and Facilities 


Natural Gas  6,565


MMBtu 


430 


8% Electricity  4,466 237 


Diesel (Backup Generators)  153 11 


Employee Commute 


Gas  1,501,609
Vehicle Miles Traveled 


660 
9% 


Diesel  200,872 103 


Vehicle Fleet 


On‐Road—Gas  49,750


Gallons 


442 


11% 
On‐Road—Diesel  19,410 198 


Non‐Road—Gas  395 3 


Non‐Road—Diesel  22,723 232 


Outdoor Lights 


City Owned  6,110 MMBtu  401  5% 


Solid Waste 


Landfilled  384 Tons  124  2% 


Water Delivery 


Natural Gas  24,385


MMBtu 


1,598 


20% Electricity  1,328 71 


Diesel (Backup Generators)  71 5 


Wastewater  58,253 Population Served  3,643  45% 


Refrigerants 


R‐134a  0.02673 Tons  35  <1% 


Total  —  —  8,194  100% 


Source:  City of Yuba City; City of Yuba City Community and Municipal Operations 2005 Baseline Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Inventories (2012) 
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FORECASTS AND TARGET SETTING 


The next step in the process was to estimate future emissions in the City and establish GHG reduction 
targets. Consistent with the State’s adopted AB 32 GHG reduction target, the City has set a goal to 
reduce emissions back to 1990  levels by the year 2020. This target was calculated as a 15‐percent 
decrease  from 2005  levels,  as  recommended  in  the AB 32  Scoping Plan. A  longer‐term  goal was 
established for 2035. The goal for 2035 is to reduce emissions to 49 percent below 2005 levels, which 
would put the City on a path toward the State’s  long‐term goal to reduce emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050 (Table ES‐3). The emissions targets are provided as efficiency‐based metric, 
which provides an apples‐to‐apples approach to compare efficiency and emission generation rates on 
a  per‐person  basis.    An  efficiency‐based metric  can  utilize  a  ‘per  capita’  approach  or  a  ‘service 
population’ approach. The per‐capita approach counts only residents of a specific area, whereas the 
service population (SP) approach includes both residents and the number of jobs or employees of an 
area. 


TABLE ES-3 Emission Reduction Targets for Community and Municipal Operations 


 Community Municipal 


2020 Reduction Target  15% Below 2005 BAU Levels 


2020 Emissions Target (MTCO2e/SP)  5.82  0.09 


2035 Reduction Target  49% Below 2005 BAU Levels 


2035 Emissions Target (MTCO2e/SP)  3.49  0.06 


The City’s  future  emissions  for horizon  years  2020  and  2035 were  estimated using demographic 
indicators such as population and  jobs growth. Emissions for the City’s municipal operations were 
estimated using the number of staff anticipated in future years. Growth indicators used are shown by 
sector in Table ES‐4. 
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TABLE ES-4 Growth Indicators for 2005, 2020, and 2035 


Sector 
Demographic 


Indicator 2005 2020 2035 
2005-2020 


CAGR1 
2020-2035 


CAGR1 


NA2  Population  57,975 66,812 75,245 0.95%  0.80% 


Residential Energy  Households  19,711 24,522 26,099 1.47%  0.42% 


Commercial/Industrial 
Energy 


Jobs  16,600 26,639 33,331 3.20%  1.51% 


Solid Waste, Water, 
Wastewater, Off‐Road 
Sources 


Service Population 
(population + jobs)


74,575 93,451 108,576 1.52%  1.01% 


Transportation 
Vehicle Miles 
Traveled per Day 


1,380,061 2,251,840 3,123,620 3.32%  2.21% 


Municipal Emissions3  Municipal Jobs  450 450 473 0%  0.33% 


Source: SACOG 
1: Compound annual growth rate. 
2: Not Applicable. Population data are shown for informational purposes but are not used for forecasting any sector. 
3: Except for Wastewater treatment, which will increase based on service population increase. 


For each horizon year, two emissions inventory scenarios were prepared. One, the business‐as‐usual 
(BAU)  scenario,  does  not  incorporate  any  emission  reductions  associated with  State  regulations 
adopted  in or after 2008. The second, considered the “adjusted” business‐as‐usual (Adjusted BAU) 
forecast, incorporated reductions that would happen with implementation of legislation adopted at 
the State level in or after 2008. That is, some level of emission reduction is anticipated within the City 
as a result of policies implemented at the State level, including: 


 Low Carbon Fuel Standard 


 Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 and Advanced Clean Cars 


 California Building Code Title 24 


 Renewable Portfolio Standard 


 Senate Bill X7‐7 


Historic emissions, the BAU, and Adjusted BAU forecasts are shown in Figure ES‐3 (community) and 
Figure ES‐4 (municipal). 
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FIGURE ES-3 Community BAU and Adjusted BAU Emissions Forecast 


 


FIGURE ES-4 Municipal BAU and Adjusted BAU Emissions Forecast 
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REDUCTION MEASURES 


The City has already demonstrated  its commitment  to use  resources more efficiently and  reduce 
emissions  through  a  variety  of  programs  and  policies.  Programs  to  reduce  emissions  include 
implementing water‐efficient  landscape  ordinances  and  participating  in multiple  home  financing 
programs that will allow home and business owners to obtain  low‐interest loans for  implementing 
energy efficiency in their buildings. To reach the reduction target, the City also would implement the 
additional  local  reduction  measures  described  in  this  Plan.  These  measures  encourage  energy 
efficiency,  water  conservation  and  active  forms  of  transportation.  Table  ES‐5  and  Table  ES‐6 
summarize the reductions from measures that would be implemented to meet the community and 
municipal GHG reduction goals, respectively, for 2020 and 2035. 


 


TABLE ES-5 Community GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


Goal 1: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Residential Units 


1.1: Energy Efficiency Education and Best Practices  Supporting Measure 


1.2: Increase Community Participation in Existing Energy Efficiency 


Opportunities 
40  161 


1.3: Promote or Establish Free or Required Home Energy Evaluations  Supporting Measure 


1.4: Establish, Promote, or Require Residential Home Energy 


Renovations 
4,694  18,777 


Goal 2: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Residential Units 


2.1: Exceed Energy Efficiency Standards  2,719  10,875 


Goal 3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Commercial Units 


3.1: Energy Efficiency Training, Education, and Recognition in the 


Commercial Sector 
Supporting Measure 


3.2: Increase Business Participation in Existing Energy Efficiency 


Programs 
286  1,146 


3.3: Incentivize of Require Non‐Residential Energy Audits  Supporting Measure 


3.4: Establish, Promote, Incentivize or Require Non‐Residential 


Retrofits. 
7,543  30,172 


Goal 4: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Commercial Units 


4.1: Exceed Energy Efficiency Standards  14,994  59,975 


Goal 5: Increase Energy Efficiency through Water Efficiency 
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TABLE ES-5 Community GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


5.1: Support Water Efficiency through Enhanced Implementation of SB 


X7‐7 
74  298 


5.2: Exceed Water Efficiency Standards   <1  2 


Goal 6: Decrease Energy Demand through Reducing Urban Heat Island Effect 


6.1: Tree Planting for Shading and Energy Efficiency  106  425 


6.2: Light‐reflecting Surfaces for Energy Efficiency  6  23 


Goal 7: Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled 


7.1: Encourage non‐motorized transportation options  831  3,324 


7.2: Encourage, promote, incentivize or expand use of transit services  572  2,289 


7.3: Implement and enhance Bicycle Master Plan to Expand Bike Routes 


around the City 
46  183 


7.4: Promote Ride Sharing Programs within Businesses  352  1,409 


7.5: Electrify the Fleet  127  507 


Goal 8: Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Reducing Solid Waste Generation 


 8.1: Reduce Waste to Landfills  8,393  70,967 


Goal 9: Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Increasing Clean Energy Use 


 9.1: Promote Clean Energy  50,401  201,606 


Goal 10: Decrease GHG Emissions from New Development through Performance Standards 


 10.1: Screening Tables  8,627  13,899 


Total Community Measures  


Total of all Measures listed above  99,813  416,039 


Notes and Acronyms: 
BAU = Business as Usual  MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 


 


 


TABLE ES-6 Municipal GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


Goal M‐1: Participate in Education, Outreach, and Planning Efforts for Energy Efficiency 


M‐1.1: Increase Energy Savings through the PG&E Energy Watch Partnership  Tracking Measure 


Goal M‐2: Increase Energy Efficiency in Municipal Buildings 
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TABLE ES-6 Municipal GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


M‐2.1: Conduct Municipal Energy Audit  Supporting Measure 


M‐2.2: Demand Response Programs  Tracking Measure 


M‐2.3: Direct Install Program  122.68  154.72 


M‐2.4: Procurement Policy for Energy Efficient Equipment  Tracking Measure 


M‐2.5: Recycled Solid Waste  Tracking Measure 


M‐2.6: Recycled Water  Tracking Measure 


Goal M‐3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Community Buildings and Infrastructure 


M‐3.1: Traffic Signal and Outdoor Lighting Retrofits  193.87  193.87 


M‐3.2: Upgrade or Incorporate Water‐Conserving Landscape  Tracking Measure 


M‐3.3: Plant Trees for Shade and Carbon Sequestration  Tracking Measure 


Goal M‐4: On‐Road Energy Efficiency Enhancements; Employee Commute and Vehicle Fleet 


M‐4.1: Introduce Bus Transit Pass Benefits  36.21  68.47 


M‐4.2: Encourage or Incentivize Purchase of Hybrid or Electric Vehicles  15.52  29.34 


M‐4.3: Replace or Supplement Vehicle Fleet with Hybrid/Electric Vehicles  6.99  9.20 


Goal M‐5: Increase Onsite Energy Generation at Municipal Facilities 


M‐5.1: Install Solar and/or Wind‐Power Facilities  420.59  420.59 


Total Municipal Measures  


Total of all Measures listed above  795.86  876.19 


Notes and Acronyms: 
BAU = Business as Usual  MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 


II 


II 
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction 


The  City  of  Yuba  City  (City)  is  committed  to 
continuing to provide a high quality of living in a way 
that  supports  land  use  patterns  that  promotes 
healthy  living,  community  character,  and  efficient 
use of resources such as water and energy. By using 
energy  and  water  more  efficiently,  harnessing 
renewable  energy  to  power  buildings,  recycling 
waste,  and  enhancing  access  to  active  forms  of 
transportation, the City can keep dollars  in  its  local 
economy,  create  jobs,  and  improve  community 
quality of life. To that end, the City has implemented 
a number of resource resiliency efforts and seeks to 
continue  those  efforts  through  local  planning  and 
partnerships.  The  City  of  Yuba  City  Resource 
Efficiency Plan (Plan)  integrates the City’s past and current efforts with future efforts to grow and 
thrive sustainably. 


PURPOSE 


The Plan has three primary purposes: 


1.  Present the City’s plan for utilizing resources 
effectively  and  reducing  greenhouse  gas 
(GHG) emissions. 


2.  Identify  how  the  City  will  effectively 
implement this Plan by promoting economic 
competiveness,  obtaining  funding  for 
program  implementation,  and  tracking  and 
monitoring  the  progress  of  Plan 
implementation over time. 


3.  Demonstrate  consistency  with  State  GHG 
reduction  goals  and  meet  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
requirements.
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CLIMATE CHANGE SCIENCE 


Climate change is a term used to describe large‐scale shifts in patterns in earth’s climate system, and 
is measured by alterations in wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. These changes 
are assessed using historical  records of  temperature  changes occurring  in  the past. Although  the 
climate has historically responded to natural drivers, recent climate change has been unequivocally 
linked to increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases in earth’s atmosphere. 


Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they transform 
the  light of  the  sun  into heat,  similar  to  the glass walls of a greenhouse. Human‐generated GHG 
emissions  significantly  contribute  to  the  changes  in  the  global  climate, which  have  a  number  of 
physical and environmental effects. Effects associated with global climate change  include sea  level 
rise, increase in frequency and intensity of droughts, and increased temperature. In California, climate 
change effects also include increased risk of large wildfires, exacerbation of air quality problems, and 
an increase in extreme weather events. Increased GHG emissions are largely the result of increasing 
energy consumption, particularly through the combustion of fossil fuels. 


The  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Climate  Change  (IPCC)  assesses  scientific,  technical,  and 
socioeconomic  information relevant to the understanding of climate change,  its potential  impacts, 
and options for adaptation and mitigation. The IPCC identifies the following key GHG compounds:  


 Carbon dioxide (CO2) 


 Methane (CH4) 


 Nitrous oxide (N2O) 


 Perfluorocarbons (PFC) 


 Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 


 Hydrofluorocarbons (HFC) 


The  first  three  (CO2, CH4, N2O) are emitted by common activities, such as on‐road  travel, and are 
reported in this Plan as described further below. 


Each GHG has a different capacity to trap heat as well as different atmospheric lifetimes. Therefore, 
the global warming potential (GWP) of each GHG is compared with a reference gas. Carbon dioxide is 
the reference gas used for GWP, and has a GWP of one. Methane’s GWP of 21 indicates that methane 
has 21 times greater warming affect than CO2 on a molecule per molecule basis.  


GHG  emissions  are  generally  reported  in metric  tons  (MT)  of  CO2  equivalents  (CO2e).  A  CO2e  is 
calculated using the mass emissions of an individual GHG multiplied by its GWP. The calculation of 
the CO2e is a consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions, since it normalizes various GHG 
emissions to a consistent reference gas. 


Carbon Dioxide  (CO2)  is  the most  important anthropogenic GHG and  accounts  for more  than 75 
percent of all GHG emissions caused by humans.  Its atmospheric  lifetime of 50–200 years ensures 
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that atmospheric concentrations of CO2 will remain elevated for decades, even after mitigation efforts 
to reduce GHG concentrations are  implemented. The primary sources of anthropogenic CO2  in the 
atmosphere  include  the  burning  of  fossil  fuels  (including  motor  vehicles),  gas  flaring,  cement 
production, and  land use changes  (e.g., deforestation, oxidation of elemental carbon). CO2 can be 
removed  from  the  atmosphere  by  photosynthetic  organisms  (e.g.,  plants  and  certain  bacteria). 
Atmospheric CO2 has increased from a preindustrial concentration of 280 parts per million (ppm) to 
397 ppm in 2014.1 


Methane (CH4), the main component of natural gas,  is the second most abundant GHG and has a 
GWP of 25. Sources of anthropogenic emissions of CH4 include using natural gas, burning fossil fuels, 
landfill outgassing, certain agricultural practices, and mining coal. Certain land uses also function as a 
both a  source and  sink  for CH4. For example,  the primary  terrestrial  source of CH4 are wetlands, 
whereas undisturbed, aerobic soils act as a CH4 sink (i.e., they remove CH4 from the atmosphere). 
Atmospheric CH4 has increased from a pre‐industrial concentration of 715 parts per billion (ppb) to 
1,820 ppb in 2014.2 


Nitrous Oxide (N2O) is a powerful GHG, with a GWP of 298. Anthropogenic sources of N2O include 
combustion of fossil fuels, agricultural processes (e.g., fertilizer application), and nylon production. In 
the United States more than 70 percent of N2O emissions are related to agricultural soil management 
practices, particularly  fertilizer application. N2O concentrations  in  the atmosphere have  increased 
nearly 21 percent, from pre‐industrial levels of 270 ppb to 326 ppb in 2014.3 


BENEFITS OF THE PLAN 


This Plan benefits the City in many direct and indirect ways. 


■ Local Control—This Plan allows the City to identify strategies to reduce resource consumption, 
costs, and GHG emissions in all economic sectors in a way that maintains local control over 
the issues and fits the character of the community. It also may position the City for funding to 
implement programs tied to climate goals. 


■ Energy and Resource Efficiency—This Plan  identifies opportunities  for  the City  to  increase 
energy  efficiency  and  lower  GHG  emissions  in  a  manner  that  is  most  feasible  in  the 
community.  Reducing  energy  consumption  through  increasing  the  efficiency  of  energy 
technologies, reducing energy use, and using renewable sources of energy are effective ways 
to reduce GHG emissions. Energy efficiency also provides opportunities for cost‐savings. 


■ Increased Public Health—Many of the GHG reduction strategies  identified  in this Plan also 
have local public health benefits. Benefits include local air quality improvements; creating a 


                                                       
 
1 NOAA, Annual Greenhouse Gas Index (AGGI), http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.fig2.png (accessed March 19, 
2015). 
2 NOAA, Annual Greenhouse Gas Index (AGGI), http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.fig2.png (accessed March 19, 
2015). 
3 NOAA, Annual Greenhouse Gas Index (AGGI), http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.fig2.png (accessed March 19, 
2015). 
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more  active  community  through  implementing  resource‐efficient  living  practices;  and 
reducing health risks, such as heat stroke, that would be otherwise elevated by climate change 
impacts such as increased extreme heat days. 


■ Demonstrating Consistency with State GHG Reduction Goals—A GHG reduction plan may be 
used as GHG mitigation in a General Plan to demonstrate that the City is aligned with State 
goals for reducing GHG emissions to a level considered less than cumulatively considerable. 


■ Meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Requirements—California Environmental 
Quality Act  (CEQA)  requires  impacts  from GHG emissions  to be  reviewed  for discretionary 
projects  (such as proposed development projects). A qualified GHG reduction plan may be 
used by future development projects as the basis for GHG analysis in their CEQA documents, 
resulting  in greater certainty  for developers and cost‐effectiveness  for developers and City 
staff. The City of Yuba City developed an Initial Study/Negative Declaration that contains the 
analysis and CEQA findings for this Plan. With completion of the CEQA review and adoption 
by City Council,  this Plan will be a  fully qualified GHG  reduction plan as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.5(b)(1). 


REGULATORY SETTING 


International agreements, federal, and State actions to stabilize GHG emissions and reduce impacts 
associated with climate change have been implemented beginning as early as 1988. The government 
agencies discussed below work  jointly, as well as  individually,  to address GHG emissions  through 
legislation, regulations, planning, policy‐making, education, and a variety of programs. 


Federal 


United States Environmental Protection Agency 


In  2007,  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(USEPA) has authority to regulate GHGs (Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, Docket 
No. 05–1120). As such, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the USEPA is allowed to regulate CO2 and 
other GHGs as pollutants under Section 202(a)(1) of the federal Clean Air Act. 


State 


California Air Resources Board 


The California Air Resources Board (ARB), a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency is 
responsible for the coordination and administration of both federal and State air pollution control 
and  climate  change programs within California.  In  this  capacity, ARB  conducts  research,  sets  the 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control 
measures, and provides oversight of local programs. ARB establishes emissions standards for motor 
vehicles sold in California, consumer products, and various types of commercial equipment. 
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Executive Order S-3-05 


On  June 1, 2005, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced through Executive Order 
S‐3‐05, the following GHG emissions targets: 


■ By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels 


■ By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 


■ By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels 


Executive Order B-30-15 


On April 29, 2015, California Governor Jerry Brown announced through Executive Order B‐30‐15, the 
following GHG emissions target: 


■ By 2030, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 


The emission reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 is an interim‐year goal to make 
it possible to reach the ultimate goal of reducing emissions 80 percent under 1990 levels by 2050. 


Assembly Bill 1493, Clean Car Standards 


Known  as  “Pavley I,”  AB 1493  standards were  the  nation’s  first GHG  standards  for  automobiles. 
AB 1493 requires ARB to adopt vehicle standards that will lower GHG emissions from new light‐duty 
autos to the maximum extent feasible. Additional strengthening of the Pavley standards (referred to 
previously as “Pavley II,” now referred to as the “Advanced Clean Cars” measure) has been proposed 
for vehicle model years 2017–2025. Together, the two standards are expected to increase average 
fuel economy to roughly 43 miles per gallon by 2020 (and more for years beyond 2020). 


Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 


AB 32  requires  ARB  to  reduce  statewide  GHG  emissions  to  1990  level  by  2020.  As  part  of  this 
legislation, ARB was  required  to  prepare  a  “Scoping  Plan”  that  demonstrates  how  the  State will 
achieve this goal. The Scoping Plan was adopted in 2011 and in it, local governments were described 
as  “essential  partners”  in meeting  the  statewide  goal,  recommending  a GHG  reduction  level  15 
percent below 2005—2008 levels by 2020. 


Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) 


SB 97, enacted  in 2007, amends the CEQA statute to clearly establish that GHG emissions and the 
effects of GHG emissions are appropriate  subjects  for CEQA analysis. The  legislation directed  the 
California Office of Planning and Research to develop draft CEQA Guidelines “for the mitigation of 
GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions” and directed the Resources Agency to certify and 
adopt the State CEQA Guidelines.  


CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, Tiering and Streamlining the Analysis of GHG Emissions, was added 
as part of the CEQA Guideline amendments that became effective in 2010. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183.5 describes the criteria needed in a GHG reduction plan that would allow for the tiering and 
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streamlining of CEQA analysis for development projects. A plan for the reduction of GHG emissions 
must contain the following six components to be qualified for tiering CEQA documents:  


1. Quantify GHG emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time period, resulting 
from activities within a defined geographic area;  


2. Establish  a  level,  based  on  substantial  evidence,  below  which  the  contribution  to  GHG 
emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively considerable;  


3. Identify and analyze the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or categories 
of actions anticipated within the geographic area;  


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


5. Establish  a mechanism  to monitor  the  plan’s  progress  toward  achieving  the  level  and  to 
require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified levels; 


6. Be adopted in a public process following environmental review. 


Executive Order S-1-07, Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 


Executive Order S‐01‐07 mandates  (1) that a  statewide goal be established  to  reduce  the  carbon 
intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020, and (2) that an LCFS for 
transportation fuels be established in California. ARB developed the LCFS regulation pursuant to the 
authority under AB 32 and adopted it in 2009. 


Executive Order S-13-08, Climate Adaptation and Sea Level Rise Planning Directive 


Executive Order S‐13‐08 provides clear direction  for how  the State should plan  for  future climate 
impacts.  Executive Order  S‐13‐08  calls  for  the  implementation of  four  key  actions  to  reduce  the 
vulnerability of California to climate change: 


■ Initiate California's  first  statewide Climate Adaptation  Strategy  that will  assess  the  State's 
expected  climate  change  impacts,  identify  where  California  is  most  vulnerable,  and 
recommend climate adaptation policies. 


■ Request that the National Academy of Sciences establish an expert panel to report on sea level 
rise impacts in California in order to inform State planning and development efforts. 


■ Issue interim guidance to State agencies for how to plan for sea level rise in designated coastal 
and floodplain areas for new and existing projects. 


■ Initiate studies on critical infrastructure and land‐use policies vulnerable to sea level rise. 


California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6 


California  Code  of  Regulations  (CCR)  Title 24,  Part 6  (California’s  Energy  Efficiency  Standards  for 
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings)  (Title 24), was established  in 1978  to  reduce California's 
energy  consumption. The  standards are updated periodically  to allow  consideration and possible 
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incorporation of new energy efficiency  technologies  and methods. Although  it was not originally 
intended to reduce GHG emissions, electricity production by fossil fuels and natural gas use result in 
GHG  emissions  and  energy  efficient  buildings  require  less  electricity  and  natural  gas.  Therefore, 
increased energy efficiency results in decreased GHG emissions. 


The California Energy Commission adopted 2008 Standards on April 23, 2008, in response to AB 32. 
The  Standards  were  adopted  to  provide  California  with  an  adequate,  reasonably  priced,  and 
environmentally sound supply of energy; to pursue California energy policy, which states that energy 
efficiency is the resource of first choice for meeting California's energy needs; to meet the West Coast 
Governors' Global Warming Initiative commitment to include aggressive energy efficiency measures 
into updates of State building codes; and to meet the Executive Order in the Green Building Initiative 
to improve the energy efficiency of nonresidential buildings through aggressive standards. 


Senate Bill 375, Sustainable Communities Strategy 


Senate Bill (SB) 375 provides for a new planning process that coordinates land use planning, regional 
transportation plans, and funding priorities in order to help California meet the GHG reduction goals 
established  in  AB 32.  SB 375  requires  regional  transportation  plans,  developed  by metropolitan 
planning  organizations  (MPOs)  to  incorporate  a  sustainable  communities  strategy  (SCS)  in  their 
regional transportation plans (RTPs). The goal of the SCS is to reduce regional vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT)  through  land  use  planning  and  consequent  transportation  patterns.  SB 375  also  includes 
provisions for streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit‐oriented development. 


CALGreen Building Code 


CCR Title 24, Part 11, California’s Green Building Standard Code (CALGreen), was adopted in 2010 and 
went into effect January 1, 2011. CALGreen is the first statewide mandatory green building code and 
significantly  raises  the  minimum  environmental  standards  for  construction  of  new  buildings  in 
California. The mandatory provisions in CALGreen will reduce the use of volatile organic compound‐
emitting materials, strengthen water conservation, and require construction waste recycling. 


SB x7-7 


SB x7‐7 requires water suppliers to reduce urban per capita water consumption 20 percent from a 
baseline level by 2020. 


Renewable Portfolio Standard 


The  Renewable  Portfolio  Standard  (RPS)  requires  energy  providers  to  derive  33  percent  of  their 
electricity  from qualified renewable sources by 2020. This  is anticipated to  lower emission  factors 
(i.e., fewer GHG emissions per kilowatt‐hour used) from utilities across the State. 
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Regional 


Sacramento Area Council of Governments 


Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the Council of Governments and transportation 
planning agency for the Sacramento Region, including the counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, 
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba as well as  the 22 cities within  them. SACOG  is  responsible  for cooperative 
regional planning and furthering an efficient multi‐modal transportation system countywide. As the 
Metropolitan  Planning Organization  (MPO)  and  Regional  Transportation  Planning Agency  (RTPA), 
SACOG  supports  freeway  improvements,  regional  and  local  road  improvements,  train  and  bus 
transportation, railroad crossings, call boxes, ridesharing, congestion management efforts and long‐
term planning studies. 


Per SB 375, ARB set the following regional transportation greenhouse emissions reduction targets for 
SACOG: 


■ 7 percent reduction from the 2005 per capita amount by 2020 


■ 16 percent reduction from the 2005 per capita amount by 2035 


SACOG subsequently adopted the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategies (MTP/SCS) to help California meet its climate goals and the requirements of SB 375. The 
2035 MTP/SCS demonstrates a reduction in per capita transportation emissions of 9 percent by 2020 
and 16 percent by 2035. 


CITY SETTING 


The City of Yuba City is located in the northeast portion of Sutter County and is bordered to the east 
by the Feather River. Surrounding cities include Linda and Marysville. 


The  City  of  Yuba  City  is  a  community  of  approximately  65,000  residents  and  has  over  21,000 
households4. The City’s population  is about 28 percent Hispanic and 72 percent Non‐Hispanic  (47 
percent White, 17 percent Asian, 2 percent African American, 2 percent other races/ethnicities, and 
4 percent two or more races/ethnicities).5 Approximately 28 percent of the population is under the 
age of 18.6 


PLAN STRUCTURE 


The remainder of this Plan includes the following chapters: 


■ Chapter 2. Summarizes the City’s historic and future GHG emissions and the reduction targets 
the City has established. 


                                                       
 
4 California State Department of Finance Population and Housing Estimates 1990‐2012 
5 SACOG. 2010 Population Characteristics.  
6 U.S. Census Bureau. 2010 Census Interactive Population Search. 
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■ Chapter 3. Details the reduction strategies that will be  implemented to meet the reduction 
targets identified in Chapter 2. Local co‐benefits of the measures are also included. 


■ Chapter 4.  Discusses  the  City’s  outreach  efforts  and  community  involvement  during  the 
development of this Plan. 


■ Chapter 5. Includes the implementation of the measures, potential funding sources, and how 
the Plan will be monitored and updated over time. It also summarizes the outreach and CEQA 
review process conducted as part of this Plan. 
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CHAPTER 2 Emissions Inventory, Forecast, and 
Targets 


GHG EMISSIONS INVENTORY 


GHG  emissions  inventories  are  the  foundation  of  planning  for  future  reductions.  Establishing  an 
inventory of emissions helps to identify and categorize the major sources of emissions produced over 
a  single  calendar  year.  Jurisdictions  often  prepare  emissions  inventories  for  the  community  and 
municipal operations. A community inventory includes GHG emissions that result from the activities 
by residents and businesses in the City and a municipal inventory includes GHG emissions that result 
from the activities performed as part of the government operations in the city and are a subset of the 
community  inventory.  The  inventories  identify  the major  sources  of  GHGs  emissions  caused  by 
activities in sectors that are specific to community or municipal activities. 


In  2012,  the  City  prepared  community  and  municipal  inventories  for  the  year  2005,  which  is 
considered the baseline year. A baseline year is established as a starting point against which other 
inventories may be compared and targets may be set, and  is generally the earliest year with a full 
emissions inventory. After preparation of the 2005 inventory, additional refinements to the inventory 
were identified. The 2005 baseline year inventory was then revised to account for the refinements. 
The sectors evaluated in the 2005 inventory are provided in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1 Community and Municipal Sectors Evaluated in the Inventories 
Community Sectors Municipal Sectors 


■ Residential Energy 


■ Commercial Energy 


■ Wastewater 


■ Solid Waste 


■ On‐Road Transportation 


■ Off‐road Sources 


 


■ Building and Facilities 


■ Outdoor Lights 


■ Wastewater Treatment 


■ Sewer Delivery 


■ Solid Waste 


■ Vehicle Fleet 


■ Employee Commute 


 


2005 Community Emissions Summary 


The  community  inventory  includes  the  GHG  emissions  that  result  from  activities  within  the 
community the City serves. In 2005, the City produced 510,911 MTCO2e emissions. 


As  shown  in  Figure 1 and Table 2,  the On‐Road Transportation  sector accounted  for  the greatest 
percentage  of  emissions,  contributing  48  percent  (243,333 MTCO2e)  of  the  City’s  emissions.  The 
Commercial Energy  sector was  the  second‐largest  contributor  to emissions  in 2005  (29 percent), 
producing  146,952 MTCO2e.  The  Residential  Energy  sector  contributed  almost  17  percent  of 
emissions,  and  the  remaining  sectors  (Water,  Solid Waste, Wastewater,  and  Off‐road  Sources) 
accounted for 7 percent of total emissions. 


 
FIGURE 1 Community GHG Emissions by Sector for 2005 
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TABLE 2 Communitywide GHG Emissions by Sector for 2005 


Sector Emissions  
(MTCO2e) 


Percent of Inventory 


On‐Road Transportation  243,333  48% 


Commercial Energy  146,952  29% 


Residential Energy  86,185  17% 


Off‐Road Sources  15,474  3% 


Solid Waste  13,650  3% 


Wastewater  3,643  1% 


Water  1,674  <1% 


Total  510,911  100% 


Source: City of Yuba City Community and Municipal Operations Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories and Updates are included 
as Appendices A & B 


 
 
   







CHAPTER 2 EMISSIONS INVENTORY, FORECAST, AND TARGETS 


 


14 City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan
 


9%


33%


28%


13%


1% 10%


1%


4% Vehicle Fleet


Solid Waste


Water Delivery


Outdoor Lights‐SCE‐
Owned
Outdoor Lights‐City‐
Owned
Buildings & Facilities


Refrigerants


2005 Municipal Emissions Summary 


A municipal  GHG  emissions  inventory  is  largely  a  subset  of  the 
community  inventory. The municipal  inventory  includes emissions 
from activities conducted as part of government operations  in the 
city. 


Yuba City’s municipal emissions were 8,194 MTCO2e in 2005, which 
is 3.1 percent of total community emissions. As shown  in Figure 3 
and  Table  3,  the  City’s wastewater  is  the  sector with  the  largest 
percentage of emissions in 2005 (45 percent), following by water (20 
percent), vehicle fleet (11 percent), employee commute (9 percent), 
buildings and  facilities  (8 percent), and outdoor  lights  (5 percent). 
The remaining sectors accounted for less than 3 percent of the City’s 
municipal emissions. 


 


 


 


 
FIGURE 2 Municipal GHG Emissions by Sector for 2005 
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TABLE 3 Municipal GHG Emissions by Sector for 2005  


Sector 
Emissions 
(MTCO2e) 


Percent of  
Total Emission 


Buildings & Facilities  679  8% 


Vehicle Fleet  875  11% 


Employee Commute  763  9% 


Solid Waste  124  2% 


Outdoor Lighting  401  5% 


Wastewater  3,643  45% 


Water  1,674  20% 


Refrigerants  35  <1% 


Total2  8,194  100% 


1 Outdoor Lights includes streetlights and traffic signals. 
2 Emissions may be off by ±1 MTCO2e due to rounding 


 


 


INVENTORY FORECAST 


Forecasting  future GHG  emissions  allows  the  City  to  understand  how  emissions  are  expected  to 
increase or decrease in the future. Major changes in growth or land uses may affect how to best plan 
to reduce emissions  in the  future. GHG emissions are  forecast using two scenarios: a Business‐as‐
Usual (BAU) and an Adjusted BAU scenario.  


Business-as-Usual 


The BAU scenario describes emissions based on projected growth in population and employment and 
does not consider policies that will reduce emissions  in the future (that is, the policies and related 
efficiency levels in place in 2005 are assumed to remain constant through 2035). Projected growth is 
estimated using data  from regional planning scenarios developed by SACOG and the City. Growth 
calculation  and methods  are  detailed  in  in  Appendix A  and  B.  In  general,  the  City  is  expecting 
substantial growth for 2020 and 2035 as population, housing, and jobs are all expected to increase. 
This growth will also  result  in an  increase  in  total VMT. The City expects  its municipal services  to 
remain almost constant with slight increase after 2020. Table 4 shows the growth projections used to 
develop the emissions forecasts. 
 







CHAPTER 2 EMISSIONS INVENTORY, FORECAST, AND TARGETS 


 


16 City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan
 


TABLE 4 Growth Indicators for 2005, 2020, and 2035 


Sector Demographic 
Indicator 


2005 2020 2035 


NAa  Population  57,975  66,812  75,245 


Residential Energy  Households  19,711  24,522  26,099 


Commercial/Industrial Energy  Jobs  16,600  26,639  33,331 


Solid Waste, Water, Wastewater, 
Off‐Road Sources 


Service Population 
(Population + Jobs) 


74,575  93,451  108,576 


Transportation 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
per Day 


 1,380,061    2,251,840    3,123,620  


Municipal Emissionsb  Municipal Jobs (FTE)   450    450    473  


Notes and Acronyms: 
FTE = Full-time equivalent employees 
a. Not Applicable. Population data are shown for informational purposes but are not used for forecasting any sector. 
b. The number of jobs in the City is used as an indicator for all municipal operation emissions. 
Source: SACOG 


 


Adjusted Business-as-Usual 


The Adjusted BAU scenario describes emissions based on projected growth and considers policies 
that will achieve GHG reductions in the future. Policies, described in the Regulatory Setting section of 
Chapter 1,  include  State‐adopted  or  approved  legislation  that  will  affect  future  emissions.  By 
evaluating the two scenarios, the City can measure the effect that existing policies may have on future 
emissions and be better able to determine how local actions can provide additional reductions. 


Two  future  years  are  forecasted  for  each  scenario:  2020  and  2035.  The  2020  forecast  year  is 
consistent with the goals  identified  in AB 32, which  identifies a statewide GHG reduction target by 
2020. The 2035 forecast year is an interim year aligned with the goals identified in EO S‐03‐05, which 
identifies a statewide GHG reduction target by 2050. 


Community Forecast 


Community Business-as-Usual Forecast 


The City’s BAU emissions in 2020 are estimated to be 774,223 MTCO2e, or a 52 percent increase from 
baseline (2005) emissions. By 2035, emissions are estimated to increase 93 percent from the baseline 
level to 985,575 MTCO2e (Figure 3). 


Community Adjusted Business-as-Usual Forecast 


The City’s Adjusted BAU emissions in 2020 are estimated to be 636,708 MTCO2e in 2020 and 667,264 
MTCO2e in 2035 (Figure 3). This change represents a 25 percent increase from 2005 by 2020 and 31 
percent increase by 2035. 
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FIGURE 3 Community BAU and Adjusted BAU Emissions 
 


TABLE 5 Community BAU for 2005, 2020, and 2035 


Sector 
BAU MTCO2e 


2005 2020 2035 


Commercial Energy       146,951       231,942        290,209 


Residential Energy        86,185       106,110        112,936 


Solid Waste        13,650        17,019         19,774 


Transportation & Mobile Sources           258,807           412,522            554,953 


Water & Wastewater               5,318               6,630                7,703


Total   510,911   774,223        985,575 


Notes: 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
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TABLE 6 Community Adjusted BAU for 2005, 2020, and 2035 


Sector 
Adjusted BAU MTCO2e 


2005 2020 2035 


Commercial Energy  146,951 177,205  195,451


Residential Energy  86,185 85,045  83,253


Solid Waste  13,650 17,019  19,774


Transportation & Mobile Sources  258,807 352,510  363,725


Water & Wastewater  5,318 4,929  5,061


Total  510,911 636,708  667,264


Notes: 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 


 


Municipal Forecast 


Municipal Business-as-Usual Forecast 


At this time, the City expects  its municipal services to remain almost constant with slight  increase 
after 2020. Because the City does not anticipate major changes in services, emissions are expected to 
remain almost constant in 2020 and 2035 (Figure 4). 
 


Municipal Adjusted Business-as-Usual Forecast 


The City’s Municipal Adjusted BAU emissions in 2020 are estimated to be 6,354 MTCO2e, which is 22 
percent  lower  than  the  2005 baseline  level  (Figure 4).  In  2035,  emissions  are  expected  to be  28 
percent lower than in 2005 (5,862 MTCO2e). 
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FIGURE 4 Municipal BAU and Adjusted BAU Emissions 
 


 


TABLE 7 Municipal BAU for 2005, 2020, and 2035 


Sector 
BAU MTCO2e 


2005 2020 2035 


Buildings & Facilities          679        681         715 


Employee Commute          763        765         804 


Solid Waste          124  124        131 


Outdoor Lighting  401 402  422


Vehicle Fleet          875        878         922 


Water & Wastewater  5,317     5,335       5,601 


Refrigerants  35  35         37 


Total  8,194 8,220  8,632


Notes: 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
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TABLE 8 Municipal Adjusted BAU for 2005, 2020, and 2035 


Sector 
Adjusted BAU MTCO2e 


2005 2020 2035 


Buildings & Facilities        679  495 433


Employee Commute        763  690 724


Solid Waste Facilities        124  124 130


Outdoor Lighting        401  229 159


Vehicle Fleet        875  815 856


Water & Wastewater  5,317 3,966 3,523


Refrigerants  35 35 37


Total  8,194 6,354 5,862


Notes: 
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
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REDUCTION TARGETS 


The State has set goals for reducing GHG emissions by 2020 and 2050 through AB 32 and Executive 
Order S‐3‐05, respectively. The State has also provided guidance to  local  jurisdictions as “essential 
partners” in achieving the State’s goals by identifying a 2020 recommended reduction goal. That goal, 
stated in the AB 32 Scoping Plan, was for local governments to achieve a 15 percent reduction below 
2005  levels by 2020, which aligns with  the State’s goal of not exceeding 1990 emissions  levels by 
2020.7 ARB’s  First Update  to  the  Climate  Change  Scoping  Plan  contains  the  following  statement 
concerning community‐wide emissions reduction targets: 


As  California  continues  to  build  its  climate  policy  framework,  there  is  a  need  for  local 
government climate action planning to adopt mid‐term and long‐term reduction targets that 
are consistent with scientific assessments and the statewide goal of reducing emissions 80 
percent  below  1990  levels  by  2050.  Local  government  reduction  targets  should  chart  a 
reduction trajectory that  is consistent with, or exceeds, the trajectory created by statewide 
goals. 


The State’s emissions goals can be expressed as an efficiency metric using  the State’s population 
projections.  An efficiency‐based metric provides an apples‐to‐apples approach to compare efficiency 
and emission generation rates on a per‐person basis.   An efficiency‐based metric can utilize a  ‘per 
capita’ approach or a ‘service population’ approach. The per‐capita approach counts only residents 
of a specific area, whereas the service population approach includes both residents and the number 
of jobs or employees of an area.  


The first version of ARB’s Scoping Plan recommended that local governments to achieve a 15 percent 
reduction  below  2005  levels  by  2020, which  aligns with  the  State’s  goal  of  not  exceeding  1990 
emissions levels by 2020.   However, the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan does not 
contain a recommended reduction level or percent for local government’s municipal operations.   The 
City has established the following reduction targets that are consistent with current regulation. 


Community Targets 


Consistent with the State’s reduction goals, the City has set a goal to achieve emissions goals of 5.82 
MTCO2e per service population (SP) and 3.49 MTCO2e per SP for years 2020 and 2035, respectively.  
These reductions equate to the following: 


■ 15 percent reduction from the 2005 BAU by 2020 


■ 49 percent reduction from the 2005 BAU by 2035 


The City’s  community‐wide  emissions  goal  for  2020  and  2035  are more  conservative  than ARB’s 
regional transportation greenhouse emissions reduction targets for SACOG. 
 


                                                       
 
7 In an analysis, the State concluded that a 15 percent reduction in emissions from 2005 levels by 2020 would be equivalent to 
achieving 1990 emissions levels. 
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TABLE 9 State-Aligned GHG Reduction Targets for Community Emissions 


Parameter 
MTCO2e per SP 


2005 2020 2035 


BAU Emissions  6.82  8.28  9.08 


Reduction Target  –  5.82  3.49 


Percent Reduction from 2005 BAU  –  ‐15%  ‐49% 


Adjusted BAU Emissions  –  6.81  6.15 


Additional Reductions Required to 
Achieve Reduction Target  –  0.99  2.66 


Acronyms: 
BAU = Business as Usual 
SP = Service Population (Jobs + Residents)  MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent  


 


 
 
 


 
 


FIGURE 5 Community Emissions Inventories, Projections, and Targets 
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Municipal Targets 


As previously stated, the municipal GHG emissions  inventory  is  largely a subset of the community 
inventory. To be aligned with  the  community goals,  the City would achieve  their 2020 and 2035 
targets under Adjusted BAU  scenario  (Table 10 and Figure 6). However,  the City  intends  to enact 
measures that would further increase efficiencies of municipal operations.  


 


TABLE 10 State-Aligned GHG Reduction Targets for Municipal Emissions 


Parameter 
MTCO2e per SP 


2005 2020 2035 


BAU Emissions  0.11  0.09  0.08 


Reduction Target  –  0.09  0.06 


Percent Reduction from 2005 BAU  –  ‐15%  ‐49% 


Adjusted BAU Emissions  –  0.07  0.05 


Additional Reductions Required to 
Achieve Reduction Target  – 


Target Met  Target Met 


Acronyms: 
BAU = Business as Usual  MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
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FIGURE 6 Municipal Emissions Inventories, Projections, and Targets 
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CHAPTER 3 GHG Reduction Measures 


This chapter details how the City will meet its GHG reduction targets by using goals, measures, and 
actions at the community and municipal levels. The goal describes the overarching objective related 
to  increasing  energy  efficiency  or  decreasing  energy  consumption,  such  as  increasing  energy 
efficiency  in  residential  building  units. Within  each  goal,  one  or more measures  are  presented 
indicating the City’s commitment toward meeting the goal. Within each measure, one or more actions 
are presented  that  indicate  the  steps  the City may  take  in achieving  the measure. Each measure 
includes the energy and GHG reduction potential in 2020 and 2035. Actions are designed to include 
the  steps  needed  to  implement  the measure.  Actions may  be  added  to  or  removed  over  time, 
depending  on  their  relevancy,  funding  availability,  and  whether  the  actions  are  successful  in 
supporting measures as they are monitored over time, but are considered essential to guiding staff 
in implementation. Actions include a performance indicator, implementation timeframe, department 
or agency responsible for implementation, and cost information, where applicable. In addition, this 
Plan will result in local benefits while reducing GHG emissions, called co‐benefits. Co‐benefits range 
from providing improved air quality and mobility to increased awareness about resource resiliency. 
Co‐benefits are identified with each measure by an icon. 
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Local Co‐benefits 


Energy Efficiency/  
Reduced Energy Demand 


Water Conservation  Improved Public Health 


Improved Air Quality 
Increased Renewable 
Energy 


Increased Non‐motorized 
Transportation 


Energy Efficiency 
Education 


Enhanced Land Use/ 
Community Design 


Increased Resiliency 


 


COMMUNITY MEASURES 


This section summarizes the proposed reduction measures to be implemented by the City to reduce 
its GHG  emissions  of  the  community.  The  reduction measures  are  organized  by  source  category 
(residential  land  uses,  commercial  land  uses,  water  efficiency,  advanced  goals  and  measures, 
transportation, solid waste, and CEQA screening tables). 


Residential Land Uses 


Residential Energy  includes electricity and natural gas consumption within households  in the City. 
There are many opportunities to save energy from existing and future development, described in the 
goals and measures below. 


   


• ♦ 
♦ • 
♦ • 
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Goal 1: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Residential Units 


MEASURE 1.1: ENERGY EFFICIENCY TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND RECOGNITION IN THE 
RESIDENTIAL SECTOR 


Opportunities  for  residents  to  improve  energy  efficiency  in  their  homes  range  from  changes  to 
behavior that they can start today to physical modifications or improvements they can make to their 
homes. Education of both  the public and municipal employees  is at  the  core of attaining energy 
efficiency goals. While most of the other measures include an outreach component, creating a specific 
education measure will emphasize the critical role of education  in achieving energy efficiency. An 
education measure will also provide City staff with a  framework  to educate community members 
about behavioral and technological changes that can increase energy efficiency. 


AC T I O N S  


 Post links on website/social media and provide materials at public events 


 Email list for e‐mail blasts of new information or trainings 


 Establish an annual Energy Efficiency Fair 


 Create a resource center  


 Hire/Designate Energy Advocate 
 


Photo Source: NAVFAC 8 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Supporting Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


                                                       
 
8 NAVFAC. 2014. Public Works Department Yokosuka's BU1 Maurice Johnson and Lt. Cmdr. Arce Doble teach school 
children about energy and why it is important to conserve, during the Fleet Activities Yokosuka Energy Fair Oct. 17.  
Website: https://www.flickr.com/photos/navfac/14933623884.  Accessed: March 8, 2016. 
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MEASURE 1.2: INCREASE COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN EXISTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
   PROGRAMS 


There are many energy efficiency opportunities that are low‐cost for residents to initiate and result 
in cost  savings over  time. These opportunities are generally  from existing programs, PG&E offers 
many rebates and other  incentives to purchase energy efficient appliances,  lighting and other  low 
cost investments that facilitate energy efficiency. Through this measure, the City will work to increase 
residents’ participation  in existing energy efficiency programs  that are  low‐cost or even provide a 
financial benefit to the resident. As programs change over time, continued and up‐to‐date outreach 
is necessary. The actions below would provide a variety of channels for ongoing communication to 
the City’s residents. 


AC T I O N S  


 Partner with Utilities for outreach events 


 Staff outreach to home owner associations (HOAs) and other housing groups 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  40 MTCO2e  


kWh Savings  (2020)  75,125 kWh 


Therms Savings  (2020)  4,429 therms 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   







 


CHAPTER 3 GHG REDUCTION MEASURES


 


City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan 29 
 


MEASURE 1.3: PROMOTE OR ESTABLISH FREE OR REQUIRE HOME ENERGY EVALUATIONS 


Home energy evaluations are necessary to identify cost‐effective opportunities for energy saving and 
for residents to take practical actions to achieve energy efficiency. Home energy evaluations can be 
established or promoted by a variety of existing programs. 


AC T I O N S  


 Require  third‐party  inspector  to  verify  Title  24  or  greater  compliance  to  home  upgrades 
(Alternative: Enhanced enforcement of Title 24 compliance) 


 Promote energy audits such as through Energy Upgrade California 


 Establish free "Energy Checkup" program 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Supporting Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


 
   


... 
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MEASURE 1.4: ESTABLISH, PROMOTE OR REQUIRE RESIDENTIAL HOME ENERGY 
RENOVATIONS 


Approximately 52 percent of residential buildings in the City were built before the adoption of Title 
24. Buildings built before adoption of Title 24 are not energy efficient, and renovations would achieve 
higher energy efficiency. Many programs and  incentives across the State or country help promote 
home energy renovations, including city‐supervised funding, and permit process improvements. 


AC T I O N S  


 Promote Participation in: 


o Independent and Voluntary EE Practices and Measures 


o California Public Utilities Commission California Solar Initiative 


o Energy Upgrade California Program 


o Green Point Rating System 


o Energy Star Certified Buildings 


o LEED 


 Establish or Promote Financing Programs for Home Upgrades such as HERO 


 Explore reducing building permit fees for EE installations/retrofits and/or expedite the process 


 Establish Online Permitting to facilitate Upgrades 


 Explore establishing a revolving Loan Fund 


 Establish a Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (RECO) 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  4,694 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  15,421,003 kWh 


Therms Savings (2020)  234,041 therms 


Co‐Benefits 
 ~ · · 
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Goal 2: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Residential Development 


MEASURE 2.1: ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS EXCEEDING 
STATE REQUIREMENTS 


City planners have a unique opportunity to encourage/inform developers of new energy efficiency 
opportunities  in  new  development.  This measure will  develop  City  staff  to  become  resources  in 
encouraging and implementing energy efficiency building measures beyond that required in current 
Title 24 Standards. This measure will also ensure that as Title 24 Standards are updated, City staff are 
well‐informed and can implement updates quickly and effectively. 


AC T I O N S  


 Educate City staff, developers, etc., on future Title 24 updates and the additional energy efficiency 
opportunities for new residential development 


 Promote Tier 1, Tier 2, Green Building Ratings such as LEED, Build  It Green/Green Point Rating 
System, or Energy Star certified buildings 


 Explore reducing permit fees 


 Establish on‐line permitting to facilitate upgrades 


 Create an Energy award program for net‐zero‐net energy homes 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  2,719 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  3,740,619 kWh 


Therms Savings (2020)  354,012 therms 


Co‐Benefits 
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Commercial Land Uses 


Commercial  Energy  includes  electricity  and  natural  gas  consumption  for  businesses  in  the  City. 
Opportunities to save energy from existing and future development are described in the goals and 
measures below. 


Goal 3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Commercial Units 


MEASURE 3.1: ENERGY EFFICIENCY TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND RECOGNITION IN 
COMMERCIAL SECTOR 


Education  is at the core of attaining energy efficiency goals. Creating a specific education measure 
will emphasize the critical role of education in achieving energy efficiency. An education measure will 
also provide City staff with a framework to  interact with and educate community members about 
behavioral and technological changes that can increase energy efficiency. 


AC T I O N S  


 Post links on website/social media and provide materials at public events 


 Email list for email blasts of new information or trainings 


 Establish an annual Energy Efficiency Fair 
 Create a resource center 
 Hire/Designate Energy Advocate 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Supporting Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE 3.2: INCREASE BUSINESS PARTICIPATION IN EXISTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
PROGRAMS 


There are many energy efficiency opportunities that are low‐cost for businesses to initiate and result 
in cost‐savings over time. PG&E offer many rebates and other incentives to purchase energy efficient 
appliances, lighting and other low cost investments that facilitate energy efficiency. Through Measure 
3.2, the City will work to increase businesses’ participation in existing energy efficiency programs that 
are low‐cost or even provide a financial benefit to the business. Although these are considered “low‐
hanging fruit”, many businesses owners may be unaware that the opportunities exist. 


AC T I O N S  


 Partner with Utilities for outreach events 


 Staff outreach to business groups 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  286 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  1,058,800 kWh 


Therms Savings (2020)  9,332 therms 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE 3.3: INCENTIVIZE OR REQUIRE NON-RESIDENTIAL ENERGY AUDITS 


Commercial energy audits are necessary to  identify cost‐effective opportunities for energy savings 
and  for business owners  to  take practical actions  to achieve energy efficiency. The audits can be 
established or promoted by various existing programs. 


AC T I O N S  


 Require third‐party inspector to verify Title 24 or greater compliance to upgrades  


 Promote energy audits such as through Energy Upgrade California 


 Require early adoption of AB 1103 for small buildings (5,000‐10,000 square feet) 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Supporting Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE 3.4: ESTABLISH, PROMOTE, INCENTIVIZE OR REQUIRE NON-RESIDENTIAL 
RETROFITS 


As most commercial buildings are built before  the adoption of Title 24, most of  the  facilities and 
equipment  are  not  energy  efficient.  Therefore,  retrofits  are  necessary  to  achieve  higher  energy 
efficiency. Many programs and incentives across the State or country help promote non‐residential 
energy retrofits, including city‐supervised funding, permit process improvements and city ordinance. 


AC T I O N S  


 Establish or Promote Participation in: 


o Energy Upgrade California Program 


o California Solar Initiative  


o Commercial HERO 


o CaliforniaFIRST 


o PG&E Rebates 


o Loans through SAFE‐BIDCO 


 Explore reducing building permit fees for EE installations/retrofits and/or expedite the process 


 Promote Green Building Program such as Green Point Green Rating System 


 Establish online permitting to facilitate upgrades 


 Create a revolving loan program to subsidize audits for small businesses 


 Establish a Commercial Energy Conservation Ordinance (CECO) 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  7,543 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  17,546,871 kWh 


Therms Savings (2020)  680,501  therms 


Co‐Benefits 
 · · ~· 
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Goal 4: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Commercial Development 


MEASURE 4.1: ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS EXCEEDING 
STATE REQUIREMENTS 


City planners have a unique opportunity to encourage/inform developers of new energy efficiency 
opportunities  in  new  development.  This  measure  will  develop  City  staff  to  be  resources  in 
encouraging and implementing energy efficiency beyond that required in current Title 24 Standards. 
This will also ensure  that as Title 24 Standards are updated, City  staff are well‐informed and can 
implement updates quickly and effectively. 


AC T I O N S  


 Educate City staff, developers, etc., on future Title 24 updates and the additional energy efficiency 
opportunities for new commercial development 


 Promote Tier 1, Tier 2, Green Building Ratings such as LEED, Build  It Green/Green Point Rating 
System, or Energy Star certified buildings 


 Explore reducing building permit fees for EE development and/or expedite the process 


 Establish on‐line permitting to facilitate upgrades 


 Create an Energy award program for net‐zero‐net energy development 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  14,994 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  23,574,214 kWh 


Therms Savings (2020)  1,828,501 therms 


Co‐Benefits 
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Water Efficiency 


Goal 5: Increase Energy Efficiency through Water Efficiency 


MEASURE 5.1: SUPPORT WATER EFFICIENCY THROUGH ENHANCED IMPLEMENTATION OF 
SB X7-7 


SB X7‐7, or The Water Conservation Act of 2009, requires all water suppliers to increase water use 
efficiency. The legislation set an overall goal of reducing per capita urban water consumption by 20 
percent from a baseline level by 2020. This goal can be met by taking a variety of actions, including 
targeted public outreach and promoting water efficiency measures such as low‐irrigation landscaping. 


AC T I O N S  


 Post links on website/social media and provide materials at public events 


 Email list for e‐mail blasts of new information or trainings 


 Require low‐irrigation landscaping 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  74 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  332,883 kWh 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   
•••• 
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MEASURE 5.2: EXCEED WATER EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 


In addition to SB X7‐7, more actions are being studied or have been taken to exceed water efficiency 
standards.  These  efforts  include  education  and  outreach  practices  that  could  be  combined with 
residential  and  commercial  Plan  actions  that  emphasize  the  reuse  of  recycled/gray  water  and 
promote harvesting rainwater. 


AC T I O N S  


 Staff time dedicated to work with HOAs, businesses, and other groups for outreach 


 Allow recycled or grey water uses for non‐municipal uses 


 Increase recycled water potential 


 Promote rainwater harvesting rebates and demonstrations 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  <1 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  2,768 kWh 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   
•••• 
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Advanced Goals and Measures 


Goal 6: Decrease Energy Demand through Reducing Urban Heat Island Effect 


MEASURE 6.1: TREE PLANTING FOR SHADING AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY 


Trees  and  vegetation  lower  surface  and  air  temperatures  by  providing  shade  and  through 
evapotranspiration, making  vegetation  a  simple  and  effective way  to  reduce  urban  heat  islands. 
Shaded  surfaces  may  be  20–45°F  (11–25°C)  cooler  than  the  peak  temperatures  of  unshaded 
materials.  In addition, evapotranspiration, alone or  in combination with shading, can help  reduce 
peak summer temperatures by 2–9°F (1–5°C). Trees and vegetation that directly shade buildings can 
reduce energy use by decreasing demand for air conditioning. 


AC T I O N S  


 Require that new parking lots achieve at a minimum of 50 percent parking lot shading within 15 
years for all new development and revise local ordinances for building rehabilitations 


 Work with community to develop a tree‐planting group 


 Develop a City tree planting program 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  106 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  474,601 kWh 


Co‐Benefits 
 ♦♦♦ 
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MEASURE 6.2: LIGHT-REFLECTING SURFACES FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY 


Replacing  surface  areas  with  light‐reflecting materials  can  decrease  heat  absorption  and  lower 
outside air temperature. Both roofs and pavements are  ideal surfaces for taking advantage of this 
advanced technology. 


Cool roof is built from materials with high thermal emittance and high solar reflectance—or albedo—
to help reflect sunlight (and the associated energy) away from a building. These properties help roofs 
to absorb less heat and stay up to 50–60°F (28–33°C) cooler than conventional materials during peak 
summer weather. Cool roofs may be installed on low‐slope roofs (such as the flat or gently sloping 
roofs typically found on commercial, industrial, and office buildings) or the steep‐sloped roofs used 
in many residences and retail buildings. 


Cool pavement is built from materials that reflect more solar energy, enhance water evaporation, or 
have been otherwise modified to remain cooler than conventional pavements. This pavement can be 
created with existing paving technologies as well as newer approaches such as the use of coatings, 
permeable  paving,  or  grass  paving.  Cool  pavements  save  energy  by  lowering  the  outside  air 
temperature, allowing air conditioners to cool buildings with less energy, and reducing the need for 
electric street lighting at night. 


AC T I O N S  


 Pass an ordinance requiring or incentivizing enhanced cool roofs 


 Pass an ordinance requiring or incentivizing cool pavements 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  6 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  26,234 kWh 


Co‐Benefits 
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Transportation 


Goal 7: Decrease GHG Emissions through Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled 


MEASURE 7.1: ENCOURAGE NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS 


Non‐motorized  transportation  includes walking and bicycling, and variants  such as  small‐wheeled 
transport, such as skates, skateboards, push scooters and hand carts, and wheelchair travel. These 
modes provide both recreation and transportation, and can help reduce VMT by changing people’s 
everyday transportation habits. 


AC T I O N 


 Create a "Bike to work day" or "car free zone day" and other sponsored events to promote biking 
and other non‐motorized transportation 


 Promote a “Bike to work day” or “car free zone day” and other related events hosted by SACOG. 


 Continue  to  require sidewalks  in new development,  limit cul‐de‐sacs, encourage shorter block 
lengths, and ensure that proper lighting is provided 


 


 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  831 MTCO2e 


Annual VMT reduction (2020)  1,562,777 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
 


   


♦♦♦ 
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MEASURE 7.2: ENCOURAGE, PROMOTE, INCENTIVIZE OR EXPAND USE OF TRANSIT 
SERVICES 


Yuba‐Sutter Transit is the public transportation agency serving the Yuba‐Sutter area, which runs six 
local  bus  routes  in Marysville,  Yuba  City  and  surrounding  communities.  The  Yuba‐Sutter  Transit 
system  provides  safe,  reliable,  frequent,  affordable,  friendly  and  environmentally  responsible 
transportation. It  is a convenient public transportation system for people  living and working  in the 
region to utilize instead of driving their private cars. Promotion of the use of Yuba‐Sutter Transit as 
well as other existing or potential transit services can dramatically reduce VMT. 


AC T I O N S  


 Promote the use of Yuba‐Sutter Transit Services or other transit networks 


 Incentivize the use of Yuba‐Sutter Transit or other transit services 


 Expand the reach of Yuba‐Sutter Transit or other transit services 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  572 MTCO2e 


Annual VMT reduction (2020)  1,076,031 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
 ♦♦ 
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MEASURE 7.3: IMPLEMENT AND ENHANCE BICYCLE MASTER PLAN TO EXPAND BIKE 
ROUTES AROUND CITY 


Bicycle‐friendly roads are crucial to promote bicycle use as a transportation method. People tend to 
choose bicycle if bike routes are available to separate them from motor vehicles and their safety can 
be ensured. Thus implementing and enhancing the existing bicycle master plan and constructing more 
bike routes will encourage more bike rides and help reduce VMT. 


AC T I O N 


 Expand bike routes to improve bike transit 


 Requires bike infrastructure (e.g. bike racks) for new construction 


 Explore requiring bike infrastructure for building remodels 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  46 MTCO2e 


Annual VMT reduction (2020)  85,953 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


 
   


♦♦♦ 
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MEASURE 7.4: PROMOTE RIDE SHARING PROGRAMS WITHIN BUSINESSES 


Carpooling rate is as low as 4 percent for the City, and most people drive alone for work every day. 
Higher ride sharing rate means  less VMT and GHG emissions, so encouraging carpool by providing 
incentive programs and necessary facilities can be helpful. 


AC T I O N S  


 Promote ridesharing and facilitate air district incentives for ride sharing 


 Require businesses of a certain size to have facilities (bike racks, showers, etc.) 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  352 MTCO2e 


Annual VMT reduction (2020)  662,227 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


 


   


~· · 
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MEASURE 7.5: ELECTRIFY THE FLEET 


Hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs), plug‐in hybrid electric vehicles (PHEVs), and all‐electric vehicles (EVs) 
typically produce lower emissions than conventional vehicles do. Any type of electrified vehicle emits 
less GHG than conventional vehicles for at least nearly 40 percent. However, over 95 percent of the 
people are still driving conventional gasoline or diesel vehicles. So programs  to encourage use of 
cleaner‐fueled vehicles are highly needed. 


AC T I O N S  


 Promote incentive program at outreach meetings 


 Promote neighborhood electric vehicles (NEV) 


 Apply for grants to install e‐charges at public facilities 


 Work with Community groups and business to install e‐charges 


 Require or incentive new commercial development to install e‐charges 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  127 MTCO2e 


VMT reduction (2020)  238,323 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
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Solid Waste 


Goal 8: Decrease GHG Emissions through Reducing Solid Waste Generation 


MEASURE 8.1: REDUCE WASTE TO LANDFILLS 


According to 2008 Statewide Waste Characterization data, the commercial sector generates nearly 
three  fourths of  the solid waste  in California. Furthermore, much of  the commercial sector waste 
disposed in landfills is readily recyclable. Increasing the recovery of recyclable materials will directly 
reduce GHG emissions. In particular, recycled materials can reduce the GHG emissions from multiple 
phases  of  product  production;  including  extraction  of  raw  materials,  preprocessing  and 
manufacturing. The Mandatory Commercial Recycling Measure was adopted in 2012 and is designed 
to achieve a reduction in GHG emissions of 5 million MTCO2e. To achieve the measure’s objective, an 
additional 26 percent of solid waste will need to be recycled from the commercial sector by the year 
2020 and beyond, so below actions are necessary to help the City achieve the goal. 


AC T I O N S  


 Outreach to community to promote waste recycling and diversion 


 Add additional recycling containers in public 


 Implement Construction and Demolition (C&D) reduction Requirement 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  8,393 MTCO2e 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


• , ...... -
1' ---


♦♦ 
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Clean Energy 


Goal 9: Decrease GHG Emissions through Increasing Clean Energy Use 


MEASURE 9.1: PROMOTE CLEAN ENERGY 


Clean energy includes energy efficiency and clean energy supply options like highly efficient combined 
heat and power as well as  renewable energy sources. By  identifying, designing and  implementing 
clean  energy measure  and  technology  solutions, we  are delivering  important  environmental  and 
economic  benefits,  including  reducing  GHG  emissions.  Besides  regular  outreach  and  incentive 
programs, Community Choice Aggregation is an important way to achieve high rate of clean energy 
utilization. Since it is an opt‐out program, participation rates can be very high and therefore reduce 
GHG emissions greatly. 


AC T I O N S  


 Outreach to community to promote incentives 


 Explore reducing solar permit fees and/or expedite the process 


 Join Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  201,606 


Co‐Benefits 
 


  · · ~· 
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CEQA Screening Tables 


Goal 10: Decrease GHG Emissions from New Development through Performance 
Standards 


MEASURE 10.1: SCREENING TABLES 


City planners have a unique opportunity to provide developers a flexible way of demonstrating GHG 
reductions within new development by providing screening tables for developers to fill out during 
applications of new development projects. Screening tables are a menu of options of energy efficiency 
improvements,  renewable  energy  options, water  conservation measures,  and  other  options  that 
provide predictable GHG reductions. Each option within the Screening tables  includes point values 
based upon the GHG reduction that option will provide to a development projects. Developers that 
choose options  from the screening tables totaling 100 points or more will be determined to have 
provided a fair‐share contribution of GHG reductions, and therefore, are considered consistent with 
the Climate Action Plan. This determination of consistency can be used  in a CEQA climate change 
analysis of the development, which provides a legally defensible and streamlined CEQA process for 
the project. 


   







 


CHAPTER 3 GHG REDUCTION MEASURES


 


City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan 49 
 


AC T I O N S  


 Educate City staff, developers, etc., on how the screening tables work and advantages in using the 
screening tables 


 Include screening tables in submittal packages for development projects and have developers fill 
out their choices of reduction measures within the screening tables to include in as a project’s 
conditions of approval.  


 Establish on‐line permitting to facilitate upgrades 
 


 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  8,627 MTCO2e 


Co‐Benefits 
 


   


-
-
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MUNICIPAL MEASURES 


City  operations  make  up  a  small  percentage  of  the  total  communitywide  GHG  emissions,  and 
therefore, the majority of the GHG reductions would result from the measures that are applied to the 
communitywide  energy  usage.  Nevertheless,  the  City  can  set  an  example  for  its  residents  by 
improving  the  energy  efficiency  and  reducing  GHG  emissions  at  its  own  facilities.  This  section 
summarizes the proposed reduction measures to be implemented by the City to further reduce its 
GHG  emissions  associated  with  energy  consumption,  water  use,  solid  waste,  and  on‐road 
transportation. 


Municipal Facility, Energy and Water 


Goal M-1: Participate in Education, Outreach, and Planning Efforts for Energy 
Efficiency 


MEASURE M-1.1 INCREASE ENERGY SAVINGS THROUGH THE PG&E ENERGY WATCH 
PARTNERSHIP 


PG&E provides incentives, tools and technical assistance that support and empower participants in 
the PG&E Energy Watch Partnership. Services typically offered include: 


 Energy efficiency audits, retrofits and retro‐commissioning of existing municipal buildings 


 Energy efficiency design assistance for new municipal buildings 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
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Goal M-2: Increase Energy Efficiency in Municipal Buildings  


MEASURE M-2.1: CONDUCT MUNICIPAL ENERGY AUDIT 


Knowledge  of  building  energy  use  is  an  effective  way  to  determine  energy  inefficiencies  and 
opportunities for retrofits and upgrades. Energy audits provide an improved understanding of energy 
use,  reveal  energy  inefficiencies  of  the  building  or  building  energy  appliances,  and  offer 
recommendations  on  how  to  improve  or  correct  the  energy  inefficiencies  through  retrofits  or 
upgrades. Therefore, energy audits should be conducted on a routine basis. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Supporting Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


 


   


♦♦♦ 
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MEASURE M-2.2: DEMAND RESPONSE PROGRAMS 


Electricity is supplied to buildings immediately upon demand. During hours of peak demand, such as 
the  late afternoon, the electricity grid  is often put under a stress to supply the  increased demand. 
Demand Response Programs offer incentives to electricity consumers to reduce their energy demand, 
or shift their demand to off‐peak hours, in response to grid stress. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


 


 


   


♦ 
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MEASURE M-2.3: DIRECT INSTALL PROGRAM 


PG&E offers a Direct Install Program to reduce energy costs and save money. The program includes a 
free assessment of the building by contractor, followed by the installation of free energy‐efficiency 
replacement equipment. Examples of the energy‐efficient equipment includes: fluorescent lighting, 
LED signs, window film, and programmable thermostats. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  154.72 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2035)  820,506 kWh 


Therms Savings (2035)  15,212 therms 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE M-2.4: PROCUREMENT POLICY FOR ENERGY EFFICIENT EQUIPMENT  


Energy efficient procurement policies  can  reduce government  facility energy  costs by about 5  to 
10 percent.9 As municipal  appliances wear out,  the City would  replace  them with  Energy  Star or 
energy efficient equipment. Energy Star offers an appliance calculator to estimate money and energy 
saved by purchasing its products. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   


                                                       
 
9 Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL), Potential Energy, Cost, and CO2 Saving from Energy‐Efficient 
Government Purchasing, 2002. 


♦♦ • 
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MEASURE M-2.5: RECYCLED SOLID WASTE 


Emissions  from  solid  waste  are  primarily  in  the  form  of  fugitive  emissions  of  methane  from 
decomposition. Recycling can reduce emissions at the manufacturing stage,  increase forest carbon 
storage, and avoid landfill methane emissions. The City could reduce GHG emissions by recycling more 
of their municipal solid waste. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE M-2.6: RECYCLED WATER 


Recycled water can be utilized for non‐potable uses such as domestic and agricultural irrigation, and 
commercial and industrial uses. At this time, the City’s wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) is not 
equipped  to provide  recycled water city‐wide and  is  limited  to  landscape  irrigation at  the WWTF 
only.10 However, the City is planning to upgrade the facility’s advanced treatment capabilities by 2035 
in an effort to secure reliable water supplies and accommodate future growth and drought. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   


                                                       
 
10 Carollo. 2011. City of Yuba City 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 
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Goal M-3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Community Buildings and Infrastructure 


MEASURE M-3.1: TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND OUTDOOR LIGHTING RETROFITS 


PG&E offers rebates on LED Traffic Signal Lamps. The program is part of a statewide effort to conserve 
energy and promote energy efficiency. Retrofitting a standard  incandescent traffic signal with LED 
lamps using the SCE rebate can result in a payback of less than one year. Other outdoor lights (e.g. 
streetlights, park lighting, etc.) can also be retrofitted. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2035)  193.87 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2035)  1,028,130 kWh 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE M-3.2: UPGRADE OR INCORPORATE WATER-CONSERVING LANDSCAPE 


The  City  can  reduce  water  consumption  and  associated  energy  use  by  converting  traditional 
landscaping to water conserving landscaping. An average acre of lawn in the United States uses about 
652,000 gallons of water a year. The City of Yuba City offers limited opportunities for water efficiency 
and  conservation  indoors,  outdoors,  and  in  businesses  and  public  facilities.  The Water  Savings 
Incentives Program provides incentives and technical assistance. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE M-3.3: PLANT TREES FOR SHADE AND CARBON SEQUESTRATION 


Trees and vegetation naturally help cool an environment by providing shade and evapotranspiration 
(the  movement  of  water  from  the  soil  and  plants  to  the  air)  and  reduce  GHG  emissions  by 
sequestering carbon dioxide (CO2). Trees planted near pavement can reduce surface temperatures of 
streets  and  parking  lots,  and  trees  planted  strategically  near windows  or  roofs  of  buildings  can 
effectively reduce interior temperatures. The City could plant trees in City‐owned spaces to reduce 
urban heat island effect and building energy use and increase carbon sequestration. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  Tracking Measure 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   


~· · · 
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Goal M-4: On-Road Energy Efficiency Enhancements; Employee Commute and 
Vehicle Fleet 


MEASURE M-4.1: INTRODUCE BUS TRANSIT PASS BENEFITS 


Yuba‐Sutter  Transit  is  the  public  transit  agency  serving  communities  in  the  Yuba‐Sutter  area. 
Government employees can be encouraged to take Yuba‐Sutter Transit instead of driving their own 
cars to work if offered transit pass benefits, thereby reducing VMT from employee commute. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  36.21 MTCO2e 


Annual VMT Savings (2020)  105,113 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
 


 


   
••• 
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MEASURE M-4.2: ENCOURAGE OR INCENTIVIZE PURCHASE OF HYBRID OR ELECTRIC 
VEHICLES 


It is assumed that 96 percent of government employees are driving conventional gasoline or diesel 
vehicles. Encouraging those employees to switch to any type of electrified vehicle will help reduce 
associated GHG emissions by at least 40 percent compared to conventional vehicles. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  15.52 MTCO2e 


Annual VMT Savings (2020)  45,048 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
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MEASURE M-4.3: REPLACE OR SUPPLEMENT VEHICLE FLEET WITH HYBRID/ELECTRIC 
VEHICLES 


The City’s vehicle fleet account for approximately 11 percent of total municipal GHG emissions. As 
hybrid or electric vehicles emit far less GHG than conventional cars, encouraging the replacement of 
conventional vehicle fleet can help reduce the City’s municipal GHG emissions greatly. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  6.99 MTCO2e 


VMT Savings (2020)  20,294 miles 


Co‐Benefits 
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Goal M-5: Increase Onsite Energy Generation at Municipal Facilities 


MEASURE M-5.1: INSTALL SOLAR AND/OR WIND-POWER FACILITIES 


The City has already  installed solar/photovoltaic  (PV) panels at  the senior center and corporation 
yard. In addition, the City plans to install ground‐mounted solar panels at the water treatment plant 
in the near future. 
 


GHG Reduction Potential (2020)  420.59 MTCO2e 


kWh Savings (2020)  2,230,507 kWh 


Co‐Benefits 
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Summary of Reductions 


By implementing the local reduction measures described above, the City would reduce its community‐
wide GHG emissions by 99,501 MTCO2e in year 2020. Table 11 and Table 12 summarize the strategies 
and the potential GHG reductions for community and municipal operations, respectively. 


 


TABLE 11 Summary of Community GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission 
Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


Goal 1: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Residential Units 


1.1: Energy Efficiency Education and Best Practices  Supporting Measure 


1.2: Increase Community Participation in Existing Energy Efficiency 


Opportunities 
40  161 


1.3: Promote or Establish Free or Required Home Energy Evaluations  Supporting Measure 


1.4: Establish, Promote, or Require Residential Home Energy 


Renovations 
4,694  18,777 


Goal 2: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Residential Units 


2.1: Exceed Energy Efficiency Standards  2,719  10,875 


Goal 3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Commercial Units 


3.1: Energy Efficiency Training, Education, and Recognition in the 


Commercial Sector 
Supporting Measure 


3.2: Increase Business Participation in Existing Energy Efficiency 


Programs 
286  1,146 


3.3: Incentivize of Require Non‐Residential Energy Audits  Supporting Measure 


3.4: Establish, Promote, Incentivize or Require Non‐Residential 


Retrofits. 
7,543  30,172 


Goal 4: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Commercial Units 


4.1: Exceed Energy Efficiency Standards  14,994  59,975 


Goal 5: Increase Energy Efficiency through Water Efficiency 


5.1: Support Water Efficiency through Enhanced Implementation of SB 


X7‐7 
74  298 


5.2: Exceed Water Efficiency Standards   <1  2 


Goal 6: Decrease Energy Demand through Reducing Urban Heat Island Effect 


6.1: Tree Planting for Shading and Energy Efficiency  106  425 


6.2: Light‐reflecting Surfaces for Energy Efficiency  6  23 


Goal 7: Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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TABLE 11 Summary of Community GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission 
Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


7.1: Encourage non‐motorized transportation options  831  3,324 


7.2: Encourage, promote, incentivize or expand use of transit services  572  2,289 


7.3: Implement and enhance Bicycle Master Plan to Expand Bike Routes 


around the City 


46 
183 


7.4: Promote Ride Sharing Programs within Businesses  352  1,409 


7.5: Electrify the Fleet  127  507 


Goal 8: Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Reducing Solid Waste Generation 


 8.1: Reduce Waste to Landfills  8,393  70,967 


Goal 9: Decrease Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Increasing Clean Energy Use 


 9.1: Promote Clean Energy  50,401  201,606 


Goal 10: Decrease GHG Emissions from New Development through Performance Standards 


 10.1: Screening Tables  8,627  13,899 


Total Community Measures  


Total of all Measures listed above  99,813  416,039 


Notes and Acronyms:  
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
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TABLE 12 Summary of Municipal GHG Reduction Strategies and Emission Reductions 


Goal and Measure 
Emission Reductions 


(MTCO2e) 


Year 2020  Year 2035  


Goal M‐1: Participate in Education, Outreach, and Planning Efforts for Energy Efficiency 


M‐1.1: Increase Energy Savings through the PG&E Energy Watch 


Partnership 


Tracking Measure 


Goal M‐2: Increase Energy Efficiency in Municipal Buildings 


M‐2.1: Conduct Municipal Energy Audit  Supporting Measure 


M‐2.2: Demand Response Programs  Tracking Measure 


M‐2.3: Direct Install Program  122.68  154.72 


M‐2.4: Procurement Policy for Energy Efficient Equipment  Tracking Measure 


M‐2.5: Recycled Solid Waste  Tracking Measure 


M‐2.6: Recycled Water  Tracking Measure 


Goal M‐3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Community Buildings and Infrastructure 


M‐3.1: Traffic Signal and Outdoor Lighting Retrofits  193.87  193.87 


M‐3.2: Upgrade or Incorporate Water‐Conserving Landscape  Tracking Measure 


M‐3.3: Plant Trees for Shade and Carbon Sequestration  Tracking Measure 


Goal M‐4: On‐Road Energy Efficiency Enhancements; Employee Commute and Vehicle Fleet 


M‐4.1: Introduce Bus Transit Pass Benefits  36.21  68.47 


M‐4.2: Encourage or Incentivize Purchase of Hybrid or Electric Vehicles  15.52  29.34 


M‐4.3: Replace or Supplement Vehicle Fleet with Hybrid/Electric Vehicles  6.99  9.20 


Goal M‐5: Increase Onsite Energy Generation at Municipal Facilities 


M‐5.1: Install Solar and/or Wind‐Power Facilities  420.59  420.59 


Total Municipal Measures  


Total of all Measures listed above  795.86  876.19 


Notes and Acronyms:  
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
PG&E = Pacific Gas & Electric 
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COMPARISON OF REDUCTIONS TO TARGETS 


Table 13 and Table 14 summarize the projected 2020 and 2035 emissions inventory, expressed in the 
efficiency metric  of MTCO2e  per  Service  Population  (SP),  as well  as  the  reduced  2020  and  2035 
inventories after implementation of the State, regional, and Efficiency Plan measures for community 
and municipal operations, respectively. 


By  2020,  the  statewide  and  local measures  together  would  reduce  the  City’s  community  GHG 
emissions by approximately 16 percent below 2005 BAU. Additional reductions through 2035 would 
result  in  reductions of 66 percent below 2005 BAU.   Therefore,  the City would achieve  the state‐
aligned emissions reduction target. 
 


TABLE 13 Community Emissions and Targets Comparison  


Forecast Year 


BAU 
Emissions 


Reduction Target Reductions Achieved* Reduction 
Target 


Achieved? MTCO2e/SP 
% Below 


2005 BAU 
MTCO2e 


/SP 
% Below 


2005 BAU 
MTCO2e 


/SP  


2020 Forecast  8.28  ‐15%  5.82  ‐16%  5.75  YES 


2035 Forecast  9.08  ‐49%  3.49  ‐66%  2.31  YES 


Acronyms: 
BAU = Business as Usual  MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
*Reductions achieved includes reductions for state-wide measures. 


 


 


By 2020, the statewide and local measures together would reduce the City’s municipal GHG emissions 
by 46 percent from the 2005 BAU. Implementation of additional measures beyond 2020 would result 
in the City achieving its municipal operations GHG reduction target of 49 percent below 2005 levels 
by 2035. 
 


TABLE 14 Municipal Emissions and Targets Comparison  


Parameter 
BAU Emissions Reduction Target Reductions Achieved* Reduction 


Target 
Achieved? MTCO2e/SP % Below 


2005 BAU 
MTCO2e 


/SP 
% Below 


2005 BAU 
MTCO2e 


/SP  


2020 Forecast  0.09  ‐15%  0.09  ‐46%  0.06  YES 


2035 Forecast  0.08  ‐49%  0.06  ‐58%  0.05  YES 


Acronyms: 
BAU = Business as Usual  MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
*Reductions achieved includes reductions for statewide measures. 


 


 


----------


----------
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CHAPTER 4 Community Outreach 


The City recognizes that community involvement is integral to the success of the Plan and to overall 
GHG  reduction  for  the  region.  Considering  that  several  measures  depend  on  the  voluntary 
commitment, creativity, and participation of the community, it is essential that local stakeholders are 
encouraged to participate in the development process of the Plan. 


PUBLIC WORKSHOP 


One public  luncheon workshop was organized on November 17th, 2015 to  inform the public of the 
Plan and the potential emission reduction measures. Presentation on the draft Plan was given by the 
City’s development services director and  included background on the Plan, the potential reduction 
targets and measures, and introduction to CEQA screening tables. 
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Approximately  30  people  attended  the  workshop,  which  included  local  developers,  engineers, 
architects, and  real estate brokers. The attendees  showed  strong  interests  in  the  concept of  the 
measures menu, which they can use to help meet their reduction requirements. 


On February 23, 2016 the City of Yuba City hosted a Developer, Broker, and Engineer Luncheon and 
presented an overview of the Plan and solicited feedback. The following day, an additional workshop 
with the Planning Commission was held to provide an overview of the Plan and solicit feedback.  


Feedback  from  these  events provided  the City with  a better understanding of  the  concerns  and 
priorities of the community and stakeholder groups.  
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CHAPTER 5 Plan Implementation 


This  chapter  describes  implementation  steps  for  the  Plan  to  support  achievement  of  the  GHG 
reduction goals for the community at  large. Success  in meeting the City’s GHG emission reduction 
goals will depend on cooperation, innovation, and participation by the City and residents, businesses, 
and  local  government entities. This  section outlines  key  steps  that  the City would  follow  for  the 
implementation of this Plan. 


Successful implementation of the Plan will require the following components. These are described in 
more detail the sections below. 


■ Administration and/or staffing 


■ Financing and budgeting 


■ Timelines for measure implementation 


■ Community outreach and education 
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■ Monitoring, reporting, and adaptive management 


The steps above are basic steps that any City might take or that other California communities have 
taken to implement a GHG reduction plan. These are suggested, not required, and are intended to 
guide a City in its implementation planning. 


ADMINISTRATION AND STAFFING 


The success of this plan will require coordination with other regional agencies. The City will work with 
these  agencies  and  designate  staff  to  oversee  the  successful  implementation  and  tracking  of  all 
selected  GHG  reduction  strategies.  The  City  will  primarily  be  responsible  for  coordinating  with 
contacts across departments to gather data, report on progress, track completed projects, and ensure 
that scheduling and  funding of upcoming projects  is discussed at key City meetings. The City may 
identify one or more staff to act as the Plan Implementation Administrator(s) to guide monitoring, 
reporting,  and  dissemination  of  information  to  the  public. Where  possible,  the  City may  utilize 
assistants from programs such as CivicSpark, an AmeriCorps program designed to build capacity for 
local governments to address climate change. 


The Administrator could have the following responsibilities: 


■ Secure  long‐term financing for the GHG reduction measures (i.e., grant application primary 
contact). 


■ Coordinate Plan implementation related meetings. 


■ Serve as the external communication hub to local and regional climate action organizations 
including SACOG. 


■ Conduct public outreach to inform the community of the City’s reduction planning efforts. 


■ Investigate methods to utilize existing resources and harness community support to better 
streamline implementation of the Plan. 


■ Monitor implementation of reduction measures and success of the Plan. 


■ Develop a protocol for monitoring the effectiveness of emissions reduction programs. 


■ Establish guidelines for reporting and documenting emissions reduction progress. 


■ Submit annual reports to the City council. 


■ Develop a protocol for utilizing the real‐time  information collected through the verification 
process to modify and revise existing reduction programs. 


■ Track State and federal legislation and its applicability to the City. 


In general, the goal in implementing the Plan is not to create new administrative tasks or new staff 
positions necessarily, but  rather  to  leverage  existing programs  and  staff  to  the maximum extent 
feasible.  Cities  should  seek  to  fold  GHG  planning  and  long‐term  reduction  into  their  existing 
procedures, institutional organization, reporting and long‐term planning. 
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FINANCING AND BUDGETING 


Implementation  of  the  local  GHG  reduction  measures  may  require  investment  for  the  capital 
improvements and other investments, and increased operations and maintenance costs. However, in 
some cases operating costs are anticipated to decrease, resulting in offsetting savings. This section 
presents  a  summary  of  funding  and  financing  options  (Table 15)  available  at  the writing  of  this 
document. Some funding sources are not necessarily directed towards a City, but to a larger regional 
agency such as SACOG, or a waste services provider serving multiple  jurisdictions. The City should 
monitor private and public  funding sources  for new grant and  rebate opportunities and  to better 
understand how larger agencies are accessing funds that can be used for GHG reductions in their area. 
Leveraging financing sources is one of the most important roles a local government can play in helping 
the community to implement many of the GHG reduction measures. 
 


TABLE 15 Potential Funding Sources to Support GHG Reduction Measures 
Funding Source Description 


State and Federal Funds 


Federal Tax 
Credits for Energy 
Efficiency 


■ Tax credits for energy efficiency can be promoted to residents. 


Energy Efficient 
Mortgages (EEM) 


■ An EEM  is a mortgage that credits a home’s energy efficiency  in the mortgage 
itself. 


■ Residents can finance energy saving measures as part of a single mortgage. 


■ To verify a home’s energy efficiency, an EEM typically requires a home energy 
rating of the house by a home energy rater before financing is approved. 


■ EEMs are typically used to purchase a new home that is already energy efficient, 
such as an ENERGY STAR® qualified home. 


California 
Department of 
Resources 
Recycling and 
Recovery 
(CalRecycle) 


■ CalRecycle grant programs allow jurisdictions to assist public and private entities 
in management of waste streams. 


■ Incorporated cities and counties in California are eligible for funds. 


■ Program funds are intended to: 


■ Reduce, reuse, and recycle all waste. 


■ Encourage development of recycled‐content products and markets. 


■ Protect public health and safety and foster resource resiliency. 
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TABLE 15 Potential Funding Sources to Support GHG Reduction Measures 
Funding Source Description 


California Air 
Resources Board 
(ARB) 


■ ARB offers several grants,  incentives, and credits programs to reduce on‐road 
and  off‐road  transportation  emissions.  Residents,  businesses,  and  fleet 
operators can receive funds or incentives depending on the program. 


■ The following programs can be utilized to fund local measures: 


■ Air Quality Improvement Program (AB 118) 


■ Carl Moyer Program – Voucher Incentive Program 


■ Goods Movement Emission Reduction Program (Prop 1B Incentives) 


■ Loan Incentives Program 


■ Lower‐Emission  School  Bus  Program/School  Bus  Retrofit  and  Replacement 
Account (Prop 1B and EPA Incentives) 


Existing Capital 
Improvement 
Program 


■ State  and  federal  funds  would  most  likely  continue  to  local  governments, 
builders, and homeowners in the following forms. 


■ Grants 


■ Transportation and transit funding 


■ Tax credit and rebate programs 


■ The Capital Improvement Program can be utilized for measures relating to traffic 
or transit. 


State Funding for 
Infrastructure 


■ The State’s Infill Infrastructure Grant Program may potentially be used to help 
fund measures that promote infill housing development. 


■ Grants can be used for gap funding for infrastructure improvements necessary 
for specific residential or mixed‐use infill development projects. 


Transportation‐
Related Federal 
and State Funding 


■ For  funding measures related  to  transit, bicycle, or pedestrian  improvements, 
the following funding sources from SACOG may be utilized. 


■ Smart Growth Incentive Program 


■ Active Transportation Grant Program 


■ Job Access and Reverse Commute and New Freedom Programs 


Utility Rebates 


 


■ PG&E is one of the utilities participating in the California Solar initiative. 


■ A variety of rebates are available for existing and new homes. 


■ Photovoltaics, thermal technologies, and solar hot water projects are eligible. 


■ Single‐family  homes,  commercial  development,  and  affordable  housing  are 
eligible. 
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TABLE 15 (CONT.) Potential Funding Sources to Support GHG Reduction Measures 
Funding Source Description 


Energy Upgrade 
California 


■ Program is intended for home energy upgrades. 


■ Funded  by  the  American  Recovery  and  Reinvestment  Act,  California  utility 
ratepayers, and private contributions. 


■ Utilities administer the program, offering homeowners the choice of one of two 
upgrade packages—basic or advanced. 


■ Homeowners are connected to home energy professionals. 


■ Rebates, incentives, and financing are available. 


■ Homeowners can  receive up  to $4,000 back on an upgrade  through  the  local 
utility. 


Private Funding 


 


■ Private  equity  can  be  used  to  finance  energy  improvements,  with  returns 
realized as future cost savings. 


■ Rent increases can fund retrofits in commercial buildings. 


■ Net energy cost savings can fund retrofits in households. 


■ Power Purchase Agreements  (PPA)  involve a private company that purchases, 
installs, and maintains a renewable energy technology through a contract that 
typically  lasts  15 years.  After  15 years,  the  company  would  uninstall  the 
technology or sign a new contract. 


■ On‐Bill  Financing  (OBF)  can  be  promoted  to  businesses  for  energy‐efficiency 
retrofits. Funding from OBF  is a no‐interest  loan that  is paid back through the 
monthly  utility  bill.  Lighting,  refrigeration, HVAC,  and  LED  streetlights  are  all 
eligible projects. 


Other Funding Mechanisms for Implementation 


 


■ Increased operating costs can be supported by grants from the Strategic Growth 
Council  (SGC)  or  the  State  Department  of  Conservation  to  fund  sustainable 
community  planning,  natural  resource  conservation,  and  development,  and 
adoption. 


Future Funding Options: Funding Mechanisms for Capital and/or Implementation Costs 


New 
Development 
Impact Fees 


■ These types of fees may have some potential to provide funding, but such fees 
are  best  implemented  when  the  real  estate  market  and  overall  regional 
economic conditions are strong.  


General 
Obligation Bond 


■ A general obligation bond is a form of long‐term borrowing and could be utilized 
to fund municipal improvements. 







CHAPTER 5 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 


76 City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan
 


TABLE 15 (CONT.) Potential Funding Sources to Support GHG Reduction Measures 
Funding Source Description 


AB 811 Districts 
Property‐
Assessed Clean 
Energy (PACE) 


AB 811 is intended to help municipalities accomplish goals outlined in AB 32. 


The PACE finance program is intended to finance energy and water improvements 
within a home or business through a land‐secured loan, and funds are repaid 
through property assessments. 


Municipalities are authorized to designate areas where property owners can enter 
into contractual assessments to receive long‐term, low‐interest loans for energy 
and water efficiency improvements, and renewable energy installation on their 
property. 


Financing is repaid through property tax bills. 


AB 811 and the PACE program are currently on hold for residential properties due 
to potential violation of standard FHFA federally guaranteed (Fannie Mae/Freddie 
Mac) residential mortgage contracts. 


Figtree PACE and CaliforniaFIRST have been approved in the County to assist 
residents and businesses in financing residential and commercial energy efficiency 
and solar retrofits. 


Acronyms and Abbreviations: 
AB = Assembly Bill     ARB = California Air Resources Board   
CalRecycle = California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
EEM = Energy Efficient Mortgages    EPA = federal Environmental Protection Agency 
FHFA = Federal Housing Finance Agency  HERO = Home Energy Renovation Opportunity 
HVAC = heating, ventilation and air conditioning  LED = light emitting diodes 
OBF = On-Bill Financing    PACE = Property-Assessed Clean Energy 
PG&E = Pacific Gas & Electric   PPA = Power Purchase Agreements 
SACOG = Sacramento Area Council of Governments SGC = Strategic Growth Council   


 


 


In addition to pursuing the funding options above and monitoring the availability of others, the City 
should take the following steps in order to best inform decisions related to the cost of GHG reduction 
measures: 


■ Perform and refine cost estimates—Cost estimates for  local reduction measures should be 
performed  to  identify  the  cost‐effectiveness  of  each  measure  to  inform  and  guide  the 
implementation process. This analysis will  likely be based on a variety of participation, per‐
unit, and other assumptions. As programs are developed, cost estimates should be refined 
and updated over time with more precise implementation‐level data. 


■ Integrate GHG reduction  into existing City budget and CIP—Certain capital  improvements 
may need to be added to the City’s CIP and facility master plan programs, as well as those of 
the  City  utility  enterprises  and  other  public  agencies  that  have  control  for  project 
implementation. For CIPs completely under the City’s control, new projects would need to be 
assessed for consistency with the Plan. 
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■ Adopt or update ordinances and/or codes—Some local reduction measures may require new 
or  revised  ordinances.  Staff would  need  to  coordinate  these  efforts  in  conjunction with 
planning departments, planning commissions, and City councils. 


■ Pursue outside funding sources—A range of funding from State and federal agencies has been 
identified. The City would need to pursue these (and other emerging) funding sources as a 
part of implementation efforts. 


■ Implement and direct preferred City funding sources—While City funding sources are limited, 
the City, when financially able, as a part of its budget process, could appropriate funding from 
general  sources  or make  changes  in  its  fee  schedules,  utility  rates,  and  other  sources  as 
needed to support funding the implementation of the GHG reduction measures. 


■ Create  monitoring/tracking  processes—Local  reduction  measures  will  require  program 
development, tracking, and/or monitoring. 


■ Identify economic  indicators to consider  future  funding options—Economic  recovery may 
occur rapidly or slowly. Whatever the timeframe, the City would need to determine the point 
at  which  certain  additional  funding  sources  may  become  feasible  and/or  favorable. 
Identification and monitoring of economic indicators and trends, such as home prices, energy 
prices cost per kWh on solar installations, unemployment rates, or real wage increases, can 
help  the  City  decide  when  to  further  explore  the  potential  for  funding  local  reduction 
measures through different financing mechanisms. 


TIMELINE FOR MEASURE IMPLEMENTATION 


After taking into account the reductions in energy and water usage and the GHG emissions resulting 
from statewide measures, the City will need to implement the local reduction measures to reach its 
reduction targets. 


The City has developed an implementation schedule for the local reduction measures. Prioritization 
was based on the following factors: 


■ Cost effectiveness 


■ GHG reduction efficiency 


■ Availability of funding 


■ Level of City Control 


■ Ease of implementation 


■ Time to implement 


To  encourage  implementation  of  all  reduction  measures,  City  staff  would  develop  a  Plan 
Implementation Timeline. Measure prioritization could be based on the following factors. 


■ Cost/Funding—How  much  does  the  measure  cost?  Is  funding  already  in  place  for  the 
measure? 
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■ Greenhouse Gas Reductions—How effective is the measure at reducing GHGs? 


■ Other  Benefits—For  example,  does  the  measure  improve  water  quality  or  conserve 
resources? Would it create jobs or enhance community well‐being? 


■ Consistency  with  Existing  Programs—Does  the measure  complement  or  extend  existing 
programs? 


■ Impact on the Community—What are the advantages and disadvantages of the measure to 
the community as a whole? 


■ Speed of Implementation—How quickly can the measure be implemented and when would 
the City begin to see benefits? 


■ Implementation Effort—How difficult will it be to develop and implement the program? 


A  qualitative  appraisal  of  implementation  effort  for  the  City  is  also  provided. Measures  can  be 
categorized based on the convention of low, medium, or high, with low‐level measures requiring the 
least  level of effort by the City and being the most  likely to be pursued  immediately (i.e., the  low‐
hanging fruit). Sample criteria are shown in Table 16. 
 


TABLE 16 Implementation Matrix 
Implementation 


Effort Level 
Sample Criteria 


Low 


■ Requires limited staff resources to develop. 


■ Existing programs in place to support implementation. 


■ Required internal and external coordination is limited. 


■ Required revisions to policy or code are limited. 


Medium 


■ Requires staff resources beyond typical daily level. 


■ Policy or code revisions necessary. 


■ Internal and external coordination (e.g., with stakeholders, other cities or agencies, or 
general public) is necessary. 


High 


■ Requires extensive staff time and resources. 


■ Requires development of completely new policies or programs and potential changes 
to the general plan. 


■ Robust  outreach  program  required  to  alert  residents  and  businesses  of  program 
requirements and eligibility. 


■ Requires regional cooperation and securing long‐term funding. 
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND EDUCATION 


The citizens and businesses  in  the City are  integral  to  the success of  the Plan and  to overall GHG 
reduction for the region. Their involvement is essential, considering that several measures depend on 
the voluntary commitment, creativity, and participation of the community. 


The City would educate stakeholders, such as businesses, business groups, residents, developers, and 
property owners,  about  the GHG  reduction measures  that  require  their participation,  encourage 
participation in these programs, and alert them to program requirements, incentives and/or rebate 
availability, depending on the measure. The City staff would schedule periodic meetings to facilitate 
formal community involvement in Plan implementation and adaptation over time. This could include 
focused meetings for a specific measure or program such as the PACE program and/or agenda items 
at City Council or other public meetings. These meetings would be targeted to particular stakeholder 
groups and provide information on Plan implementation progress as well as the implementation of a 
specific program or new policy. Alternatively, periodic written updates  could be provided  in City 
newsletters, SACOG’s newsletter, on City websites, or through other media communications with the 
general public  such  as  press  releases  and public  service  announcements.  Stakeholders would be 
provided an opportunity to comment on potential  improvements or changes to the Plan. The City 
would also sponsor periodic outreach events to directly inform and solicit the input, suggestions, and 
participation of the community at large. 


MONITORING, REPORTING, AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 


Regular monitoring is important to ensure programs are functioning as they were originally intended. 
Early identification of effective strategies and potential issues would enable the City to make informed 
decisions on future priorities, funding, and scheduling. Moreover, monitoring provides concrete data 
to  document  the  City’s  progress  in  reducing  GHG  emissions.  The  City would  be  responsible  for 
developing a protocol for monitoring the effectiveness of emissions reduction programs as well as for 
undertaking emissions inventory updates: 


■ Update GHG Inventory—The City would update inventory emissions prior to 2020 to ensure 
they meet  their GHG  reduction  goals.  This  includes  regular data  collection  in each of  the 
primary  inventory  sectors  (utility,  regional  VMT,  waste,  wastewater,  and  water),  and 
comparing  the  inventory  to  the  City’s  baseline  GHG  emissions  in  2005.  The  City  would 
consolidate  information  in  a  database  or  spreadsheet  that  can  be  used  to  evaluate  the 
effectiveness of individual reduction measures. 


■ Track State Progress—The Plan will rely heavily on State‐level measures. The City would be 
responsible  for  tracking  the  State’s progress on  implementing  State‐level programs. Close 
monitoring of the real gains being achieved by State programs would allow the City to adjust 
its Plan, if needed. 


■ Track  Completion  of GHG  Reduction Measures—The  City would  keep  track  of measures 
implemented as scheduled in the Plan, including progress reports on each measure, funding, 
and savings. This will allow at least a rough attribution of gains when combined with regular 
GHG inventory updates. 
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■ Regular  Progress  Reports—The  City  may  report  annually  (or  semi‐annually  or  at  other 
assigned  intervals)  to  the City Council on Plan  implementation progress.  If annual  reports, 
periodic inventories, or other information indicates that the GHG reduction measures are not 
as  effective  as  originally  anticipated,  the  Plan  may  need  to  be  adjusted,  amended,  or 
supplemented. 
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1 Executive Summary 
This report documents the results of the 2005 Baseline Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Inventory for community-


wide activities and municipal operations of the City of Yuba City. With the support of Pacific Gas and Electric 


Company (PG&E), and guidance from Yuba City staff, Sierra Business Council (SBC) conducted all emissions 


estimations following the Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP) and the International Emissions Analysis 


Protocol (IEAP). More information on inventory methodology is included in Sections 7 and 8 of this report. 


1.1 Emission Source Categories 


Included in this report are estimates of Yuba City’s GHG emissions resulting from both Yuba City municipal operations 


in 2005, as well as from community-wide activities occurring within the Yuba City jurisdictional boundaries in 2005. 


Municipal operations emissions sources analyzed in this report include: energy used in government buildings and 


facilities (which includes public lighting as well as water delivery infrastructure), fuels used by the Yuba City vehicle fleet, 


refrigerants leaked from HVAC systems and the vehicle fleet, fuel used for Yuba City’s employees' personal vehicle 


commute, government-generated solid waste and government-operated wastewater treatment. Community-wide 


emissions sources evaluated in this report include: energy used in residential, commercial and industrial facilities 


including large scale electricity generation; transportation from on-and off-road vehicles and equipment used within 


Yuba City city limits; community-generated solid waste; wastewater treatment; and agricultural activities. 


1.2 Emissions Summary 


A summary of emissions sources within Yuba City at the municipal operations level as well as the community-wide scale 


is provided here; the Inventory Results section of this report provides a detailed profile of emissions. This data is 


intended to guide local reduction efforts. The data will also provide a baseline against which the City will be able to 


compare future performance and demonstrate progress in reducing emissions. 


1.2.1 Community-Wide Inventory Results 


Total roll-up emissions included in this inventory for the 2005 community-wide activities were 433,436 metric tons of 


carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e), as summarized in Table ES-1. This roll-up number includes emissions from the 


Residential, Commercial/Industrial (excluding utility-scale electricity generation), Transportation, and Solid Waste and 


Wastewater Treatment Sectors. Agricultural emissions from fertilizer application and livestock within the city limits were 


deemed insignificant and attributed to the County.1 Emissions from air travel by community members was not included, 


nor were emissions from consumed goods produced outside the community. As can be seen in Figure ES-1, the largest 


                                                      


1
 More information on this analysis of Agricultural emissions can be found in Appendix G. 
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contributor to community emissions is the Transportation Sector with 42% of total emissions. The 


Commercial/Industrial Sector emitted 35% of emissions. Additional emissions from the Commercial/Industrial Sector 


are delineated at the bottom of Table ES-1 (“Other Emissions”). These emissions are from natural gas used for 


electricity generation. They are not included in the roll-up total and are not shown in Figure ES-1, to prevent double 


counting with emissions from electricity consumption. The Residential and Solid Waste and Wastewater Treatment 


Sectors comprised the remaining emissions (20 percent and three (3) percent, respectively). Information items are also 


not included in Figure ES-1. Information item emissions include biogenic emissions related to residential wood burning 


and biogas burned at the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). 


Figure ES-1: 2005 Community GHG Emissions by Sector 


 


TableES-1: 2005 Community GHG Emissions by Sector 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Residential 
20% 


Commercial / 
Industrial 


35% 


Transportation 
42% 


Solid Waste 
and 


Wastewater 
3% 


Sector CO2e (metric tons) 


Residential  86,185 


Commercial/Industrial 150,685 


Transportation 182,772 


Solid Waste and Wastewater 13,795 


Totals 433,436 


Information Items   


Biogenic Wood Combustion (Residential) 1,182 


Biogenic Biogas (WWTP) 1,113  


Other Emissions * 160,937 


* Scope 1 natural gas emissions from electricity generation, not included in 
roll-up number, to prevent double counting. 
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1.2.2 Municipal Operations Inventory Results 


Total municipal operations emissions for the City of Yuba City in 2005 were 8,202 metric tons of CO2e, as seen in Table 


ES-2. This represents 1.9 percent of the total community-wide emissions in 2005. As shown in Figure ES-2, the City’s 


Wastewater Treatment is the municipal operations sector that produced by far the largest percentage of emissions 


(45%). Information items are not included in Figure ES-2. Information items are emissions related to R-12 and R-22 


refrigerants (currently being phased out as ozone depleting substances therefore not included as sources in the LGOP) 


and PG&E owned and operated LS-1 streetlights, and biogenic CO2 emissions from biogas burned at the WWTP. 


Figure ES-2: 2005 Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Sector 


 


TableES-2: 2005 Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Sector 
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Buildings and Facilities 679  


Public Lighting 401  


Water Delivery 1,674  


Wastewater Treatment 3,643  


Government-Generated Solid Waste 97  


Employee Commute 796  


Vehicle Fleet 913  


Totals 8,202  


Information Items   


R-22 Refrigerant (Bldgs and Facil) 128  


LS-1 PG&E Owned Lighting 90  


Biogenic Biogas (WWTP) 1,113  


R-12 Refrigerant (VF) 12  
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2 Introduction 
The City of Yuba City is an agricultural community located on the Feather River in California’s Sacramento Valley, and 


covers about 15 square miles. Every day, Yuba City plays host to a variety of activities - in both its own operations and 


the daily activity of its residents and businesses; burning fuel for transportation, collecting and treating waste, lighting, 


heating and cooling buildings are all activities of a properly functioning and robust community. These activities also 


contribute to the addition of carbon dioxide and other GHGs into the environment, either directly or indirectly. 


In California, governments, businesses and the general public are placing increasing focus on quantifying and reducing 


GHG emissions, and, additionally, California's regulatory environment is shifting towards establishing policies relating 


to GHG emission reductions. Due to these drivers, the City of Yuba City has directed the Sierra Business Council, with 


the support of PG&E, to conduct an inventory of GHG emissions resulting from both Yuba City’s municipal 


operations in 2005, as well as from community-wide activities occurring within the jurisdictional boundaries of Yuba 


City in 2005.2 This report presents the findings and methodologies of these two 2005 inventories: the Community-Wide 


Inventory and the Municipal Operations Inventory. 


Figure 1: Yuba City - 2012 Jurisdictional Boundary 


 


 


                                                      


2In 2005, Yuba City's population was estimated at 57,975 (CA Department of Finance Report E-4), there were approximately 450 city 


employees and the City's annual 2005 budget was approximately $28 million. 


Source: Google, retrieved October 31st, 2012, maps.google.com 
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2.1 Pacific Gas and Electric Company-Sponsored Inventory Project 


This project was made possible by PG&E's Green Communities Program with funding from California utility customers 


under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission. The Green Communities Program assists local 


governments by providing easy-to-understand information, technical expertise, and financial resources to support local 


climate action planning. The Green Communities Program is designed to help local governments and communities 


achieve GHG reduction goals while simultaneously reducing energy costs and improving air quality. 


2.2 Climate Change Background 


Naturally occurring gases dispersed in the atmosphere determine the Earth’s climate by trapping solar radiation. This 


phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect. Abundant scientific evidence shows that human activities are increasing 


the concentration of GHGs and changing the global climate. The most significant contributor is the burning of fossil 


fuels for transportation, electricity generation and other purposes, which introduces large amounts of carbon dioxide 


and other GHGs into the atmosphere. Collectively, these gases intensify the natural greenhouse effect, causing global 


average surface and lower atmospheric temperatures to rise. 


The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is the scientific body charged with bringing together the work 


of thousands of climate scientists. The IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report states that “warming of the climate system is 


unequivocal.”3 Furthermore, the report finds that “most of the observed increase in global average temperatures since 


the mid-20th century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations.” 


Analysis released in January 2011 by NASA's Goddard Institute for Space Studies shows that global average surface 


temperatures in 2010 “tied” 2005 as the warmest on record (the difference is smaller than the uncertainty in comparing 


the temperatures of recent years).4 The next hottest years, also with very close average temperatures, are 1998, 2002, 


2003, 2006, 2007, and 2009. The period from January 2000 to December 2009 is the warmest decade on record, 


followed by the 1990’s, then the 1980’s respectively. The steady uptick in average temperatures is significant and 


expected to continue if action is not taken to greatly reduce GHG emissions. 


2.2.1 Regional and Local Impacts 


Yuba City, as all communities in the Sacramento Valley, faces unique challenges associated with climate change in the 


region. Increased frequency and altered timing of flooding will increase risks to agriculture, people, ecosystems, and 


infrastructure. Potential impacts on water resources include reduced mountain snowpack, delayed snow accumulation, 


earlier snow melting, and ultimately shortages in runoff and water supply. Increased drought may increase soil erosion. 


Change in rainfall patterns and water supply and alteration of fragile ecosystems are likely. Since local economies in the 


                                                      


3IPCC, 2007: Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the 


Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, A. (eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 104 


pp. 
4 Goddard Institute for Space Studies, “Research Finds 2010 Tied for Warmest Year on Record,” 2011, 18 Jan. 2011, 


<http://www.nasa.gov/topics/earth/features/2010-warmest-year.html>. 
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area rely so heavily on these resources for agriculture, tourism, recreation and other industries, climate change has the 


potential to negatively affect economic activity in Yuba City, and ultimately impact quality of life for its residents.  


2.3 California Policy 


California has been a leader in developing policies that aim to reduce GHG emissions, and these policies are some of 


the drivers behind the completion of a GHG inventory at the local level. Three of these policies are described here.  


2.3.1 State Emissions Reduction Targets 


California passed the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) in 2006, which charged the California Air Resources Board 


(CARB) with implementing a comprehensive statewide program to reduce GHG emissions. AB 32 established the 


following GHG emissions reduction targets for the State of California:  


 2000 emissions levels by 2010 


 1990 emissions levels by 2020 


Executive Order S-3-05 establishes an additional target of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  


The AB32 Scoping Plan provides guidance on how local governments can help the State reach these goals; specifically 


the Plan suggests that local governments establish an emissions reduction goal of 15 percent below “current” levels by 


2020.5 Yuba City’s GHG emissions inventory is intended to enable the City to develop effective GHG reduction 


policies in line with these state goals and programs to meet these targets and track emissions reduction progress. 


2.3.2 Senate Bill 375 and Metropolitan Planning Organizations 


The passage of SB 375 in 2008 enhances California's ability to reach its AB 32 goals by promoting good planning with 


the goal of more sustainable communities. SB 375 requires CARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets 


for passenger vehicles. CARB is to establish targets for 2020 and 2035 for each region covered by one of the State's 18 


metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and each MPO is required to integrate a Sustainable Communities 


Strategy (SCS) for meeting the CARB targets into their Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Yuba City is part of the 


Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) MPO, which adopted a SCS in April, 2012.6 


2.3.3 California Environmental Quality Act 


Another policy driver for climate action planning in California is SB 97, which established that GHG emissions and 


their impacts are appropriate subjects for analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This law, 


passed in 2007, directed the State’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop CEQA guidelines on the 


mitigation of GHG emissions for agencies, such that they may follow appropriate standards on calculating GHG 


                                                      


5 The AB 32 Scoping Plan is available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm 


6 The SACOG MTP/SCS is available at: http://www.sacog.org/2035/files/MTP-SCS/MTPSCS%20WEB.pdf 
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emissions from projects, determine potential significance, and implement mitigation measures if necessary and feasible. 


In addition to establishing the 2050 reduction target described above, Governor Schwarzenegger's Executive Order S-3-


05 reinforces these goals and sets a schedule for the reporting of both the measured impacts of climate change upon 


California’s natural environment and the emissions reduction efforts undertaken by a myriad of state, regional, and local 


groups. 


2.4 GHG Inventories' Role in Emissions Reduction Framework 


In response to the problem of climate change, many communities in the United States are taking responsibility for 


addressing emissions at the local level. Since many of the major sources of GHG emissions are directly or indirectly 


controlled through local policies, local governments have a strong role to play in reducing GHG emissions within their 


boundaries. Through proactive measures around land use patterns, transportation demand management, energy 


efficiency, green building, waste diversion, and more, local governments can more effectively reduce emissions in their 


communities. In addition, local governments are primarily responsible for the provision of emergency services and the 


mitigation of natural disaster impacts.  


ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI) is an association for local governments to share knowledge and 


successful strategies toward increasing local sustainability.7 ICLEI provides a framework and methodology for local 


governments to identify and reduce GHG emissions, 


organized along Five Milestones (shown in Figure 2): 


1. Conduct an inventory of local GHG emissions 


2. Conduct an GHG emissions forecast and 


establish a reduction target 


3. Develop a climate action plan for achieving the 


emissions reduction target 


4. Implement the climate action plan 


5. Monitor and report on progress 


This report represents the completion of ICLEI’s Climate 


Mitigation Milestone One and provides a foundation for 


future work to reduce GHG emissions in Yuba City. 


                                                      


7 ICLEI was formerly known as the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives, but the name has been changed to ICLEI – 


Local Governments for Sustainability. http://www.iclei.org&http://www.icleiusa.org 


 


Figure 2: The Five Milestones of identifying and 


reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 


 


• Leadership 
Commitment 



http://www.iclei.org/

http://www.icleiusa.org/
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3 Inventory Methodology 
3.1 Understanding a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 


The first step toward achieving tangible GHG emission reductions requires identifying baseline levels and sources of 


emissions in the community. As local governments have continued to join the climate protection movement, the need 


for a standardized approach to quantify GHG emissions has proven essential. Standard processes of accounting for 


emissions have been developed to which these inventories adhere. 


The municipal operations inventory was developed following the 


Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP).8 The community-


wide inventory was developed following primarily the International 


Local Government GHG Emissions Analysis Protocol (IEAP). 9 


Methods from the LGOP were used as appropriate for specific 


community-wide sectors. These protocols and their history are 


described further in sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2. 


Note that the municipal operations inventory is a subset of the 


community inventory. For example, data on commercial energy use 


by the community includes energy consumed by municipal 


buildings, and community vehicle-miles-traveled estimates include 


miles driven by municipal fleet vehicles. This relationship is 


illustrated in Figure 3. 


3.1.1 International Emissions Analysis Protocol 


The IEAP, developed by ICLEI, provides guidelines for local governments in quantifying GHG emissions from the 


community within their geopolitical boundaries. SBC used this protocol to inventory Yuba City’s community emissions. 


ICLEI began development of the IEAP with the inception of its Cities for Climate Protection Campaign in 1993, and 


through this work has established a common GHG emissions inventory protocol for all local governments worldwide. 


While this inventory was in-process, ICLEI USA released their U.S. Community Protocol for Accounting and 


Reporting Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Community Protocol).10 The Community Protocol is based on the IEAP, but 


future Yuba City inventories should use inventory methods as specifically outlined in the Community Protocol.  


                                                      


8Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP).http://www.icleiusa.org/programs/climate/ghg-protocol/ghg-protocol 


9International Local Government Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Protocol (IEAP). 


ICLEI.http://www.iclei.org/index.php?id=ghgprotocol 


10U.S. Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting Greenhouse Gas Emissions. http://www.icleiusa.org/tools/ghg-


protocol/community-protocol. 


Figure 3: The Government Operations Emissions 


Inventory as a Subset of the Community 


Emissions Inventory. 


Community Emissions 


Municipal 


Operations Subset 



http://www.icleiusa.org/programs/climate/ghg-protocol/ghg-protocol
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3.1.2 Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP) 


In 2008, ICLEI, CARB, and the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) released the LGOP to serve as a national 


Appendix to the IEAP. The LGOP serves as the national standard for quantifying and reporting GHG emissions from 


local government (or municipal) operations. The purpose of the LGOP is to provide the principles, approach, 


methodology, and procedures needed to develop a local government operations GHG emissions inventory. The LGOP 


also informs some methods used for community inventories. 


3.2 Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Emissions 


3.2.1 Establishing a Base Year 


The inventory process requires the selection of a base year with which to compare current emissions. Yuba City’s GHG 


emissions inventories will use 2005 as their base year; the emissions quantified in this report's 2005 GHG inventories 


will serve as baseline emissions for future emissions inventories and forecasts. 2005 is a commonly accepted baseline 


year in California – it is the reference year in both SB 375 and Executive Order S-3-05. Additionally, 2005 is one of the 


earliest years for which relatively comprehensive data is available. 


3.2.2 Establishing Boundaries 


Setting an organizational boundary for GHG emissions accounting and reporting is an important step in the inventory 


process, for both the municipal operations inventory and the community-wide inventory. The organizational boundary 


for an inventory determines which aspects of municipal operations and community activities are included in the 


emissions inventory and which aspects are excluded. 


3.2.2.1 Municipal Operations Inventory Boundaries 


Under the LGOP, two control approaches are used for reporting emissions at the municipal operations level: 


operational control or financial control. A local government has operational control over an operation if it has full 


authority to introduce and implement policies that impact the operation. A local government has financial control if the 


operation is fully consolidated in financial accounts. If a local government has joint control over an operation, the 


contractual agreement will have to be examined to see who has authority over operating policies and implementation, 


and thus the responsibility to report emissions under operational control. 


The LGOP strongly encourages local governments to utilize operational control as the organization boundary for a 


municipal operations emissions inventory. Operational control is believed to most accurately represent the emissions 


sources that local governments can most directly influence, and this boundary is consistent with other environmental 


and air quality reporting program requirements. For this reason, the municipal operations inventory was conducted 


according to the operational control framework. 
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3.2.2.2 Community-Wide Inventory Boundaries 


Yuba City’s community-wide inventory assessed emissions resulting from activities within its geopolitical boundary. The 


IEAP defines geopolitical boundary as that “consisting of the physical area or region over which the local government 


has jurisdictional authority.” Activities that occur within this boundary can be, for the most part, controlled or 


influenced by Yuba City’s policies and educational programs. Although the City may have limited influence over the 


level of emissions from some activities, it is important that every effort be made to compile a complete analysis of all 


activities that resulted in GHG emissions. Note that emissions from facilities that are operated by a jurisdiction, but are 


located outside the jurisdictional boundaries would not be included in the community inventory. Conversely, a 


government facility operated by another jurisdiction but located within Yuba City's jurisdictional boundary would be 


included in the community inventory. 


3.2.3 Emission Types 


The IEAP and LGOP recommend assessing emissions from the six internationally recognized GHGs regulated under 


the Kyoto Protocol as listed in Table 1. The municipal operations inventory included analysis of emissions of each of 


these gases, although no perfluorocarbons or SF6 emissions were found. Emissions of hydrofluorocarbons, 


perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride were not included in the community-wide inventory because of the difficulty 


in obtaining data on these emissions at a community scale. 


Greenhouse gas emissions are commonly aggregated and reported in terms of equivalent carbon dioxide units, or CO2e. 


This standard is based on the Global Warming Potential (GWP) of each gas, which is a measure of the amount of 


warming a GHG may cause over a 100 year time horizon, measured against the amount of warming caused by carbon 


dioxide. Converting all emissions to equivalent carbon dioxide units allows for the consideration of different GHGs in 


comparable terms. For example, methane is twenty-one times more powerful than carbon dioxide in its warming effect, 


so one metric ton of methane emission is equal to twenty-one metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents. Table 1 


presents the GWPs of the commonly occurring GHGs. 


Table 1: Greenhouse Gases 


Greenhouse Gas Chemical Formula 


Global Warming 


Potential  


Carbon Dioxide CO2 1 


Methane CH4 21 


Nitrous Oxide N2O 310 


Hydrofluorocarbons Various 43-11,700 


Perfluorocarbons Various 6,500-9,000 


Sulfur Hexafluoride SF6 23,900 
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3.2.4 Quantification Methods 


All emissions in these inventories were quantified using calculation-based methodologies. Calculation-based 


methodologies calculate emissions using activity data and emission factors, in accordance with the following basic 


equation: Activity Data x Emission Factor=Emissions. Activity data refer to the relevant measurement of energy use or other 


GHG-generating processes such as fuel consumption by fuel type, metered annual electricity consumption, and annual 


vehicle miles traveled. Please see appendices for a detailed listing of the activity data used in composing these 


inventories. Known emissions factors were used to convert energy usage or other activity data into associated quantities 


of emissions. Unless otherwise specified, default emissions factors from the LGOP were used. Emissions factors are 


usually expressed in terms of emissions per unit of activity data (e.g. lbs CO2/kWh of electricity). Table 2 demonstrates 


examples of common emission calculations that use this formula. Please see appendices for details on the emissions 


factors used in these inventories. 


Table 2: Basic Emissions Calculations 


Activity Data Emissions Factor Emissions 


Electricity 


Consumption (kWh) CO2 emitted/kWh CO2 emitted 


Natural Gas 


Consumption (therms) CO2 emitted/therm CO2 emitted 


Gasoline/Diesel 


Consumption (gallons) CO2 emitted /gallon CO2 emitted 


Vehicle Miles Traveled CH4, N2O emitted/mile CH4, N20 emitted 


3.2.5 CACP 2009 Software 


To facilitate efforts to measure GHG emissions as a first step towards reducing them, ICLEI developed the Clean Air 


and Climate Protection 2009 (CACP 2009) software package in partnership with the National Association of Clean Air 


Agencies (NACAA) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). CACP 2009 is designed for compatibility 


with the LGO Protocol and determines emissions by combining activity data (energy consumption, waste generation, 


etc.) with verified emission factors. 


The CACP software has been and continues to be used by over 600 U.S. local governments to measure their GHG 


emissions, including over 120 local governments in California alone. However, it is worth noting that although the 


software provides governments with a sophisticated and useful tool, calculating emissions from activity data with 


precision is difficult. The model depends upon numerous assumptions and is limited by the quantity as well as quality of 


available data. With this in mind, it is useful to think of any specific number generated by the model as an 


approximation of reality rather than an exact value. 
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3.2.6 Project Resources 


ICLEI has created tools for Yuba City to use to assist with future inventories. These tools are designed to work in 


conjunction with the LGOP and the IEAP, which are the primary reference documents for conducting emissions 


inventories. The following tools should be saved as resources and supplemental information to this report: 


 The “Master Data Workbooks” that contains most or all of the raw data (including emails), data sources, 


emissions, notes on inclusions and exclusions, and reporting tools  


 The “Data Gathering Instructions” on the types of emissions and data collection methodology for each 


inventory sector 


3.3 Evaluating Emissions 


There are several important concepts involved in the analysis of emissions arising from many different sources and 


chemical/mechanical processes throughout the community. Those not already touched on are explored below. 


3.3.1 Emissions by Scope 


For both community and municipal operations, emissions sources are categorized relative to the geopolitical boundary 


of the community or the operational boundaries of the government. Emissions sources are categorized as Scope 1, 


Scope 2, or Scope 3. The Scopes framework is used to prevent double counting of emissions for major categories such 


as electricity use and waste disposal. 


The Scopes framework identifies three emissions scopes for municipal operations emissions and community-wide 


emissions. 


 Scope 1: All direct emissions from sources within the organizational boundary. 


 Scope 2: Indirect emissions associated with the consumption of purchased or acquired electricity, steam, 


heating, and cooling. Scope 2 emissions occur as a result of activities that take place within the 


organizational boundary, but that rely upon emissions-producing processes located outside of the 


organizational boundary. 


 Scope 3: All other indirect or embodied emissions not covered in Scope 2 that occur as a result of activity 


within the organizational boundary. 


As described in section 3.2.2, the organizational boundary referenced above was determined using the operational 


control framework for the municipal operations inventory, and is defined as the geopolitical boundary of the City of 


Yuba City for the community-wide inventory. 


Scope 1 and Scope 2 sources are the most essential components of a municipal and community GHG analysis as these 


sources are typically the most significant in scale and are most easily affected by local policy making. In addition to the 


categories in the Scopes framework, emission sources may also fall in a fourth category called Information Items. 
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3.3.2 Information Items 


Information items are emissions sources that are not included as Scope 1, 2, or 3 emissions in the inventory, but are 


reported here separately in order to provide a more complete picture of emissions from Yuba City. 


A common emission that is categorized as an information item is carbon dioxide emitted in the combustion of biogenic 


fuels. Local governments or utilities will often burn fuels that are of biogenic origin (wood, landfill gas, organic solid 


waste, biofuels, etc.) to generate power. In Yuba City, some residents burn wood to heat their homes. Other common 


sources of biogenic emissions are the combustion of landfill gas from landfills or biogas from wastewater treatment 


plants, as well as the incineration of organic municipal solid waste at incinerators.  


Carbon dioxide emissions from the combustion of biogenic fuels are not included in Scope 1 emissions, in accordance 


with established international principles. Methane and nitrous oxide emissions from biogenic fuels are considered Scope 


1 stationary combustion emissions and are included in the stationary combustion sections for the appropriate facilities. 


These principles indicate that biogenic fuels (e.g., wood, biodiesel), if left to decompose in the natural environment, 


would release CO2 into the atmosphere, where it would then enter back into the natural carbon cycle. Therefore, when 


wood or another biogenic fuel is combusted, the resulting CO2 emissions are akin to natural emissions and should 


therefore not be considered as human activity-generated emissions. The CH4 and N2O emissions, however, would not 


have occurred naturally and are therefore included as Scope 1 emissions. 


Information items quantified for these inventories include: 


 Municipal Operations Inventory 


o Ozone depleting substances used as refrigerants (most notably R-22 and R-12). 


o LS-1 PG&E owned and operated lighting paid for by the City. 


o Biogenic emissions generated from burning biogas produced at the wastewater treatment plant 


 


 Community-Wide Inventory 


o Biogenic emissions generated from burning wood in residences. 


o Biogenic emissions generated from burning biogas produced at the wastewater treatment plant 


3.3.3 Types of Emissions 


As described in the LGOP, emissions from each of the GHGs can come in a number of forms: 


 Stationary or mobile combustion: These are emissions resulting from on-site combustion of fuels 


(natural gas, diesel, gasoline, etc.) to generate heat, electricity, or to power vehicles and mobile equipment. 


 Purchased electricity: These are emissions produced by the generation of power from utilities outside of 


the operational control of the City of Yuba City. 
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 Fugitive emissions: These are emissions that result from the unintentional release of GHGs into the 


atmosphere (e.g., leaked refrigerants, methane from waste decomposition, etc.). 


 Process emissions: These are emissions from physical or chemical processing of a material (e.g., 


wastewater treatment). 


3.3.4 Emissions by Sector 


In addition to categorizing emissions by scope, these inventories examine emissions by sector. Many local governments 


find a sector-based analysis more relevant to policy making and project management, as it assists in formulating sector-


specific reduction measures and climate action plan components. Table 3 shows the sectors that were considered in 


these inventories. Emissions from some sectors, such as emissions from landfills and emissions from Agriculture, were 


determined to be insignificant within Yuba City's city limits. See sections 3 and 4 of this report for more information on 


how these conclusions were drawn. 


Table 3: Community and Municipal Operations Sectors 


Community-Wide Municipal Operations 


Residential Municipal Buildings and Facilities 


Commercial / Industrial Street Lights, Traffic Signals, and Other Public 


Lighting 


 Water Delivery 


Wastewater Treatment  Wastewater Treatment  


Community Solid Waste and Landfills Government-Generated Solid Waste 


Transportation Vehicle Fleet and Mobile Equipment 


Agriculture  Employee Commute 


 Refrigerants and Fire Suppressants 


3.3.5 Significance Thresholds 


Within any inventory, there will be emission sources that fall within Scope 1 and Scope 2 that are minimal in magnitude 


and difficult to accurately measure. Within the context of community-wide activities and municipal operations, 


emissions from leaked refrigerants and backup generators may be common sources of these types of emissions. For 


these less significant emissions sources, the LGOP specifies that up to 5 percent of total emissions can be reported 


using methodologies that deviate from the recommended methodologies in the LGOP. In the context of registering 


emissions with an independent registry (such as the Climate Action Registry), emissions that fall under the significance 


threshold are called de minimis.  
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4 Community Emissions 
Inventory Results 


4.1 Emissions by Scope 


The community-wide emissions sources by scope and sector included in this inventory are listed in Table 4. 


Table 4: Scopes and Sectors Included in Yuba City Community Inventory 


Sector Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3 Information Items 


Residential 


Natural Gas, Propane, 


Fuel Oil/Kerosene, 


Wood Electricity   


Biogenic Emissions 


from Wood 


Combustion 


Commercial / 


Industrial 


Natural Gas, Diesel and 


Biogas Electricity   


Biogas Wastewater 


Treatment Digesters 


Transportation Gasoline, Diesel& CNG       


Solid Waste and 


Wastewater Wastewater Treatment   


Future Emissions 


from 2005 Waste   


Total roll-up community emissions for Yuba City were approximately 433,436 metric tons of CO2e in the year 2005.11 


Emissions from natural gas used for electricity generation are included in the report, but they are not included in the 


roll-up total, to prevent double counting with emissions from electricity consumption. This roll-up total also does not 


include emissions categorized as information items. Because the sources that go into a roll-up number vary from 


community to community, this number should not be used for comparison purposes without a careful analysis of the 


basis of the number. Table 5 and Figure 4 present the emissions calculations by scope and sector. Note that for all tables 


presented in this report, totals may not be the exact sum of individual categories due to rounding. 


                                                      


11 All emissions estimated using ICLEI’s CACP 2009 Software. 
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Table 5: Community GHG Emissions per Sector per Scope (metric tons CO2e) 


Sector Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3 TOTAL Information Items 


Residential  48,889 37,296 0 86,185 1,182 


Commercial / Industrial 
106,198 


 
44,487 0 


150,685 


 
1,113 


Transportation 182,772 0 0 182,772 0 


Solid Waste and Wastewater 1,584 0 12,210 13,795 0 


TOTAL tons CO2e 339,443 81,783 12,210 433,436 2,295 


% of CO2e 78% 19% 3% 100% 
 


Other Emissions * 160,937         


* Scope 1 natural gas emissions from commercial/industrial electricity generation, not included in roll-up number, to 


prevent double counting. 


Figure 4: Community GHG Emissions by Scope 


 


Scope 1 emissions (339,443 metric tons CO2e) are delineated in Table 6 and Figure 5 below. The largest percentage of 


Scope 1 emissions came from the Transportation Sector. Fifty-four percent of Scope 1 emissions came from diesel, 


gasoline and compressed natural gas (CNG) use within city limits on local roads, on State highways, and by off-road 


vehicles and equipment. Thirty-one percent of emissions came from the Commercial/Industrial Sector; natural gas and 


diesel (stationary fuel combustion) used within Yuba City city limits by business and industry, excluding utility-scale 


electricity generation. The remainder of Scope 1 emissions came from stationary fuel combustion (combustion of 


natural gas, propane, wood etc.) in Yuba City homes (Residential Sector, 14 percent), and fugitive emissions from 


wastewater treatment and solid waste decomposition (Solid Waste and Wastewater Sector, one (1) percent.). Table 6 and 


other tables throughout this section also present information on energy associated with emissions in common units of 


million British thermal units (MMBtu) to show the "carbon intensity" of the activity or fuel being considered. I.e., for a 
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given level of emissions, an activity with a high corresponding energy output would have a lower carbon intensity than 


an activity that used less energy but resulted in the same emissions. 


Table 6: Community Scope 1 GHG Emissions 


Scope 1 Emissions By 


Sector Residential 


Commercial / 


Industrial Transportation 


Solid Waste and 


Wastewater TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 48,889 106,198 182,772 1,584 339,443 


% of CO2e 14% 31% 54% 1% 100% 


MMBtu 925,471 2,021,328 2,293,760 0 5,240,559 


Other Emissions *  160,937    


* Scope 1 natural gas emissions from electricity generation, not included in roll-up number, to prevent double counting. 


Figure 5: Community Scope 1 GHG Emissions 


 


Scope 2 emissions (81,783metric tons CO2e) are shown below in Table 7 and Figure 6. Fifty-four percent of 2005 Scope 


2 emissions came from electricity consumption by the Commercial/Industrial Sector within city boundaries. Forty-six 


percent of Yuba City’s Scope 2 emissions were generated by the Residential Sector's electricity consumption. As noted 


above in the general description of Scope 2 parameters, the actual emissions from these activities were generated outside 


of Yuba City city boundaries—in this case, at the source of electricity generation. 


Table 7: Community Scope 2 GHG Emissions 


Scope 2 Emissions By Sector Commercial / Industrial Residential TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 44,487 37,296 81,783 


% of CO2e 54% 46% 100% 


MMBtu 618,632 568,989 1,187,621 


Residential 
14% 


Commercial / 
Industrial 


31% 


Transportation 
54% 


Solid Waste 
and 


Wastewater 
1% 







Yuba City 2005 GHG Emissions Inventory 


Page 4-4 


 


Figure 6: Community Scope 2 GHG Emissions 


 


The remaining emissions included in the City of Yuba City 2005 community inventory are categorized as Scope 3 


(12,210 metric tons CO2e). Estimated emissions in this category are future emissions from the lifecycle decomposition 


of solid waste and alternative daily cover sent from within Yuba City to a landfill in the base year 2005. 


In addition to Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 emissions, there were emissions of 2,295 metric tons CO2e categorized as 


information items. These were biogenic emissions generated as a result of wood burned as a heating fuel in Yuba City 


homes and the burning of biogas from the wastewater treatment digesters. Information items are not included in any 


inventory roll-up numbers. 


4.2 Emissions by Sector 


In addition to considering emissions via scopes, we can also focus specifically on each sector, with emissions aggregated 


by sector.  


Table 8 and Figure 7 below provide an overview of the community GHG emissions by sector. The Transportation 


Sector (gasoline, diesel and CNG sources listed under Scope 1 above) resulted in 42 percent of emissions. Emissions 


from the Commercial/Industrial Sector including electricity use, natural gas use and stationary combustion of other 


fuels accounted for 35 percent of total community emissions.  


Note that natural gas emissions includes emissions from steam generation at the four power plants within Yuba City, 


but excludes emissions from their electricity generation, to prevent double counting of emissions with those from 


electricity consumption. Both types of emissions are from natural gas consumed at power plants located within the 


jurisdictional boundary of Yuba City. While this natural gas is consumed locally in Yuba City, it produces electricity that 


is fed into the general electricity network and consumed by households and business throughout California. When Yuba 


City residents and businesses turn on the lights, they aren’t solely consuming electricity produced by the local natural 


gas-fired power plant; rather, they are consuming electricity produced by a variety of sources including solar, wind, 
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hydroelectric, biomass, natural gas, and coal. PG&E calculates the total CO2e produced from electricity generation on 


an annual basis and publishes a CO2e per kWh figure verified by the Climate Registry. This emissions factor allows 


communities to account for CO2e based on local consumption rather than the number of generation facilities that are 


located in any one area. 


Electricity, natural gas, and other stationary fuel combustion within the Residential Sector produced 20 percent of the 


City’s overall emissions. The remaining three (3) percent of emissions came from solid waste decomposition and 


wastewater treatment processes. Sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.5 provide detail on each sector. 


Table 8: Community GHG Emissions by Sector 


Community 


Emissions by Sector Residential 


Commercial / 


Industrial Transportation 


Solid Waste and 


Wastewater TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 86,185 150,685 182,772 13,795 433,436 


% of CO2e 20% 35% 42% 3% 100% 


MMBtu 1,494,460 2,639,960 2,293,760 0 6,428,179 


Other Emissions* 


 


160,937 


   * Scope 1 natural gas emissions from electricity generation, not included in roll-up number, to prevent double counting. 
 


Figure 7: Community GHG Emissions by Sector 


 


4.2.1 Residential 


As shown in Table 8, Yuba City’s Residential Sector generated an estimated 86,185 metric tons of CO2e in 2005. This 


estimate was calculated using 2005 electricity and natural gas consumption data provided by PG&E, and estimates of 


home heating fuel use based on census and weather data. It only includes energy consumption by residential buildings. 
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Data on fuel use from residential emergency generators and other equipment, such as lawnmowers, were not available as 


stand-alone data, but any emissions associated with this fuel use would be included in the off-road equipment emissions 


(see section 4.2.4). GHG emissions associated with residential transportation and residential waste generation are 


accounted for in the Transportation and Waste Sector emissions totals, respectively. Appendix B provides detailed 


Residential Sector emissions methods. 


Table 9 and Figure 8 illustrate the breakdown of Residential GHG emissions by fuel type. Fifty-five percent of 


residential GHG emissions were generated from the use of natural gas. Natural gas is typically used in residences as a 


fuel for home heating, water heating, and cooking. Approximately 43 percent of Residential GHG emissions were 


generated through electricity provided by PG&E. Propane, also used for home heating and water heating, generated 2 


percent of emissions. Finally, wood and fuel oil/kerosene used for home heating, each accounted for less than one (1) 


percent of Residential emissions (excluding biogenic CO2 emissions). Biogenic emissions from wood combustion are 


reported as an Information Item and shown in Table 5. 


Table 9: Residential Emissions by Source 


Residential Emission 


Sources 2005 Electricity 


Natural 


Gas 


Fuel Oil/ 


Kerosene Propane Wood TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 37,296 47,227 67 1,495 100 86,185 


% of CO2e 43% 55% 0% 2% 0% 100% 


MMBtu 568,989 888,465 883 23,522 12,601 1,494,460 


 


Figure 8: Residential Emissions by Source 


 


4.2.2 Commercial / Industrial 


As mentioned previously, Yuba City’s businesses and industries generated approximately 35 percent of community-wide 


GHG emissions in 2005, or 150,685metric tons of CO2e. 
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Table 10 and Figure 9show that Commercial/Industrial Sector natural gas consumption accounted for 70 percent of the 


Commercial/Industrial GHG emissions, and electricity consumption accounted for 30 percent of the emissions. Diesel 


generators throughout the City and burning of biogas from the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) accounted for 


less than one (1) percent of emissions each. Biogenic emissions from burning of WWTP biogas are reported as an 


Information Item and shown in Table 5. 


Natural gas use included fuel used for space and water heating, industrial processes, generators and steam generation at 


power plants. Emissions from natural gas used for electricity generation are excluded from the roll-up totals to prevent 


double counting of emissions, as previously explained. Diesel usage data was provided by the Feather River Air Quality 


Management District (FRAQMD) and includes CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions from permitted diesel-fueled back-up 


and prime generators. Commercial propane use data was unavailable. Similarly, data on fuel use from other 


Commercial/Industrial equipment, such as unpermitted generators, forklifts and grounds equipment was not available 


as stand-alone data, but any emissions from this fuel use would be included in the off-road transportation emissions (see 


section 4.2.4). Natural gas usage data provided by FRAQMD was subtracted from the PG&E natural gas total to 


provide additional context and avoid double counting, assuming that PG&E data accounted for all natural gas use 


within the community excluding power plants. 


Table 10: Commercial / Industrial Emissions by Source 


Commercial / 


Industrial Emission 


Sources 2005 Electricity Natural Gas Biogas Diesel TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 44,487 106,015 6 177 150,685 


% of CO2e 30% 70% 0% 0% 100% 


MMBtu 618,632 1,997,572 21,367 2,389 2,639,960 


Other Emissions* 


 


160,937  


  * Scope 1 natural gas emissions from electricity generation, not included in roll-up number, to prevent double counting. 


 


Figure 9: Commercial / Industrial Emissions by Source 
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Figure 10 further details the emissions from Commercial/Industrial Sector natural gas consumption. Sixty percent of the 


community-wide Commercial/Industrial Sector natural gas emissions were from natural gas provided by PG&E for all 


activities other than those specified in Figure 10. Figure 10 provides detail on the largest users (YC Racquet, Sunsweet, 


water delivery, wastewater treatment and emergency generators). The EIA-reported steam generation at the Yuba City 


Cogen Partners and Calpine Cogeneration facilities produced37 percent of the emissions. The remaining emissions 


(three (3) percent) were from sources detailed below. Appendix C provides detail on Commercial/Industrial Sector 


emissions calculation methods, including a list of the natural gas emissions sources from Figure 10. 


Figure 10: Commercial/Industrial Natural Gas Emissions 


 


4.2.3 Community Solid Waste and Wastewater 


As noted above in Figure 7 and Table 8, the Community Solid Waste and Wastewater Sector constituted three (3) 


percent of total 2005 emissions for the community of Yuba City (13,795 metric tons CO2e). Table 11 and Figure 11 


detail Solid Waste and Wastewater Treatment Sector emissions by category. Wastewater treatment emissions contributed 


89 percent of Waste Sector emissions, and solid waste emissions accounted for the remaining 11 percent. 


Table 11: Community Solid Waste and Wastewater Emissions by Category 


Waste Emissions Categories 2005  Community Solid Waste Wastewater Treatment TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 12,210 1,584 13,795 


% of CO2e 89% 11% 100% 
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Figure 11: Community Solid Waste and Wastewater Emissions  


 


Solid Waste emissions are an estimate of methane generation from the anaerobic decomposition of organic wastes (such 


as paper, food scraps, plant debris, wood, etc.) that are deposited in a landfill. This inventory accounted for Scope 3 


solid waste emissions.12These emissions are from waste generated within Yuba City in 2005 and from alternative daily 


cover (ADC) sent to landfills. These emissions are estimated future emissions of 2005-generated waste or ADC that was 


sent to any landfill by Yuba City residents or businesses. These emissions are categorized as Scope 3 because they are 


not emitted in the base year; rather the emissions will result from the decomposition of the 2005 waste over the full 


100+ year cycle of its decomposition. The Scope 3 waste emissions method is relevant to policy development addressing 


waste diversion. Note that transportation emissions generated from the collection, transfer and disposal of solid waste 


are included in Transportation Sector GHG emissions. 


Wastewater emissions are an estimate of fugitive N2O and CH4 emissions (Scope 1) from the Yuba City Wastewater 


Treatment Plant (WWTP). In 2005, the Yuba City Wastewater Treatment Plant did not use any 


nitrification/denitrification processes to reduce N2O levels, but did use an aerated process to treat their wastewater 


effluent, as well as anaerobic digesters. The anaerobic digesters produce biogas which is burned in place of natural gas, 


and results in N2O and CH4 emissions, as well as biogenic CO2 emissions categorized as an information item, reported 


under the Commercial/Industrial Sector emissions. All City residents were assumed to have been on the sewer system, 


and so no septic system use was modeled.  


4.2.4 Transportation 


As shown previously in Figure 7 and Table 8, Yuba City’s Transportation Sector accounted for 182,772 metric tons 


CO2e, or 42percent, of the City’s 2005 GHG emissions. The Transportation Sector analysis included emissions from all 


vehicle use, for all fuel types, within Yuba City’s city boundaries, including traffic on both local roads and State highways 


                                                      


12 Since there are no operating or closed landfills within Yuba City city limits, there are no Scope 1 emissions associated with Solid Waste in 


this inventory. 
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passing through the Yuba City jurisdiction, as well as emissions from use of off-road vehicles and equipment.13,14 See 


Appendix D for further information on Transportation Sector methods. 


Table 12 and Figure 12show that 83 percent of Yuba City’s 2005 transportation-related GHG emissions were generated 


from vehicles on local roads and from motorcycles.15 Nine (9) percent were generated from vehicle miles traveled 


(VMT) on state highways located within Yuba City boundaries, and off-road vehicles and equipment generated the 


remaining eight (8) percent of transportation-related GHG emissions. 


Table 12: Transportation Emissions by Type 


Transportation Road Type 
Emissions Sources 2005 


Local Roads & All 
Motorcycles State Highways 


Off-Road Vehicles 
and Equipment TOTAL 


CO2e (metric tons) 151,679 15,619 15,474 182,772 


% of CO2e 83% 9% 8% 100% 


MMBtu 2,079,262 214,498 data not available 2,293,760 


 


Figure 12: Transportation Emissions by Type 


 


Table 13 below provides details of the 2005 Off-Road Transportation emissions, which were primarily from 


construction equipment. 


                                                      


13 Fuel types inventoried include diesel, gasoline, and compressed natural gas (CNG).  


14 CNG was assumed to come from outside Yuba City (there is no CNG fueling station within city limits) and as such CNG emissions are not 


double counting Yuba City PG&E natural gas emissions in this inventory. 


15 Due to the format of motorcycle emissions data used in this inventory, it was not possible to separate motorcycles emissions by state-


highway or local road use; all motorcycle emissions were included in the local roads total.  
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Table 13: Off-Road Vehicle Transportation Emissions  


Off-Road Category CO2e (metric tons) 


Construction 8,675 


Transport Refrigeration 2,150 


Light Commercial 1,341 


Industrial 1,206 


Lawn and Garden 876 


Recreational 691 


Pleasure Craft 509 


Entertainment 27 


Total 15,474 


Emissions from the 2005 air travel of Yuba City residents were not included in the Transportation Sector analysis. With 


more time and the availability of additional data the GHG emissions from air travel could be estimated. Because there 


were no major airports located within the geographic boundaries of Yuba City it is reasonable to exclude air travel from 


this inventory. Please see Appendix D for more detail on methods used in calculating emissions from the 


Transportation Sector. 


4.2.5 Agriculture 


Discussions with City staff and land use analysis showed limited agricultural land within Yuba City’s city limits. As a 


result, emissions resulting from agricultural activity (livestock enteric fermentation, livestock manure management and 


fertilizer application) were assumed to be de minimis in this inventory. Appendix G provides the land-use information 


used to analyze the significance of agriculture emissions in Yuba City. Emissions from energy consumption and 


transportation associated with agricultural activity were accounted for in the commercial/industrial and transportation 


emission totals respectively. 


If, in the future, significant agricultural activity related to livestock and crops does occur within city limits, Yuba City 


should account for those emissions in any future inventories. Please see Appendix G for a detailed description of the 


analysis done for emissions from Agriculture. 


4.3 Per Capita Emissions 


Per-capita emissions can be a useful metric for measuring progress in reducing GHGs and for comparing one 


community’s emissions with neighboring cities and against regional and national averages.16 That said, due to differences 


in emission inventory methods, it can be difficult to get a directly comparable per-capita emissions number, and one 


must be cognizant of this margin of error when comparing figures. 


                                                      


16 Per capita CO2e emissions were 24.3 metric tons per year for the United States and 13.0 metric tons per year for California. World 


Resources Institute: http://www.laedc.org/sclc/documents/Global_AB32Challenge.pdf. 



http://www.laedc.org/sclc/documents/Global_AB32Challenge.pdf
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Table 14 divides the emissions roll-up number by population to yield 7.5 metric tons of CO2e per-capita. Community 


Scope 1, 2 and 3 roll-up GHG emission numbers arise from residential and commercial/industrial energy use, 


transportation, community-generated solid waste and wastewater treatment. It is important to understand that this 


number is not the same as the carbon footprint of the average individual living in Yuba City (which would include 


emissions from production of goods purchased from outside the community, emissions from air travel, etc.). 


Table 14:Yuba City2005Community GHG Emissions per Capita 


Estimated 2005 Population 57,975 


Community GHG Emissions (metric tons CO2e) 433,436 


GHG Emissions per Resident (metric tons CO2e) 7.5 
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5 Municipal Operations 
Inventory Results 


Chapter 5 presents a detailed analysis of emissions resulting from City of Yuba City's municipal operations. As described 


in the Inventory Methodology (Chapter 3) section of this report, municipal operations emissions are a subset of 


community-wide emissions. Refrigerants included in the Municipal Operations Inventory are not included in the 


Community-Wide Inventory, due to lack of data at the community-wide scale. Due to privacy regulations, the 


community-wide analysis makes extensive use of aggregated data. The municipal operations analysis uses much more 


refined data, available in detail with permission from the City, which results in more detailed information for this 


Inventory. 


5.1 Emissions Total 


In 2005, the City of Yuba City’s GHG emissions from municipal operations totaled 8,202 metric tons of CO2e. This 


number represents a roll-up of Yuba City’s municipal emissions and was calculated specifically to avoid double 


counting.17 The sections contained in this chapter provide the detail that presents a more complete picture of the City's 


operations, and this information is summarized below. Table 15 delineates the emissions by scope. 


Table 15: Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Scope 


Sector Scope 1 Scope 2 Scope 3 Information Items 


Buildings and Facilities Natural Gas and Diesel Electricity  R-22 Refrigerant  


Public Lighting  Electricity  PG&E LS-1 Lighting 


Water Delivery  Natural Gas and Diesel Electricity   


Wastewater Treatment 


Wastewater Treatment, 


Natural Gas, Diesel and 


Biogas Electricity  


Wastewater Treatment 


Digester Biogas 


Gov’t-Generated Solid 


Waste   


Future Emissions from 


2005 Waste  


Vehicle Fleet and 


Mobile Equipment 


Gasoline, Diesel and 


HFC-134a Refrigerant   R-12 Refrigerant 


Employee Commute   Gasoline and Diesel  


                                                      


17 Refer to the "Evaluating Emissions" (Section 3.3) section of this report for more information on calculating totals and avoiding double 


counting. 
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Table 16 and Figure 13 provide detail on the emissions broken out by City sector. The greatest source of emissions is 


the Wastewater Treatment Sector, which contributed 45 percent of 2005 municipal operations emissions. 


Table 16: Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Sector 


Sector CO2e (metric tons) 


Buildings and Facilities 679  


Public Lighting 401  


Water Delivery 1,674  


Wastewater Treatment 3,643  


Government-Generated Solid 


Waste 
97  


Employee Commute 796  


Vehicle Fleet 913  


Totals 8,202  


Information Items   


R-22 Refrigerant (Bldgs and Facil) 128  


LS-1 PG&E Owned Lighting 90  


Biogenic Biogas(WWT) 1,113  


R-12 Refrigerant (VF) 12  


 


Figure 13: Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Sector


 


Table 17 and Figure 14 show these same emissions broken out by emission source. Electricity use contributes 49 


percent of Yuba City’s municipal operations emissions, wastewater process emissions account for 19 percent, and 


gasoline another 13 percent. 
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Table 17: Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Source 


Source CO2e (metric tons) 


Electricity 3,997  


Natural Gas  790  


Diesel  597  


Gasoline 1,097  


Refrigerants  35  


Wastewater Process Emissions 1,584  


Government-Generated Solid Waste  97  


Totals 8,202 


 
Figure 14: Municipal Operations GHG Emissions by Source 


 


5.2 Municipal Buildings and Facilities 


Greenhouse gas emissions from Yuba City’s Municipal Buildings and Facilities Sector totaled 679 metric tons of CO2e. 


Facility operations contribute to GHG emissions in two major ways. First, facilities consume electricity and fuels such as 


natural gas. This consumption is associated with the majority of GHG emissions from facilities. In addition, fire 


suppression, air conditioning, and refrigeration equipment in buildings can emit hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and other 


GHGs when these systems leak refrigerants or fire suppressants.18 Refrigerants and fire suppressants may be very potent 


GHGs, and have Global Warming Potential (GWP) of up to many thousand times that of CO2. For example, HFC-


134a, a very common refrigerant, has a GWP of 1,300, or 1,300 times that of CO2. Therefore, even small amounts of 


leaked refrigerants can have a significant effect on GHG emissions. See Appendix H for more detail on methods used in 


calculating emissions from the Municipal Buildings and Facilities Sector. 


                                                      


18 Fire suppressants used in 2005 were phosphate-based such as Dry-chem, with a GWP equal to zero, so there were no GHG emissions from 


fire suppressants. 
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5.2.1 Municipal Buildings and Facilities Emissions 


As shown in Table 18 and Figure 15 below, Parks and Recreation contributed the most emissions in the Buildings and 


Facilities Sector, with 25 percent of this sector's GHG emissions. The Police Department contributed another 21 


percent, and the third largest contributor was the Fire Department, with 19 percent of the Municipal Buildings Sector 


emissions. Buildings and facilities emissions calculations account for electricity usage and natural gas usage, as well as 


diesel fuel used for emergency generators. There were additional leaked R-22 refrigerant emissions (128 metric tons of 


CO2e), which are reported here as an information item because R-22 is controlled under the Kyoto protocol. Newer 


refrigerants such as R-143a, which would be reported as Scope 1 emissions, were not used by the City in 2005. 


Table 18: Municipal Buildings and Facilities Emissions  


Department 
CO2e 


(metric 
tons) 


Cost ($) 


Parks and Recreation 169   $61,014  


Police Department 142   $73,976  


Fire Department 129   $58,381  


City Hall 120   $65,666  


Corporate Yard 77   $33,415  


Senior Center and Minor Bldgs 42   $23,847  


Totals 679   $316,299  


R-22 Refrigerant (Info Item) 128  N/A 


 


Figure 15: Municipal Buildings and Facilities Emissions  
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5.2.2 Municipal Buildings and Facilities Emissions by Source 


As shown in Table 19 and Figure 16 below, the major source of emissions from the Municipal Buildings and Facilities 


Sector was electricity use with 63 percent, followed by natural gas use with 35 percent of emissions. The remaining two 


(2) percent of buildings and facilities emissions were from diesel fuel used for emergency generators. Note that fire 


suppressants used in 2005 were phosphate-based (like ABC Dry-chem) with a GWP equal to zero, so there were no 


GHG emissions from fire suppressants. As mentioned above, there were additional leaked R-22 refrigerant emissions 


(128 metric tons of CO2e), which are reported here again as an information item. 


Table 19: Municipal Buildings and Facilities Emissions by Source 


Source 
CO2e 


(metric tons) 
Cost ($) 


Electricity 430   $ 259,951  


Natural Gas 237   $ 56,348  


Diesel 11   N/A  


Totals 679   $316,299  


R-22 Refrigerant (Info Item) 128  N/A 


Figure 16: Municipal Buildings and Facilities Emissions by Source 


 


5.3 Streetlights, Traffic Signals, and Other Public Lighting 


Like most local governments, the City of Yuba City owns and/or operates a range of public lighting. Electricity use 


associated with the operation of this infrastructure results in GHG emissions. Data relating to electricity consumption 


for public lighting was obtained from PG&E. As shown in Table 20 and Figure 17, 76 percent of lighting emissions are 


from streetlights, 12 percent are from traffic signals, and park lights contribute another 12 percent of Lighting Sector 


emissions. Lighting Sector emissions totaled 401 metric tons of CO2e. See Appendix I for more detail on methods used 


in calculating emissions from the Public Lighting Sector. 
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Included at the bottom of Table 20 are data on an information item: the PG&E streetlights designated as LS-1 


accounts. These lights are owned, operated, maintained and directly paid for by PG&E, but the charges for operation of 


these lights are indirectly charged to the City of Yuba City through their general PG&E rate case. The LS-1 emissions 


of 90 metric tons are included in this report because they provide a more comprehensive look at emissions from public 


lighting and are a potential source of emissions reductions; the magnitude of the LS-1 lighting is substantial relative to 


the City’s other public lighting. 


 
Table 20: Public Lighting Emissions by Subsector 


Subsector (Light Type) 
CO2e (metric 


tons) 


Electricity Use 


(kWh) 
Cost ($) 


Traffic Signals / Controllers 46  207,040   $ 31,512  


Streetlights 306  1,369,522   $ 146,429  


Park Lights  48  212,640   $ 28,672  


Other Outdoor Lighting  0.2 1,059   $315  


Totals 401  1,790,261   $ 206,928  


LS-1 PG&E Lighting (Info Item) 90  402,534   $ 137,389  


 


Figure 17: Public Lighting Emissions by Subsector 


 
 


5.4 Water Delivery 


The Water Delivery Sector includes emissions from electricity and natural gas consumed by equipment used for the 


distribution or transport of water, including drinking water, sprinkler systems and irrigation. GHG emissions from Yuba 


City’s Water Delivery Sector totaled 1,674 metric tons of CO2e. As shown in Table 21 and Figure 18, 54 percent of the 


emissions from water delivery in the City of Yuba City in 2005 were from electricity used at the plant (primarily) and the 


Rowe Street facility. Forty percent of emissions were used for water delivery pumps, and four (4) percent of emissions 


were from natural gas use at the plant. Approximately one (1) percent of emissions were associated with storm water 
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management. The remaining emissions were from diesel fuel used for generators and electricity used for sprinklers and 


irrigations. See Appendix J for more detail on methods used in calculating emissions from the Water Delivery Facilities 


Sector. 


Table 21: Water Delivery Emissions by Subsector 


Subsector (Equipment Type) 
CO2e (metric 


tons) 
Fuel Use 


Units 
Cost($) 


Water Delivery Pumps – Elect 663 2,962,194 kWh $339,021 


Sprinklers / Irrigation – Elect 1 5,752  kWh $ 2,266 


Storm Water Mngmnt -Elect 24 106,094 kWh $ 12,589 


Plant and Rowe Ave - Elect 911 4,070,857  kWh $ 454,284 


Plant - Natural Gas 71 13,276 Therms $ 15,637 


Plant - Diesel Generators 5 516  Gallons Unavailable 


Totals 1,674 
 


 $ 823,797 


 


Figure 18: Water Delivery Emissions by Subsector 


 


5.5 Wastewater Treatment 


Wastewater Treatment process emissions are the same for both the community-wide GHG analysis and the municipal 


operations analysis. Additionally, there are emissions associated with the energy used at the wastewater treatment plant, 


and this detail is provided here in the Municipal Operations Inventory, as the City has control over plant operations, so 


the information is policy-relevant. 


Wastewater coming from homes and businesses is rich in organic matter and has a high concentration of carbon and 


nitrogen (along with other organic elements). In addition to the emissions from electricity, natural gas and diesel use at 


wastewater treatment facilities, as wastewater is collected, treated, and discharged, chemical processes in aerobic and 


anaerobic conditions lead to the creation and emission of two GHGs: methane and nitrous oxide. Local governments 


that operate wastewater treatment facilities, including treatment plants, septic systems, collection lagoons, and other 
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facilities, must therefore account for the emission of these gases. In 2005, the Yuba City Wastewater Treatment Plant 


did not use any nitrification/denitrification processes to reduce N2O levels, but did use an aerated process to treat their 


wastewater effluent, as well as anaerobic digesters. As shown in Table 22 and Figure 19, emissions from 2005 


wastewater treatment total 3,643 metric tons of CO2e. This total includes 1,590 metric tons CO2e of direct plant 


emissions, as well as emissions from electricity, natural gas and diesel use at the WWTP and lift stations. Electricity use 


at the WWTP accounted for 42 percent of the wastewater GHG emissions. N2O emissions from treated effluent 


contributed 38 percent. An additional 13 percent of emissions came from natural gas use at the plant. The remaining 


emissions are delineated below. See Appendix K for more detail on methods used in calculating emissions from the 


Wastewater Treatment Sector. 


Table 22: Wastewater Treatment Emissions by Subsector 


Subsector CO2e (metric tons) % CO2e 


Lift Stations Elect 67  2% 


Lift Stations Diesel Gens  0.3  0% 


Plant Electricity 1,501  42% 


Plant Natural Gas 482  13% 


Plant Diesel Gens 3  0% 


Central Process 72  2% 


Central Effluent 1,392  38% 


Anaerobic Digester 120  3% 


Digester Biogas 6  0% 


Totals 3,643  100% 


Biogenic Biogas (Information Item) 1,113 
 


 
Figure 19: Wastewater Treatment Emissions by Subsector 
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5.6 Government-Generated Solid Waste 


Government operations generate solid waste, much of which is eventually sent to a landfill. Typical sources of waste in 


municipal operations include paper and food waste from offices and facilities, construction waste from public works, 


and plant debris from parks departments. Organic materials in government-generated solid waste (including paper, food 


scraps, plant debris, textiles, wood waste, etc.) generate methane as they decompose in the anaerobic environment of a 


landfill. Emissions from the Government-Generated Solid Waste Sector are an estimate of methane generation that will 


result from the anaerobic decomposition of all organic waste sent to landfills in the base year. It is important to note 


that although these emissions are attributed to the inventory year in which the waste is generated, the emissions 


themselves will occur over the 100+ year timeframe that the waste will decompose, and are therefore categorized as 


Scope 3 emissions. 


City of Yuba City’s 2005 Government–Generated Solid Waste Sector emissions are estimated to be 97 metric tons of 


CO2e. As shown in Table 23 and Figure 20, 35 percent of those waste emissions will be released from material that 


originated from the Parks and Recreation Department. The WWTP generated 20 percent of the 2005 Government-


Generated Solid Waste Sector emissions, the Corporate Yard generated another 16 percent, and the remaining emissions 


were from the other Yuba City municipal facilities, as listed below. See Appendix L for more detail on methods used in 


calculating emissions from the Government-Generated Solid Waste Sector. 


Table 23: Government Solid Waste Emissions by Subsector 


Source 
CO2e 


(metric tons) 
% CO2e 


Parks & Recreation  34  35% 


WWTP 19  20% 


Corp Yard 16  16% 


Senior Nutrition and Minor 9  9% 


Fire Dept 8  8% 


City Hall 5  5% 


Water Treatment 4  4% 


Police Dept 3  3% 


Corp Yard Green Waste 0.3 0% 


Totals 97  100% 
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Figure 20: Government Solid Waste Emissions by Subsector 


 


 


5.7 Vehicle Fleet and Mobile Equipment 


The vehicles and mobile equipment used in the City of Yuba City’s daily operations burn gasoline and diesel fuel 


resulting in the emission of GHGs. In addition, vehicles with air conditioning use refrigerants that can leak from the 


vehicles. In 2005, Yuba City operated a vehicle fleet with hundreds of vehicles and pieces of equipment, including 18 


police vehicles, 19 fire vehicles and a host of off-road equipment including emergency generators, boats, sweepers, air 


compressors, pumps and the like. The fleet performed a number of essential services, from police and fire service, to 


supporting public works, City engineers, and sewer/water treatment. City of Yuba City’s 2005 Vehicle Fleet Sector 


emissions are estimated to have totaled 913 metric tons of CO2e. Details on calculation methods for the Vehicle Fleet 


and Mobile Equipment Sector are located in Appendix M. 


5.7.1 Vehicle Fleet and Mobile Equipment Emissions by Source 


As shown in Table 24 and Figure 21, gasoline use released approximately 49 percent of CO2e emitted by the entire 


Vehicle Fleet Sector. Diesel emissions contribute 47 percent of total fleet emissions, and four (4) percent is estimated to 


be from leaked R-134a refrigerants used to air condition the vehicles. This analysis estimated additional leaked R-12 


refrigerant emissions (12 metric tons of CO2e). R-12 emissions are reported as an information item because R-12 is 


currently being phased out under the Kyoto protocol, and is not reported as a source in the LGOP. 


This analysis used the “inventory and use” method to estimate leaked vehicle refrigerants, rather than the mass balance 


method. With no measured information on refrigerant leakage, estimates are made using typical full-capacity volumes 


and leakage rates. The "inventory and use" method may result in overestimates as compared to the mass balance 


method, but is in line with the alternate method for refrigerants outlined in the LGOP. 
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Table 24: Vehicle Fleet Emissions by Source 


Source 
CO2e(metric 


tons) 
Use Units 


Gasoline 447   50,145   Gallons  


Diesel 430   42,133   Gallons  


R-134a Refrig 35  27  kg 


Total  913  
  


R-12 Refrig(Info 


Item)  12   0.0015  kg 


 
Figure 21: Vehicle Fleet Emissions by Source 


 


5.7.2 Vehicle Fleet and Mobile Emissions by Department 


Total fuel use by department was estimated following the methods outlined in Appendix M. As shown in Table 25 and 


Figure 22, 35 percent of the Vehicle Fleet Sector emissions were from the Police Department vehicles and 22 percent 


are attributed tithe Fire Department. An additional 15 percent are from the Public Works – Street department, and 11 


percent originate with WWTP vehicles. The remaining 17 percent of emissions are the results of vehicle use from the 


remaining departments in the City, as listed below. 
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Table 25: Vehicle Fleet Emissions by Department 


Department 
CO2e (metric 


tons) 
% CO2e 


Police Dept 322  35% 


Fire Dept 201  22% 


Public Works Streets  137  15% 


WWTP  101  11% 


Public Works Maintenance 65  7% 


Water Distribution  34  4% 


Development Services  25  3% 


Parks & Recreation 18  2% 


Finance/Gen Service  11  1% 


Totals 913  100% 


 


Figure 22: Vehicle Fleet Emissions by Department 


 


5.8 Employee Commute 


Emissions in the Employee Commute Sector totaling 796 metric tons CO2e are due to combustion of fuels in vehicles 


used by government employees for commuting to work at Yuba City. A survey was administered to Yuba City 


employees to collect the data needed to calculate emissions and also capture other information that will help the City set 


effective policy addressing this sector. The 2012 survey results from 99 respondents were extrapolated to the 450 


employees of Yuba City in 2005. Details on calculation methods for the Employee Commute Sector are located in 


Appendix N, along with survey results such as modes of transportation, miles to work, time to work, and interest in 


alternative modes. Employee commute emissions are categorized as Scope 3 emissions. 
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6 Conclusion & Next Steps 
The data presented in this report is intended to provide valuable information that the City of Yuba City can use in the 


future to inform future planning efforts and identify climate action planning priorities. This analysis found that in the 


base year 2005, the Yuba City community as a whole was responsible for emitting 433,436 metric tons of CO2e, with the 


government operations of Yuba City contributing 8,202 metric tons of CO2e to that total. City staff should continue to 


update these inventories as additional data become available. Additional key findings from this analysis include: 


 Forty-two percent of 2005 Community GHG emissions originate in the Transportation Sector. Significant 


emissions (35 percent) are from the Commercial/Industrial Sector. There are significant opportunities for 


reducing GHG emissions and as well as energy and transportation costs in these sectors. 


 Approximately 44% of the Municipal Operations GHG emissions are emissions from wastewater treatment, 


and 21 percent of emissions are from Water Distribution, including electricity use. Total electricity use 


contributed almost half of the Municipal Operations emissions. Opportunities to reduce GHG emissions may 


include procurement of non-carbon based electricity. 


 Significant emissions in all sectors arise from electricity use, which can be reduced by using more carbon-neutral 


sources of electricity. If more carbon-neutral electricity is available, additional GHG reductions are available by 


changing out natural-gas equipment to electric equipment. 


As Yuba City moves forward with emission reduction strategies and uses this data to inform planning efforts, the City 


should identify the emission reduction benefits of climate and sustainability strategies that could be implemented in the 


future including: energy efficiency, renewable energy, vehicle fuel efficiency, alternative transportation, vehicle trip 


reduction, land use and transit planning, waste reduction, and other strategies. Through these efforts and others the City 


of Yuba City can achieve benefits beyond reducing emissions, including saving money and improving Yuba City’s 


economic vitality and ultimately increasing the quality of life for its residents. 
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7 Appendices: Community-
Wide Inventory 
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Appendix A - Detailed Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 2005 


Table A-1: Yuba City Community GHG Emissions (2005)1,2 


Sector Emissions Source 


 CO2e 
(metric 
tons)  CO2 e (%) 


 Energy 
(MMBtu)  Data Source 


Residential           


  Electricity 37,295.83 8.60% 568,989 PG&E 


  Natural Gas 47,227.25 10.90% 888,465 PG&E  


  Fuel Oil/Kerosene 66.80 0.02% 883 
ACS Estimates, NOAA 


  Propane 1,494.73 0.34% 23,522 
ACS Estimates, NOAA 


  Wood  100.02 0.02% 12,601 ACS Estimates, NOAA  


Subtotal Residential   86,184.64 19.88% 1,494,460   


Commercial/Industrial           


  Electricity 44,486.78 10.26% 618,631.86 
PG&E, California Energy 
Commission (Direct Access) 


  Natural Gas 106,015.14 24.46% 1,997,571.95 
PG&E, FRAQMD, EIA 


  Biogas 5.61 0.001% 21,367.30 FRAQMD 


  Diesel 177.34 0.04% 2,388.50 FRAQMD 


Subtotal 
Commercial/Industrial   150,684.87 34.77% 2,639,959.62   


Transportation           


Local Roads AVMT Gasoline 85,615.75 19.8% 1,190,330.87 Caltrans/CARB 


  Diesel 65,793.62 15.2% 888,930.90 Caltrans/CARB 


State Highways AVMT Gasoline 8,832.18 2.0% 122,795.33 Caltrans/CARB 


  Diesel 6,787.31 1.6% 91,702.71 Caltrans/CARB 


Motorcycles Gasoline 269.23 0.1% data not available  Caltrans/CARB 


Off-Road Combined 15,474.20 3.6% data not available  CARB 


Subtotal Transportation   182,772.29 42.17% 2,293,760   


Waste           


2005 Solid Waste  Paper Products 6,817.34 1.6%  N/A  Recology 


  Food Waste 2,673.65 0.6%  N/A  Recology 


  Plant Debris 717.44 0.2%  N/A  Recology 


  Wood/Textiles 2,002.02 0.5%  N/A  Recology 


Wastewater Treatment Process/Effluent N2O 1,463.76 0.3%  N/A  City staff 


  Digester CH4 120.35 0.0%  N/A  City staff 


Subtotal Waste   13,794.55 3.18%  N/A    


Grand Total   433,436.36 100.0% 6,428,179.44   


Other Emissions3 


 
Natural Gas used for 
Electricity Generation 


160,937 


   1Subtotals and grand total may not be the exact sum of individual category emissions due to rounding. 


2Unless otherwise specified in the corresponding sector appendix, default emissions factors from the Local Government Operations Protocol were used to 


convert activity data to GHG emissions.  


3 Scope 1 natural gas emissions from electricity generation, not included in roll-up number, to prevent double counting with electricity use emissions.  
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Appendix B - Residential Sector Notes 


Table B-1: Residential GHG Emission Data Inputs 


Residential  


Electricity Consumption PG&E kWh 166,713,773 


Natural Gas Consumption PG&E Therms 8,884,651 


Liquid Propane Gas Consumption BTUs 23,522,375,164 


Fuel Oil / Kerosene Consumption BTUs 882,877,352 


Wood for Home Heating Consumption BTUs 12,600,702,948 


 


Table B-2: Residential GHG Emission Data Sources 


Electricity kWH Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) 


Natural Gas Therms Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) 


Home Heating 


Estimations 


(Liquid 


Propane Gas, 


Fuel 


Oil/Kerosene 


and Wood) 


Heating Degree Days http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/documentlibrary/hcs/hcs.html 


Home Heating Fuel Type 


Estimates: 


ACS B25040 Report, Home Heating Fuel, ACS 2005-2009 5-


Year Estimates 


Space Heating and Water 


Heating Factors 


Greenhouse Gas Inventory Guidance, US EPA, Municipal 


Clean Energy Program, State and Local Branch 


http://climateprotection.org/pdf/Appendix-F-USEPA-Draft-


Regional-Inventory-Guidance-1-20-09.pdf 


 


Methods: 


Utility-Derived Data 


Utility natural gas and electricity consumption is shown in Table B-1. Electricity and natural gas consumption data was 


collected from Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) for facilities within the City of Yuba City. The data PG&E 


provided was broken out by residential, commercial or industrial use where possible. The residential electricity and 


natural gas data was entered into the Clean Air and Climate Protection software where the GHG emissions were 


calculated using PG&E’s reported grid emissions factors for electricity. Default combustion emission factors were used 


for natural gas consumption. The 2005 PG&E emissions factors used for this inventory include 489.2 lb/MWh CO2, 


0.011 lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 lb/MWh CH4. 


 


Non-Utility Derived Data 


Liquid propane gas, fuel oil/kerosene and wood for home heating estimations were determined using three sources of 


data: heating degree days (HDDs), home heating fuel type estimates and space heating and water heating factors. HDDs 


were determined using the reported numbers by NOAA for the Sacramento drainage. Then, the number of homes 


within the City using liquid propane gas, fuel oil/kerosene or wood for home heating was determined by reviewing the 


2005 – 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate for Housing by Home Heating Source. Next, the space 


heating and water heating factors were determined by reviewing the US EPA Greenhouse Gas Inventory Guidance. 



http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/documentlibrary/hcs/hcs.html

http://climateprotection.org/pdf/Appendix-F-USEPA-Draft-Regional-Inventory-Guidance-1-20-09.pdf

http://climateprotection.org/pdf/Appendix-F-USEPA-Draft-Regional-Inventory-Guidance-1-20-09.pdf
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The annual space heating BTUs for each fuel (liquid propane gas, fuel oil/kerosene and wood) were calculated by 


multiplying the 2005 HDDs by the number of households in the city limits using those fuels for space heating by their 


respective EPA space heating factors. Table B-3 shows factors and calculations used for home heating emissions 


estimations. It was assumed that a home employing propane or fuel oil/kerosene for space heating used the same fuel 


for water heating. Therefore the annual water heating totals in BTUs for liquid propane gas and fuel oil / kerosene were 


calculated by multiplying the number of households in City of Yuba City using those fuels by the respective EPA water 


heating factor. It was also assumed that a household employing wood for space heating employs electricity, rather than 


wood, for water heating. 


Table B-3: Home Heating Calculations 


Fuel Type Propane Fuel Oil / Kerosene Wood 


Total 2005 Heating Degree Days 4,052 4,052 4,052 


# Homes Using Fuel for Space Heating 373 14 267 


Space Heating Factor (BTU/HDD/Household) 11,647 11,647 11,647 


Water Heating Factor (BTU/YR/Household) 15,869,024 15,869,024 0 


Annual space heating subtotal 


   = (factor x HDD x # of households)  17,603,229,212  660,711,016  12,600,702,948 


Annual water heating subtotal     


 = (factor X # of households) 5,919,145,952  222,166,336 0 


Total BTU 23,522,375,164  882,877,352  12,600,702,948  
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Appendix C - Commercial/Industrial Sector Notes 


Table C-1: Commercial/Industrial Data Inputs 


Commercial / Industrial PG&E 


Electricity Consumption 


(kWh) 


 Water Delivery 7,144,897 


WWTP 7,007,060 


Other PG&E 148,202,410 


Natural Gas Consumption 


(therms) 


 Water Delivery 13,276 


WWTP 90,846 


Other PG&E 12,028,819 


Direct Access  Electricity Consumption (kwh)  
Residential 0 


Commercial 18,904,773 


FRAQMD Tree Tech - Lawn & 
Garden 


Diesel Consumption Gallons 1,400 


FRAQMD Unity Forest Products 
- Light Commercial 


Diesel Consumption Gallons 9,361 


FRAQMD Other - Light 
Commercial 


Diesel Consumption Gallons 506 


FRAQMD Emergency Gens  Diesel Consumption Gallons 6,041 


FRAQMD Emergency Gens 
(PG&E) 


Natural Gas Consumption Therms 2,653 


FRAQMD Yuba City Racquet 
Club (PG&E) 


Natural Gas Consumption Therms 17,840 


FRAQMD Sunsweet Growers 
(PG&E) 


Natural Gas Consumption Therms 439,356 


EIA - Power Plant Electricity 
Generation 


Natural Gas Consumption Therms 30,324,240 


EIA - Power Plant Steam 
Production 


Natural Gas Consumption Therms 7,382,930 


FRAQMD Digester Gas Biogas Cubic Feet 42,522,036 


 


Table C-2: Commercial/Industrial Data Sources 


Electricity kWH Pacific Gas & Electric 


Natural Gas Therms Pacific Gas & Electric,  
Feather River Air Quality Management District 


Direct Access - Electricity kWh California Energy Commission 


Diesel Fuel Gallons Feather River Air Quality Management District 


Power Plant – Natural Gas Therms Energy Information Administration 
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Methods: 


Utility-Derived Data 


Electricity and natural gas consumption data was collected from PG&E for all facilities within the Yuba City city limits. 


The data provided was broken out by residential, commercial or industrial use where possible. More detailed data on 


electricity and natural gas used by the City was available from the Municipal Operations inventory and from the Feather 


River Air Quality Management District, and was subtracted from the commercial/industrial totals and reported 


separately to provide added context. The commercial electricity and natural gas data was entered into the Clean Air and 


Climate Protection software where the GHG emissions were calculated using PG&E’s reported grid emissions factors 


for electricity and default combustion emissions factors for natural gas. The 2005 PG&E emissions factors used for this 


inventory include 489.2 lb/MWh CO2, 0.011 lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 lb/MWh CH4. Tables C-1 and C-2 show energy 


usage data and data sources for commercial/industrial emissions. 


It should be noted that as a result of PG&E’s 15/15 Confidentiality Rule, electricity and natural gas consumption 


associated with industrial land uses has been aggregated into those associated with commercial land uses. According to 


PG&E’s 15/15 Rule, any aggregated information provided by the utilities must be made up of at least 15 customers and 


a single customer’s load must be less than 15 percent of an assigned category. If the number of customers in the 


compiled data is below 15, or if a single customer’s load is more than 15 percent of the total data, categories must be 


combined before the information is released (e.g., commercial and industrial energy consumption) for customer 


confidentiality purposes. The 15/15 Rule was triggered for electricity and natural gas consumption data received for 


Yuba City. 


 
Direct-Access Data 


Direct access electricity is energy supplied by a competitive energy service provider other than the utility, but uses a 


utility's transmission lines to distribute the energy. All direct access data was provided by the California Energy 


Commission (CEC) and used in the direct access calculator (see Table C-3) provided by ICLEI. The total direct access 


electricity consumption for Sutter County was used to determine the ratio of direct access electricity use to utility-


provided electricity use for Residential and Commercial/Industrial Sectors. This ratio was applied to Yuba City-specific 


utility-provided electricity use to determine an estimate of the direct access electricity consumed within the City of Yuba 


City. The calculated direct access totals for Yuba City were entered into the Clean Air and Climate Protection software 


where the GHG emissions were calculated using the California Grid Average emissions factors. The 2005 California 


Grid Average emissions factors used for this inventory include 948.3 lb/MWh CO2, 0.011 lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 


lb/MWh CH4. Direct access natural gas use was included in the PG&E totals. 
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Table C-3: Direct Access Electricity Usage  


Direct Access From CEC by County 


  
  


Electricity Consumption 
(Million kWh) 


      


County Sector Year  Utility   Direct Access   Total  


      
 Million 


kWh   %  
 Million 


kWh   %    


Sutter County Residential 2005 258,975 48.56% - 0.00% 258,975 


Sutter County Commercial/Industrial 2005 274,320 51.44% 31,942 100.00% 306,263 


Total (Million kWh) 533,295 


 


31,942 


 


565,237 


Total %     94.35% 


 


5.65% 


 


100.00% 


Direct Access Estimate by Local Government   


 


Sector  PG&E Total kWh   % DA Usage   DA kWh  
 


Calculations to 
Estimate 


Proportion   


Residential 166,713,773  0.00% - 
 


0.00% 100.00%   


Commercial/Industrial 162,354,367  11.64%  18,904,773  


 
10.43% 89.57%   


 


Power Generation Data 


Power generation data was collected from the Feather River Air Quality Management District for all permitted 


stationary combustion sources within the city limits of Yuba City. Due to data limitations, 2005 permit data was not 


available, so data on diesel fuel (gallons) and the natural gas (therms) was collected for the permit year closest to 2005 


that was available. Since total natural gas use was included in the usage reported by PG&E, the FRAQMD natural gas 


quantities were subtracted from the PG&E Commercial/Industrial totals, and reported separately to provide added 


context. This data was entered into the Clean Air and Climate Protection software to calculate the GHG emissions. The 


default combustion emissions factors for diesel and natural gas were used. Since OFFROAD 2007 estimates emissions 


from generators and other mobile equipment for light commercial facilities and lawn and garden equipment, the 


calculated emissions from FRAQMD data were subtracted from the respective off-road Light Commercial and Lawn 


and Garden equipment emissions totals and reported separately for improved reporting detail. 


 


Power plant natural gas usage data was collected from the Energy Information Administration 2005: EIA-906/920 data 


set for power plants within Yuba City city limits.19 Both total fuel consumed by the power plant and fuel consumed for 


the purpose of electricity generation is reported in the EIA data. This is done for cogeneration facilities to attribute a 


fraction of total fuel use to useful steam/heat production. (For non-cogeneration facilities, total fuel use and fuel used 


for electricity generation are the same, since they do not produce useful steam/heat.) Data on fuel used for electricity 


production (MMBtu’s) was collected for the four power plants within Yuba City city limits and converted to therms 


                                                      


19 Energy Information Administration Form EIA-923 detailed data with previous form data (EIA-906/920). 


http://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/eia923/ 


I 
I 
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using the standard conversion factor of 10 therms/MMBtu. For the two cogeneration facilities within city limits, the 


difference between total and electricity fuel consumption numbers was reported as useful steam production. This 


natural gas usage was not subtracted from PG&E reported natural gas usage totals because it is not included in the 


PG&E City and County natural gas use reports.  


 


Both Scope 1 emissions and Scope 2 emissions related to this electricity generation are included in this report because 


of their relevance to different policy; Scope 1 emissions relate to the fuel mix used at power plants, while Scope 2 


emissions relate to end-use electricity consumption. For electricity generated at these power plants that is consumed 


within the city, adding these Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions would be double counting. Additionally, since the 


electricity generated at these facilities is sold to PG&E and the California Dept of Water Resources (DWR) it is also 


accounted for in PG&E and DWR Scope 2 electricity grid emissions factors. For these reasons, the Scope 1 emissions 


from natural gas used for electricity generation are not included in the roll-up emissions total. However, it is important 


to note that not all of the electricity produced at these facilities is necessarily consumed within Yuba City. These data 


were entered into the Clean Air and Climate Protection software to calculate the GHG emissions. The default 


combustion emissions factors for natural gas were used. Table C-4 presents the emissions associated with each power 


generation record from FRAQMD data and the EIA data.  


TableC-4: Commercial / Industrial Natural Gas Emissions  


Commercial / Industrial Emissions  
CO2e (metric 


tons) % of CO2e 


 EIA Power: Elect Generation (Yuba City and Calpine) 160,937 60% 


Other PG&E  63,839 24% 


EIA Power: Steam Generation (Yuba City and Calpine) 39,183 15% 


Sunsweet Growers – Boilers and Dryers (PG&E) 2,332 1% 


PG&E Wastewater Treatment 482 0% 


YC Racquet Club Generator (PG&E) 95 0% 


PG&E Water Delivery 70 0% 


Emergency Generators (PG&E) 14 0.0% 


TOTAL 266,952 100% 
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Appendix D - Transportation Sector Notes 


Table D-1: Transportation Data Inputs 


Transportation  


On-Road 


Vehicles 


Vehicle Miles 
Travelled– Local 


Roads 


174,331,300 Miles/Yr 


Vehicle Miles 
Travelled -State 


Highway 


17,984,134Miles/Yr 


Gasoline Proportion 


(76.47% total) 


Passenger Car 34.07% 


Light 
Truck/SUV/Pickup 


38.35%  


Heavy Truck 4.05% 


Diesel Proportion 


(23.08% total) 


Passenger Car 0.11% 


Light 
Truck/SUV/Pickup 


0.02%- 


Heavy Truck 22.95% 


Off-road 


Equipment 


CO2 (Tons/Yr) 16,455 


N2O (Tons/Yr) 2 


CH4 (Tons/Yr) 9 


Motorcycles CO2 (Tons/Yr) 297 


 


Data Sources:  


On-Road Emissions –  


Caltrans, 2006.2005 California Public Road Data. Division of Transportation System Information. 


Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/hpmspdf/2005PRD.pdf. 


California Air Resources Board, 2011. EMFAC2011. 


Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/modeling.htm 


 


Off-Road Emissions –  


California Air Resources Board, 2007. OFFROAD2007.  


Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#offroad_motor_vehicles. 


 


Methods: 


On-Road Emissions 


Since actual fuel consumption data is not available at the City level, on-road emissions for local roads and state 


highways are estimated using vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) estimates coupled with local vehicle type and fuel 


breakdown. The methodology for collecting and conditioning this data is as follows: 


 



http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/hpmspdf/2005PRD.pdf

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/modeling.htm

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#offroad_motor_vehicles
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Local Roads VMT 


Annual VMT on Local Roads are recorded by Caltrans’ Highway Performance Monitoring System, which 


estimates VMT on local roads within various jurisdictions. Local roads annual VMT for Yuba City was taken 


from Caltrans 2005 California Public Road Data, and is shown in Table D-1 above.  


 


State Highway VMT 


Table D-2: Jurisdiction’s Share of Recorded Highway Miles 


 Jurisdiction Total Highway Miles Proportion 


Sutter County  80.0 100.00% 


Live Oak 1.3 1.63% 


Yuba City 2.8 3.50% 


Unincorporated County 75.9 94.88% 


 


Table D-3: Yuba City Share of Highway VMT 


Sutter County Highway VMT Yuba City Share of Hwy Miles Yuba City VMT 


513,832,000 3.50%  174,331,300  


 


State Highway VMT attributed to the City of Yuba City is based on the amount of recorded highway miles 


within the jurisdiction, received from Caltrans Public Information Officer. In order to estimate the State 


Highway VMT within Yuba City, the proportion of 3.50% was multiplied by the total countywide State 


Highway VMT recorded by Caltrans (513,832,000) to result in the State Highway VMT value shown Table D-3 


and Table D-1 above. 


 


Fuel/Vehicle Type Breakdown and Emissions Calculations 


Since Caltrans does not provide VMT by fuel and vehicle type, local fuel and vehicle type breakdown was 


extracted from the California ARB’s EMFAC2011 model, which provides this information by air basin. The 


EMFAC2011 model was run for year 2005; daily VMT from this model was summed by fuel and vehicle 


classification (Passenger Car, Light-Duty Truck/SUV/Pickup, Heavy-Duty Truck, and Motorcycle) to calculate 


local vehicle percentages by fuel and vehicle type. These percentages were applied to the jurisdiction-specific 


annual VMT figures produced from the Caltrans report, resulting in final VMT figures by fuel and vehicle type. 


EMFAC2011 data was not used alone because this dataset was aggregated by air basin. Methods to disaggregate 


the EMFAC2011 data by city and county jurisdiction could not appropriately be developed so the above 


method was performed to produce VMT for each jurisdiction. This data was input into ICLEI’s Clean Air and 


Climate Protection software, which applies the 2005 average emissions factors by fuel and vehicle type to 


produce the final CO2e emissions quantity. 
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Motorcycles 


Clean Air Climate Protection (CACP 2009) software does not identify motorcycles as an on-road emissions 


vehicle type category, as it does for other on-road vehicle types such as passenger cars. As a result, motorcycle 


emissions were entered directly into CACP in the "Other Emissions" module. Motorcycle CO2 emissions are 


produced in the California ARB’s EMFAC2011 model. To produce motorcycle CO2 emissions specific to Yuba 


City, EMFAC2011 motorcycle emissions were disaggregated by applying the population ratio of 66.56% (ratio 


of Yuba City population to county-wide total population). EMFAC2011 produces daily emissions outputs, 


which need to be multiplied by 365 in order to produce annual estimates shown in Table D-1 above. 


 


Off-Road Emissions 


Off-road emissions were estimated with standard procedures using California ARB’s OFFROAD2007 modeling 


program. OFFROAD2007 produces emissions for various off-road, fuel-consuming machines at the county level. In 


order to produce disaggregated emissions data, it is necessary to only consider machines types that are operated within 


the city limits of Yuba City. For Yuba City, Agricultural Equipment, Oil Drilling, and Rail yard Operations were all 


excluded after discussion with City staff. Additionally, Bore/Drill Rigs and Snowmobiles were excluded from 


Construction & Mining Equipment and Recreational Equipment classes, respectively. Construction & Mining 


Equipment, Entertainment Equipment, Recreational Equipment, Pleasure Craft, Industrial Equipment, Lawn and 


Garden Equipment, Light Commercial Equipment and Transport Refrigeration Units were considered. The City of 


Yuba City was estimated to emit 66.56% of county emissions from these activities based on the ratio of population 


within the city limits to the population of the entire county. This information was collected in an initial questionnaire 


distributed to a government staff person and additional information regarding machine operations was confirmed 


through phone calls and emails with the Yuba City staff. The data produced by OFFROAD2007 is daily usage – the 


final data was multiplied by 365 in order to produce annual emissions. The final data was entered into CACP as annual 


emissions of CO2, CH4, and N2O, in standard tons. Table D-4 shows the proportions applied to each off-road machine 


category. After data was entered into CACP, the emissions totals from FRAQMD reported diesel use for generators 


and other mobile equipment- reported separately in the Commercial/Industrial Sector – were subtracted from the Light 


Commercial Equipment and Lawn and Garden Equipment emissions totals respectively to avoid double counting of 


emissions. 
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Table D-4: Off-Road Proportions by Category 


Off Road Machine Type Category 
Proportion Applied to OFF-ROAD 


2007 County-Wide Output 


Agricultural Equipment 0.00% 


Construction & Mining Equipment 66.56% 


Entertainment Equipment 66.56% 


Industrial Equipment 66.56% 


Lawn & Gardening Equipment 66.56% 


Light Commercial Equipment 66.56% 


Pleasure Craft 66.56% 


Rail yard Operations 0.00% 


Recreational Equipment 66.56% 


Transport Refrigeration Units 66.56% 


Oil Drilling 0.00% 
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Appendix E–Community Solid Waste Sector Notes 


Table E-1: Community Solid Waste Data Inputs  


Waste Deposited 2005-Generated Solid Waste  short tons/yr 66,942 


 


Data Sources: 


Recology Yuba-Sutter 


 


Methods - Solid Waste: 


There are a variety of emissions associated with solid waste management services including collection, processing, and 


storage of solid waste generated from residents and businesses. Collection emissions are included in the transportation 


sector of this report. The most prominent source of emissions from solid waste facilities is fugitive methane released by 


the anaerobic decomposition of organic waste over time in dumps and landfills within a jurisdiction. The scale of these 


emissions depends upon the size and type of the facility and the presence of a landfill gas collection system.  


As there are no dumps or landfills within the City of Yuba City, there are no associated Scope 1 emissions to account 


for in this inventory (other than those accounted for in transportation).  


Solid waste generated within the City of Yuba City in 2005, shown in table E-1, was transferred to remote landfills for 


disposal. The emissions associated with this waste are defined as Scope 3. They occur at the landfill sites over the entire 


period of decomposition (estimated to be about 100 years). Scope 3 emissions were calculated using CACP, based on 


standard emission factors and equations adopted by the California Air Resources Board, the California Climate Action 


Registry, ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability and the Climate Registry. 


Information on the waste collected from within Yuba City was received from Recology Yuba-Sutter waste services. The 


data was in the form of short tons/yr, and is shown in Table E-1 above. Waste characterization values were provided by 


the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) specifically tailored to 2005, and are summarized in Table 


E-2.  


Table E-2: Waste Composition  


Paper Products Food Waste Plant Debris Wood/Textile All Other Waste 


21.00% 14.55% 6.89% 21.79% 35.77% 
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Appendix F - Wastewater Sector Notes 


Table F-1: Wastewater Data Inputs 


Wastewater 


Treatment 


Central Plant 


Process Information 


Nitrification/denitrification processes None 


Effluent Treatment Aerobic 


Lagoons None 


Anaerobic Digester Gas 125,000 CF/Day 


Percent Methane in Digester Gas 67% 


Total Population Served 58,253 


Septic Total Population Served 0 


 


Data Sources: 


City of Yuba City staff 


California Department of Finance - E-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State 


(http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-4/2001-10/view.php) 


 


Methods: 


Within a community-based GHG inventory, wastewater treatment will only account for a small portion of total 


emissions. Wastewater can be treated using either: centralized plants (with or without anaerobic digestion), lagoons, or 


septic systems. The two emissions associated with these processes are methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O); 


calculating the makeup and amount of emissions depends on the processes involved and the management practices 


employed.  


In 2005, the Yuba City Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) did not use any nitrification/denitrification processes to 


reduce N2O levels, but did use an aerated process to treat their wastewater effluent, as well as anaerobic digesters. All 


City residents were assumed to have been on the city’s sewer system, and it was assumed that none used septic systems. 


This information on WWTP characteristics as well as the information in Table F-1 was received directly from City of 


Yuba City WWTP staff, and was used to calculate emissions based on standard equations from the Local Government 


Operations Protocol. 
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Appendix G - Agriculture Sector Notes 


For the purpose of this inventory, agriculture emissions refer specifically to emissions from: 


 livestock enteric fermentation; 


 livestock manure management; 


 fertilizer application. 


These emissions result from applying fertilizer to crops as well as the rearing of livestock, both of which occur on 


agricultural land. Although Yuba City is a hub of agricultural activity, few, if any, of the agriculture emission types listed 


above occur within the city limits, shown in Figure G-1. To determine the extent of these types of agricultural activity 


within Yuba City city limits, land-use maps in Yuba City's 2004 General Plan and associated environmental review 


documents were analyzed. These maps, shown in figure G-2 and G-3, demonstrate the limited land zoned for 


agriculture within Yuba City’s city limits. Note that the city limits are different from the Planning Area shown in the 


maps. Through discussions with Yuba City staff, it was determined that the majority of the 630 acres of agricultural 


land, indicated by the three circled areas in figure G-3, was used for non-agricultural purposes in 2005, four years after 


the date of the map. The largest area in the northern part of the city is designated for parkland, the middle piece of AG 


land is designated for industrial use; and, the southern pieces are now designated as residential.  


Based on this information, it was determined that emissions, if any, from livestock enteric fermentation, livestock 


manure management, and fertilizer application occurring on this small amount of agricultural land would be below the 


de minimis threshold. Emissions from energy consumption and transportation associated with agricultural activity were 


accounted for in the commercial/industrial and transportation emission totals respectively. If, in the future, significant 


agricultural activity related to livestock and crops does occur within city limits, Yuba City should account for those 


emissions in any future inventories. 
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Figure G-1: Yuba City Jurisdictional Boundary.  


 


Source: Google, retrieved October 31st, 2012, maps.google.com 
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Figure G-2: General Plan Diagram. 


 


Source: Chapter 3, Yuba City 2004 General Plan. <http://www.yubacity.net/documents/Planning/YC-GPAC-Apr-04-


Ch-3-FINAL.pdf> 
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Figure G-3: Annotated Farmlands Figure from Yuba City General Plan Environmental Impact Report. 


 


Source: Aaron Busch, City of Yuba City. 
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8 Appendices: Municipal 
Operations Inventory 
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Appendix H–Municipal Buildings and Facilities Sector Notes 


Table H-1: Buildings and Facilities Data Inputs 


Facility Name   
Electricity Natural Gas Diesel 


 (kWh/Yr) ($/Yr) (Therm/Yr) ($/Yr) Gal/Yr 


Fire Stations and Pumps 350,613 $46,615 8,787 $11,766 405.1  


Police Department 493,440 $67,209 5,305 $6,767 316.8  


City Hall 416,000 $58,842 5,063 $6,824   


Sr Center and Minor Facilities 127,336 $20,374 2,542 $3,473  


Parks and Recreation 337,291 $40,472 17,559 $20,542   


Corp Yard / Maintenance 198,995 $26,439 5,409 $6,976 383.9  


Totals 1,923,675 $259,951 44,665 $56,348 1,105.8  


   
 


Refrigerants Full charge (kg) Leakage Rate (%) 


R-22 (Information Item) 708 10-15 


 


Table H-2: Buildings and Facilities Data Sources 


Electricity kWh Pacific Gas & Electric 


Natural Gas Therms Pacific Gas & Electric 


Diesel Gallons FRAQMD 


Refrigerants kg full charge Default estimates (ICLEI) 


 


2005 energy usage data, shown in Table H-1, was obtained directly from PG&E. Energy usage data included electricity 


(kilowatt hours- kWh) and natural gas (therms) consumption data and related costs. Diesel fuel use estimates came from 


the Feather River Air Quality Management District 2005 permit data. Scope 1 emissions were calculated using default 


emissions factors for natural gas and diesel, and Scope 2 emissions were calculated using verified PG&E-specific 


emission factors for electricity, which were included in the 2009 Clean Air Climate Protection (CACP) software. The 


2005 PG&E emissions factors used for this inventory include 489.2 lb/MWh CO2, 0.011 lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 


lb/MWh CH4. 


In addition, fire suppression agents, and air conditioning and refrigeration equipment used in buildings can emit 


hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and other GHGs when these systems leak. Refrigerants and fire suppressants can be very 


potent GHGs, and have Global Warming Potential (GWP) of up to many thousand times that of CO2. For example, 


HFC-134a, a very common refrigerant, has a GWP of 1,300, or 1,300 times that of CO2. Therefore, even small 


amounts of leaked refrigerants can have a significant effect on GHG emissions. 
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Refrigerants used in Yuba City’s building HVAC and refrigeration equipment are assumed to have been R-22 


exclusively, based on their date of manufacture. The leaked R-22 refrigerant emissions are reported as an information 


item because R-22 is controlled under the Kyoto protocol. It is currently being phased out as an ozone-depleting 


substance, and is therefore not included as a source in the LGOP. This analysis used the “inventory and use” method to 


estimate leaked refrigerants, rather than the mass balance method. With no measured information on refrigerant leakage, 


estimates are made using typical volumes and leakage rates. The "inventory and use" method may result in overestimates 


as compared to the mass balance method, but is in line with the alternate method for refrigerants outlined in the LGOP.  


Fire suppressants used by the Fire Department in the City of Yuba City in 2005 were phosphate based (like ABC Dry-


chem) with a GWP equal to zero, so there were no GHG emissions reported from fire suppressants. 
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Appendix I – Streetlights, Traffic Signals, and Other Public Lighting Sector 
Notes 


Table I-1: Lighting Data Inputs 


Lighting   
Electricity Consumption 


Usage (kWh/Yr) Cost ($/Yr) 


Traffic Signals/Controllers 207,040 $31,512 


Streetlights 1,369,522 $146,429 


Park Lighting 212,640 $28,672 


Other Outdoor Lighting 1,059 $315 


Totals 1,790,261 $206,928 


LS-1 PG&E Owned and Operated (Information Item) 402,534 $137,389 


 


Table I-2: Lighting Data Sources 


Electricity kWh Pacific Gas & Electric 


 


2005 Energy usage data, shown in Table I-1, was obtained directly from PG&E. Energy usage data included electricity 


(kWh) consumption data for each electricity meter and related costs. Scope 2 emissions were calculated using verified 


PG&E-specific emission factors for electricity, which were included in the CACP software. The 2005 PG&E emissions 


factors used for this inventory include 489.2 lb/MWh CO2, 0.011 lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 lb/MWh CH4. Emissions 


from accounts listed as PG&E LS-1 are included as “Information Items” only. LS-1 designated streetlights are owned, 


operated, maintained and directly paid for by PG&E, but are indirectly paid for by the customer through City of Yuba 


City’s general rate case with PG&E. 
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Appendix J – Water Delivery Sector Notes 


TableJ-1: Water Delivery Data Inputs 


Facility Name   
Electricity Natural Gas Diesel 


 (kWh/Yr) ($/Yr) (Therm/Yr) ($/Yr) Gal/Yr 


Water Delivery Pumps 2,962,194 $339,021 0 $0 0 


Sprinklers / Irrigation Control 5,752 $2,266 0 $0 0  


Storm Water Management 106,094 $12,589 0 $0 0  


Plant and Other Infrastructure 4,070,857 $454,284 13,276 $15,637  515.5  


Totals 7,144,897 $808,160 13,276 $15,637 515.5  


 


Table J-2: Water Delivery Data Sources 


Electricity kWh Pacific Gas & Electric 


Natural Gas Therms Pacific Gas & Electric 


Diesel Fuel Gallons Feather River Air Quality Management District 


2005 electricity and natural gas usage data, shown in Table J-1,were obtained directly from PG&E. Energy usage data 


included electricity (kWh) and natural gas (therms) consumption data for each meter and, as well as related costs. Diesel 


fuel use (gallons) for emergency generators was taken from Feather River Air Quality Management District permit data. 


Scope 1 emissions were calculated using default emissions factors for natural gas and diesel, and Scope 2 emissions were 


calculated using verified PG&E-specific emission factors for electricity, which were included in the CACP software. The 


2005 PG&E emissions factors used for this inventory include 489.2 lb/MWh CO2, 0.011 lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 


lb/MWh CH4. 
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Appendix K - Wastewater Treatment Sector Notes 


Table K-1: Wastewater Data Inputs 


Wastewater Treatment Fuel   
Electricity Natural Gas Diesel 


 (kWh/Yr) ($/Yr) (Therm/Yr) ($/Yr) Gal/Yr 


Lift Stations 299,250 $40,035 0 $0 34.0 


Plant 6,707,810 $658,285 90,721 $101,315 312.0 


Totals 7,007,060 $698,320 90,721 $101,315 346.0 


Information Items 


Biofuel  FRAQMD Digester Gas Cubic Feet 42,522,036 


 


Central Plant Process Information 


Nitrification/denitrification processes None 


Effluent Treatment Aerobic 


Anaerobic Digester Gas 125,000 CF/Day 


Percent Methane in Digester Gas 67% 


Total Population Served 58,253 People 


 


Table K-2: Wastewater Data Sources 


Electricity kWh Pacific Gas & Electric 


Natural Gas Therms Pacific Gas & Electric 


Diesel Fuel Gallons Feather River Air Quality Management District 


WWTP 


Central Plant Data City of Yuba City staff. 


Population served 


California Department of Finance - E-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties 
and the State 
(http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-4/2001-
10/view.php) 


2005 Energy usage, shown in Table K-1, was obtained directly from PG&E, as indicated in Table K-2. Energy usage 


data included electricity and natural gas consumption data for each meter, as well as related costs. Diesel fuel usage by 


Emergency Generators was derived from permit data from the Feather River Air Quality Management Board, as was 


digester gas use. Scope 1 emissions were calculated using default emissions factors for natural gas, biogas and diesel fuel. 


Scope 2 emissions were calculated using verified PG&E-specific emission factors for electricity, which were included in 


the CACP software. The 2005 PG&E emissions factors used for this inventory include 489.2 lb/MWh CO2, 0.011 


lb/MWh N2O and 0.030 lb/MWh CH4. 


The two emissions associated with wastewater treatment processes are methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O); 


calculating the makeup and amount of emissions depends on the processes involved and the management practices 


employed. The City of Yuba City used a central plant with aerobic treatment of the effluent to treat their wastewater in 


2005. There was no nitrification/denitrification processes used to reduce N2O levels. There was an anaerobic digester in 


use. Digester gas volume measurements were available, and along with other information from City staff regarding 


I 
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operating parameters, standard equations from the Local Government Operations Protocol were used to determine 


methane and nitrous oxide emissions from the treatment.  
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Appendix L - Government-Generated Solid Waste Sector Notes 


Table L-1: Government-Generated Solid Waste Data Inputs 


Facility Name or Waste Group Tons of Waste Landfilled 


Yuba City Police 12.8  


Yuba City Fire 30.2  


Yuba City Fire Debris Boxes 0.7  


City Hall 19.2  


Public Works - WWTP 57.7  


Public Works - WWTP Debris Boxes 16.7  


Public Works - Water Treatment 16.0  


Parks & Rec 133.4  


Public Works - Corp Yard 16.0  


Public Works - Corp Yard Debris Boxes - Regular Garbage 45.6  


Public Works - Corp Yard Debris Boxes - Green Waste 2.2  


Senior Nutrition and Minor Facilities 33.6  


Total Tonnage Landfilled  384  


2005 Employees 450 


2009 Employees 325 


 


Table L-2: Government-Generated Solid Waste Data Sources 


Gov’t Generated Solid Waste Volume (CY/Yr) Recology Yuba-Sutter 


Gov’t Generated Solid Waste Volume (ton/Yr) Recology Yuba-Sutter 


2005 employees City staff 


2009 employees City staff 


Waste composition CA Integrated Waste Management Board 


Much of the government-generated solid waste information was data in the form of number and size of bins and debris 


boxes collected in 2009 and 2005 respectively, and a collection schedule. Data came from Recology Yuba-Sutter waste 


management, as listed in Table L-2. The waste volume was assumed to be proportional to number of employees, and 


the 2009 data was adjusted with employee numbers to estimate 2005 values. Bins were assumed to be full. Using 


conversion factors provided by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) specifically tailored to the 


unique public administration waste characterization profile (see Table L-3), this information was converted into tons of 


solid waste as seen in Table L-1. Interviews with staff identified the contents of two of the debris boxes as being green 


waste. The green waste was modeled as 100% plant debris. Solid waste generated within the City of Yuba City in 2005 


was transferred to remote landfills for disposal. The emissions associated with this waste are defined as Scope 3. They 


occur at the landfill sites over the entire period of decomposition (estimated to be about 100 years). Scope 3 emissions 


were calculated using CACP, based on the data shown here coupled with standard emission factors and equations 


adopted by the California Air Resources Board, the California Climate Action Registry, ICLEI - Local Governments for 


Sustainability and The Climate Registry. 







Yuba City 2005 GHG Emissions Inventory 


Page 8-9 


Table L-3: Waste Composition – non-green waste (Public Admin) 


Paper Products Food Waste Plant Debris Wood/Textile All Other Waste 


39.4% 9.8% 17.0% 6.7% 27.1% 
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Appendix M - Vehicle Fleet and Mobile Equipment Sector Notes 


Table M-1: Vehicle Fleet Data Inputs 


Totals1 Gasoline 50,145  Diesel  42,133  


Department2 
On Road 
Gasoline  
(Gallons/Yr) 


Non-Road 
Gasoline  
(Gallons/Yr) 


On Road 
Diesel  
(Gallons/Yr) 


Non-Road 
Diesel  
(Gallons/Yr) 


Fire Dept 1,238  
 


10,528  7,473  


Finance/Gen Services 796  122  
  


Devel Services 2,572  
   


Police Department 36,001  
   


Parks/Recreation 1,771  
   


Public Works - Maint/Elec 3,509  91  147  2,265  


Public Works - Streets 1,421  177  4,280  7,288  


Water Distribution 1,011  
 


415  1,723  


WWTP/Sewers 1,431  5  4,040  3,974  
1Total Fuel usage provided by City Staff and Lakeview Petroleum 


2 Departmental breakdown estimated by methodology described below 


 


Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) 


Fire Department 131,908  Mile/Yr 


Finance/Gen Services 23,868  Mile/Yr 


Development Services 26,891  Mile/Yr 


Police Department 122,242  Mile/Yr 


Parks/Recreation 20,605  Mile/Yr 


Public Works maintenance/elect 106,589  Mile/Yr 


Public Works - Streets 81,154  Mile/Yr 


Water Distribution 34,050  Mile/Yr 


WWTP/ Lab/Water Treatment/Sewer (PW) 79,291  Mile/Yr 


Refrigerants Leakage (Ton/Yr) Leakage Rate (%) 


R-12 (Information Item) 0. 0.00150 20 


R-134a 0.02673 20 
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Table M-2: Vehicle Fleet Data Sources 


Vehicles (make/model) City Fleet City of Yuba City records 


Vehicle Miles Travelled 


(miles/yr) 


Age of vehicles City of Yuba City staff 


Odometer Readings City of Yuba City staff 


Low/No Use Vehicles City of Yuba City staff 


Gasoline and Diesel Use 


(Gal/Yr) 


Departmental 


Estimations based on City of Yuba 


City records coupled with partial 


Lakeview Petroleum departmental 


records 


Annual Lakeview Petroleum 


 


Treatment of Activity Data: VMT and Fuel Use 


Detailed 2005 vehicle fleet information was available from the City of Yuba City, including purchase dates and 


odometer readings. Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) were estimated by dividing the odometer reading by the age of the 


vehicle. Some equipment was described as no or very low miles by staff and excluded from this report. 


Fuel Use data was provided partially by the City and partially by Lakeview Petroleum, the main gasoline fuel card 


provider for the City in 2005. The City provided the total diesel station and vault records for 2005 and gasoline vault 


records for Fiscal Year 09-10 used as a proxy year. Lakeview Petroleum provided their complete station records for 


2005 broken out by department. The fuel use totals provided by the City were proportioned out using the VMT and 


Non-road hours estimated as described above for the departments that were not included in the Lakeview Petroleum 


records. No cost data was available for fuel consumption. 


Emissions Calculations 


Emissions were calculated using CACP, based on standard methodology and emissions factors outlined in the LGOP. 


Scope 1 CO2 emissions from gasoline and diesel fuel used by fleet vehicles (both on and off-road) were based on the 


fuel use data. Emissions were calculated using default emissions factors for gasoline and diesel fuel.  


Scope 1 CH4 and N2O emissions depend more on the emission control technology employed and distance traveled than 


volume of fuel combusted. Therefore, consistent with methods outlined in the LGOP, Scope 1 CH4 and N2O emissions 


from gasoline and diesel fuel used by on-road fleet vehicles were based on vehicle miles travelled (VMT),vehicle year, 


make and model data. Emissions were calculated using default emissions factors for VMT by fuel type, vehicle type and 


model year.  
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Scope 1 CH4 and N2O emissions from gasoline and diesel fuel used by off-road fleet vehicles were based on fuel use 


data. Emissions were calculated using default emissions factors for off-road gasoline and diesel fuel use by equipment 


type. 


Scope 1 fugitive emissions from vehicle air conditioning refrigerants were estimated using the alternate approach, which 


may overestimate emissions. Given the make and year of the vehicles, the refrigerant was presumed to be R-134a if the 


vehicle was a 1994 model or newer. Ford changed from R-12 to R-134a in most of their cars in that year. The same is 


assumed to be true for all vehicles. The full-charge volume of refrigerant estimated by the alternate approach is the 


upper bound of the range approved for the equipment type. This alternate approach uses operation emission factors 


that are very conservative. 
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Appendix N - Employee Commute Sector Notes 


Table N-1: Employee Commute Data Inputs 


 


Gasoline Vehicles Diesel Vehicles 


Responding 2012 
Employees (99) 


All 2005 Employees 
(450) 


Responding 2012 
Employees (99) 


All 2005 Employees 
(450) 


Vehicle Type VMT VMT 


Passenger Cars 211,712 962,327 0 0 


Light Trucks 98,882 449,464 32,768 148,945 


Heavy Duty Trucks 19,760 89,818 11,424 51,927 


Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 


 


Table N-2: Employee Commute Data Sources 


Vehicle Make, Model Year 2012 Employee Survey 


Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) 2012 Employee Survey 


 


Scope 3 CO2 emissions associated with employee travel to and from work were calculated by first conducting a current 


(2012) survey of employees regarding commute distance, mode and frequency. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were 


estimated from the 2012survey data by extrapolating from the survey responses for commute distance and frequency, to 


the number of employees in 2005, and are summarized in Table N-1. Fuel use was estimated using the calculated annual 


VMT and the responses given for fuel efficiency, based on standard CACP/LGOP methodology. Emissions were 


calculated using the standard emission factors for fuel use. 


Scope 3 CH4 and N2O emissions associated with employee travel to and from work were based on the recommended 


method using VMT, vehicle year, make and model data, although VMT was estimated as described above. Emissions 


were calculated using default emissions factors for VMT by fuel type, vehicle type and model year. 


The employee commute survey collected additional data to help the City with transportation planning, including Mode 


of Travel (88 percent drive alone -Table N-3), Distance to Work (53 percent are less than five (5) miles - Table N-4), 


Time to Work (six (6) to 15 minutes for 43 percent of respondents - Table N-5) and Interest in Alternative Modes of 


Travel (30 percent are interested in biking to work - Table N-6). Table N-7, below, describes Reasons for not 


Carpooling. The primary reported reason is difficulty matching schedules. Table N-8, below, describes Reasons for not 


Taking Public Transit. Similarly, the primary reported reason is schedules that do not match. Finally, Table N-9, below, 


describes Reasons for not Walking/Biking. The primary reason reported for not walking or biking is that respondents 


lived too far away. Tables N-6 through N-9 provide information that could be used to develop policies that could 


reduce GHG emissions. 
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Table N-3: Employee Commute Mode of Travel 


Most Common 


Mode of Travel 
Responses Percent 


Drive Alone 87 88% 


Split Modes 8 8% 


Biking 3 3% 


Carpool/Vanpool 1 1% 


Transit 0 0% 


Walking 0 0% 


Other/Telecommute 0 0% 


Not Indicated 0 0% 


Total Respondents 99 100% 


 


Table N-4: Employee Commute Distance to Work 


Miles to Work Responses Percent 


0-5 53 54% 


6-10 21 21% 


11-15 7 7% 


16-20 5 5% 


21-25 2 2% 


26-30 2 2% 


31-35 2 2% 


36-40 2 2% 


41-45 3 3% 


46-50 1 1% 


51-75 1 1% 


76-100 0 0% 


Over 100 0 0% 


Total Respondents 99 100% 


 


Table N-5: Employee Commute Time to Work 


Time to Work 


(Minutes) 
Responses Percent 


Less than 5 28 28% 


6 to 15 43 43% 


16 to 25 13 13% 


26 to 35 5 5% 


36 to 45 3 3% 


Over 45 7 7% 


Total Respondents 99 100% 
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Table N-6: Employee Commute Interest in Alternative Modes 


Mode of Interest Percent Interested 


Biking  30% 


Carpooling 18% 


Telecommuting 12% 


Walking 10% 


Public Transit 7% 


Vanpooling 4% 


 


Table N-7: Employee Commute - Reasons for Not Carpooling  


Reason Responses Percentage 


Other people do not match my schedule or route 64 65% 


Work late or irregular hours 54 55% 


Difficult to find others to carpool/vanpool 45 45% 


Need to make stops on the way to work or home 35 35% 


Dislike being dependent on others 33 33% 


Like the privacy when I'm in my own car 27 27% 


Need my car on the job 25 25% 


May not be able to get home quickly in an emergency 24 24% 


Other 12 12% 


Makes my trip too long 6 6% 


I don't know enough about carpooling or vanpooling 6 6% 


Never considered carpooling or vanpooling 1 1% 


Table N-8: Employee Commute - Reasons for Not Taking Transit 


Reason Responses Percentage 


Transit service doesn't match my route or schedule 63 64% 


I work late or irregular hours 41 41% 


It takes too long 32 32% 


Need to make stops on the way to work or home 32 32% 


May not be able to get home quickly during an 
emergency 


27 27% 


Need my car on the job 24 24% 


Like the privacy when I'm in my own car 20 20% 


Other 16 16% 


Never considered using public transit 8 8% 


It is not safe or easy to walk to work from the transit 
stop 


6 6% 


It is too far to walk to work from the transit stop 6 6% 


It costs too much 4 4% 


Not enough parking at the transit stop from which I'd 
depart 


1 1% 


I don't know enough about taking transit 1 1% 
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Table N-9: Employee Commute - Reasons for Not Walking/Biking 


Reason Responses Percentage 


I live too far away 37 37% 


Weather 33 33% 


Need to make stops on the way to work or home 27 27% 


Other 26 26% 


It's not easy to look good and feel comfortable for 


work after walking or biking 
24 24% 


There isn't a safe or easy route for walking or biking 23 23% 


May not be able to get home quickly in an 


emergency 
19 19% 


Workplace does not have adequate facilities for 


showering/changing 
5 5% 


Never considered walking or biking to work 5 5% 


I don't know enough about walking or biking to 


work 
2 2% 


No place at work to store bikes safely 0 0% 
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Appendix B: 2005 Inventory Update 


The  existing  City  of  Yuba  City  Community  and Municipal Operations  2005  Baseline Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Inventories report (2005 Inventory) prepared by Sierra Business Council in 2012 was reviewed 
for consistency with the most recent (2013) U.S. Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting of 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Community Protocol).1 Since some methodologies used to develop the 2005 
Inventory were found to be inconsistent, relevant sectors were updated or revised in order for the 2005 
Inventory to be used as a ‘baseline’ for the proposed climate action plan. 
 
A summary of the existing 2005 Inventory and the updated data sources, factor sets and assumptions are 
provided below. 


 
Existing 2005 Inventory 


The  2005  Inventory was  developed with  the  help  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E),  and 
guidance from Yuba City (City) staff.  The inventory followed the Local Government Operations Protocol 
(LGOP)2 and the International Emissions Analysis Protocol (IEAP)3.  The 2005 Inventory contains separate 
emissions profiles for the community and municipal operations of the City. 
 
The 2005 community inventory was divided into the following sectors: 


 Residential  Energy  includes  emissions  from  electricity,  natural  gas,  liquid  propane  gas,  fuel 


oil/kerosene, and wood for home heating consumption in residential buildings in the City. 


 Commercial/Industrial Energy includes emissions from electricity, natural gas, diesel, and biogas 


consumption in commercial and industrial buildings and facilities (including outdoor lighting) in 


the City. 


 Wastewater  Treatment  includes  emissions  from  treating  wastewater  generated  in  the 


community. 


 Community Solid Waste and Landfills  includes emissions  from waste  that  is generated  in  the 


community and sent to landfills. 


 Transportation includes emissions from vehicle fuel use for on‐road vehicles, off‐road equipment 


and motorcycles. 


 Agriculture includes emissions from agricultural activity, but were assumed to be de minimis in 


the inventory. 


The 2005 municipal inventory was divided into the following sectors: 


 Municipal Buildings and Facilities includes energy use by the government, including electricity, 


natural gas, and diesel. 


 Streetlights,  Traffic  Signals, and Other Public  Lighting  includes  energy  for  streetlights,  traffic 


signals and controllers, park lighting and other outdoor lighting on fixtures owned by the City. 


                                                 
1 ICLEI. 2013. U.S. Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions – 
Version 1.1. July 2013. 
2 California Air Resources Board. 2010. Local Government Operations Protocol for the Quantification and 
Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories - Version 1.1. May 2010 
3 ICLEI. 2009. International Local Government GHG Emissions Analysis Protocol - Version 1.0. October 2009. 







 Water Delivery includes energy for water delivery pumps, sprinklers and irrigation control, storm 


water management, and plant and other infrastructure. 


 Wastewater  Treatment  includes  emissions  from  treating  wastewater  generated  by  the 


government. 


 Government‐Generated  Solid Waste  includes  emissions  from waste  generated  by municipal 


employees or at municipally‐owned facilities. 


 Vehicle Fleet and Mobile Equipment includes emissions from vehicles owned or operated by the 


government or contracted by the City for services. It also includes other mobile equipment. 


 Employee Commute  includes emissions  from  fuel use  in vehicle  trips by municipal employees 


commuting to and from work in the City. 


 
Updates and Revisions 


The following data sources, factor sets and assumptions were updated for relevant sectors of the 2005 
Inventory. 
 
Community Inventory 


1. Emission Factors: The 2005 Inventory relies on EMFAC2007 for on‐road transportation emission 
factors. However, California Air Resources Board  (ARB) has updated  their EMFAC model since 
then;  therefore,  the most  recent version of EMFAC  (EMFAC2014) was used  for  the  inventory 
update. Emission  factors calculated  from EMFAC2014 and used  for  the updated  inventory are 
shown in Table B‐1. 


Table B‐1. Transportation Emission Factors 


    2005 


Gasoline 


Passenger Vehicle 


MPG   25.58  


g CH4/mi  0.03 


g N2O/mi  0.034 


Light Truck 


MPG   19.61  


g CH4/mi  0.035 


g N2O/mi  0.049 


Heavy Truck 


MPG   7.06  


g CH4/mi  0.0333 


g N2O/mi  0.0134 


Diesel 


Passenger Vehicle 


MPG   31.79  


g CH4/mi  0.001 


g N2O/mi  0.001 


Light Truck  MPG   25.21  







g CH4/mi  0.001 


g N2O/mi  0.001 


Heavy Truck 


MPG   12.44  


g CH4/mi  0.0051 


g N2O/mi  0.0048 


Note: MPG is miles per gallon and is derived from EMFAC at the county level. CH4 and 
N2O emission factors are from the Community Protocol; Passenger Vehicle and Light 
Truck emission factors have data for 2005 and later; Heavy Truck only have 2010 data. 


 


2. Potable Water: The 2005 Inventory includes emissions from water delivery as part of commercial 
energy emissions. In order to accurately quantify water conservation efforts, the energy used to 
treat or  transport water  from  its  source  to  the City  and  the  associated GHG  emissions were 
separated from the commercial energy sector in the updated inventory. Table B‐2 shows revised 
emissions from water delivery and commercial energy. 


Table B‐2. 2005 Commercial Energy and Water Delivery Emissions 


2005 Emission (MT CO2e) Commercial Energy Water Delivery 


Electricity  41,321 1,598 


Natural Gas 105,462 71 


Diesel  168 5 


Total  146,952 1,674 


 
3. On‐road  transportation: The 2005  Inventory  includes all of  local  roads  vehicle miles  traveled 


(VMT) and the City’s portion of state highway VMT. The City’s portion of state highway VMT  is 
based on miles of highway within the City’s jurisdiction. This method counts all trips, regardless 
of the starting and ending points, as the City’s VMT. However, VMT – and associated greenhouse 
gas emissions – within City boundaries that do not have either a starting point or ending point 
within  the City would not be directly  influenced by  local policies, and therefore should not be 
included in the inventory. Therefore, through‐travel VMT on the highway was not included in the 
updated  inventory.  This  approach  is  consistent  with  the  Community  Protocol  and  the 
Recommendations of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee Pursuant to Senate Bill 375 (ARB 
2009). Table B‐3 shows VMT data for inventory year 2005 and forecasting years 2020 and 2035 
modeled by Fehr & Peers (2015)4. 


Table B‐3. VMT in 2005, 2020 and 2035 


Year  2005 2020 2035 


VMT (miles)  1,380,061 2,251,840 3,123,620 


 


4. Solid waste: The waste characterization factor sets were updated according to CalRecyle’s 2004 
Waste Characterization Study as a proxy of 2005. The factor sets used for the inventory are shown 
in Table B‐4. 


 


                                                 
4 Fehr & Peers. 2015. Greenhouse Gas VMT Forecasts for City of Yuba City. October 22, 2015. 







Table B‐4. Waste Characterization and Emission Factors for Solid Waste 


ClearPath Category  Category in 2004 Study  2004 Study1 
Public 


Administration 


Newspaper  Newspaper  2.2%  5.5%


Office Paper 
White/Colored Ledger Paper + Other Office Paper 
+ Other Miscellaneous Paper 


5.4%  13%


Cardboard  Uncoated Corrugated Cardboard + Paper Bags  6.7%  5.1%


Magazine/ Third 
Class Mail 


Magazines and Catalogs + Remainder/ Composite 
Paper 


6.5%  15.4%


Food Scraps  Food  14.6%  9.8%


Grass  Leaves and Grass  2.1%  8.05%


Leaves  Leaves and Grass  2.1%  8.05%


Lumber  Branches and Stumps + Prunings and Trimmings  9.6%  0.1%


Branches  Lumber  2.6%  5%


1  2004 Waste Characterization Study for California, Overall Waste Stream. Does not total 100% as not all waste 
is organic. 


 


5. Wastewater: The 2005  Inventory  includes emissions  from energy used  to  treat and  transport 
wastewater as part of the commercial energy sector. Similar to water delivery, wastewater energy 
emissions should also be separated so that forecast indicators can be applied correctly for each 
sector. Therefore, energy‐related greenhouse gas emissions associated with wastewater were 
separated from the commercial energy sector in the updated inventory. Table B‐5 shows revised 
emissions from wastewater energy and commercial energy. 


Table B‐5. 2005 Commercial Energy and Wastewater Energy Emissions 


2005 Emission (MT CO2e) Commercial Energy Wastewater Energy 


Electricity  41,321 1,568 


Natural Gas 105,462 482 


Diesel  168 4 


Total  146,952 2,053 


 


Municipal Inventory 


1. Emission Factors: Similar to the community  inventory, the most recent version of EMFAC2014 
were  used  for  the  vehicle  fleet  and  employee  commute  sectors  of  the municipal  inventory. 
Emission factors calculated from EMFAC2014 and used for the updated inventory are shown in 
Table B‐1. 


2. Solid  waste:  The  waste  characterization  factor  sets  were  updated  according  to  CalRecyle’s 
business group waste compositions – public administration, as shown in Table B‐4. 


3. Refrigerants: The 2005 Inventory lists refrigerants in both the buildings and facilities and vehicle 
fleet  sectors. However,  refrigerant‐related  emissions were  only  reported  in  the  vehicle  fleet 
sector. Emissions from the use of refrigerants are reported as a separate sector in the updated 
inventory to better address emission sources. 
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Appendix C: Forecasts and Targets Methodology 


This  appendix provides  a detailed description of  the data  sources, policies,  and  assumptions used  to 


develop the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions forecasts and reduction targets. 


Forecasts 


Greenhouse gas emissions are forecast using two scenarios: a Business‐as‐Usual (BAU) and an Adjusted 


BAU  scenario.  The  BAU  scenario  describes  emissions  based  on  projected  growth  in  population  and 


employment and does not consider policies that will reduce emissions in the future (that is, the policies 


in place  in 2012 are assumed to remain constant through 2035). The Adjusted BAU scenario describes 


emissions based on projected  growth  and  considers policies  that will  achieve GHG  reductions  in  the 


future. Policies, described in detail below, include state‐adopted or approved legislation that will affect 


future emissions. By evaluating the two scenarios, the City can see the effect that existing policies may 


have on  future emissions and be better able to determine how  local measures can provide additional 


reductions. Two future years are forecasted for each scenario: 2020 and 2035. The 2020 forecast year is 


consistent with the goals identified in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, which identifies a statewide GHG reduction 


target by 2020. The 2035 forecast year will allow the City to develop long‐term strategies to continue GHG 


reductions beyond 2020. 


Business‐as‐Usual Forecasts 


The BAU scenario uses baseline year (2005) consumption patterns and predicted growth in Yuba City (City) 


in the absence of state and federal legislation that would reduce future emissions. Anticipated growth is 


estimated using data  from  regional planning  scenarios developed by  the Sacramento Area Council of 


Governments (SACOG), the City, and other relevant sources. The most relevant growth factors are used 


to project emissions by sector. For example, future Residential Energy emissions were developed using 


current energy use per household (from the 2005 inventory) and the anticipated number of households 


in the future. Actual energy use  is a function of several variables, not only the number of households; 


however, this approach is supported by current protocols and best practices within the state and provides 


a consistent approach to forecasting. Compound annual growth rates were developed using the growth 


projections from 2005 to 2020 and from 2020 to 2035, as shown Table C‐1. 


In general, the City is expecting substantial growth for 2020 and 2035 as population, housing, and jobs are 


all expected to increase. Fehr & Peers is projecting an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from 2005 


to 2020 and beyond. The City expects its municipal services to remain almost constant with slight increase 


after 2020. 







TableC‐1. Emissions Sectors and Demographic Growth Indicators 


Sector 
Demographic 
Indicator 


2005  2020  2035 
2005‐2020 
CAGRc 


2020‐2035 
CAGRc 


NAa  Population  57,975  66,812  75,245  0.95%  0.80% 


Residential Energy  Households  19,711  24,522  26,099  1.47%  0.42% 


Commercial/ 
Industrial Energy 


Jobs  16,600  26,639  33,331  3.20%  1.51% 


Solid Waste, Water, 
Wastewater, 
Off‐Road Sources 


Service Population
(Population + Jobs) 


74,575  93,451  108,576  1.52%  1.01% 


Transportation 
Vehicle Miles 
Traveled 


 1,380,061   2,251,840   3,123,620  3.32%  2.21% 


Municipal Emissionsb 
Municipal Jobs 
(FTE) 


 450    450    473   0  0.33% 


Notes and Acronyms: 
FTE = Full-time equivalent employees 
a. Not Applicable. Population data are shown for informational purposes but are not used for forecasting any sector. 
b. The number of jobs in the City is used as an indicator for all municipal operation emissions. 
c.   Compound annual growth rate. 
SOURCE: SACOG 


Adjusted Business‐as‐Usual Forecasts 


State  legislation has been approved and/or adopted that will reduce GHG emissions  in the City. These 


policies do not require additional local action, but should be accounted for in the City’s emissions forecasts 


to provide a more accurate picture of future emissions and the  level of  local action needed to reduce 


emissions  to  levels  consistent with  state  recommendations.  This  forecast  is  called  the Adjusted BAU 


forecast. Table C‐2 summarizes the legislation that will reduce the City’s emissions in the future and which 


sectors the legislation applies to. The measures are described briefly below. 


Table C‐2. Legislation Applied to Adjusted BAU Forecasts 


Legislation  Description  Emissions Sector Affected 


Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard 


Reduce carbon intensity of transportation fuels 10% 
by 2020. 


On‐road Transportation, Employee Commute, 
Vehicle Fleet 


AB 1493 and 
Advanced Clean Cars 


Implement GHG standards for passenger vehicles, 
implement zero‐emission vehicle program, support 
clean fuels outlet regulation. 


On‐road Transportation 


California Building 
Code Title 24 


Improved energy efficiency standards for new 
residential and non‐residential construction. 


Residential Energy, Commercial Energy 


Renewable Portfolio 
Standard1 


Provide 33% of electricity from renewable sources 
by 2020. 


Community and Municipal Water and 
Wastewater, Residential Energy, Commercial 
Energy, Municipal Energy 


 


Low Carbon Fuel Standard, AB 1493, and Advanced Clean Cars 


Changes  in on‐road  emissions  in  Sutter County were modeled using  EMFAC, which models both  the 


emissions with and without Low Carbon Fuel Standard and Pavley I. Additional modeling was conducted 







 
 


to estimate the change  in emissions due to Advanced Clean Cars. The rate of reductions from on‐road 


transportation measures through 2020 was assumed to be 1.5862% per year for gasoline and 0.0635% 


per year for diesel. After 2020, the rate of reductions was assumed to be 2.7540% per year for gasoline 


and 0.2032% per year for diesel. 


California Building Code Title 24 


Title 24 updates will raise the minimum energy efficiency standards for new buildings, thereby decreasing 


the expected energy consumption of future development in the City.  Under the adjusted BAU scenario, 


it was assumed that the 2013 Title 24 standards that went into effect in 2014 will make new residential 


and non‐residential buildings more efficient than they would be under the 2008 Title 24 standards for 


new residential buildings. The energy savings were estimated using analyses developed by the California 


Energy Commission and the applied to the expected new development in the City to 2020 and 2035. The 


rate  of  reductions  was  applied  to  the  City’s  2012  energy  use  (kWh  or  therms)  per  household  (for 


Residential  energy)  or  per  job  (for  Commercial  energy).  Savings were  applied  to  new  development 


anticipated in the City. Detailed energy savings assumptions are below. 


Residential Energy 


Residential electricity is estimated to be 32.6% lower under the new standards.1 This percentage savings 


is relative to heating, cooling, lighting and water heating only and do not include other appliances, outdoor 


lighting that is not attached to buildings, plug loads, or other energy uses. Electricity consumption due to 


heating,  cooling,  lighting,  and  water  heating  accounts  for  34%  of  total  household  electricity  use.2 


Therefore, the percentage of total residential electricity that will be reduced as a result of the 2013 Title 


24 standards is 11.1%. 


Residential  natural  gas  savings  were  estimated  5.8%  lower  under  the  new  standards.  Again,  this 


percentage  savings  pertains  only  to  the  energy  sources  affected  by  Title  24  Standards.  Natural  gas 


consumption due  to  space  and water heating  accounts  for 86% of  total household natural  gas use.3 


Therefore, the percentage of total residential natural gas that will be reduced as a result of the 2013 Title 


24 standards is 5.0%. 


Commercial Energy 


Commercial Electricity  savings were estimated  to be 21.8%  lower under  the new  standards. Title 24‐


related measures would impact 77.2% of total electricity use in commercial buildings4; therefore, 16.8% 


reduction in electricity consumption may be expected in new commercial development. 


Natural gas  savings were estimated  to be 16.8% under  the new  standards  compared  to  the previous 


standards. Heating and cooling account  for 69.7% of natural gas consumption  in commercial  facilities; 


therefore, 11.7% reduction  in natural gas consumption may be expected from 2013 Title 24 standards 


applied to new commercial development. 


                                                 
1 CEC Impact Analysis, California’s 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, July 2013. CEC‐400‐2013‐008. 
2 CEC 2009 California Residential Appliance Saturation Appliance Study, October 2010. CEC‐200‐2010‐004. 
3 CEC 2009 California Residential Appliance Saturation Appliance Study, October 2010. CEC‐200‐2010‐004. 
4 CEC 2006. California Commercial End‐Use Survey. March 2006. CEC‐400‐2006‐005. 







Renewable Portfolio Standard 


The Renewable Portfolio Standard will be fully implemented in 2020. The level of implementation varies 


by utility; however, ICLEI estimates that the average statewide  level of  implementation  is 5% per year, 


compounded annually. This reduction is taken for electricity used in the transport and treatment of water 


and wastewater, which moves throughout the state, and community and municipal electricity, including 


residential energy, commercial energy, municipal buildings and facilities, and streetlights. 


Target Setting 


The state‐aligned targets are provided to assist the City  in determining appropriate emission reduction 


goals.  Recommended  targets  are  based  on  existing  California  climate  change  legislation  and  state 


guidance relevant to establishing a GHG reduction target. While state goals are based on a 1990 baseline 


year,  the  City’s  baseline  year  is  2005.  Therefore,  the  reduction  targets  are  expressed  as  a  percent 


reduction below 2005 levels. Targets are recommended for 2020 to align with AB 32 and 2035, which is a 


midpoint between the 2020 goal and the state’s long‐term 2050 goal. Planning beyond 2035 is considered 


speculative, as legislation and technology may change significantly before 2050. While it is important for 


continued reductions well beyond 2035, no local targets are recommended at this time.   


 
Table C‐3 provides a summary of the state’s goals and the state’s guidance to local governments regarding 
GHG reduction targets. This guidance applies to both municipal operations and communitywide emissions 
reductions efforts. 
 


Table C‐3. Summary of State Reduction Targets and Guidance on Local Government Targets 
Aligned with State Targets 


  2020 
Interim Year Between  


2020‐2050 
2050 


State Targets  
(AB 32 and EO S‐3‐05) 


1990 levels  NA 
80% below 1990 


levels 


State Guidance on Local 
Government Targets (AB 32) 
Scoping Plan Recommended 
Target and Attorney General’s 
Office Guidance 


15% below 


2005‐2008 levels 


Demonstrate a trajectory 
toward statewide 2050 levels 
(e.g., 49% below 2005 levels 
by 2035) 


NA 







 
 


Table C‐4 demonstrates how the local targets are aligned with state targets. 


Table C‐4. Comparison of 1990 Baseline Targets vs. 2005 Baseline Targets 


Target Year 
Percent below  


1990 Emission Levels 
Percent below  


2005 Emission Levels 


2020  0.0%  15.0% 


2021  2.7%  17.3% 


2022  5.3%  19.5% 


2023  8.0%  21.8% 


2024  10.7%  24.1% 


2025  13.3%  26.3% 


2026  16.0%  28.6% 


2027  18.7%  30.9% 


2028  21.3%  33.1% 


2029  24.0%  35.4% 


2030  26.7%  37.7% 


2031  29.3%  39.9% 


2032  32.0%  42.2% 


2033  34.7%  44.5% 


2034  37.3%  46.7% 


2035  40.0%  49.0% 
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Appendix D: Greenhouse Gas Reduction Quantification 


Methodology 


Community Reduction Measures 
This  section  provides  a  detailed  overview  of  the  calculations  and  assumptions  used  to  quantify 
greenhouse gas  (GHG) emissions reductions for each of the community GHG reduction measures. The 
following information is provided for each measure. 


■ Measure Description: Describes the background and general information for each measure.  


■ Action(s): Details actions for the City to choose from to implement the measure and achieve the 


goal.  


■ Assumptions: Includes all assumptions used in calculating emissions reductions. 


Each  measure  is  classified  as  either  a  quantifiable  measure  or  an  enhancing  measure.  Both  have 
participation rates that indicate the City’s level of interest and commitment to implementing the specific 
measure. In addition, participation rates are  influenced by measures which provide financial  incentives 
since this typically increases public participation. Quantifiable measures also have unit savings that build 
upon population, housing units, or water usage, etc. The GHG reduction for each quantifiable measure is 
calculated by multiplying the participation rate by unit savings, number of units, and emission factors. 
Enhancing measures boost quantifiable measures by the percentage of the sum of enhancing measures’ 
participation rates within the goal, but the enhanced participation rate cannot exceed the high end of the 
range. 


The chosen participation rates of all measures are assumed to be achieved by 2020, so the rate of increase 
in annual reduction is calculated by dividing the reduction in 2020 by the number of years between the 
year that the plan is adopted and the year of 2020, which is four years for this plan. Assuming that the 
same  rate of  increase  in  annual  reduction will be  implemented between 2020  and 2035,  the  annual 
reduction in 2035 is calculated by multiplying the annual increase of reductions by fifteen years and adding 
this to the 2020 reduction amount. 


Goal 1: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Residential Units 


MEASURE 1.1: ENERGY EFFICIENCY TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND RECOGNITION IN THE 
RESIDENTIAL SECTOR 


Measure Description 


Opportunities for residents to improve energy efficiency in their homes range from changes to behavior 
that  they  can  start  today  to physical modifications or  improvements  they  can make  to  their homes. 
Education of both the public and municipal employees is at the core of attaining energy efficiency goals. 
While most of the other measures include an outreach component, creating a specific education measure 
will emphasize the critical role of education in achieving energy efficiency. An education measure will also 
provide City staff with a framework to educate community members about behavioral and technological 
changes that can increase energy efficiency. 
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Actions 
 Post links on website/social media and provide materials at public events 


 Email list for e‐mail blasts of new information or trainings 


 Establish an annual Energy Efficiency Fair 


 Create a resource center  


 Hire/Designate Energy Advocate 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies 


 For media, email and public events promotion the participation rate ranges from 5% to 7.5% 


 For annual energy efficiency fairs the participation rate ranges from 10% to 25% 


 For resource center the participation rate ranges from 10% to 15% 


 For energy advocate the participation rate ranges from 25% to 30% 


 


MEASURE 1.2: INCREASE COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN EXISTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY  
  PROGRAMS 


Measure Description 


There are many energy efficiency opportunities that are low‐cost for residents to initiate and result in cost 
savings over time. These opportunities are generally from existing programs, PG&E offers many rebates 
and other incentives to purchase energy efficient appliances, lighting and other low cost investments that 
facilitate energy efficiency. Through this measure, the City will work to increase residents’ participation in 
existing energy efficiency programs that are low‐cost or even provide a financial benefit to the resident. 
As programs change over time, continued and up‐to‐date outreach is necessary. The actions below would 
provide a variety of channels for ongoing communication to the City’s residents. 


Actions 
 Partner with Utilities for outreach events 


 Staff outreach to home owner associations (HOAs) and other housing groups 


Assumptions 
 Electricity saving is 1124 kWh per 1,000 service population 


 Natural gas saving is 66 therms per 1,000 service population 


 Participation rates are included within the reduction amounts and are set between 50% and 100% 


 


MEASURE 1.3: PROMOTE OR ESTABLISH FREE OR REQUIRE HOME ENERGY EVALUATIONS 


Measure Description 


Home energy evaluations are necessary to identify cost‐effective opportunities for energy saving and for 
residents  to  take  practical  actions  to  achieve  energy  efficiency.  Home  energy  evaluations  can  be 
established or promoted by a variety of existing programs. 
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Actions 
 Require third‐party inspector to verify Title 24 or greater compliance to home upgrades (Alternative: 


Enhanced enforcement of Title 24 compliance) 


 Promote home energy audits through programs such as Energy Upgrade California 


 Establish free "Energy Checkup" program 


Assumptions 
 Participation rate of energy audits and energy checkup ranges from 25% to 38% 


 


MEASURE 1.4: ESTABLISH, PROMOTE OR REQUIRE RESIDENTIAL HOME ENERGY RENOVATIONS 


Measure Description 


Buildings built before adoption of Title 24 are not energy efficient, and renovations would achieve higher 
energy efficiency. Many programs and incentives across the state or country help promote home energy 
renovations, including city‐supervised funding, permit process improvements and city ordinance. 


Actions 
 Promote Participation in: 


o Independent and Voluntary EE Practices and Measures 


o California Public Utilities Commission California Solar Initiative 


o Energy Upgrade California Program 


o Green Point Rating System 


o Energy Star Certified Buildings 


o LEED 


 Establish or Promote Financing Programs for Home Upgrades such as HERO 


 Explore reducing building permit fees for EE installations/retrofits and/or expedite the process 


 Establish Online Permitting to facilitate Upgrades 


 Explore establishing a revolving Loan Fund 


 Establish a Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (RECO) 


Assumptions 
 Independent and voluntary energy efficiency practices and measures participation rates range from 


15% to 54%; it applies to total housing market and is percent measures and practices adopted 


 California Solar Initiative (CSI) program participation rate ranges from 1% to 4% 


 Energy reduction  from Energy Upgrade California Program  is 10% of historic energy use  for single 
family houses and multi‐family houses in Climate Zone 11 


 HERO Program or loan fund participation rates range from 1% to 6%. Electricity saving is 4,000 kWh 
per household, but only applies to houses constructed before 1980 


 Participation rates associated with waived/reduced permit fees or online permitting ranges from 1% 
to 5% 


 Point‐of‐Sale energy rating can save 60 kWh of electricity per house sold, and the participation rate 
ranges from 85% to 100% 


 Participation rate of Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (RECO) ranges from 5% to 100%, and 
can save 1,720 kWh of electricity or 924 terms of natural gas per house sold 
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Goal 2: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Residential Development 


MEASURE 2.1: ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS EXCEEDING STATE 
REQUIREMENTS 


Measure Description 


City  planners  have  a  unique  opportunity  to  encourage/inform  developers  of  new  energy  efficiency 
opportunities in new development. This policy will develop City staff to become resources in encouraging 
and implementing energy efficiency building measures beyond that required in current Title 24 Standards. 
This policy will also ensure that as Title 24 Standards are updated, City staff are well‐informed and can 
implement updates quickly and effectively. 


Actions 
 Educate City staff, developers, etc., on future Title 24 updates and the additional energy efficiency 


opportunities for new residential development 


 Promote Tier 1, Tier 2, Green Building Ratings such as LEED, Build It Green/Green Point Rating System, 
or Energy Star certified buildings 


 Explore reducing permit fees 


 Establish on‐line permitting to facilitate upgrades 


 Create an Energy award program for net‐zero‐net energy homes 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies 


 For  trainings on Title 24, participation  rates  range  from 50%  to 100%, and potential  savings  from 
compliance improvement is 14% for both electricity and natural gas. This assumes average new house 
energy consumption is equal to 2012 residential consumption divided by 2012 residential units. 


 Participation rates for LEED program range from 6.25% to 25%, with 5% energy savings on electricity 
and natural gas 


 Non‐quantifiable  actions  are  assumed  to  enhance  participation  rates of  the  other  actions  in  this 
measure by 1% to 5% 


Goal 3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Existing Commercial Units 


MEASURE 3.1: ENERGY EFFICIENCY TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND RECOGNITION IN 
COMMERCIAL SECTOR 


Measure Description 


Education  is at the core of attaining energy efficiency goals. Creating a specific education measure will 
emphasize the critical role of education  in achieving energy efficiency. An education measure will also 
provide City staff with a framework to interact with and educate community members about behavioral 
and technological changes that can increase energy efficiency. 


Actions 
 Post links on website/social media and provide materials at public events 


 Email list for email blasts of new information or trainings 


 Establish an annual Energy Efficiency Fair 
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 Create a resource center 


 Hire/Designate Energy Advocate 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies 


 For media, email and public events promotion the participation rate ranges from 5% to 7.5% 


 For annual energy efficiency fairs the participation rate ranges from 10% to 25% 


 For resource center the participation rate ranges from 10% to 15% 


 For energy advocate the participation rate ranges from 25% to 30% 


 


MEASURE 3.2: INCREASE BUSINESS PARTICIPATION IN EXISTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
PROGRAMS 


Measure Description 


There are many energy efficiency opportunities that are low‐cost for businesses to initiate and result in 
cost‐savings over time. These opportunities are generally from existing programs offered in the South Bay. 
Both SCE and SCG provide many rebates and other  incentives to purchase energy efficient appliances, 
lighting, and other low cost investments that facilitate energy efficiency. Through Measure 3.2, the City 
will work to increase businesses’ participation in existing energy efficiency programs that are low‐cost or 
even provide a financial benefit to the business. Although these are considered “low‐hanging fruit,” many 
business owners may be unaware that the opportunities exist. 


Actions 
 Partner with Utilities for outreach events 


 Staff outreach to business groups 


Assumptions 
 Electricity saving is 27,754 kWh per 1,000 service population 


 Natural gas saving is 245 therms per 1,000 service population 


 Participation rates are included within the reduction amounts and are set between 10% and 100% 


MEASURE 3.3: INCENTIVIZE OR REQUIRE NON-RESIDENTIAL ENERGY AUDITS 


Measure Description 


Commercial energy audits are necessary to  identify cost‐effective opportunities for energy savings and 
for business owners to take practical actions to achieve energy efficiency. The audits can be established 
or promoted by various existing programs. 


Actions 
 Require third‐party inspector to verify Title 24 or greater compliance to upgrades  


 Promote energy audits such as through Energy Upgrade California 


 Require early adoption of AB 1103 for small buildings (5,000‐10,000 square feet) 


Assumptions 
 Participate rate of energy audits ranges from 25% to 38% 
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 Buildings that were benchmarked consistently reduced energy use by an average of 2.4% per year, 
and the participation rate ranges from 10% to 50% 


 


MEASURE 3.4: ESTABLISH, PROMOTE, INCENTIVIZE OR REQUIRE NON-RESIDENTIAL RETROFITS 


Measure Description 


As most commercial buildings  in the City were built before the adoption of Title 24, most commercial 
facilities and equipment are not energy efficient. Therefore,  retrofits are necessary  to achieve higher 
energy efficiency. Many programs and incentives across the state or country help promote non‐residential 
energy retrofits, including city‐supervised funding, permit process improvements and city ordinance. 


Actions 
 Establish or Promote Participation in: 


o Energy Upgrade California Program 


o California Solar Initiative  


o Commercial HERO 


o CaliforniaFIRST 


o PG&E Rebates 


o Loans through SAFE‐BIDCO 


 Explore reducing building permit fees for EE installations/retrofits and/or expedite the process 


 Promote Green Building Program such as Green Point Green Rating System 


 Establish online permitting to facilitate upgrades 


 Create a revolving loan program to subsidize audits for small businesses 


 Establish a Commercial Energy Conservation Ordinance (CECO) 


Assumptions 
 Participating buildings in the PACE program typically reduce 25% of energy use, and the participation 


rate ranges from 2% to 20% 


 Participation rate for Green Building Program ranges from 1% to 5% 


 California Solar Initiative (CSI) program participation rate ranges from 1% to 25% 


 Commercial HERO Program participation rate ranges from 1% to 25% 


 Participation rates associated with waived/reduced permit fees or online permitting ranges from 1% 
to 5% 


 Participation rate of Commercial Energy Conservation Ordinance (CECO) ranges from 2% to 5% and 
can save 10% of electricity and natural gas per square feet of commercial buildings 


Goal 4: Increase Energy Efficiency in New Commercial Development 


MEASURE 4.1: ENCOURAGE OR REQUIRE ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS EXCEEDING STATE 
REQUIREMENTS 


Measure Description 


City  planners  have  a  unique  opportunity  to  encourage/inform  developers  of  new  energy  efficiency 
opportunities in new development. This policy will develop City staff to be resources in encouraging and 
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implementing energy efficiency beyond that required in current Title 24 Standards. This will also ensure 
that as Title 24 Standards are updated, City staff are well‐informed and can implement updates quickly 
and effectively. 


Actions 
 Educate City staff, developers, etc., on future Title 24 updates and the additional energy efficiency 


opportunities for new commercial development 


 Promote Tier 1, Tier 2, Green Building Ratings such as LEED, Build It Green/Green Point Rating System, 
or Energy Star certified buildings 


 Explore reducing building permit fees for EE development and/or expedite the process 


 Establish on‐line permitting to facilitate upgrades 


 Create an Energy award program for net‐zero‐net energy development 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies 


 For  trainings on Title 24, participation  rate  ranges  from 50%  to 100%, and potential  savings  from 
compliance  improvement  is  14%  for  both  electricity  and  natural  gas.  This  assumes  average  new 
commercial building energy consumption is equal to 2012 commercial consumption divided by 2012 
commercial units 


 Participation rates for LEED program range from 6.25% to 25%, with 5% energy savings on electricity 
and natural gas 


 Non‐quantifiable  actions  are  assumed  to  enhance  participation  rates of  the  other  actions  in  this 
measure by 1% to 5% 


Goal 5: Increase Energy Efficiency through Water Efficiency 


MEASURE 5.1: SUPPORT WATER EFFICIENCY THROUGH ENHANCED IMPLEMENTATION OF SB 
X7-7 


Measure Description 


SB  X7‐7,  or  The Water  Conservation Act  of  2009,  requires  all water  suppliers  to  increase water  use 
efficiency. The legislation set an overall goal of reducing per capita urban water consumption by 20% from 
a baseline  level by 2020. This goal can be met by taking a variety of actions,  including targeted public 
outreach and promoting water efficiency measures such as low‐irrigation landscaping. 


Actions 
 Post links on website/social media and provide materials at public events 


 Email list for e‐mail blasts of new information or trainings 


 Require low‐irrigation landscaping 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies 


 For media, email and public events promotion the participation rate ranges from 5% to 7.5% 


 Participation rate for water efficient landscape ordinance ranges from 40% to 90% 
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 Assumes half of water consumption is for outdoor use, and a water efficient landscape ordinance can 
save 20% of outdoor water use, so the overall reduction of water consumption is 10% 


MEASURE 5.2: EXCEED WATER EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 


Measure Description 


In addition  to SB X7‐7, more actions are being studied or have been  taken  to exceed water efficiency 
standards. These efforts include education and outreach practices that could be combined with residential 
and  commercial  actions  that  emphasize  the  reuse  of  recycled/grey  water  and  promote  harvesting 
rainwater. 


Actions 
 Staff time dedicated to work with HOAs, businesses, and other groups for outreach 


 Allow recycled or grey water uses for non‐municipal uses 


 Increase recycled water potential 


 Promote rainwater harvesting rebates and demonstrations 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and range from 25% to 50% 


 Assumes  five  rain  events  per  year,  100  gallons  capacity onsite,  and  tanks  emptied  between  rain 
events; 1,000 square feet of roof surface captures 625 gallons of water for every one inch of rainfall 


 Rain harvesting program participation rate ranges from 5% to 50% 


Goal 6: Decrease Energy Demand through Reducing Urban Heat Island 
Effect 


MEASURE 6.1: TREE PLANTING FOR SHADING AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY 


Measure Description 


Trees and plants naturally help  cool an environment by providing  shade and evapotranspiration  (the 
movement of water from the soil and plants to the air), making vegetation a simple and effective way to 
reduce urban heat islands. Shaded surfaces may be 20–45°F (11–25°C) cooler than the peak temperatures 
of un‐shaded materials. In addition, evapotranspiration, alone or in combination with shading, can help 
reduce peak summer temperatures by 2–9°F (1–5°C). Furthermore, trees and plants that directly shade 
buildings can reduce energy use by decreasing demand for air conditioning. 


Actions 
 Require that new parking lots achieve at a minimum of 50 percent parking lot shading within 15 years 


for all new development and revise local ordinances for building rehabilitations 


 Work with community to develop a tree‐planting group 


 Develop a City tree planting program 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies, and range from 


15% to 80%, and 2% to 50% on energy savings 
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 Assume 2.5% reduction  in cooling  load for residential and nonresidential  land uses due to reduced 
urban temperatures 


 


MEASURE 6.2: LIGHT-REFLECTING SURFACES FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY 


Measure Description 


Replacing surface areas with light‐reflecting materials can decrease heat absorption and lower outside air 
temperature.  Both  roofs  and  pavements  are  ideal  surfaces  for  taking  advantage  of  this  advanced 
technology. 


Cool roof is built from materials with high thermal emittance and high solar reflectance—or albedo—to 
help reflect sunlight  (and  the associated energy) away  from a building. These properties help roofs to 
absorb less heat and stay up to 50–60°F (28–33°C) cooler than conventional materials during peak summer 
weather. Cool roofs may be installed on low‐slope roofs (such as the flat or gently sloping roofs typically 
found on commercial, industrial, and office buildings) or the steep‐sloped roofs used in many residences 
and retail buildings. 


Cool pavement is built from materials that reflect more solar energy, enhance water evaporation, or have 
been otherwise modified to remain cooler than conventional pavements. This pavement can be created 
with existing paving technologies as well as newer approaches such as the use of coatings, permeable 
paving, or grass paving. Cool pavements save energy by lowering the outside air temperature, allowing 
air conditioners to cool buildings with  less energy, and reducing the need for electric street  lighting at 
night. 


Actions 
 Pass an ordinance requiring or incentivizing enhanced cool roofs 


 Pass an ordinance requiring or incentivizing cool pavements 


Assumptions 
 Participation rates are extrapolated from research on existing programs and studies, and range from 


10% to 50%, and 30% to 100% on energy savings 


 Assumes 20% energy  reduction by  replacing  traditional  roofs and pavements with  light‐reflecting 
materials 


Transportation 


Goal 7: Decrease GHG Emissions through Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled 


MEASURE 7.1: ENCOURAGE NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS 


Measure Description 


Non‐motorized  transportation  includes  walking  and  bicycling,  and  variants  such  as  small‐wheeled 
transport, such as skates, skateboards, push scooters and hand carts, and wheelchair travel. These modes 
provide both  recreation and  transportation, and can help  reduce VMT by changing people’s everyday 
transportation habits. 
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Actions 


 Create a "Bike to work day" or "car free zone day" and other sponsored events to promote biking and 
other non‐motorized transportation 


 Promote a “Bike to work day” or “car free zone day” and other related events hosted by SACOG. 


 Continue to require sidewalks in new development, limit cul‐de‐sacs, encourage shorter block lengths, 
and ensure that proper lighting is provided 


Assumptions 


 By implementing this measure at different levels, VMT can be reduced by 0.01% to 0.2% 
 


MEASURE 7.2: ENCOURAGE, PROMOTE, INCENTIVIZE OR EXPAND USE OF TRANSIT SERVICES 


Measure Description 


Yuba‐Sutter Transit is the public transportation agency serving the Yuba‐Sutter area, which runs six local 
bus  routes  in Marysville,  Yuba  City  and  surrounding  communities.    The  Yuba‐Sutter  Transit  system 
provides safe, reliable, frequent, affordable, friendly and environmentally responsible transportation. It is 
a convenient public transportation system for people living and working in the region to utilize instead of 
driving their private cars. Promotion of the use of Yuba‐Sutter Transit as well as other existing or potential 
transit services will reduce VMT dramatically. 


Actions 


 Promote the use of Yuba‐Sutter Transit Services or other transit networks 


 Incentivize the use of Yuba‐Sutter Transit or other transit services 


 Expand the reach of Yuba‐Sutter Transit or other transit services 


Assumptions 


 Promotion is a supporting action 


 Incentive  is  to offer  free  transit passes  to employers and 30% of  total VMT  is  from commute,  the 


commute portion VMT can be reduced by 0.001% to 0.5% according to implementation level 


 City can choose to increase transit service and coverage for 10%, 25%, 50%, or 75%, the total VMT can 


be reduced by 0.01% to 0.09%, 0.09% to 0.22%, 0.22% to 0.44%, and 0.44% to 0.66%, respectively 


 


MEASURE 7.3: IMPLEMENT AND ENHANCE BICYCLE MASTER PLAN TO EXPAND BIKE ROUTES 
AROUND CITY 


Measure Description 


Bicycle‐friendly  roads  are  crucial  to promote bicycle use  as  a  transportation method. People  tend  to 
choose to bicycle if bike routes are available to separate them from motor vehicles and their safety can 
be ensured. Thus developing a bicycle master plan and constructing more bike routes will encourage more 
bike rides and help reduce VMT. 


Action 


 Expand bike routes to improve bike transit 
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 Requires bike infrastructure (e.g. bike racks) for new construction 


 Explore requiring bike infrastructure for building remodels 


Assumptions 


 Participation rate is assumed to be substantially similar to a 25% increase in transit coverage, which 


equates to a participation of 0.22% of annual VMT.  


 Reduction amount is 5% 


 


MEASURE 7.4: PROMOTE RIDE SHARING PROGRAMS WITHIN BUSINESSES 


Measure Description 


According to an employee commute survey, the carpooling rate for the City  is as  low as 4%, and most 
people drive alone for work every day. Higher ride sharing rate means less VMT and GHG emissions, so 
encouraging carpool by providing incentive programs and necessary facilities can be helpful. 


Actions 


 Promote ridesharing and facilitate air district incentives for ride sharing 


 Require businesses of a certain size to have facilities (bike racks, showers, etc.) 


Assumptions 


 Promotion of ridesharing alone can reduce the commute portion of total VMT by 0.01% to 0.09% 


 Applying financial incentives can reduce the commute portion of total VMT by 0.09% to 0.22% 


 Choosing three of the options below can help reduce total VMT by 0.25% to 1% and enhance reduction 
by 1% to 5%, while choosing  five of them can help reduce  total VMT by 0.5% to 4% and enhance 
reduction by 1% to 10% 


o Secure bicycle parking (at least 1 space per 20 vehicle parking spaces) 


o Showers/Changing Facilities 


o Guaranteed Ride Home 


o Car‐sharing Services 


o Information on transportation alternatives, such as bus schedules and bike maps 


o Dedicated employee transportation coordinator 


o Carpool matching programs 


o Preferential carpool/vanpool parking 
 


MEASURE 7.5: ELECTRIFY THE FLEET 


Measure Description 


Hybrid  electric  vehicles  (HEVs), plug‐in hybrid  electric  vehicles  (PHEVs),  and  all‐electric  vehicles  (EVs) 
typically produce lower emissions than conventional vehicles do. Any type of electrified vehicle emits less 
GHG than conventional vehicles for at least nearly 40%. However, over 95% of the people are still driving 
conventional gasoline or diesel vehicles. So programs to encourage use of alternative fuel vehicles are 
highly needed. 
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Actions 


 Promote incentive program at outreach meetings 


 Promote neighborhood electric vehicles (NEV) 


 Apply for grants to install e‐charges at public facilities 


 Work with Community groups and business to install e‐charges 


 Require or incentive new commercial development to install e‐charges 


Assumptions 


 Participation  rates  for  promoting  incentive  programs  range  from  10%  to  25%  and will  enhance 
reductions from other actions 


 NEV can help reduce total VMT by 0.01% to 0.09% 


 Participation rates from community groups and businesses to install e‐charges range from 5% to 10% 
and will enhance reductions from other actions 


 Requiring or incentivizing new commercial development to install e‐charges can reduce total VMT by 
0.01% to 0.09%, as well as enhancing reductions from other actions by 10% to 20% 


Solid Waste 


Goal 8: Decrease GHG Emissions through Reducing Solid Waste Generation 


MEASURE 8.1: REDUCE WASTE TO LANDFILLS 


Measure Description 


According to 2008 Statewide Waste Characterization data, the commercial sector generates nearly three 
fourths of the solid waste in California. Furthermore, much of the commercial sector waste disposed in 
landfills  is  readily  recyclable.  Increasing  the  recovery of  recyclable materials will directly  reduce GHG 
emissions. In particular, recycled materials can reduce the GHG emissions from multiple phases of product 
production,  including  extraction of  raw materials,  preprocessing,  and manufacturing.  The Mandatory 
Commercial Recycling Measure was  adopted  in 2012  and  is designed  to  achieve  a  reduction  in GHG 
emissions of 5 million MT CO2e. To achieve the measure’s objective, an additional 26% of solid waste will 
need to be recycled from the commercial sector by the year 2020 and beyond. The actions below are 
necessary to help the City achieve the goal. 


Actions 


 Outreach to community to promote waste recycling and diversion 


 Add additional recycling containers in public 


 Implement Construction and Demolition (C&D) reduction Requirement 


Assumptions 


 According to the calculation results from EPA’s Waste Reduction Model (WARM) tool, emission factors 
are: 1.20 MT CO2e per ton for reduced waste, 0.56 MT CO2e per ton for recycled waste, and 0.09 MT 
CO2e per ton for composted waste 
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 Enhanced enforcement for AB 341, Mandatory Commercial Recycling, which requires 75% of the solid 
waste  recycling  by  2020,  and  currently  only  49%  has  been  achieved,  so  an  additional  26%  of 
commercial  solid waste  will  be  recycled;  assume  the  26%  evenly  distributed  between  reduced, 
recycling and composting 


 Percentage (20%) of solid waste recycled and composted by 2020 is assumed based on research of 
existing programs and studies 


 High end of the participation rates are 67% for commercial and 33% for residential 


 Participation rate in 2035 is calculated based on the methodology described at the beginning of this 
document, however it should not exceed the high ends. 


Clean Energy 


Goal 9: Decrease GHG Emissions through Increasing Clean Energy Use 


MEASURE 9.1: PROMOTE CLEAN ENERGY 


Measure Description 


Clean energy  includes energy efficiency and clean energy supply options  like highly efficient combined 
heat and power as well as renewable energy sources. By identifying, designing and implementing clean 
energy measure and technology solutions, the City can deliver  important environmental and economic 
benefits, including reducing GHG emissions. 


Actions 


 Outreach to community to promote incentives 


 Explore reducing solar permit fees and/or expedite the process 


 Join Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) 


Assumptions 


 Participation rates for outreach programs are assumed based on research of existing programs and 
studies, which range from5% to 10% 


 Participation rates for waiving or reducing solar permit fees are assumed based on research of existing 
programs and studies, which range from1% to 5% 


 CCA is an opt‐out program, and national average opt‐out rates range from 3% to 5%, so participation 
rate for this program ranges from 95% to 97% 


 Based on five ongoing CCA programs across the state, 50% reduction of total residential electricity is 
assumed 


CEQA Screening Tables 


Goal 10: Decrease GHG Emissions from New Development through Performance 
Standards 


MEASURE 10.1: SCREENING TABLES 


Measure Description 
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City planners have a unique opportunity  to provide developers a  flexible way of demonstrating GHG 
reductions  within  new  development  by  providing  screening  tables  for  developers  to  fill  out  during 
applications of new development projects. Screening tables are a menu of options of energy efficiency 
improvements, renewable energy options, water conservation measures, and other options that provide 
predictable GHG reductions.  Each option within the Screening tables includes point values based upon 
the GHG reduction that option will provide to a development projects.  Developers that choose options 
from the screening tables totaling 100 points or more will be determined to have provided a fair‐share 
contribution of GHG reductions, and therefore, are considered consistent with the Climate Action Plan.  
This determination of consistency can be used  in a CEQA climate change analysis of the development, 
which provides a legally defensible and streamlined CEQA process for the project. 


Actions 


 Educate City staff, developers, etc., on how the screening tables work and advantages  in using the 
screening tables 


 Include screening tables in submittal packages for development projects and have developers fill out 
their choices of reduction measures within the screening tables to include in as a project’s 
conditions of approval.  


 Establish on‐line permitting to facilitate upgrades 


Assumptions 


 Reductions only apply to residential energy, commercial energy, solid waste, and transportation 


 The  screening  tables use  the 90th percentile  concept  (i.e. 90% of new development will be  large 
enough that they need to go through CEQA and do not qualify for a CEQA exemption). This means 
that 90% of new residential growth, 90% of new commercial growth (based upon predicted growth in 
total jobs), 90% of solid waste growth (based upon predicted growth in service population), and 90% 
of VMT growth (based upon transportation model predictions) will use the screening tables 


 Reductions  in 2020 and 2035 are applied to growth from baseline year to 2020, and from 2020 to 
2035, respectively  


 Participation rates are the required reduction amount and assume no enhancing effects from other 
measures 


 Participation rates are 5% to 12% for residential energy, 30% to 60% for commercial energy, 10% to 
30% for solid waste, and 5% to 8% for transportation 


 


Municipal Reduction Measures 
This  section provides  a detailed overview of  the  calculations  and  assumptions used  to quantify GHG 
emissions reductions  for each of  the municipal GHG reduction measures. The  following  information  is 
provided for each measure. 


■ Measure Description: Describes the background and general information for each measure.  


■ Action(s): Details actions for the City to choose from to implement the measure and achieve the 


goal.  


■ Assumptions: Includes all assumptions used in calculating emissions reductions. 
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Each measure  is  classified  as  either  a  quantifiable measure  or  a  supporting measure.  Quantifiable 
measures have unit savings that build upon consumption data, energy intensity of water sources, rates of 
reduction, etc. The GHG  reduction  for each quantifiable measure  is calculated by multiplying  the unit 
savings, number of units, and emission factors. Supporting measures are presented as best management 
practices; however, their effects on quantifiable measures were not established. 


The rate of increase in annual reduction is calculated by dividing the reduction in 2020 by the number of 
years between the  last  inventory year (2012) and the year of 2020, which  is seven years for this plan. 
Assuming that the same rate of increase in annual reduction will be implemented between 2020 and 2035, 
the annual reduction in 2035 is calculated by multiplying the annual increase of reductions by fifteen years 
and adding this to the 2020 reduction amount. 


Goal 1: Participate in Education, Outreach, and Planning Efforts for 
Energy Efficiency 


MEASURE M-1.1: INCREASE ENERGY SAVINGS THROUGH THE PG&E ENERGY WATCH 
PARTNERSHIP 


Measure Description 


Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  (PG&E)  provides  incentives,  tools  and  technical  assistance  that  support  and 
empower participants in the PG&E Energy Watch Partnership.  Services typically offered include: energy 
efficiency audits, retrofits and retro‐commissioning of existing municipal buildings and energy efficiency 
design assistance for new municipal buildings. 


Actions 
 Participate in the PG&E Energy Watch Partnership 


Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 


Goal 2: Increase Energy Efficiency in Municipal Buildings 


MEASURE M-2.1: CONDUCT MUNICIPAL BUILDING ENERGY AUDIT 


Measure Description 


Knowledge of building energy use is an effective way to determine energy inefficiencies and opportunities 
for  retrofits  and  upgrades.  Energy  audits  are  a  comprehensive  review  of  both  energy  use  and  key 
components of  the building. Energy audits provide an  improved understanding of energy use,  reveal 
energy inefficiencies of the building or building energy appliances, and offer recommendations on how to 
improve or correct the energy inefficiencies through retrofits or upgrades. 


Actions 


 Conduct  annual  reviews  of  energy  use  for  each  building  to  see  trends  and  determine  if  energy 
efficiency retrofits are affective. 


 Conduct municipal energy audits on a routine basis of every 3 to 5 years. 
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Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 
 


MEASURE M-2.2: PARTICIPATE IN DEMAND RESPONSE PROGRAMS 


Measure Description 


Electricity is supplied to buildings immediately upon demand. During hours of peak demand, such as the 
late afternoon,  the electricity grid  is often put under stress  to supply  the  increased demand. Demand 
Response Programs offer  incentives  (e.g. discounted  rates and bill credits)  to electricity consumers  to 
reduce their energy demand, or shift their demand to off‐peak hours, in response to grid stress. 


Actions 
 Participate in Demand Response Programs. 


Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 
 


MEASURE M-2.3: PARTICIPATE IN DIRECT INSTALL PROGRAM 


Measure Description 


PG&E offers a Direct Install Program to reduce energy costs and save money. The program includes a free 
assessment  of  the  building  by  contractor,  followed  by  the  installation  of  free  energy‐efficiency 
replacement equipment. Examples of the energy‐efficient equipment includes: fluorescent lighting, LED 
signs, window film, and programmable thermostats. 


Actions 
 Participate in Direct Install Program. 


Assumptions 


 Energy savings data were provided by PG&E and Opterra Energy Services. 


 


MEASURE M-2.4: ADOPT A PROCUREMENT POLICY FOR EE EQUIPMENT 


Measure Description 


By adopting a procurement policy for energy efficient equipment, the City would replace equipment as it 
wears out with Energy Star or energy efficient equipment. Energy Star offers an appliance calculator on 
its website to estimate money and energy saved by purchasing its products. 


Actions 
 Adopt a procurement policy for energy efficient equipment. 


 Replace municipal equipment with Energy Star or energy efficient equipment. 
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Assumptions 


 Energy efficient procurement policies can reduce government  facility energy costs by about 5% to 
10%. 


MEASURE M-2.5: RECYCLED SOLID WASTE 


Measure Description 


Emissions from solid waste are primarily in the form of fugitive emissions of methane from decomposition. 
Recycling can reduce emissions at  the manufacturing stage,  increase  forest carbon storage, and avoid 
landfill methane emissions. The City could reduce GHG emissions by recycling more of their municipal 
solid waste. 


Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 


 


MEASURE M-2.6: RECYCLED WATER 


Measure Description 


Recycled water  can be utilized  for non‐potable uses  such as domestic and agricultural  irrigation, and 
commercial  and  industrial uses. At  this  time,  the City’s wastewater  treatment  facility  (WWTF)  is not 
equipped to provide recycled water city‐wide and  is  limited to  landscape  irrigation at the WWTF only.  
However, the City is planning to upgrade the facility’s advanced treatment capabilities by 2035 in an effort 
to secure reliable water supplies and accommodate future growth and drought. 


Actions 


 Upgrade the WWTF to include recycled water capabilities by 2035 


 Use recycled water to irrigate City‐owned landscapes 


Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 


 


Goal 3: Increase Energy Efficiency in Community Buildings and 
Infrastructure 


MEASURE M-3.1: RETROFIT TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND OUTDOOR LIGHTING 


Measure Description 


PG&E offers rebates on LED Traffic Signal Lamps. The program is part of a statewide effort to conserve 
energy and promote energy efficiency. Retrofitting a standard incandescent traffic signal with LED lamps 
using the PG&E rebate can result in a payback of less than one year. Other outdoor lights (e.g. streetlights, 
park lighting, etc.) can also be retrofitted. 
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Actions 
 Retrofit traffic signals and outdoor lighting with LED technology. 


Assumptions 


 Energy savings data were provided by the California Energy Commission (CEC), as of the comparison 
between baseline year (2013) and the year of 2015, which is 1,028,130 kWh annually 


 Emission  factors  are  412  lbs  CO2/MWh,  per  PG&E  emission  factor  report  in  2013,  and  0.029  lbs 
CH4/MWh, and 0.01 lbs N2O/MWh, per the most recent LGOP‐reported California average emission 
factors in 2007  


 


MEASURE M-3.2: UPGRADE OR INCORPORATE WATER-CONSERVING LANDSCAPE 


Measure Description 


The City can reduce water consumption and associated energy use by converting traditional landscaping 
to water conserving  landscaping. The City of Yuba City offers  limited opportunities for water efficiency 
and conservation indoors, outdoors, and in businesses and public facilities. The Water Savings Incentives 
Program provides incentives and technical assistance. Approximately 2,282 kWh can be saved annually 
for every acre of landscaping converted to water conservation landscaping. An average acre of lawn in the 
United States uses about 652,000 gallons of water a year. 


Actions 


 Convert traditional landscaping to water conserving landscaping. 


Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 


 


MEASURE M3.3: PLANT TREES FOR SHADE AND CARBON SEQUESTRATION 


Measure Description 


Trees and vegetation naturally help cool an environment by providing shade and evapotranspiration (the 
movement of water from the soil and plants to the air) and reduce GHG emissions by sequestering carbon 
dioxide (CO2). Trees planted near pavement can reduce surface temperatures of streets and parking lots, 
and  trees  planted  strategically  near  windows  or  roofs  of  buildings  can  effectively  reduce  interior 
temperatures. The City could plant  trees  in City‐owned spaces  to reduce urban heat  island effect and 
building energy use and increase carbon sequestration. The average mature tree can save an average of 
170 kWh and absorb as much as 48 lbs. of CO2 per year. 


Actions 
 Plant new (as opposed to replacement) trees annually. 


Assumptions 
 This is a supporting measure without enhancing metrics or data to support GHG and energy reduction 


quantification. 
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Goal 4: On-Road Energy Efficiency Enhancements: Employee Commute 
and Vehicle Fleet 


MEASURE M-4.1: INTRODUCE BUS TRANSIT PASS BENEFITS 


Measure Description 


Yuba‐Sutter Transit is the public transit agency serving communities in the Yuba‐Sutter area. Government 
employees can be encouraged to  take Yuba‐Sutter Transit  instead of driving  their own cars to work  if 
offered transit pass benefits, thereby reducing VMT from employee commute. 


Actions 
 Offer monthly pass to employees 


 Offer partial rebate of pass 


 Provide incentives for use of pass 


Assumptions 


 Per employee commute survey in 2012, current public transit percentage is 0% 


 Assume public transit percentage will increase to 7% by 2020 


 Between 2020 and 2035, public transit percentage will continue to increase at the same rate as 2012 
to 2020 


 All VMT reduction will happen to gasoline vehicles, and emission factors are 344 g CO2/mile in 2020 
and 227 g CO2/mile in 2035 


 


MEASURE M-4.2: ENCOURAGE OR INCENTIVIZE PURCHASE OF HYBRID OR ELECTRIC VEHICLES 


Measure Description 


It  is  assumed  that  96  percent  of  government  employees  are  driving  conventional  gasoline  or  diesel 
vehicles.  Encouraging  those  employees  to  switch  to  any  type  of  electrified  vehicle will  help  reduce 
associated GHG emissions by at least 40 percent compared to conventional vehicles. 


Actions 
 Provide rebates or incentives to employees 


 Promote existing federal and state rebates 


Assumptions 


 Hybrid vehicle percentage is not included in 2012 employee commute survey; a rate of 4% is assumed 


 Hybrid vehicle percentage will increase to 10% by 2020 


 Hybrid vehicles emit half the amount of GHG per mile than regular gasoline vehicles 


 Between 2020 and 2035, hybrid vehicle percentage will continue to increase at the same rate as 2012 
to 2020 


 All VMT reduction will happen to gasoline vehicles, and emission factors are 344 g CO2/mile in 2020 
and 227 g CO2/mile in 2035 
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MEASURE M-4.3: REPLACE OR SUPPLEMENT VEHICLE FLEET WITH HYBRID/ELECTRIC VEHICLES 


Measure Description 


The City’s vehicle  fleet account  for 11 percent of  total municipal GHG emissions. As hybrid or electric 
vehicles emit far less GHG than conventional cars, encouraging the replacement of conventional vehicle 
fleet can help reduce the City’s municipal GHG emissions greatly. 


Actions 
 Replace vehicle fleet or portions of them 


Assumptions 


 Per the City’s 2005 municipal GHG inventory, hybrid percentage was 1% in 2005 


 Hybrid percentage will increase to 10% by 2020, and replace gasoline vehicles 


 Hybrid vehicles emit half the amount of GHG per mile than regular gasoline vehicles 


 Between 2020 and 2035, hybrid vehicle percentage will continue to increase at the same rate as 2005 
to 2020 


 All VMT reduction will happen to gasoline vehicles, and emission factors are 344 g CO2/mile in 2020 
and 227 g CO2/mile in 2035 


Goal 5: Increase Onsite Energy Generation at Municipal Facilities 


MEASURE M-5.1: INSTALL SOLAR AND/OR WIND-POWER FACILITIES  


Measure Description 


The City has already installed solar/photovoltaic (PV) panels at the senior center and corporation yard. In 
addition, the City plans to install ground‐mounted solar panels at the water treatment plant in the near 
future. 


The City installed solar/photovoltaic (PV) panels at the senior center in 2009.  This 27.7kW PV system is 
comprised  of  roof mounted  PV modules.    This  system  allows  the  City  to  better  serve  their  senior 
population by lowering utility costs and allowing budget dollars to be stretched for other services. 


The City installed solar/photovoltaic (PV) panels on the rooftop of the vehicle storage carports of the City’s 
corporation yard in 2010. 


Yuba City completed installation of 3.6‐acre solar array at its wastewater treatment facility in 2007. The 
City plans to install additional ground‐mounted solar panels at the wastewater treatment facility by 2016. 


The City plans to install ground‐mounted solar panels at the water treatment plant by 2016. 


Actions 


 Install ground‐mounted solar panels at the wastewater treatment facility 


 Install ground‐mounted solar panels at the water treatment plant 
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Assumptions 


 Per data provided by Advanced Energy, the annual solar generation  in City Senior Center  is 42,891 
kWh 


 Per data provided by Solectria Renewables, the annual solar generation  in City Corporation Yard  is 
69,616 kWh 


 Per data provided by City staff, estimated annual solar generation in wastewater treatment facility is 
1,300,000 kWh 


 Annual solar generation amount would be achieved by 2016, and continue through 2035 


 Per data provided by City staff, estimated annual solar generation in water treatment plant is 818,000 
kWh 


 Annual solar generation amount would be achieved by 2016, and continue through 2035 


 Emission  factors  are  412  lbs  CO2/MWh,  per  PG&E  emission  factor  report  in  2013,  and  0.029  lbs 
CH4/MWh, and 0.01 lbs N2O/MWh, per the most recent LGOP‐reported California average emission 
factors in 2007 
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Introduction 
The  City  of  Yuba  City’s  Resource  Efficiency  Plan  (Efficiency  Plan)  includes  reducing  greenhouse  gas 


emissions from new development by 2020 as compared to the 2020 unmitigated conditions.  Reductions 


related  to  transportation, water, solid waste, energy, and  renewable energy  sources all play a part  in 


gaining the level of efficiency needed within new development. 


The California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA) requires assessment of the environmental  impacts of 


discretionary  projects,  including  an  assessment  of  impacts  from  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions.  


Mitigation of GHG emissions impacts through the Development Review Process (DRP) provides one of the 


most  substantial  reduction  strategies  for  reducing  community‐wide  emissions  associated  with  new 


development.   The purpose of this document is to provide guidance on how to analyze GHG emissions 


and determine the significance of those emissions during CEQA review of proposed development projects 


within the City of Yuba City’s (City) jurisdiction.  The analysis, methodology, and significance determination 


(thresholds) are based upon the Efficiency Plan, the GHG emission inventories within the Efficiency Plan, 


and the emission reduction measures that reduce GHG emissions to the State‐aligned, AB‐32 compliant 


reduction target of the Efficiency Plan.    


The DRP procedures for evaluating GHG impacts and determining significance for CEQA purposes will be 


streamlined by  (1) applying an emissions  level  that  is determined  to be  less  than significant  for small 


projects, and (2) utilizing Screening Tables to mitigate project GHG emissions that exceed the threshold 


level.   Projects will have  the option of preparing  a project‐specific  technical  analysis  to quantify  and 


mitigate GHG emissions.  A threshold level of 3,000 MTCO2e per year will be used to identify projects that 


require the use of Screening Tables or a project‐specific technical analysis to quantify and mitigate project 


emissions. The Screening Tables provide a menu of options  that both ensures  implementation of  the 


reduction strategies and flexibility on how development projects will implement the reduction strategies 


to achieve an overall reduction of emissions, consistent with the reduction target of the Efficiency Plan.   


California Environmental Quality Act 


CEQA MANDATES FOR ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS 
CEQA  requires  that  Lead  Agencies  inform  decision makers  and  the  public  regarding  the  following:  


potential  significant  environmental  effects  of  proposed  projects;  feasible  ways  that  environmental 


damage  can  be  avoided  or  reduced  through  the  use  of  feasible mitigation measures  and/or  project 


alternatives; and the reasons why the Lead Agency approved a project if significant environmental effects 


are  involved  (CEQA  Guidelines  §15002).    CEQA  also  requires  Lead  Agencies  to  evaluate  potential 


environmental effects based to the fullest extent possible on scientific and factual data (CEQA Guidelines 


§15064[b]).  A determination of whether or not a particular environmental impact will be significant must 
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be based on substantial evidence, which includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, 


and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines §15064f[5]).   


CEQA Guidelines §15064.4[a] [b] explicitly requires Lead Agencies to evaluate GHG emissions during CEQA 


review of potential environmental impacts generated by a proposed project.  To assist in this effort, two 


questions were added to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines:   


■ Would  the  project  generate  GHG  emissions,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  that  may  have  a 


significant impact on the environment? 


■ Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 


of reducing the emissions of GHGs? 


Finally, under the “rule of reason,” an EIR is required to evaluate impacts to the extent that is reasonably 


feasible ([CEQA Guideline § 15151; San Francisco Ecology Center v. City and County of San Francisco (1975) 


48 Cal.App.3rd 584]).  While CEQA does require Lead Agencies to make a good faith effort to disclose what 


they  reasonably  can,  CEQA  does  not  demand what  is  not  realistically  possible  ([Residents  at Hawks 


Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3rd 274, 286]).   


 


Greenhouse Gas Impact Determination 


STATEWIDE OR REGIONAL THRESHOLDS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 
There are currently no published statewide thresholds of significance for measuring the impact of GHG 


emissions generated by a proposed project.  CEQA Guidelines §15064.7 indicates only that, “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.”   Sutter County has adopted thresholds as 


part of Sutter County Climate Action Plan that jurisdictions within the County can use if they do not have 


their own thresholds and GHG mitigation plans.   However, the Efficiency Plan for the City of Yuba City 


addresses cumulative GHG emissions, has a reduction target that reduces the cumulative GHG impacts to 


less than significant, has a set of reduction measures that achieves the reduction target and provides an 


implementation plan to implement the reduction measures.  This document provides guidance in how to 


address  GHG  emissions  in  CEQA  analysis  and  determine  the  significance  of  project  generated  GHG 


emissions. 
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QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS RELATIVE TO THE RESOURCE 
EFFICIENCY PLAN 


METHODOLOGY  OVERVIEW 
An  individual project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to  influence global climate change.   The 


project participates in this potential impact by its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative 


increase of all other sources of GHGs, which when taken together may have a significant impact on global 


climate change.   To address  the State’s  requirement  to  reduce GHG emissions,  the City prepared  the 


Efficiency Plan with the target of reducing GHG emissions within the City back to 1990 levels by the year 


2020. This target was calculated as a 15 percent decrease from 2005 levels, as recommended in the AB 


32 Scoping Plan. 


 


A longer‐term goal was established for 2035. The goal for 2035 is to reduce emission 49 percent below 


2008 levels, which would put the City on a path toward the State’s long‐term goal to reduce emissions 80 


percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  The City’s target is compatible with AB 32 and ensures that the City 


is providing GHG reductions locally that will complement the State and international efforts of stabilizing 


climate change.  


The City’s Efficiency Plan addresses GHG emissions reduction, is in concert with AB 32 and international 


efforts to address global climate change, and includes specific local requirements that will substantially 


lessen the cumulative problem; therefore, compliance with the Efficiency Plan fulfills the description of 


mitigation found in CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3) and §15183.5. 


Because GHG  emissions  are only  important  in  the  context of  cumulative  emissions,  the  focus of  the 


analysis is on answering the question of whether incremental contributions of GHGs are a cumulatively 


considerable  contribution  to  climate  change  impacts.  The  Efficiency  Plan  includes  a  set  of  reduction 


measures  designed  to  substantially  lessen  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  GHG  emissions  as 


described  in CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3),  in determining  if a project’s effects will result  in significant 


impacts.   The Efficiency Plan has  the  following components  that  fulfill cumulative mitigation  for GHG 


emissions: 


1. The  Efficiency  Plan  provides  a  community‐wide  GHG  emissions  reduction  target  that  will 


substantially lessen the cumulative impact; 


2. The Efficiency Plan provides measures that new development projects must follow to meet the 


City’s reduction target and substantially lessen the cumulative impact;  


3. The Efficiency Plan provides a set of GHG emission  inventories that provides quantitative facts 


and  analysis  of  how  the measures within  the  Efficiency  Plan meet  the  reduction  target  that 


substantially lessens the cumulative impact: 


4. The Efficiency Plan provides an implementation, monitoring and update program to insure that 


the reduction target is met. 
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The Efficiency Plan satisfies the first condition by adopting a target of reducing GHG emissions within the 


City by 15 percent below 2005 emissions by the year 2020.  This reduction target is compatible with AB 


32.    In  this way,  the  City  is  teaming with  the  State’s  efforts  to  reduce GHG  emissions  globally  and 


substantially lessen the cumulative problem.  The Efficiency Plan also sets a target of reducing community‐


wide emissions by 49 percent below 2005 levels by the year 2035.  This would be consistent with the year 


State’s goal of reducing emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, and put the City on a path 


toward the State’s long‐term goal to reduce emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 


The Efficiency Plan satisfies the second condition through the implementation of the reduction measures 


for new development. This document  supplies  specific  criteria  that new development must  follow  to 


ensure  that  the  reduction  measures  associated  with  new  development  are  implemented  and  the 


reduction target is met. 


The  Efficiency  Plan  satisfies  the  third  criteria  by  providing  a  set  of  community‐wide GHG  emissions 


inventories  for existing  conditions  (2005 baseline),  for  future 2020 and 2035 GHG emissions  that are 


anticipated without the reduction measures (Business As Usual; BAU), and reduced  levels of 2020 and 


2035 GHG emissions which demonstrates how the implementation of reduction measures achieves the 


reduction target.  These community‐wide GHG emission inventories are found in the appendices of the 


Efficiency Plan. 


THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 


Integrating the reduction measures of the Efficiency Plan into the CEQA development review process is 


the first step in determining how a proposed project will implement the GHG reduction measures within 


the  Efficiency  Plan.    The  GHG  emissions  development  review  process  is  predicated  on  a  couple  of 


questions.  Appendix A of this document is a flow chart that diagrams this development review process.  


The questions are as follows: 


Question 1: Is the proposed activity a Project under CEQA?  If the activity is not a Project under 


CEQA no further action is required concerning GHG emissions in the development review process. 


Question 2: Is the Project exempt under CEQA?   If  it  is, then no additional GHG reductions are 


needed beyond regulatory and policy compliance.  A list of CEQA Exemptions are found in CEQA 


Guidelines §15300 through §15332.   


There are also exemption opportunities associated with transit oriented development (TOD) associated 


with the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (MTP/SCS) for the 


region developed by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) .  As provided for in SB 375, 


the MTP/SCS  is designed  to provide an  incentive‐based approach, which provides  for CEQA  incentives 


whereby, among other things, the CEQA analysis of greenhouse gas emissions for passenger vehicles can 


be avoided  if a project  is consistent.   The CEQA benefits available under SB 375 are for residential and 


residential mixed‐use projects  that  are  consistent with  the  general use designation, density, building 


intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the SCS. The CEQA benefits provided by 


SB 375 apply to three types of projects. A summary of the types of development projects eligible for these 
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CEQA benefits, specific qualifications for each project, and the types of CEQA streamlining available to 


each type of project is provided in Appendix B of this document. 


METHODOLOGY  FOR  THE  CALCULATION  OF  GHG  EMISSIONS   
Analysis of development  projects  can  either be done  through  emissions  calculations or by using  the 


screening tables beginning on page 7. 


Total GHG emissions are  the  sum of emissions  from both direct and  indirect  sources.   Direct  sources 


include mobile  sources  such  as  construction  equipment, motor  vehicles,  landscape  equipment;  and 


stationary sources such as cooling and heating equipment.  Indirect sources are comprised of electrical, 


and potable water use, and the generation of solid waste, and waste water.   


Direct GHG emissions from mobile and stationary sources are determined as the sum of the annual GHG 


emissions from construction equipment, motor vehicles, landscape equipment, and heating and cooling 


equipment.   


Indirect sources are determined based on the following sources.  Electrical usage is reported as annual 


emissions from electrical usage.   Potable water usage is reported as the annual emissions from electricity 


used  for potable water  treatment  and  transportation.    Solid waste  is  reported  as  the  sum of  annual 


emissions from solid waste disposal treatment, transportation, and fugitive emissions of methane at the 


solid waste facilities.  Wastewater usage is reported as the annual emissions from wastewater transport 


and  treatment. Analysis of development projects not using  the screening  tables should use either  the 


CalEEMod emissions model, or the emission factors found in the latest version of the California Climate 


Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol.  Quantification of emissions from electricity used for 


potable water treatment and transportation as well as wastewater transport and treatment can be found 


in the California Energy Commission (CEC) document titled “Refining Estimates of Water‐Related Energy 


Use in California (CEC December 2006). 


Screening Threshold Table 
The purpose of this Screening Table is to provide guidance in measuring the reduction of greenhouse gas 


emissions  attributable  to  certain  design  and  construction measures  incorporated  into  development 


projects.   The analysis, methodology, and  significance determination  (thresholds) are based upon  the 


Efficiency Plan, which includes GHG emission inventories (2005 and 2020 forecasts), a year 2020 emission 


reduction  target,  the goals and policies  to  reach  the  target,  together with  the  Initial Study/Mitigated 


Negative  Declaration  prepared  for  the  Efficiency  Plan.  The  methodology  for  the  development  and 


application of the Screening Table is set forth in Appendix C of this document.  
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Instructions for Residential, Commercial, or 
Industrial Projects 
The Screening Table assigns points for each option incorporated into a project as mitigation or a project 


design  feature  (collectively  referred  to  as  “feature”).    The  point  values  correspond  to  the minimum 


emissions reduction expected from each feature.  The menu of features allows maximum flexibility and 


options for how development projects can implement the GHG reduction measures.  The point levels are 


based  upon  improvements  compared  to  2005  emission  levels  of  efficiency.    New  residential  and 


commercial development projects will need to achieve 39 (residential) and 36 (commercial) points each 


in their respective Screening Tables to be consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the City’s 


Efficiency Plan.  As such, projects that achieve or exceed their respective points target would not require 


quantification of project specific GHG emissions. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, such projects would 


be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. 


Instructions for Mixed Use Projects 
Mixed use projects provide additional opportunities to reduce emissions by combining complimentary 


land  uses  in  a manner  that  can  reduce  vehicle  trips.   Mixed  use  projects  also  have  the  potential  to 


complement energy efficient infrastructure in a way that reduces emissions.  For mixed use projects, fill 


out both Screening Table 1 and Table 2, but proportion the points identical to the proportioning of the 


mix of uses.  As an example, a mixed use project that is 50% commercial uses and 50% residential uses 


will show ½ point for each assigned point value in Table 1 and Table 2. Furthermore, the residential points 


target will be updated to 19.5 points (50% of 39) and the commercial points target will be updated to 18 


points (approximately 50% of 36).  Add the points from both tables.  Mixed use Projects that achieve or 


exceed the sum of the residential and commercial points targets (for this example the sum target would 


be  37.5  points) will  be  consistent with  the  reduction  quantities  in  the  City’s  Efficiency  Plan  and  are 


considered less than significant for GHG emissions.   


Projects that do not achieve the proportional sum target of points using the screening tables will need to 


provide additional analysis to determine the significance of GHG emissions.  Nothing in this guidance shall 


be construed as limiting the City’s authority to adopt a statement of overriding consideration for projects 


with significant GHG  impacts. The  following  tables provide a menu of performance standards/options 


related to GHG mitigation measures and design features that can be used to demonstrate consistency 


with the reduction measures and GHG reduction quantities in the Efficiency Plan.   
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Table 1:    Screening Table for Implementation of GHG Reduction Measures for 
Residential Development 


 


Feature  Description 
Assigned Point 


Values  Project Points 


Reduction Measure PS E1: Residential Energy Efficiency 


Building Envelope     


Insulation  2005 Baseline (walls R‐13:, roof/attic: R‐30) 


Modestly Enhanced Insulation (walls R‐13:, roof/attic: R‐38) 


Enhanced Insulation (rigid wall insulation R‐13, roof/attic: R‐38) 


Greatly Enhanced Insulation (spray foam wall insulated walls R‐15 or higher, 
roof/attic R‐38 or higher) 


0 points 


12 points 


15 points 


18 points 


 


Windows  2005 Baseline Windows (0.57 U‐factor, 0.4 solar heat gain coefficient (SHGC) 


Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation (0.4 U‐Factor, 0.32 SHGC) 


Enhanced Window Insulation (0.32 U‐Factor, 0.25 SHGC) 


Greatly Enhanced Window Insulation (0.28 or less U‐Factor, 0.22 or less 
SHGC) 


0 points 


 
6 points 


7 points 


9 points 


 


Cool Roof  Modest  Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance) 


Enhanced Cool Roof(CRRC Rated 0.2 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance) 


Greatly Enhanced Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.35 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 
thermal emittance) 


10 points 


 
12 points 


 


14 points 


 


Air Infiltration  Minimizing leaks in the building envelope is as important as the insulation 
properties of the building.  Insulation does not work effectively if there is 
excess air leakage. 


   


 Air barrier applied to exterior walls, calking, and visual inspection such as the 
HERS Verified Quality Insulation Installation (QII or equivalent)  


Blower Door HERS Verified Envelope Leakage or equivalent 


 


10 points 


 


8 points 


 


Thermal 
Storage of 
Building 


Thermal storage is a design characteristic that helps keep a constant 
temperature in the building.  Common thermal storage devices include 
strategically placed water filled columns, water storage tanks, and thick 
masonry walls. 


   


 Modest Thermal Mass (10% of floor or 10% of walls: 12” or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering such 
as carpet, linoleum,  wood or other insulating materials) 


2 points   


 Enhanced Thermal Mass (20% of floor or 20% of walls: 12” or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering such 
as carpet, linoleum,  wood or other insulating materials) 


4 points   
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Feature  Description 
Assigned Point 


Values  Project Points 


Indoor Space Efficiencies     


Heating/ 
Cooling 
Distribution 
System 


 


Minimum Duct Insulation (R‐4.2 required) 


Modest Duct insulation (R‐6) 


Enhanced Duct Insulation (R‐8) 


Distribution loss reduction with inspection (HERS Verified Duct Leakage or 
equivalent)  


0 points 


7 points 


8 points 


12 points 


 


Space Heating/ 
Cooling 
Equipment 


2005 Minimum HVAC Efficiency (SEER 13/75% AFUE or 7.7 HSPF) 


Improved Efficiency HVAC (SEER 14/78% AFUE or 8 HSPF) 


High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 15/80% AFUE or 8.5 HSPF) 


Very High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 16/82% AFUE or 9 HSPF) 


0 points 


4 points 


7 points 


9 points 


 


Water Heaters  2005 Minimum Efficiency (0.57 Energy Factor)  0 points   


  Improved Efficiency Water Heater (0.675 Energy Factor)  12 points   


   High Efficiency Water Heater (0.72 Energy Factor)  15 points   


  Very High Efficiency Water Heater ( 0.92 Energy Factor)  18 points   


  Solar Pre‐heat System (0.2 Net Solar Fraction) 


Enhanced Solar Pre‐heat System (0.35 Net Solar Fraction) 


4 points 


8 points 


 


Daylighting  Daylighting is the ability of each room within the building to provide outside 
light during the day reducing the need for artificial lighting during daylight 
hours. 


   


  All peripheral rooms within the living space have at least one window 
(required) 


0 points   


  All rooms within the living space have daylight (through use of windows, solar 
tubes, skylights, etc.)  


1 points   


  All rooms daylighted   2 points   


Artificial 
Lighting 


2005 Minimum (required) 


Efficient Lights (25% of in‐unit fixtures considered high efficacy. High efficacy 
is defined as  40 lumens/watt for 15 watt or less fixtures; 50 lumens/watt for 
15‐40 watt fixtures, 60 lumens/watt for fixtures >40watt) 


High Efficiency Lights (50% of in‐unit fixtures are high efficacy) 


Very High Efficiency Lights (100% of in‐unit fixtures are high efficacy) 


0 points 


8 points 


 


10 points 


12 points 


 


Appliances  Energy Star Refrigerator (new) 


Energy Star Dish Washer (new) 


Energy Star Washing Machine (new) 


1 points 


1 points 


1 points 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned Point 


Values  Project Points 


Miscellaneous Residential Building Efficiencies     


Building 
Placement 


North/South alignment of building or other building placement such that the 
orientation of the buildings optimizes natural heating, cooling, and lighting. 


5 point   


Shading  At least 90% of south‐facing glazing will be shaded by vegetation or overhangs 
at noon on Jun 21st. 


4 Points   


Energy Star 
Homes 


EPA Energy Star for Homes (version 3 or above)  25 points   


Independent 
Energy 
Efficiency 
Calculations 


Provide point values based upon energy efficiency modeling of the Project.  
Note that engineering data will be required documenting the energy 
efficiency and point values based upon the proven efficiency beyond Title 24 
Energy Efficiency Standards. 


TBD 


 


 


Other  This allows innovation by the applicant to provide design features that 
increases the energy efficiency of the project not provided in the table.  Note 
that engineering data will be required documenting the energy efficiency of 
innovative designs and point values given based upon the proven efficiency 
beyond Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards. 


TBD 


 


 


Existing 
Residential 
Retrofits 


The applicant may wish to provide energy efficiency retrofit projects to 
existing residential dwelling units to further the point value of their project.  
Retrofitting existing residential dwelling units within the City is a key 
reduction measure that is needed to reach the reduction goal. The potential 
for an applicant to take advantage of this program will be decided on a case 
by case basis and must have the approval of the City Planning Department.  
The decision to allow applicants to ability to participate in this program will be 
evaluated based upon, but not limited to the following; 


Will the energy efficiency retrofit project benefit low income or 
disadvantaged residents? 


Does the energy efficiency retrofit project fit within the overall assumptions 
in reduction measures associated with existing residential retrofits? 


Does the energy efficiency retrofit project provide co‐benefits important to 
the City? 


Point value will be determined based upon engineering and design criteria of 
the energy efficiency retrofit project. 


TBD   


Reduction Measure PS E2:  Residential Renewable Energy Generation 


Photovoltaic  Solar Photovoltaic panels installed on individual homes or in collective 
neighborhood arrangements such that the total power provided augments: 


   


  Solar Ready Homes (sturdy roof and solar ready service panel) 


10 percent of the power needs of the project 


20 percent of the power needs of the project 


30 percent of the power needs of the project 


40 percent of the power needs of the project 


50 percent of the power needs of the project 


60 percent of the power needs of the project 


70 percent of the power needs of the project 


80 percent of the power needs of the project 


2 points 


10 points 


15 points 


20 points 


28 points 


35 points 


38 points 


42 points 


46 points 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned Point 


Values  Project Points 


90 percent of the power needs of the project 


100 percent of the power needs of the project 


52 points 


58 points 


Wind turbines  Some areas of the City lend themselves to wind turbine applications.  Analysis 
of the area’s capability to support wind turbines should be evaluated prior to 
choosing this feature. 


Individual wind turbines at homes or collective neighborhood arrangements 
of wind turbines such that the total power provided augments: 


   


  10 percent of the power needs of the project 


20 percent of the power needs of the project 


30 percent of the power needs of the project 


40 percent of the power needs of the project 


50 percent of the power needs of the project 


60 percent of the power needs of the project 


70 percent of the power needs of the project 


80 percent of the power needs of the project 


90 percent of the power needs of the project 


100 percent of the power needs of the project 


 


10 points 


15 points 


20 points 


28 points 


35 points 


38 points 


42 points 


46 points 


52 points 


58 points 


 


Off‐site 
renewable 
energy project 


The applicant may submit a proposal to supply an off‐site renewable energy 
project such as renewable energy retrofits of existing homes that will help 
implement renewable energy within the City.  These off‐site renewable 
energy retrofit project proposals will be determined on a case by case basis 
and must be accompanied by a detailed plan that documents the quantity of 
renewable energy the proposal will generate.  Point values will be determined 
based upon the energy generated by the proposal. 


TBD   


Other 
Renewable 
Energy 
Generation 


The applicant may have innovative designs or unique site circumstances (such 
as geothermal) that allow the project to generate electricity from renewable 
energy not provided in the table.  The ability to supply other renewable 
energy and the point values allowed will be decided based upon engineering 
data documenting the ability to generate electricity. 


TBD   


Reduction Measure PS W1:  Residential Water Conservation  


Irrigation and Landscaping     


Water Efficient 
Landscaping 


Limit conventional turf to < 50% of required landscape area 


Limit conventional turf to < 25% of required landscape area 


No conventional turf (warm season turf to < 50% of required landscape area 
and/or low water using plants are allowed) 


Only California Native Plants that requires no irrigation or some supplemental 
irrigation 


0 points 


4 points 


6 points 


 


8 points 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned Point 


Values  Project Points 


Water Efficient 
irrigation 
systems 


Low precipitation spray heads < .75”/hr or drip irrigation  


Weather based irrigation control systems or moisture sensors (demonstrate 
20% reduced water use) 


2 point 


3 points 


 


 


 


Recycled Water  Recycled connections (purple pipe) to irrigation system on site  6 points   


Water Reuse  Gray water Reuse System collects Gray water from clothes washers, showers 
and faucets for irrigation use,  


12 points   


Storm water 
Reuse Systems 


Innovative on‐site stormwater collection, filtration and reuse systems are 
being developed that provide supplemental irrigation water and provide 
vector control.  These systems can greatly reduce the irrigation needs of a 
project.  Point values for these types of systems will be determined based 
upon design and engineering data documenting the water savings. 


 


TBD   


Potable Water     


Showers  Water Efficient Showerheads (2.0 gpm)  3 points   


Toilets  Water Efficient Toilets (1.5 gpm)  3 points   


Faucets  Water Efficient faucets (1.28 gpm)  3 points   


Dishwasher  Water Efficient Dishwasher (6 gallons per cycle or less)  1   


Washing 
Machine 


Water Efficient Washing Machine (Water factor <5.5)  1   


WaterSense  EPA WaterSense Certification   12 points   


Reduction Measure PS T1: Land Use Based Trips and VMT Reduction 


Mixed Use  Mixes of land uses that complement one another in a way that reduces the 
need for vehicle trips can greatly reduce GHG emissions.  The point value of 
mixed use projects will be determined based upon a Transportation Impact 
Analysis (TIA) demonstrating trip reductions and/or reductions in vehicle 
miles traveled.  Suggested ranges: 


Diversity of land uses complementing each other (2‐28 points) 


Increased destination accessibility other than transit (1‐18 points) 


Increased transit accessibility (1‐25 points) 


Infill location that reduces vehicle trips or VMT beyond the measures 
described above (points TBD based on traffic data). 


TBD 


 


 


Residential 
Near Local 
Retail 
(Residential 
only Projects) 


Having residential developments within walking and biking distance of local 
retail helps to reduce vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled. 


The point value of residential projects in close proximity to local retail will be 
determined based upon traffic studies that demonstrate trip reductions 
and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 


TBD   
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Feature  Description 
Assigned Point 


Values  Project Points 


Other Trip 
Reduction 
Measures 


Other trip or VMT reduction measures not listed above with TIA and/or other 
traffic data supporting the trip and/or VMT for the project. 


TBD   


Reduction Measure PS T2: Bicycle Infrastructure  


Bicycle 
Infrastructure 


. 


Provide bicycle paths within project boundaries. 


Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and other land uses. 


Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and transit. 


 


 


 


TBD 


2 points 


5 points 


 


 


Reduction Measure PS T3: Neighborhood Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 


Electric Vehicle 
Recharging 


Provide circuit and capacity in garages of residential units for use by an 
electric vehicle.  Charging stations are for on‐road electric vehicles legally able 
to drive on all roadways including Interstate Highways and freeways.  


1 point   


  Install electric vehicle charging stations in the garages of residential units  


 


8 points   


Total Points Earned by Residential Project:     
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Table 2:    Screening Table for Implementation of GHG Reduction Measures for 
Commercial Development 


 


Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


Reduction Measure PS E3: Commercial/Industrial Energy Efficiency Development 


Building Envelope     


Insulation   2005 baseline (walls R‐13; roof/attic R‐30) 


Modestly Enhanced Insulation (walls R‐13, roof/attic R‐38)) 


Enhanced Insulation (rigid wall insulation R‐13, roof/attic R‐38) 


Greatly Enhanced Insulation (spray foam insulated walls R‐15 or higher, 
roof/attic R‐38 or higher) 


0 points 


15 points 


18 points 


20 points 


 


 


Windows  2005 Baseline Windows (0.57 U‐factor, 0.4 solar heat gain coefficient [SHGC}) 


Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation (0.4 U‐factor, 0.32 SHGC) 


Enhanced Window Insulation (0.32 U‐factor, 0.25 SHGC) 


Greatly Enhanced Window Insulation (0.28 or less U‐factor, 0.22 or less 
SHGC) 


0 points 


7 points 


8 points 


12 points 


 


 


Cool Roof   


Modest Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance) 


Enhanced  Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.2 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance) 


Greatly Enhanced Cool Roof ( CRRC Rated 0.35 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 
thermal emittance) 


 


12 points 


 


14 points 


 


16 points 


 


 


Air Infiltration  Minimizing leaks in the building envelope is as important as the insulation 
properties of the building.  Insulation does not work effectively if there is 
excess air leakage. 


   


  Air barrier applied to exterior walls, calking, and visual inspection such as the 
HERS Verified Quality Insulation Installation (QII or equivalent)  


 Blower Door HERS Verified Envelope Leakage or equivalent 


12 points 


 


10 points 


 


Thermal 
Storage of 
Building 


Thermal storage is a design characteristic that helps keep a constant 
temperature in the building.  Common thermal storage devices include 
strategically placed water filled columns, water storage tanks, and thick 
masonry walls. 


   


   Modest Thermal Mass (10% of floor or 10% of walls 12” or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry with no permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials) 


4 points   


   Enhanced Thermal Mass (20% of floor or 20% of walls 12” or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry with no permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials) 


6 points 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


Enhanced Thermal Mass (80% of floor or 80% of walls 12” or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry with no permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials) 


24 points 


Indoor Space Efficiencies     


Heating/ 
Cooling 
Distribution 
System 


Minimum Duct Insulation (R‐4.2 required) 


Modest Duct insulation (R‐6) 


Enhanced Duct Insulation (R‐8) 


Distribution loss reduction with inspection (HERS Verified Duct Leakage or 
equivalent) 


0 points 


8 points 


10 points 


14 points 


 


 


 


Space Heating/ 
Cooling 
Equipment 


2005 Minimum HVAC Efficiency (EER 13/75% AFUE or 7.7 HSPF) 


Improved Efficiency HVAC (EER 14/78% AFUE or 8 HSPF) 


High Efficiency HVAC (EER 15/80% AFUE or 8.5 HSPF) 


Very High Efficiency HVAC (EER 16/82% AFUE or 9 HSPF) 


0 points 


7 points 


8 points 


12 points 


 


 


 


Commercial 
Heat Recovery 
Systems 


 


Heat recovery strategies employed with commercial laundry, cooking 
equipment, and other commercial heat sources for reuse in HVAC air intake 
or other appropriate heat recovery technology.  Point values for these types 
of systems will be determined based upon design and engineering data 
documenting the energy savings. 


TBD   


Water Heaters  2005 Minimum Efficiency (0.57 Energy Factor)  0 points   


  Improved Efficiency Water Heater (0.675 Energy Factor)  14 points   


  High Efficiency Water Heater (0.72 Energy Factor)  16 points   


  Very High Efficiency Water Heater (0.92 Energy Factor) 
19 points 


 


  Solar Pre‐heat System (0.2 Net Solar Fraction) 


Enhanced Solar Pre‐heat System (0.35 Net Solar Fraction) 


4  points 


8  points 


 


Daylighting  Daylighting is the ability of each room within the building to provide outside 
light during the day reducing the need for artificial lighting during daylight 
hours. 


   


  All peripheral rooms within building have at least one window or skylight  1 points   


  All rooms within building have daylight (through use of windows, solar tubes, 
skylights, etc.)  


5 points   


  All rooms daylighted   7 points   


Artificial 
Lighting 


 2005 Minimum (required) 


Efficient Lights (25% of in‐unit fixtures considered high efficacy. High efficacy 
is defined as  40 lumens/watt for 15 watt or less fixtures; 50 lumens/watt for 
15‐40 watt fixtures, 60 lumens/watt for fixtures >40watt) 


0 points 


9 points 


 


      12 points 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


High Efficiency Lights (50% of in‐unit fixtures are high efficacy) 


Very High Efficiency Lights (100% of in‐unit fixtures are high efficacy) 


14 points 


Appliances  Star Commercial Refrigerator (new) 


Energy Star Commercial Dish Washer (new) 


Energy Star Commercial Cloths Washing 


 


4 points 


4 points 


4 points 


 


 


 


Miscellaneous Commercial/Industrial Building Efficiencies     


 


Building 
Placement 


 


North/South alignment of building or other building placement such that the 
orientation of the buildings optimizes conditions for natural heating, cooling, 
and lighting. 


 


 


6 point 


 


Shading  At least 90% of south‐facing glazing will be shaded by vegetation or 
overhangs at noon on Jun 21st. 


6 Points   


 


Other 


 


This allows innovation by the applicant to provide design features that 
increases the energy efficiency of the project not provided in the table.  Note 
that engineering data will be required documenting the energy efficiency of 
innovative designs and point values given based upon the proven efficiency 
beyond Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards. 


 


TBD   


Existing 
Commercial 
building 
Retrofits 


The applicant may wish to provide energy efficiency retrofit projects to 
existing commercial buildings to further the point value of their project.  
Retrofitting existing commercial buildings within the City is a key reduction 
measure that is needed to reach the reduction goal.  The potential for an 
applicant to take advantage of this program will be decided on a case by case 
basis and must have the approval of the City Planning Department.  The 
decision to allow applicants to ability to participate in this program will be 
evaluated based upon, but not limited to the following: 


TBD   


  Will the energy efficiency retrofit project benefit low income or 
disadvantaged communities?  


   


  Does the energy efficiency retrofit project fit within the overall assumptions 
in the reduction measure associated with commercial building energy 
efficiency retrofits? 


   


  Does the energy efficiency retrofit project provide co‐benefits important to 
the City? 


   


  Point value will be determined based upon engineering and design criteria of 
the energy efficiency retrofit project. 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


Reduction Measure PS E4: Commercial/Industrial Renewable Energy 


Photovoltaic  Solar Photovoltaic panels installed on commercial buildings or in collective 
arrangements within a commercial development such that the total power 
provided augments: 


   


  Solar Ready Roofs (sturdy roof and electric hookups) 


10 percent of the power needs of the project 


20 percent of the power needs of the project 


30 percent of the power needs of the project 


40 percent of the power needs of the project 


50 percent of the power needs of the project 


60 percent of the power needs of the project 


70 percent of the power needs of the project 


80 percent of the power needs of the project 


90 percent of the power needs of the project 


100 percent of the power needs of the project 


2 points 


8 points 


14 points 


20 points 


26 points 


32 points 


38 points 


44 points 


50 points 


56 points 


60 points 


 


 


 


 


Wind turbines  Some areas of the City lend themselves to wind turbine applications.  
Analysis of the areas capability to support wind turbines should be evaluated 
prior to choosing this feature. 


Wind turbines as part of the commercial development such that the total 
power provided augments: 


   


  10 percent of the power needs of the project 


20 percent of the power needs of the project 


30 percent of the power needs of the project 


40 percent of the power needs of the project 


50 percent of the power needs of the project 


60 percent of the power needs of the project 


70 percent of the power needs of the project 


80 percent of the power needs of the project 


90 percent of the power needs of the project 


100 percent of the power needs of the project 


8 points 


14 points 


20 points 


26 points  


32 points 


38 points 


44 points 


50 points 


56 points 


60 points 


 


Off‐site 
renewable 
energy project 


The applicant may submit a proposal to supply an off‐site renewable energy 
project such as renewable energy retrofits of existing commercial/industrial 
that will help implement reduction measures associated with existing 
buildings.  These off‐site renewable energy retrofit project proposals will be 
determined on a case by case basis accompanied by a detailed plan 
documenting the quantity of renewable energy the proposal will generate.  
Point values will be based upon the energy generated by the proposal. 


TBD   
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Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


Other 
Renewable 
Energy 
Generation 


The applicant may have innovative designs or unique site circumstances 
(such as geothermal) that allow the project to generate electricity from 
renewable energy not provided in the table.  The ability to supply other 
renewable energy and the point values allowed will be decided based upon 
engineering data documenting the ability to generate electricity. 


TBD   


Reduction Measure PS W2: Commercial/Industrial Water Conservation 


Irrigation and Landscaping     


Water Efficient 
Landscaping 


Eliminate conventional turf from landscaping 


Only moderate water using plants 


Only low water using plants 


Only California Native landscape that requires no or only supplemental 
irrigation  


0 points 


3 points 


4 points 


8 points 


 


 


 


Trees  Increase tree planting in parking areas 50% beyond City Code requirements  TBD   


Water Efficient 
irrigation 
systems 


Low precipitation spray heads< .75”/hr or drip irrigation  


Weather based irrigation control systems combined with drip irrigation 
(demonstrate 20 reduced water use) 


1 point 


5 points 


 


Recycled 
Water 


Recycled water connection (purple pipe)to irrigation system on site  5 points   


Storm water 
Reuse Systems 


Innovative on‐site stormwater collection, filtration and reuse systems are 
being developed that provide supplemental irrigation water and provide 
vector control.  These systems can greatly reduce the irrigation needs of a 
project.  Point values for these types of systems will be determined based 
upon design and engineering data documenting the water savings. 


TBD   


Potable Water     


Showers  Water Efficient Showerheads (2.0 gpm)  3 points   


 


Toilets  Water Efficient Toilets/Urinals (1.5gpm) 


Waterless Urinals (note that commercial buildings having both waterless 
urinals and high efficiency toilets will have a combined point value of 6 
points) 


3 points 


4 points 


 


 


Faucets  Water Efficient faucets (1.28gpm)  3 points   


Commercial 
Dishwashers 


Water Efficient dishwashers (20% water savings) 


 


4 points   


Commercial 
Laundry 
Washers 


Water Efficient laundry (15% water savings) 


High Efficiency laundry Equipment that captures and reuses rinse water (30% 
water savings) 


3 points 


6 points 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


Commercial 
Water 
Operations 
Program 


Establish an operational program to reduce water loss from pools, water 
features, etc., by covering pools, adjusting fountain operational hours, and 
using water treatment to reduce draw down and replacement of water.  
Point values for these types of plans will be determined based upon design 
and engineering data documenting the water savings. 


TBD   


Reduction Measure PS T1: Land Use Based Trips and VMT Reduction  


Mixed Use  Mixes of land uses that complement one another in a way that reduces the 
need for vehicle trips can greatly reduce GHG emissions.  The point value of 
mixed use projects will be determined based upon traffic studies that 
demonstrate trip reductions and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled 


TBD    


Local Retail 
Near Residential 
(Commercial 
only Projects) 


Having residential developments within walking and biking distance of local 
retail helps to reduce vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled. 


The point value of residential projects in close proximity to local retail will 
be determined based upon traffic studies that demonstrate trip reductions 
and/or reductions in vehicle miles traveled 


TBD   


Reduction Measure PS T2: Bicycle Infrastructure   


Bicycle 
Infrastructure 


Provide bicycle paths within project boundaries. 


Provide bicycle path linkages between project site and other land uses. 


Provide bicycle path linkages between project site and transit. 


TBD 


2 points 


5 points 


 


Reduction Measure PS T3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 


Electric Vehicles  Provide public charging station for use by an electric vehicle (ten points for 
each charging station within the facility). 


10 points   


Reduction Measure PS T4: Employee Based Trip &VMT Reduction Policy 


Compressed 
Work Week 


Reduce the number of days per week that employees need to be on site will 
reduce the number of vehicle trips associated with commercial/industrial 
development.  Compressed work week such that full time employees are on 
site: 


5 days per week 


4 days per week on site 


3 days per week on site 


 


 


TBD 


 


 


 


Car/Vanpools  Car/vanpool program 


Car/vanpool program with preferred parking 


Car/vanpool with guaranteed ride home program 


Subsidized employee incentive car/vanpool program 


Combination of all the above 


TBD 
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Feature  Description 
Assigned 


Point Values  Project Points 


Employee 
Bicycle/ 
Pedestrian 
Programs 


Complete sidewalk to residential within ½ mile  


Complete bike path to residential within 3 miles 


Bike lockers and secure racks 


Showers and changing facilities 


Subsidized employee walk/bike program 


(Note combine all applicable points for total value) 


TBD 


 


 


Shuttle/Transit 
Programs 


Local transit within ¼ mile 


Light rail transit within ½ mile  


Shuttle service to light rail transit station 


Guaranteed ride home program 


Subsidized Transit passes 


Note combine all applicable points for total value 


TBD 


 


 


CRT  Employer based Commute Trip Reduction (CRT).  CRTs apply to commercial, 
offices, or industrial projects that include a reduction of vehicle trip or VMT 
goal using a variety of employee commutes trip reduction methods.  The 
point value will be determined based upon a TIA that demonstrates the 
trip/VMT reductions.  Suggested point ranges: 


Incentive based CRT Programs (1‐8 points) 


Mandatory CRT programs (5‐20 points) 


TBD   


Other Trip 
Reductions 


Other trip or VMT reduction measures not listed above with TIA and/or 
other traffic data supporting the trip and/or VMT for the project. 


TBD   


Total Points from Commercial/Industrial Project:     
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Chapter 3: Summary of Growth and Land Use Forecast 


Table 3.13   
SB 375 CEQA Benefits


Project Designation Qualifications Streamlining Benefits


Mixed Use Residential Project • At least 75% of total building square footage 


for residential use


• Consistent with the use designation, density, 


building intensity, and applicable policies for 


the project area of an SCS or APS accepted 


by ARB


OR


• A Transit Priority Project as defined below


• Environmental documents are not required to 


reference, describe or discuss: 1) growth-inducing 


impacts, 2) impacts on transportation or climate 


change of increased car and truck VMT induced 


by project, 3) reduced-density alternative to 


project.


Transit Priority Project • At least 50% of total building square footage 


for residential use OR


• If 26–50% of total building square footage is 


non-residential, a minimum FAR of 0.75 


• Minimum net density of 20 du/acre


• Within 0.5 miles of major transit stop or high-


quality transit corridor included in the regional 


transportation plan (No parcel more than 25% 


further, and less than 10% of units or no more 


than 100 units further than 0.5 miles)


• Consistent with the use designation, density, 


building intensity, and applicable policies of an 


SCS or APS 


Benefits described above PLUS:


• Option to review under a “Sustainable 


Communities Environmental Assessment”


 ¬ An Initial Study is prepared identifying 


significant or potentially significant impacts.


 ¬ Where the lead agency determines that 


cumulative impacts have been addressed 


and mitigated in SCS/APS, they will not be 


“considerable.”


 ¬ Off-site alternatives do not need to be 


addressed.


 ¬ Deferential review standard – the burden of 


proof for legal challenge is on the petitioner/


plaintiff.


 ¬ Traffic control/mitigation may be covered by 


SCS/APS.


Sustainable Communities Project • Everything for Transit Priority Project PLUS:


• Served by existing utilities


• Does not contain wetlands or riparian areas


• Does not have significant value as a wildlife 


habitat and does not harm any protected 


species


• Not on the Cortese List


• Not on developed open space


• No impacts to historic resources


• No risks from hazardous substances


• No wildfire, seismic, flood, public health risk


• 15% more energy-efficient than CA 


requirements and 25% more water-efficient 


than average for community


• No more than 8 acres


• No more than 200 units


• No building greater than 75,000 square feet


• No net loss of affordable housing


• Compatible with surrounding industrial uses


• Within 1/2-mile of rail/ferry or 1/4-mile of high 


quality bus line


• Meets minimum affordable housing 


requirements as prescribed in SB 375 OR 


in-lieu fee paid OR 5 acres of open space per 


1,000 residents provided


Exempt from CEQA
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METHODS SUMMARY 


The point values in the Screening Tables were derived from the projected emissions reductions that would 


be achieved by each of the reduction measures associated with new development within the Efficiency 


Plan.   The points within  the Screening Tables were proportioned by  residential unit or  square  feet of 


commercial/industrial uses.   This was accomplished by taking the predicted growth  in households and 


commercial uses in 2020 and proportioning the appropriate reduction quantities for new development to 


the residential, commercial, and industrial land use sectors within the Screening Table.  The result is point 


values that are proportioned by residential unit or commercial/industrial square feet.  Because of this, the 


size  of  the  project  is  not  relevant  to  the  Screening  Table.    Regardless  of  size,  new  residential  and 


commercial development projects will need to achieve 39 (residential) and 36 (commercial) points each 


in their respective Screening Tables to demonstrate consistency with the Efficiency Plan.  Efficiency, not 


size of the project, is critical.   


Note that the Screening Table and point values are best used for typical development projects processed 


by  the  City.    Examples  of  typical  development  projects  include  residential  subdivisions, multi‐family 


residential apartments, condominiums and townhouses, retail commercial, big box retail, office buildings, 


business parks, and typical warehousing.  Mixed‐use projects can use the instructions at the beginning of 


the Screening Tables.  Infill projects are able to use the Screening Tables, but the Screening Tables points 


are  likely  to underestimate  total emission  reductions afforded  these  types of projects.   Note  that  the 


Screening Tables include the opportunity to custom develop points (using the formula above) in order to 


provide  points  in  the  sections  of  the  Screening  Tables marked  TBD  and  account  for  the  predicted 


reductions  in  vehicle  trips  and  vehicle miles  traveled within  a  project  specific  traffic  study  and GHG 


analysis.  Infill projects can be more accurately assessed and allocated points using this method.   


However, more unusual  types of  industrial projects  such  as  cement manufacturing, metal  foundries, 


refrigerant  manufacturing,  electric  generating  stations—including  large  alternative  energy  electric 


generation, and oil refineries cannot use the Screening Tables because the emission sources for those 


types of uses were not contemplated in the tables.  


 


DEVELOPMENT OF THE POINT VALUES 


In order for the City to reduce  its fair share of GHG emissions within the San Bernardino region, 8,627 


MTCO2e will need  to be reduced by 2020 using  the Performance Standard  for new development. The 


Performance Standard is implemented through residential and commercial Screening Tables and the point 


allocation within the Screening Tables are tied to 8,627 MTCO2e of reductions. 


The  first  step  in  allocating  point  values  is  to  determine  the  number  of  new  homes  and  commercial 


buildings  that are anticipated by year 2020.   The City predicts  that 2,874 new residential units will be 


needed by 2020 to accommodate the population growth by 2020 and a total of approximately 35,748,759 
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square  feet  of  new  commercial  and  industrial  buildings within  the  City  is  needed  to  accommodate 


anticipated job growth.   


Approximately 90 percent of new residential units new commercial and industrial buildings within the City 


are anticipated  to either use  the Screening Tables or provide an  independent analysis demonstrating 


reductions.  Evaluating the growth in residential and commercial/industrial land uses, approximately 14% 


is attributable to residential and 86% attributable to commercial/industrial land uses.  Using those ratios, 


the Performance Standard will reduce approximately 1,248 MTCO2e from residential development and 


7,378 MTCO2e from commercial/industrial development by 2020. 


Dividing the 1,248 MTCO2e reductions of emissions afforded the Screening Table implementation of the 


Performance Standard for new residential development by the anticipated 2,080 new residential units 


that will be built yields 0.48 MTCO2e per residential unit that needs to be reduced to fulfill the anticipated 


reductions of the Efficiency Plan.  A similar process was done for commercial/industrial uses resulting in 


0.27 MTCO2e per 1,000 gross square feet of commercial/industrial building area. 


Levels of reduction efficiency for typical residential units in this climate zone yields: 


0.012 MTCO2e per Point per Residential Unit 


The levels of reduction efficiency for the mix of commercial/industrial uses in this climate zone yields: 


0.007 MTCO2e per Point per 1,000 Sq. Ft. of gross Commercial/Industrial building area 


Since  each  residential  unit  needs  to  reduce  0.48  MTCO2e  and  each  1,000  square  feet  of 


commercial/industrial building area needs to reduce 0.27 MTCO2e, then new residential and commercial 


development  projects will  need  to  achieve  39  (residential)  and  36  (commercial)  points  each  in  their 


respective Screening Tables in order to provide the expected reductions from the Performance Standard. 
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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Purpose and CEQA Process 
This Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared to  identify any potential 
environmental  impacts  in the City of Yuba City, California (City), from  implementation of the proposed 
City of Yuba City Efficiency Plan  (Efficiency Plan). The Efficiency Plan  is considered a project under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the City has discretionary authority over the project. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15367, the City is the Lead Agency in the preparation of this IS/MND 
and any additional environmental documentation required for the Efficiency Plan. 


This IS/MND has been prepared in conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15070. The purpose of the 
IS/MND  is  to  determine  the  potential  significant  impacts  associated with  the  implementation  of  the 
Efficiency Plan. Mitigation measures are identified and incorporated, as necessary, to reduce or eliminate 
the  significant or potentially  significant  environmental  effects of  the  Efficiency  Plan.  In  addition,  this 
document is intended to provide the basis for input from public agencies, organizations, and interested 
members of the public. 


The remainder of this section provides a brief description of approvals required for implementation of the 
Efficiency  Plan,  and  details  on  how  to  provide  input  or  comment  on  this  IS/MND.  Section  2  of  this 
document provides an overview of the Efficiency Plan, and Section 3 includes the environmental checklist 
and  evaluation  of  potential  environmental  impacts  that may  reasonably  or  foreseeably  result  from 
implementation of the Efficiency Plan. 


1.2 Approvals Required 
The City of Yuba City is designated as the Lead Agency for this project. According to Sections 15050 and 
15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, responsible agencies are those agencies that have discretionary approval 
authority over one or more actions required for the development of a proposed project. The proposed 
Efficiency Plan is a program‐level planning document for the City of Yuba City to use moving forward. As 
such, the Efficiency Plan does not address or contain a specific or proposed land‐use development plan, 
so no responsible agencies are identified at this time. The approval and implementation of the Efficiency 
Plan would not precipitate any subsequent land‐use development or redevelopment projects. Unrelated 
development projects within the City’s jurisdiction would be subject to discretionary approval by the City 
and, depending on the development proposal, other public agencies. Approval of the Draft City of Yuba 
City Resource Efficiency Plan would require action by the Planning Commission and the City Council to 
adopt the Efficiency Plan and approve the associated CEQA compliance documentation. 


1.3 Intended Uses of this Document 
In accordance with CEQA, a good‐faith effort has been made during preparation of this IS/MND to contact 
affected public agencies, organizations, and persons who may have an interest in the proposed project. 
In  reviewing  the Draft  IS/MND, affected and  interested parties  should  focus on  the  sufficiency of  the 
document in  identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the 
significant effects of the Efficiency Plan would be avoided or mitigated. 


The Draft IS/MND and associated appendixes will be available for review on the City of Yuba City website 
at  http://www.yubacity.net/.  The Draft  IS/MND  and  associated  appendixes  also will  be  available  for 
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review during regular business hours at the City of Yuba City Development Services Department (1201 
Civic Center Boulevard, Yuba City, California 95993). 


Comments on the Draft IS/MND must be submitted in writing during the 30‐day comment period, which 
will commence on June 9, 2016 and end on July 11, 2016. Written comments on the Draft IS/MND should 
be sent to the following address by 5:00 p.m. on July 11, 2016: 


Arnoldo Rodriguez, Development Services Dept. Director 
City of Yuba City Development Services Department 


1201 Civic Center Boulevard 
Yuba City, California 95993 


Fax: (530) 822‐4694 
 


Following  the close of  the public comment period,  the City Council will consider  this  IS/MND and  the 
comments thereto in determining whether to approve the proposed project. 


1.4 Incorporated by Reference 
According to Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, an MND may incorporate by reference all or portions 
of another document that is a matter of public record. The incorporated language will be considered to 
be set forth in full as part of the text of the MND. All documents incorporated by reference are available 
for review at, or can be obtained through, the City of Yuba City Development Services Department located 
at the address provided above. The following documents are incorporated by reference: 


■ Carollo. 2011. City of Yuba City 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2011. 


■ Dyett & Bhatia. 2004. City of Yuba City General Plan. Adopted April 8, 2004. 


■ Yuba City. 2011. Yuba City Bicycle Master Plan. Adopted February 1, 2011. 
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2.0 Project Description 
2.1 Project Location 
The City of Yuba City is located in the northeast portion of Sutter County, California, and is bordered to 
the east by the Feather River. Surrounding cities include Linda and Marysville. The City is approximately 
15 square miles and supports a population of 65,000 residents. The major roadways that traverse the City 
are California State Route 20 (SR 20) and California State Route 99 (SR 99). Figure 1 shows the regional 
location of the City of Yuba City. Figure 2 shows the local vicinity of the City of Yuba City, including the 
City’s adopted Sphere of Influence. 


2.2 Project Background 
The State of California has adopted a wide variety of regulations aimed at reducing the State’s greenhouse 
gas  (GHG)  emissions.  While  State  actions  alone  cannot  stop  global  warming,  the  adoption  and 
implementation of  legislation demonstrates California’s  leadership  in addressing this critical challenge. 
State regulations, Executive Orders (EO), and adopted GHG reduction plans have set the framework for 
cities and counties to prepare and implement their own community and municipal plans for the purposes 
of reducing GHGs. Specifically, EO S‐3‐05 and EO B‐30‐15 have provided GHG emission reduction goals for 
the State. Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) further emplaces requirements for reducing GHGs in California. A brief 
overview of relevant State actions is provided below. 


The Draft City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan (Efficiency Plan) articulates the City’s intentions with 
respect to reducing community‐wide GHG emissions in a manner consistent with AB 32. In addition, the 
Efficiency Plan is designed to address multiple sectors and resources for increased efficiency within the 
City. Throughout  the Efficiency Plan,  the City outlines  strategies, objectives, measures, and actions  to 
encourage and promote active modes of transportation; minimize energy consumption; promote water 
conservation; and conserve, create, and enhance natural assets that improve the community’s quality of 
life. 


Executive Order S‐3‐05 


On June 1, 2005, California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced Executive Order S‐3‐05, which 
contains the following GHG emissions targets: 


■  By 2010, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels 


■  By 2020, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels 


■  By 2050, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels 


Executive Order  S‐3‐05  complements  the  international  efforts  in  reducing GHG  emissions.  The Kyoto 
Protocol, the first International effort to mitigate GHG emissions, set goals in a stair step format toward 
the 2050 goal and Executive Order S‐3‐05 matches exactly with the Kyoto Protocol goals. The reason that 
international agreements and State goals do not simply go directly to the 2050 goal is because technology 
and the engineering capabilities related to GHG reductions still need to be developed in order to meet 
that goal. This idea of significant progress in post‐2020 allows science, engineering, and society to develop 
to the point that the 2050 goal can be a reality. 
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Executive Order B‐30‐15 


On April 29, 2015, California Governor Jerry Brown announced EO B‐30‐15, which contains the following 
GHG emissions target: 


■  By 2030, California shall reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 


The emission reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 is an interim‐year goal to provide 
substantial progress toward the ultimate goal of reducing emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 
2050. 


AB 32 and Scoping Plan 


AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, requires California to reduce statewide GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop and 
implement regulations that reduce statewide GHG emissions. The Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping 
Plan) was  approved  by  ARB  in December  2008,  and  it  outlines  the  State’s  plan  to  achieve  the GHG 
reductions required in AB 32. The Scoping Plan contains the primary strategies California will implement 
to achieve a reduction of 169 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e), or reduce the 
State’s projected 2020 emission levels by approximately 28 percent. 


In the Scoping Plan, ARB encourages local governments to adopt a reduction goal for municipal operations 
emissions and move  toward establishing similar goals  for community emissions  that parallel  the State 
commitment to reduce GHGs. Although the specific role local governments will play in meeting the State’s 
AB 32 goals  is still being defined, they will nonetheless be key players  in  implementing GHG reduction 
strategies. The first adopted version of ARB’s Scoping Plan recommended that local governments achieve 
a 15‐percent reduction below 2005  levels by 2020, which aligns with the State’s goal of not exceeding 
1990 emissions  levels by 2020. However,  the First Update  to  the Climate Change Scoping Plan  (2013 
Update) does not contain a recommended reduction  level or percent for  local government’s municipal 
operations. The ARB is moving forward with a second update to the Scoping Plan. 


 


ATKINS 







Yuba
County
Airport


Sutter
County
Airport


FIGURE 1
General Location Map


         City of Yuba City Resource Efficiency Plan Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration100046219


Source:  ESRI, 2016


3/9/2016  gool4566  P:\All Employees - Projects (RSVL FILES)\10004+\46219 Yuba City Efficiency Plan\06 Work Product\05 ISMND\GIS\data\Fig1_GeneralLocationMap.mxd


City ofCity of
Yuba CityYuba City


Sacramento


§̈¦5


§̈¦80


§̈¦505


Butte


Yolo


Yuba


Sutter


Colusa


Glenn


Placer


Nevada


Sacramento


Napa


Plumas


El Dorado


Sierra


Solano


Legend
City of Yuba City
Sphere of Influence (SOI)
Possible Future SOI


°
0 1.5 30.75


Miles


Pan Rd 


McGrd1 Rd 


ATKINS 


"" ( - ~tter 
I 
I 
I 


Sutte r . 
~ 


l4ughesRd 


Caw.aid Rd 


Cl ;11k Rd 


. 
I 


I I I 


• I• 


l! 


~ 
11 3 


., 
/ / 
E / 


I I 
I 


-' 


~ 
"i 
I 


I 


.,.-_ 
-.,,..-


I 
,.,-✓ 


., 


C ., 
i 
~ 
" 


Wood,:utfln ,._. 


"-=------..-=~-er.own/ 


- - I 
I - -


CJ 
D 







2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


 


City of Yuba City 
Resource Efficiency Plan  


Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 6 June 2016 


 


   


ATKINS 







FIGURE 2
Local Vicinity
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2.3 Project Components and Objectives 
The  proposed  project  is  the  adoption  and  implementation  of  the  Draft  City  of  Yuba  City  Resource 
Efficiency Plan, which is intended to provide policy direction and identify actions the City and community 
can take to significantly reduce the generation of GHGs consistent with California AB 32 and EO S‐3‐05. 
The  purpose  of  the  Efficiency  Plan  is  to  guide  the  development,  enhancement,  and  ultimately  the 
implementation of actions and strategies that reduce Yuba City’s GHG emissions. Overall, the goal of the 
Efficiency  Plan  is  to  reduce  Yuba  City’s  community‐wide  GHG  emissions  by  15  percent  below  2005 
emissions by 2020 and 49 percent below 2005 emissions by 2035. The Efficiency Plan provides general 
information about climate change and how GHG emissions within the City contribute to it, as well as an 
analysis of the potential effects of climate change on the city. In addition, the Efficiency Plan describes the 
baseline GHG emissions produced in Yuba City and projects GHG emissions that could be expected if the 
Efficiency Plan is not implemented. The strategies, measures, and actions proposed in the Efficiency Plan 
are described in greater detail under “Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Strategies,” below. 


The  Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) provides programmatic‐level analysis of the 
proposed plan. The Efficiency Plan does not include any development proposals and would not directly 
result in physical environmental effects due to the construction and operation of facilities. Future projects 
subject to CEQA review would be required to demonstrate consistency with the goals and actions of the 
Efficiency  Plan  for  project‐level GHG  impacts  to  be  deemed  less  than  significant.  The  Efficiency  Plan 
consists of the following five chapters and associated objectives: 


 Introduction: Describes  climate  change,  resource  efficiency,  and why  the  City  is  undertaking 
Efficiency Plan development. Describes existing regulations and benefits of the Efficiency Plan, 
including CEQA streamlining and public health. 


 Emissions Inventory, Forecast, and Targets: Summarizes the City’s historic and estimated future 
GHG emissions, and the reduction targets the City has established. 


 GHG Reduction Measures: Details the reduction strategies that will be implemented to meet the 
reduction targets. Local co‐benefits of the measures also are included. 


 Community Outreach: Discusses the City’s outreach efforts and community involvement during 
the development of the Efficiency Plan. 


 Plan Implementation: Includes the implementation of the measures, potential funding sources, 
and how  the Efficiency Plan will be monitored and updated over  time.  It also summarizes  the 
CEQA review process conducted as part of the Efficiency Plan. 


2.3.1 Emission Inventories, Baseline, and Projections 
Chapter 2 of the Efficiency Plan presents an updated GHG emissions inventory, establishes an emissions 
baseline, provides projections of emissions in 2020 and 2035, and describes the City’s emissions reduction 
target. The emissions  inventory  identifies  the  sources, distribution, and amount of GHG emissions by 
emission sector, including energy consumption, transportation, off‐road sources, water, wastewater, and 
solid waste. 


The City prepared and then refined the community and municipal inventories for the year 2005, which is 
considered the baseline year. A baseline inventory, or baseline year, is the starting point against which 
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other inventories may be compared and targets may be set. The community inventory includes the GHG 
emissions that result from activities within the community the City serves. The municipal GHG emissions 
inventory is largely a subset of the community inventory. The municipal inventory includes emissions from 
activities conducted as part of government operations in the city.   


In 2005, the City’s total community‐wide emissions were 510,911 MTCO2e. The on‐road transportation 
sector accounted  for  the  greatest percentage of emissions  (48 percent),  followed by  the  commercial 
energy sector (29 percent), and residential energy sector (17 percent). The remaining sectors (water, solid 
waste, wastewater, and off‐road sources) accounted  for approximately 7 percent of  total community‐
wide emissions. 


Yuba City’s municipal emissions were 8,194 MTCO2e in 2005, which is 3 percent of the total community 
emissions. The City’s wastewater sector accounted for the greatest percentage of emissions (45 percent), 
followed by water (20 percent), vehicle fleet (11 percent), employee commute (9 percent), buildings and 
facilities (8 percent), and outdoor lights (5 percent). The remaining sectors (refrigerants and solid waste) 
accounted for less than 3 percent of the City’s municipal emissions. 


Community Emissions Forecasts & Targets 


Consistent with  the  State’s  adopted  AB  32 GHG  reduction  target,  the  City  has  set  a  goal  to  reduce 
emissions back to 1990 levels by the year 2020. This target was calculated as a 15‐percent decrease from 
2005 levels, as recommended in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. A longer‐term goal was established for 2035. The 
goal for 2035 is to reduce emissions to 49 percent below 2005 levels, which would put the City on a path 
toward  the  state’s  long‐term goal  to  reduce emissions  to 80 percent below 1990  levels by 2050. The 
emissions  targets  are  provided  as  an  efficiency‐based  metric,  which  provides  an  apples‐to‐apples 
approach  to compare efficiency and emission generation  rates on a per‐person basis.   The efficiency‐
based metric utilizes a ‘service population’ approach that includes both residents and the number of jobs 
or employees of the area.   


The City’s baseline (2005) community emissions were 210,911 MTCO2e, with a service population (SP) of 
74,575; therefore, the City’s community 2005 efficiency metric  is 6.82 MTCO2e/SP. Consistent with the 
State’s reduction goals, the City has set a goal to achieve a community emissions target of 5.82 MTCO2e/SP 
and 3.49 MTCO2e/SP for years 2020 and 2035, respectively.   


To determine  the  emission  reductions needed  to  achieve  the City’s  goal, GHG  emissions  levels were 
projected for the years 2020 and 2035 using two scenarios: a Business‐as‐Usual (BAU) and an Adjusted 
BAU  scenario.  The  BAU  scenario  describes  emissions  based  on  projected  growth  in  population  and 
employment and does not consider State policies or regulations that will reduce emissions in the future 
(that is, California’s policies and related efficiency levels in place in 2005 are assumed to remain constant 
through 2035). The Adjusted BAU scenario describes emissions based on projected growth and considers 
State policies and regulations adopted or emplaced after 2005 that will achieve GHG reductions  in the 
future. 


The City’s  community BAU  emissions  in 2020  are  estimated  to be  774,223 MTCO2e, or  a 52‐percent 
increase from baseline (2005) emissions. By 2035, emissions are estimated to increase 93 percent from 
the baseline level to 985,575 MTCO2e. The City’s community Adjusted BAU emissions are estimated to be 
636,708 MTCO2e in 2020 and 667,264 MTCO2e in 2035. This change represents a 25‐percent increase from 
2005 by 2020 and 31 percent increase by 2035. 
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Municipal Emissions Forecasts & Targets 


As with community emissions reduction targets, the City has set a municipal emissions reduction target 
of 15 percent reduction from the 2005 BAU by 2020, and 49 percent reduction from 2005 BAU by 2035. 
The City’s baseline (2005) municipal emissions were 89,194 MTCO2e, with a SP of 74,575; therefore, the 
City’s municipal 2005  efficiency metric is 0.11 MTCO2e/SP. Consistent with the State’s reduction goals, 
the City has set a goal to achieve a municipal emissions target of 0.09 MTCO2e/SP and 0.06 MTCO2e/SP 
for years 2020 and 2035, respectively.   


The City expects its municipal services to remain almost constant, with only a slight increase after 2020. 
Because the City does not anticipate major changes in services, municipal BAU emissions are expected to 
remain almost constant between 2020 and 2035 while the City’s service population would continue to 
increase.   The City’s Adjusted BAU emissions  in 2020 are estimated  to be 6,354 MTCO2e, which  is 22 
percent lower than the 2005 baseline level. In 2035, emissions are expected to be 28 percent lower than 
in 2005 (5,862 MTCO2e).  


The City would achieve  their 2020 and 2035 targets under Adjusted BAU scenario.   However, the City 
intends to enact measures that would further increase efficiencies of municipal operations. 


2.3.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Strategies 
The Efficiency Plan identifies ten community and five municipal GHG emission reduction strategies. Each 
proposed strategy is made up of goals, measures, and actions. Within each goal, one or more measures 
are presented indicating the City’s commitment toward meeting the goal. Within each measure, one or 
more actions are presented that indicate the steps the City may take in achieving the measure. A summary 
of proposed GHG emissions reduction strategies is provided as Appendix A. 


Measures that have quantifiable emissions reductions include the GHG reduction potential in 2020 and 
2035. Measures that would aid in reducing GHG emissions, but which cannot be quantified, are identified 
as supporting measures.  In addition  to  reducing GHG emissions,  these measures would  result  in  local 
benefits,  called  co‐benefits.  Co‐benefits  are  identified with  each measure  and  range  from  providing 
improved air quality and mobility to increased awareness about sustainability. 


By  2020,  these  strategies  are  estimated  to  decrease  community  emissions  by  99,813 MTCO2e  and 
municipal emissions by 796 MTCO2e. By 2035, strategies are estimated to decrease community emissions 
by  416,039 MTCO2e  and municipal  emissions  by  876 MTCO2e. With  implementation  of  the  emission 
reduction strategies,  the City would achieve both  the community and municipal emissions  targets  for 
years 2020 and 2035. 
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3.0 Environmental Checklist and Impact Evaluation 
Environmental  Factors  Potentially  Affected:  The  environmental  factors  checked  below  would  be 
potentially  affected  by  this  project,  involving  at  least  one  impact  that  is  "Less  than  Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated," as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 


 Aesthetics   Agriculture & Forestry Resources   Air Quality 


 Biological Resources   Cultural Resources   Geology/Soils 


 Greenhouse Gas Emissions   Hazards & Hazardous Materials   Hydrology/Water Quality 


 Land Use/Planning   Mineral Resources   Noise 


 Population/Housing   Public Services   Recreation 


 Transportation/Traffic   Utilities/Service Systems   


 Mandatory Findings of Significance 


Determination: On the basis of this initial evaluation: 


  I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


  I  find  that, although  the proposed project could have a significant effect on  the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made 
by  or  agreed  to  by  the  project  proponent.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be 
prepared. 


  I  find  that  the  proposed  project MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 


  I  find  that  the  proposed  project MAY  have  a  "potentially  significant  impact"  or  "potentially 
significant unless mitigated"  impact on  the environment, but at  least one effect  (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on the attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 


  I  find  that, although  the proposed project could have a significant effect on  the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  pursuant  to  applicable  standards,  and  (b)  have  been  avoided  or 
mitigated  pursuant  to  that  earlier  EIR  or  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION,  including  revisions  or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 


 


 
                         
Arnoldo Rodriguez, AICP  Date 
Development Services Director 
City of Yuba City 
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3.1 Aesthetics        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?         


b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a State scenic highway? 


       


c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 


       


d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan is a policy‐level document that does not include any site‐specific designs or proposals 
and  does  not  propose  to  grant  any  entitlements  for  development  that would  have  the  potential  to 
degrade the aesthetic quality of the environment or adversely affect visual resources within the City. The 
Efficiency Plan proposes strategies and measures that would aid in reducing the City’s GHG emissions, and 
thus, would not directly lead to development that would affect a scenic vista. While the Efficiency Plan is 
a policy document that does not recommend specific densities, building heights, massing, or design of any 
projects, future activities  implemented under the Efficiency Plan could result  in changes to community 
aesthetics.  For  example,  the  Efficiency  Plan promotes  the  installation of photovoltaic  (PV) panels on 
homes, businesses, and City facilities to provide alternate sources of energy. PV panels could be placed 
on  rooftops, which could potentially alter  scenic views  from homes or businesses  located behind  the 
rooftop panels. However, the placement of PV panels for residential or civic use would likely not be large 
enough to significantly affect views from other residences  located uphill or behind the rooftop panels. 
Installation of these panels would require standard building permits from the City, which would ensure 
the PV panels would not have a specific, adverse impact on visual resources. 


Furthermore,  any  future  development  projects  that would  implement  Efficiency  Plan measures  and 
actions would be subject to all applicable City regulations and requirements, as well as subject to further 
CEQA  analysis of project‐specific  impacts, which would occur with or without  implementation of  the 
Efficiency Plan. The City of Yuba City’s zoning regulations, standard development conditions, and design 
guidelines  address  site  and  building  design.  Therefore,  the  Efficiency  Plan  would  not  result  in  any 
substantial visual impacts on the physical environment and impacts would be less than significant. 
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b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a State scenic highway? 


No Impact 


State scenic highways are those highways that are either officially designated as State Scenic Highways by 
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) or are eligible for such designation. According to 
the California Scenic Highway Mapping System,  there are no officially designated or eligible highways 
within the project area (Caltrans, 2011). Therefore, no impact would occur. 


c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan promotes the renovation of existing buildings to improve energy efficiency, as well as 
the installation of PV systems on existing and new facilities. The installation of PV panels on rooftops could 
result in slight changes to existing visual character. However, renovations and new development would 
be designed to be compatible with existing development. New development and exterior modifications 
of existing retail, office, and public projects require design review approval per the City’s Design Guidelines 
if the project is located outside of the Central City Specific Plan area. Design review of projects within the 
Central City  Specific Plan  area  is  conducted pursuant  to  the Central City  Specific Plan. Design  review 
objectives include:  


Objective 2:   Preserve  and  reinforce  the  natural,  historic,  and  architectural  qualities  of 
neighborhoods.  


Objective 3:  Establish  and  enhance  aesthetic  and  architectural  compatibility  within 
neighborhoods and commercial areas.  


Objective 6:   Achieve harmony among built and open areas and between new development 
and  their  neighbors,  protecting  positive  aspects  of  the  natural  and  built 
environment.  


PV  panels  associated with  existing  structures would  be  subject  to  Planning  and  Building  review  and 
approval,  ensuring  that  they do not  result  in  substantial  changes  to  the  visual  character of  the City. 
Therefore,  the  Efficiency  Plan would  not  result  in  any  substantial  degradation  to  the  existing  visual 
character or quality of the site. Impacts would be less than significant. 


d)  Create a new source of substantial  light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 


Implementation  of  the  Efficiency  Plan would  not  result  in  the  development  of major  light  sources. 
Installation of cool roofs (light‐reflecting surfaces) and PV panels on homes, businesses, and City facilities 
is encouraged to reduce the urban heat island effect and the City’s dependence on energy sources that 
produce  GHGs.  Cool  roofs  are  built  from  materials  with  high  thermal  emittance  and  high  solar 
reflectance—or albedo—to help reflect sunlight (and the associated energy) away from a building. The 
cool roofing materials are lighter in color and more reflective than traditional roofing materials; however, 
their reflective properties do not produce substantial glare.  
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PV panels can reflect sunlight when the sun is at an angle to the PV panel in relationship to the viewer. 
However, the reflectance would be temporary and not occur at night. Small‐scale PV installments would 
not result  in substantial sources of daytime glare. Thus,  their placement and orientation on  individual 
properties would not result in a substantial adverse effect on day or nighttime views in the area. Large 
solar arrays may result in noticeable glare during the day. As detailed in Section 3.8 Impact (e), any PV 
projects constructed within  the airport  influence areas  for Sutter County or Yuba County airports are 
required to be reviewed and approved by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), which 
acts as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties. If any 
PV  project  reviewed  by  the  ALUC  is  determined  to  present  a  safety  hazard  from  increased  glare, 
appropriate design revisions and/or mitigation measures would be required to reduce this impact to less 
than significant on a project level and reduce or avoid the safety hazard to the satisfaction of the ALUC. 
As such, PV projects within the airport  influence areas would not result  in substantial glare that would 
affect daytime views.  


Large solar arrays outside of the airport influence areas may result in substantial daytime glare that would 
affect neighboring land uses and/or motorists. Therefore, mitigation measure AES‐1 is required to reduce 
this impact to less than significant.  


AES‐1  Prior to issuance of a building permit for construction or installation of photovoltaic facilities, the 
project  proponent must  implement  the  following  glare  impact  evaluation.  The  glare  impact 
evaluation must be prepared to the satisfaction of the City prior to approval of a building permit. 
The glare impact evaluation shall identify: 


‐ Neighboring land uses, including roadways, where receptors may be subject to glare from the 
proposed facility.  


‐ Any screening or visual interruption between potential receptors and the proposed facility.  


If it is shown that no receptors would have direct line‐of‐sight of the photovoltaic panel surface, 
then no further analysis or mitigation is required. If it is shown that any receptor would have direct 
line‐of‐sight  of  the  photovoltaic  panel  surface,  the  glare  impact  analysis  shall  provide  the 
following information: 


‐ Timing and duration of receptor exposure to facility‐generated daytime glare 
‐ Potential for after‐image due to facility‐generated glare 
‐ Project‐specific design or mitigating actions to reduce potential glare exposure or severity to 


less‐than‐significant levels.  


After implementation of mitigation measures AES‐1, the Efficiency Plan would not result in any substantial 
light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. This impact would be  less 
than significant with implementation of mitigation. 
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
In  determining  whether  impacts  to  agricultural  resources  are  significant  environmental  effects,  lead
agencies may  refer  to  the  California  Agricultural  Land  Evaluation  and  Site  Assessment Model  (1997),
prepared by the California Department of Conservation, as an optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant  environmental  effects,  lead  agencies  may  refer  to  information  compiled  by  the  California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection  regarding  the State’s  inventory of  forest  land,  including  the 
Forest  and  Range  Assessment  Project  and  the  Forest  Legacy  Assessment  Project;  and  forest  carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non‐agricultural use? 


       


b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 


       


c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4256), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))? 


       


d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non‐forest use? 


       


e)  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland, to non‐agricultural use or conversion of 
forest land to non‐forest use?  


       


In 2002, agricultural lands accounted for approximately 50 percent of the land area within the Yuba City 
Planning Area (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). 
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Would the project: 


a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide  Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non‐agricultural use? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 


The City contains soils designated by the California Department of Conservation (CDC), Division of Land 
Resources (DLRP), as Prime Farmlands and Farmland of Statewide Importance (CDC DLRP, 2014). These 
lands are located primarily in the extreme western portion of the City and adjacent to urban development. 
The Efficiency Plan promotes the installation of PV panels and increasing clean energy use. Solar panels 
would  be  primarily  sited  on  homes,  businesses,  and  City  facilities,  although  some  of  these  energy‐
generating structures (i.e., solar arrays) could be constructed in open space areas by a Use Permit (UP). 
As  the  issuance  of  a  UP  is  a  discretionary  approval,  a  separate  environmental  evaluation would  be 
performed,  including a Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) analysis to determine whether the 
soils are of statewide importance. The following mitigation shall be implemented: 


AG‐1  Prior to issuance of a Use Permit (UP) for construction of renewable energy‐generating facilities 
on open land designated as Agricultural/Rural by the City of Yuba City General Plan, the project 
proponent must submit a Land Evaluation and Site Assessment to determine whether any soils of 
statewide  importance occur on the site.  If soils of statewide  importance occur on the site, the 
project proponent must  submit  a Reclamation Plan  for  the  eventual decommissioning of  the 
facility and full reclamation of the land to support agricultural use. The Reclamation Plan must be 
developed to the satisfaction of the City prior to approval of the proposed UP. 


Implementation of mitigation measure AG‐1 would require submittal of a LESA prior to issuance of the 
CUP for a proposed PV facility on agriculturally designated land. If the LESA determines the soils to be of 
statewide importance, then a Reclamation Plan must be prepared to the satisfaction of the City prior to 
project approval. Implementation of a Reclamation Plan would ensure that appropriate decommissioning 
of the PV facility and reclamation of the land to the original use would occur at the end of the PV facility’s 
operational  life.  Therefore,  the  impact  of  implementation  of  the  Efficiency  Plan would  be  less  than 
significant. 


b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 


Refer to Section 3.2 Impact (a) above, which discusses the Efficiency Plan’s potential impact on agricultural 
land. With implementation of mitigation measure AG‐1, the Efficiency Plan would not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use. 


The City does not contain any land that is subject to a Williamson Act contract, which is designed to retain 
prime agriculture and open  space by providing  tax  incentives  for property owners  (CDC DLRP, 2013). 
Therefore, implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. 
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c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code  Section  12220(g)),  timberland  (as  defined  by  Public  Resources  Code  Section  4256),  or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 


No Impact 


The City’s  land cover  is designated as “Urban” and “Agriculture” on the Fire and Resource Assessment 
Program (FRAP) State of California Land Cover Map (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
[Cal Fire], 2006), which identifies forest land and rangeland coverage in California. This designation does 
not constitute forest land or timberland. There is no land with existing zoning of forest land or timberland 
within  the City. Therefore,  the  implementation of  the Efficiency Plan would not  conflict with existing 
zoning, or cause rezoning of forest land or timberland. 


d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non‐forest use? 


No Impact 


As discussed in Section 3.2 Impact (c) above, there are no areas designated as forest land in the City of 
Yuba City. Therefore, implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non‐forest use. 


e)  Involve other changes  in  the existing environment which, due  to  their  location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland to non‐agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non‐forest 
use? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 


Refer to Section 3.2  Impacts  (a) and  (b), above, which discuss the Efficiency Plan’s potential to  impact 
farmland or agriculturally zoned land. As identified in these sections, the implementation of the Efficiency 
Plan would have a  less‐than‐significant  impact with mitigation (AG‐1)  incorporated with respect to the 
loss of farmland or conflict with agriculturally zoned land. As discussed in Section 3.2 Impacts (c) and (d), 
above, the City does not have land cover designated as forest land. Therefore, the implementation of the 
Efficiency Plan would not convert forest land to non‐forest use. 
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3.3 Air Quality 
Where  available,  the  significance  criteria  established  by  the  applicable  air  quality management  or  air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 


       


b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 


       


c)  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)?  


       


d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 


       


e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 


       


 


The  Feather  River  Air  Quality  Management  District  (FRAQMD)  is  the  local  agency  charged  with 
administering  local, State, and federal air quality management programs for Yuba and Sutter Counties. 
The FRAQMD’s jurisdiction is located in Northern California in the Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin. 
The major pollutants of concern in the Northern Sacramento Valley are ozone (O3) and particulate matter 
(PM). According  to  the Northern Sacramento Valley Planning Area  (NSVPA) 2015 Triennial Air Quality 
Attainment  Plan,  Sutter  County,  in  which  the  City  of  Yuba  City  is  located,  was  designated  as  a 
nonattainment‐transitional district that does not exceed the State ozone standards more than three times 
at  any monitoring  location  in  a  single  calendar  year  (Sacramento Valley Air Quality  Engineering  and 
Enforcement Professionals [SVAQEEP] 2015). 


Would the project: 


a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The purpose of the Efficiency Plan is to reduce GHG emissions within the City to help contribute to global 
efforts  to  reduce  the  effects of  climate  change. Recommendations within  the  Efficiency Plan  include 
reducing  on‐road  vehicle  use,  expanding  bicycle  infrastructure,  encouraging  public  transit,  using 
renewable energy,  improving energy efficiency  in buildings,  improving energy management,  increasing 
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water conservation, and reducing the urban heat island effect. In addition to reducing GHGs, each of these 
elements  also would help  to  reduce  criteria  air pollutants  and,  therefore, would not  conflict with or 
obstruct the NSVPA’s Air Quality Plan. Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would result in a less‐than‐
significant impact. 


b)  Violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not add any new vehicle trips or otherwise increase VMT. The Efficiency Plan 
would decrease VMT and the associated vehicle emissions, thereby improving air quality. The Efficiency 
Plan would reduce reliance on traditional, more‐polluting forms of energy by increasing use of cleaner, 
renewable energy sources. The change in energy sources would reduce emissions associated with energy 
production.  The Efficiency Plan promotes  the  renovation of existing  structures with energy‐efficiency 
retrofits  and  renewable  energy.  The  anticipated  construction  activities  required  for  retrofits  and 
renovations would not involve large internal‐combustion equipment that would contribute substantial air 
emissions. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 


c)  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)? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not add any vehicle trips. It is anticipated that the Efficiency Plan would decrease 
VMT  and  vehicle  emissions,  thus  improving  air quality.  The  Efficiency Plan would  reduce  reliance on 
traditional, more‐polluting forms of energy by increasing use of cleaner, renewable energy sources. The 
change in energy sources would reduce emissions associated with energy production. The Efficiency Plan 
promotes the renovation of existing structures with energy‐efficiency retrofits and renewable energy. The 
anticipated construction activities required for retrofits and renovations would not involve large internal‐
combustion equipment that would contribute substantial air emissions or contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is in nonattainment. Therefore, 
the impact would be less than significant. 


d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not add any new vehicle trips or otherwise increase VMT. The Efficiency Plan 
would decrease VMT and the associated vehicle emissions, thereby improving air quality. The Efficiency 
Plan would reduce reliance on traditional, more‐polluting forms of energy by increasing use of cleaner, 
renewable energy sources. The change in energy sources would reduce emissions associated with energy 
production.  The Efficiency Plan promotes  the  renovation of existing  structures with energy‐efficiency 
retrofits  and  renewable  energy.  The  anticipated  construction  activities  required  for  retrofits  and 
renovations would not involve large internal‐combustion equipment that would contribute substantial air 
emissions that could affect sensitive receptors. The impact would be less than significant. 
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e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan does not propose strategies or measures that would directly or indirectly result in the 
creation  of  objectionable  odors.  Efficiency  Plan  strategies  include  construction  and  installation  of 
renewable  energy  structures  (i.e.,  solar  panels)  and  expansion  of  bicycle  infrastructure;  however, 
construction activities associated with those measures would not create objectionable odors. Therefore, 
no impact would occur.    
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3.4 Biological Resources        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 


       


b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 


       


c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 


       


d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 


       


e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 


       


f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat 
conservation plan? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation of energy retrofits or energy production facilities could result  in removal of habitat or 
street trees, which can provide nesting opportunities, or otherwise affect protected candidate, sensitive, 
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or  special‐status  species.  General  Plan  Policies  8.4‐I‐1  and  8.4‐I‐2  encourage  management  and 
maintenance of sensitive habitat through the promotion of environmentally sensitive project siting and 
design.  Policy  8.4‐I‐1  requires protection of  sensitive habitat  areas  and  special‐status  species  in new 
development site designs and assessments of biological resources prior to approval of any development 
within 300 feet of any creeks, sensitive‐habitat areas, or areas of potential sensitive‐status species. Policy 
8.4‐I‐2  provides  additional  requirement  to  preserve  oak  trees  and  other  native  trees  that  are  of  a 
significant  size.  All  new  development  that would  happen  to  implement  goals  and  strategies  in  the 
Efficiency Plan must be in compliance with the above General Plan policies. Therefore, the impact from 
implementation of the Efficiency Plan would be less than significant. 


b)  Have a  substantial adverse effect on any  riparian habitat or other  sensitive natural  community 
identified  in  local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


While  it  is  possible  that  renewable  energy‐generating  facilities  could  be  constructed  in  open  space, 
riparian habitat and sensitive habitat would be avoided pursuant to the General Plan. General Plan Policy 
8.4‐I‐4 prohibits development within the protection zone along the Feather River, except as part of the 
parkway enhancement.  In  this case, a buffer zone along  the river  in which no grading or construction 
activities would occur would need to be identified. This General Plan Policy is consistent with the Feather 
River Parkway Plan. General Plan policies and implementation programs ensure that riparian habitat and 
sensitive natural communities are protected, and all development pursuant to the Efficiency Plan would 
be  evaluated  for  conformance  to  these  policies  to  ensure  that  riparian  habitat  or  sensitive  natural 
communities are not adversely affected. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 


c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act  (including, but not  limited  to, marsh, vernal pool,  coastal, etc.)  through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


General Plan Policies 8.4‐I‐1 and 8.4‐I‐2 ensure  that wetland  resources are managed and maintained 
through the promotion of environmentally sensitive project siting and design, compliance with Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, prohibiting development within the protection zone along the Feather River, 
and  the provision of a buffer zone  for parkway enhancement projects  that occur near wetland areas. 
Furthermore, Policies 8.5‐I‐3, 8.5‐I‐6, and 8.5‐I‐7 reduce construction‐ and operation‐related water quality 
impacts to waterways and wetlands in the City, especially Feather River, by requiring the implementation 
and enforcement of appropriate federal, State, and local water quality regulations, and the prohibition of 
pollutant discharge into waterways, drainages, and groundwater basins. Implementation of the Efficiency 
Plan would not result  in development  in any wetland areas.  It  is possible  that retrofit or construction 
activities could occur adjacent to wetlands. However, compliance with the above General Plan policies 
would assure no net loss of wetlands. There would be no significant impact on wetlands. 
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d)  Interfere  substantially with  the movement  of  any  native  resident  or migratory  fish  or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or  impede  the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


A very small portion of the land area in the City is considered natural, and, therefore, provides few suitable 
habitats for special‐status species. Among the most important natural areas for fish and riparian habitat 
in  the City  is  the Feather River  riparian habitat. As such,  the City  recently began  the preparation of a 
strategic master plan for the 750‐acre Feather River corridor. It  is possible that retrofit or construction 
activities for projects that implement strategies from the Efficiency Plan could occur adjacent to the river; 
however, implementation of applicable General Plan policies ensures that substantial impacts to native, 
resident, or migratory wildlife species or corridors would not occur with implementation of the Efficiency 
Plan.  Policy  8.4‐I‐1  requires  protection  of  sensitive  habitat  areas  and  special‐status  species  in  new 
development site designs and assessments of biological resources prior to approval of any development 
within  300  feet  of  any  creeks,  sensitive  habitat  areas,  or  areas  of  potential  sensitive‐status  species. 
Additionally, Policy 8.4‐I‐5 would establish wildlife corridors  in conjunction with  implementation of the 
Feather  River  Parkway  Plan  to minimize wildlife‐urban  conflicts.  Policy  8.4‐I‐6 would work with  the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and other agencies to enhance and preserve fisheries in the 
Feather  River.  Implementation  of General  Plan  Policies  8.1‐I‐1  through  8.1‐I‐4 would  further  reduce 
impacts to the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species through creating open space 
buffer around the City’s urban growth areas, using open space in new development at the edge of the 
urban growth area to help create greenbelts that delineate the edge of urban areas, implementing open 
space features in the Feather River Parkway Plan, and encouraging restoration of degraded open space 
areas  in  the  Feather  River  Parkway  planning  area  to  an  environmentally  valuable  and  sustainable 
condition. And as discussed above, General Plan policies ensure that riparian habitat and sensitive natural 
communities  are  protected.  Therefore,  any  development  pursuant  to  the  Efficiency  Plan  would  be 
evaluated  for  conformance  to  these  policies  to  ensure  that  riparian  habitat  or  sensitive  natural 
communities are not adversely affected. The impact would be less than significant. 


e)  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting  biological  resources,  such  as  a  tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


City municipal code provides  for  the protection of  trees.    In addition, General Plan Policy 8.4‐I‐2 does 
provide for the conservation of oak trees and other native trees that are of a significant size in the City. 
Projects  that  implement strategies  from  the Efficiency Plan would be subject  to all applicable  federal, 
State, and regional policies and regulations related to the protection of important biological resources. 
Specifically,  development  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  federal  Endangered  Species  Act, 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Clean Water Act, California Endangered Species Act, California Fish and Wildlife 
Code, California Wetlands Conservation Policy, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Program. Projects would be required to comply with the provisions of each of these 
federal, State, and regional laws, regulations, or plans and this impact would be less than significant. 
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f)  Conflict  with  the  provisions  of  an  adopted  Habitat  Conservation  Plan,  Natural  Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan? 


No Impact 


The Yuba‐Sutter Resource Conservation Plan (YSRCP)  is both a federal Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) 
and State Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) is the applicable habitat conservation plan for 
areas within Yuba and Sutter counties. Development of the YSRCP is still in progress, with only the list of 
covered species and covered activities identified. However, the current YSRCP Planning Area map shows 
boundaries that exclude the City and the City’s sphere of influence (CDFW, 2016). Therefore, municipal 
and  community projects  that  implement  the Efficiency Plan would be  located outside of  the YSRCP’s 
Planning Area and not subject to YSRCP policies or requirements. As a result, there would be no impact. 
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3.5 Cultural Resources        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5? 


       


b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5? 


       


c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


       


d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would include energy‐efficiency retrofit activities, which could be 
proposed at  the  site of a historical  resource or at  the  site of a  resource considered  to be a potential 
historical resource. Future energy‐efficiency retrofit activities have the potential to result in impacts on 
individual historical  resources within  the City,  including  resources  listed  in or eligible  for  listing  in  the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Register of Historic Places,  and  the City’s  inventory of 
historic resources. This could include the delisting or loss of eligibility of such resources. In addition, the 
completion of energy‐efficiency retrofit activities has  the potential  to result  in  impacts  to buildings or 
structures of historic age  (45 years old or older), or buildings or  structures  that may eventually be of 
historic age and may qualify as historical  resources pursuant  to CEQA upon evaluation. Similarly, any 
ground‐disturbing  activities  have  the  potential  to  result  in  impacts  on  historical  resources  if  an 
archaeological site or paleontological resource is present and is considered a historical resource pursuant 
to CEQA. 


General Plan Policies 8.3‐I‐2, 8.3‐I‐3 and 8.3‐I‐5 incorporate specific measures to identify, register, protect, 
and preserve historic resources into the City planning and environmental review processes. The policies 
that protect and preserve historic  resources  include  the preservation of  the historic architecture and 
character of the resource. As such these policies ensure that energy efficiency retrofits to historic buildings 
would be done without degrading  the  features of  the building  that make  it a historic resource. These 
policies also require monitoring of ground‐disturbing activities in archaeologically and culturally sensitive 
areas, as well as evaluation by a qualified archaeologist of cultural resources  found prior  to or during 
construction and application of appropriate mitigation measures. Implementation of these policies reduce 
impacts  to  historic  resources  to  a  less‐than‐significant  level  by  requiring  the  scientific  recovery  and 
evaluation  of  any  historic  resources  encountered,  which  would  ensure  that  important  scientific 
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information  that  could  be  provided  by  these  resources  regarding  history  or  prehistory  is  not  lost. 
Consequently, potential impacts to historic resources as a result of implementation of the Efficiency Plan 
would be less than significant. 


b)  Cause a substantial adverse change  in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 
The City is situated on lands that were likely inhabited by various Native American tribes. Also, there are 
sites that have historic value. The region within which Yuba City lies is part of a valley that was formerly 
composed of extensive wetlands and broad, shallow  lakes. Because of  this  location and availability of 
resources, it is believed that different tribes occupied the area on a year‐round basis for approximately 
10,000 years. However, due to siltation of the area over the years, prehistoric sites have been buried at 
such depths that very little, if any, evidence remains at the surface. Original land clearing and a hundred 
years  of  farming  have  further  diminished  any  likely  archaeological  sites.  However,  damage  to  or 
destruction of these resources could still occur as a result of activities that may cause earth disturbance, 
including planting trees or expanding bike routes under the Efficiency Plan. 


General Plan Policies 8.3‐I‐4, 8.3‐I‐5 and 8.3‐I‐6  incorporate specific measures to  identify, protect, and 
preserve cultural resources into the City planning and environmental review processes. These policies also 
require monitoring of ground‐disturbing activities in archaeologically and culturally sensitive areas, as well 
as evaluation by a qualified archaeologist of  cultural  resources  found prior  to or during  construction, 
application of appropriate mitigation measures, and consultation, as appropriate, with Native American 
Tribes before resumption of development activities. Implementation of these policies reduces impacts to 
archaeological and Native American cultural  resources  to a  less‐than‐significant  level by  requiring  the 
scientific recovery and evaluation of any archaeological resources encountered, which would ensure that 
important scientific information that could be provided by these resources regarding history or prehistory 
is not lost. Consequently, potential impacts to archaeological and Native American cultural resources as a 
result of implementation of the Efficiency Plan would be less than significant. 


c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


No Impact 


There  are  no  unique  paleontological  resources  or  geologic  features  in  the  City.  Therefore,  the 
implementation of the Efficiency Plan would result in no impact. 


d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Human  burials,  in  addition  to  being  potential  archaeological  resources,  have  specific  provisions  for 
treatment  in  Section  5097  of  the  California  Public  Resources  Code. Disturbing  human  remains  could 
violate the health code, as well as destroy the resource. General Plan Policies 8.3‐I‐4, 8.3‐I‐5 and 8.3‐I‐6 
incorporate specific measures to identify, protect, and preserve cultural resources into the City planning 
and  environmental  review  processes.  These  policies  also  require  monitoring  of  ground‐disturbing 
activities  in  archaeologically  and  culturally  sensitive  areas,  as  well  as  evaluation  by  a  qualified 
archaeologist  of  cultural  resources  found  prior  to  or  during  construction,  application  of  appropriate 
mitigation measures, and consultation, as appropriate, with Native American Tribes before resumption of 
development activities. These policies provide substantial protection to human burials by protecting and 
ensuring the appropriate treatment of the archaeological contexts within which these burials would be 
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most  likely  to be encountered. Consequently, any potential  impacts  to human  remains  from discrete 
development projects would be reduced to less than significant. 
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3.6 Geology and Soils        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 


       


i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 


       


ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?         


iii)  Seismic‐related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 


       


iv)  Landslides?         


b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?         


c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 


       


d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‐1‐B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
risks to life or property? 


       


e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 
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Would the project: 


a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 


i)  Rupture  of  a  known  earthquake  fault,  as  delineated  on  the  most  recent  Alquist‐Priolo 
Earthquake  Fault Zoning Map  issued by  the State Geologist  for  the area or based on other 
substantial  evidence  of  a  known  fault?  Refer  to  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  Special 
Publication 42. 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


According to the Yuba City General Plan, no active earthquake faults are known to exist in Sutter County, 
although active faults in the region could produce ground motion in Yuba City (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). The 
closest known fault zone is the Bear Mountain Fault Zone, located approximately 20 miles northeast of 
Yuba City  (California Geological Survey [CGS], 2015). Because the distance from the City to the closest 
known active fault zone is large, the potential for implementation of the Efficiency Plan to expose people 
or structures to substantial adverse effects from fault rupture is low. 


In addition,  the Efficiency Plan would not  result  in an  increased demand  for housing and contains no 
housing component. Therefore, the Efficiency Plan would not result in an increase in population that could 
be exposed  to  rupture of a known earthquake  fault. However,  implementation of  the Efficiency Plan 
would include construction of energy‐efficient retrofits or clean energy facilities. These structures could 
be affected by effects of fault rupture. Therefore, impacts associated with rupture of a known fault would 
be less than significant. 


ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Any future development projects that would implement Efficiency Plan measures would be subject to the 
Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC)  and  the  California  Building  Code  (CBC),  therefore  the  design  and 
construction of the structures would be engineered to withstand the expected ground acceleration that 
may occur in Yuba City from regional active faults. Proper engineering and adherence to the UBC and CBC 
guidelines would minimize the risk to life and property from potential ground motion. Therefore, impacts 
associated with strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. 


iii)  Seismic‐related ground failure, including liquefaction? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Liquefaction  is  a  phenomenon  where  loose,  saturated,  and  relatively  uncohesive  soil  deposits  lose 
strength  during  strong  ground motions.  Primary  factors  controlling  the  development  of  liquefaction 
include intensity and duration of ground accelerations, characteristics of the subsurface soil, in situ stress 
conditions, and depth to groundwater. According  to the Yuba City General Plan, no active earthquake 
faults are known  to exist  in Sutter County, although active  faults  in  the  region could produce ground 
motion  in Yuba City (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). Therefore,  impacts associated with seismic‐related ground 
failure, including liquefaction, would be less than significant. 
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iv)  Landslides? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


According to the Yuba City General Plan, no active earthquake faults are known to exist in Sutter County, 
although active  faults  in the region could produce ground motion  in Yuba City  (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). 
Since the potential for ground shaking is low to moderate and regional topography is relatively flat, it is 
unlikely that landslides would occur in Yuba City. Therefore, impacts associated with landslides would be 
less than significant. 


b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


According to the Yuba City General Plan, the potential erodibility of soil in Yuba City is considered slight, 
since the topography is generally flat and annual precipitation levels and wind velocities are low (Dyett & 
Bhatia,  2004).  Furthermore,  any  future  development  projects  that would  implement  Efficiency  Plan 
measures would be  subject  to  the City’s General Plan  implementation policy  (Section 9.2‐I‐6), which 
requires erosion control of graded areas with revegetation or other acceptable methods (Dyett & Bhatia, 
2004). In addition, the Regional Water Quality Control Board requires Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plans  (SWPPP) prior  to construction. SWPPPs have extensive erosion control measures  to ensure  that 
erosion is limited to the fullest extent feasible. Compliance with the General Plan and construction period 
SWPPP would ensure a less‐than‐significant impact. 


c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the  project,  and  potentially  result  in  onsite  or  offsite  landslide,  lateral  spreading,  subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


As discussed  in Section 3.6 Impacts (a‐b), impacts associated with landslides and liquefaction would be 
less than significant. According to the Yuba City General Plan, subsidence hazard overall is low in Yuba City 
since  the  Sacramento  and  Feather  Rivers  provide  significant  groundwater  recharge  and  since most 
residents do not rely on groundwater for drinking water supply. In addition, there are no natural gas or 
oil withdrawals in the City (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). Therefore, implementation of the Efficiency Plan would 
have a less‐than‐significant impact. 


d)  Be  located  on  expansive  soil,  as  defined  in  Table  18‐1‐B  of  the Uniform Building  Code  (1997), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Expansive  soils  have  the  potential  to  significantly  shrink  or  swell with  changes  in moisture  content. 
According to the Yuba City General Plan, the extreme southwestern corner of the City is the only area with 
expansive soils (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). Any projects that may be developed in this portion of the City that 
implement strategies of the Efficiency Plan would be subject to applicable engineering and City building 
code requirements, which would ensure that they are developed  in a way that minimizes the possible 
effects of expansive soils. Compliance with existing code regulations would ensure a less‐than‐significant 
impact. 
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e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan does not include strategies that would lead to development projects with septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater systems. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 


       


b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


California Health and Safety Code Section 38505(g) defines GHGs to  include the following compounds: 
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons  (PFCs),  and  sulfur hexafluoride  (SF6). As  individual GHGs have  varying heat‐
trapping properties and atmospheric lifetimes, GHG emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalent 
(CO2e) units for comparison. Using CO2e units is a consistent methodology for comparing GHG emissions 
because it normalizes various GHG emissions to a directly comparable measure. The most common GHGs 
related to human activity are CO2 (CO2e = 1), CH4 (CO2e = 21), and N2O (CO2e = 310). 


Community 


Consistent with AB 32, the City has identified a 15‐percent community reduction target below baseline 
(2005) emissions by 2020, and a 49‐percent  reduction below baseline emissions by 2035.   The City’s 
community 2005 baseline efficiency metric is 6.82 MTCO2e/SP. The City’s community emissions targets 
are 5.82 MTCO2e/SP and 3.49 MTCO2e/SP for years 2020 and 2035, respectively.   


According to the Efficiency Plan, unmitigated GHG emissions in the city would total 774,223 metric tons 
of carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) in 2020, a 52‐percent increase over baseline (2005) emissions. By 
2035, community‐wide emissions are expected  to  increase  to 93 percent over 2005  levels  to 985,575 
MTCO2e.  


As discussed  in the Efficiency Plan,  implementation of existing State reduction programs adopted after 
2005 (i.e., Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), updates to Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards, and the 
implementation of the Clean Car Fuel Standard, commonly referred to as the Pavley Standard) is projected 
to  reduce emissions by 125,797 MTCO2e by 2020, which makes emissions  in 2020 only  a 25‐percent 
increase on baseline (2005) levels, and by 156,353 CO2e in 2035, which is a 31‐percent increase on baseline 
level. 


Implementation of the measures and actions contained in the Efficiency Plan are projected to result in a 
further emissions reduction of 99,813 MTCO2e by 2020 and 416,039 MTCO2e by 2035. The Efficiency Plan 
measures  and  actions would  achieve  the  emissions  by  reducing  emissions.  This  reduction would  be 


□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ ~ □ 
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achieved by decreasing energy consumption  in existing and new residential and commercial buildings, 
increasing  water  efficiency,  increasing  awareness  of  sustainability  issues,  reducing  landfilled  waste, 
promoting clean energy use, expanding sustainable transportation options, optimizing vehicular travel, 
and applying CEQA screening tables on new developments. 


The emissions reductions achieved by State, regional, and Efficiency Plan measures would result  in an 
efficiency rate of 5.75 MTCO2e/SP in year 2020, and 2.31 MTCO2e/SP in 2035, reductions of 16 percent 
and 66 percent from baseline (2005) levels, respectively, which would meet the applicable AB 32 targets, 
and be aligned with the targets from EO S‐3‐05 and EO B‐30‐15. 


Municipal 


The City’s municipal 2005 baseline efficiency metric  is 11 MTCO2e/SP. The City’s municipal emissions 
targets are 0.09 MTCO2e/SP and 0.06 MTCO2e/SP for years 2020 and 2035, respectively.   


The City expects its municipal services to remain almost constant, with only a slight increase after 2020. 
Because the City does not anticipate major changes in services, municipal BAU emissions are expected to 
remain almost constant between 2020 and 2035 while the City’s service population would continue to 
increase.  According to the Efficiency Plan, unmitigated GHG emissions from municipal operations would 
total 8,220 MTCO2e in 2020, a 0.3‐percent increase over baseline (2005) emissions. By 2035, municipal 
emissions are expected to increase to 5 percent over 2005 levels.  The City’s Adjusted BAU emissions in 
2020 are estimated to be 6,354 MTCO2e, which is 22 percent lower than the 2005 baseline level. In 2035, 
municipal Adjusted BAU emissions are expected to be 28 percent lower than the 2005 baseline. 


The City’s Adjusted BAU emissions equate to 0.07 MTCO2e/SP and 0.05 MTCO2e/SP for years 2020 and 
2035, respectively.  The City would achieve their municipal 2020 and 2035 targets under Adjusted BAU 
scenario.    However,  the  City  intends  to  enact measures  that  would  further  increase  efficiencies  of 
municipal operations.   


The emissions reductions achieved by State, regional, and Efficiency Plan measures would result  in an 
municipal efficiency rate of 0.06 MTCO2e/SP in year 2020, and 0.05 MTCO2e/SP in 2035, reductions of 46 
percent and 58 percent from baseline (2005) levels, respectively, which would meet the applicable AB 32 
targets, and be aligned with the targets from EO S‐3‐05 and EO B‐30‐15. 


b)  Conflict with  an  applicable plan, policy, or  regulation  adopted  for  the purpose of  reducing  the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would be consistent with AB 32 and the AB 32 Scoping Plan, as the Efficiency Plan 
would achieve a 16‐percent and 46‐percent reduction below baseline (2005) levels by 2020 for community 
and municipal  inventories,  respectively.    These  reductions  exceed  the  15‐percent  reduction  required 
under the provisions of AB 32. In addition, the Efficiency Plan would achieve a 66‐percent and 58‐percent 
reduction below baseline (2005)  levels by 2035 for community and municipal  inventories, respectively.  
These reductions exceed the 49‐percent State‐aligned reduction target to achieve reductions specified by 
EO S‐3‐05 and EO B‐30‐15. 


Therefore,  implementation of  the Efficiency Plan would be consistent with State goals  to reduce GHG 
emissions, and this impact would be less than significant. 
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 


       


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 


       


b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 


       


c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one‐
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 


       


d)  Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 


       


e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 


       


f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 


       


g)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 


       


h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 


       


Sutter County adopted a Hazardous Waste Management Plan  in 1990 and the 2004 Yuba City General 
Plan addresses hazardous materials in the Noise and Safety Element. 
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Would the project: 


a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not result in the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. Construction activities associated with retrofit/renovation projects recommended 
by  the  Efficiency Plan may  require use of  common but potentially hazardous  construction materials, 
including  vehicle  fuels,  paints,  cleaning materials,  and  caustic  construction  compounds.  If  incorrectly 
transported, handled, or disposed of, these substances could pose a potential health risk to construction 
workers and to the general public. However, the transport and handling of these common, potentially 
hazardous materials at the project site would occur in accordance with California Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (Cal OSHA) guidelines. Further, such materials would be disposed of in accordance 
with California Department of Toxic Substances Control  (DTSC) and County  regulations. Adherence  to 
federal, State, and  local regulations regarding the use and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes 
would reduce to a less‐than‐significant level the potential for impacts to human health and safety and the 
environment  in  relation  to  the handling, disposal, and  transport of hazardous  construction materials. 
Therefore,  implementation  of  the  Efficiency  Plan  would  have  a  less‐than‐significant  impact  on  this 
environmental issue. 


b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation  of  the  Efficiency  Plan would  likely  result  in  the  renovation  of  older  residential  and 
commercial  structures within  the City. Structures built prior  to 1978 may  include asbestos‐containing 
materials (ACMs) and lead‐based paint (LBP). If not properly handled and released into the environment 
in large enough quantities, these materials could pose a threat to construction workers and public safety. 
However,  demolition  and  construction  activities  involving  hazardous  materials  removal  are  heavily 
regulated, and construction workers must comply with applicable federal and State safety regulations. 
Compliance with such  regulations would  reduce  the  risk on  the surrounding environment and worker 
health to a less‐than‐significant impact. 


c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 


Less than Significant Impact 


As  discussed  in  Section  3.8  Impacts  (a‐b),  any  future  development  projects  that  would  implement 
Efficiency Plan measures would be subject to federal, State, and local regulations regarding the use and 
disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. Therefore, indirect effects associated with future projects, 
including sites within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, would have a less than significant 
impact due to compliance with such regulations. 


d)  Be  located on a site  that  is  included on a  list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 
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According  to  the  DTSC  EnviroStor  and  California  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  (SWRCB) 
GeoTracker databases, there are approximately 160 hazardous materials/waste cleanup and/or permitted 
sites  in Yuba City (DTSC, 2016; SWRCB, 2016). Any future development projects that would  implement 
Efficiency Plan measures would be  subject  to environmental  review, which would  include a  search of 
appropriate databases (i.e., EnviroStor, GeoTracker) to determine whether the proposed site is a listed 
hazardous materials site and the status of the site (i.e., whether further evaluation or cleanup action is 
required or if the case has received regulatory closure and no further action is required). If located on a 
listed hazardous materials site, the proposed project would be required to comply with applicable federal, 
State, and local regulations related to hazardous materials, which would ensure there would be minimal 
risk of significant hazard  to  the public or  the environment. Therefore,  this  impact would be  less  than 
significant. 


e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within  two miles of a public use airport, would  the project  result  in a  safety hazard  for people 
residing or working in the project area? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The eastern portion of Yuba City is located within the airport influence areas of the Sutter County Airport 
and  Yuba County Airport  (Airport  Land Use Commission  [ALUC],  1994, 2011).  Implementation of  the 
Efficiency Plan could pose an aviation safety hazard  from  the glare  that could result  from  the energy‐
efficient  or  energy‐generating  rooftop  structures,  particularly  if  large  solar  arrays  are  installed.  The 
Comprehensive Land Use Plans (CLUPs) adopted by the Sutter County and Yuba County airports designate 
safety zones around the airport prohibiting certain types of land uses within the airport safety areas. These 
safety  zones  define  the  areas  within  which  the  ALUC  guidelines  are  applied  and  address  safety 
compatibility planning issues and alternatives. Any projects to be constructed within the planning areas 
would  be  required  to  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Sacramento  Area  Council  of  Governments 
(SACOG), which acts as the ALUC for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties. Glare analysis tools are 
available to determine if glare from solar arrays would pose a hazard to aviation operations. At this time, 
Solar Glare Hazard Analysis Tool  (SGHAT), developed by  the Department of Energy’s  Sandia National 
Laboratories, is the only Federal Aviation Administration‐approved glare‐quantification tool. If any project 
resulting from the implementation of the Efficiency Plan is determined to present a safety hazard from 
increased glare, appropriate design revisions and/or mitigation measures would be required to reduce 
this  impact  to  less  than  significant  on  a  project  level  and  reduce  or  avoid  the  safety  hazard  to  the 
satisfaction of  the ALUC. Therefore,  there would be no  increased  safety  risk  to aircraft or  to persons 
residing or working in the project area as a result of implementation of the Efficiency Plan. 


f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 


No Impact 


There are no private airports or airfields  located within the City  limits of Yuba City. The closest private 
airstrip is the Vanderford Ranch Company Airport, located approximately six miles southwest of the City. 
Therefore,  implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not result  in a safety hazard associated with a 
private airstrip. No impact would occur. 
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g)  Impair  implementation of or physically  interfere with an adopted emergency plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan encourages and promotes active modes of transportation, such as requirements on 
bicycle  infrastructure  for new development;  so  it  is possible  that  future projects  that  implement  the 
strategies of the Efficiency Plan could require temporary road closures during their construction, which 
could  adversely  affect evacuation during  an emergency event or emergency  response. However,  any 
closures would be short term, and alternate routes would be provided as necessary.  It  is unlikely that 
these  actions  would  significantly  interfere  with  adopted  emergency  response  or  evacuation  plans. 
Furthermore, all future proposed projects would be subject to further CEQA analysis of project‐specific 
impacts. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 


h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of  loss,  injury, or death  involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 


No Impact 


According to the Yuba City General Plan, the Yuba City Fire Department (YCFD) provides fire protection 
and suppression services and responds to structural and wildland fires in the City (Dyett & Bhatia, 2004). 
As of June 2008, Cal Fire has determined that there are no Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in Yuba 
City or Sutter County (Cal Fire, 2008). Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 


       


b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
that would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 


       


c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result 
in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite? 


       


d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would 
result in flooding onsite or offsite? 


       


e)  Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 


       


f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?         


g)  Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area, as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 


       


h)  Place structures that would impede or redirect flood 
flows within a 100‐year flood hazard area? 


       


i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 


       


j)  Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 


       


□ □ □ 


□ □ □ 


□ □ □ 
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□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ □ 


□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ □ 


ATKINS 







3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT EVALUATION 


 


City of Yuba City 
Resource Efficiency Plan  


Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 40 June 2016 


 


Would the project: 


a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan is a policy document that does not propose any new development, but it does include 
goals  and  strategies  that  may  result  in  future  development  projects  that  could  potentially  have 
environmental  impacts,  so  the  possible  violation  of  water  quality  standards  or  waste  discharge 
requirements may result from runoff during construction activities. As shown in Section 3.10 Impact (b), 
the Efficiency Plan  is consistent with  the City’s General Plan. Development of projects  in  the City  that 
implement the Efficiency Plan strategies would be subject to General Plan policies, which require new 
construction  to  utilize  best management  practices  such  as  site  preparation,  grading,  and  foundation 
designs for erosion control to prevent sediment runoff into waterways, specifically the Feather River, per 
Policy 8.5‐I‐7. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 


b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or  interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation of  the Efficiency Plan would not result  in a substantial  (if any)  increase  in  impervious 
surfaces in the City. Efficiency Plan strategies include construction and installation of renewable energy 
structures  (i.e.,  solar panels)  and  expansion of bicycle  infrastructure; however,  construction of  those 
measures increase the impermeable surface area such that groundwater recharge would be substantially 
affected. Energy‐efficiency retrofits for existing residential and commercial buildings and installation of 
renewable energy‐generating facilities (such as solar arrays) would not increase impermeable surface area 
in  the City.  Installation of  renewable energy‐generating  facilities  in open areas may  result  in a minor 
increase  in  impermeable  surface  area. However,  the  Efficiency  Plan would  not  substantially  deplete 
groundwater supplies or  interfere substantially with groundwater  recharge. The  impact would be  less 
than significant. 


c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
onsite or offsite? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Energy‐efficiency retrofits for existing residential and commercial buildings and installation of renewable 
energy‐generating facilities (such as solar arrays) would not alter existing drainage patterns in the City, as 
they would consist of structural alterations, not an increase in overall building footprint. All construction 
would be subject to regulations related to water quality, erosion, and stormwater runoff that are detailed 
in General  Plan  Policies  8.5‐I‐7,  9.3‐I‐3  and  9.3‐I‐6,  including  the  requirement  of  drainage  study  and 
working with Sutter County to establish drainage areas that serve the entire Planning Area for any new 
development.  Compliance with  these  requirements would  reduce  any  risk  of  substantial  erosion  or 
siltation to less than significant. 
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d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner that would result in flooding onsite or offsite? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Refer to discussion in Section 3.9 Impact (c) above. 


e)  Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Refer to discussion in Sections 3.9 Impacts (a) and (c) above. 


f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Refer to discussion in Section 3.9 Impact (a) above. 


g)  Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary 
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan does not include a housing component; therefore, there would be no impact. 


h)  Place structures that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100‐year flood hazard area? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


As discussed above, the Efficiency Plan does not propose any new development, but it does include goals 
and strategies that may result in future development projects that could potentially have environmental 
impacts. However, per the City’s General Plan Policy 9.3‐I‐4, all new development in areas subject to 100‐
year flooding is restricted. As shown in Section 3.10 Impact (b), the Efficiency Plan is consistent with the 
City’s General Plan. Development of projects  in  the city  that  implement  the Efficiency Plan  strategies 
would be subject to General Plan policies, which dictates that new structures should not be placed within 
a 100‐year flood hazard area. Additionally, it is unlikely that the types of new development that would be 
built  to  implement  the  goals  and  actions  of  the  Efficiency  Plan would  include  the  type  and  size  of 
structures that could impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant. 


i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


There are 10 dams located outside Sutter County that could cause significant flooding should failure occur, 
among which there are six dams that are located on the Feather River and Yuba River. Failure of any one 
of these dams could cause significant flooding in Yuba City. These dams are under the jurisdiction of the 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Yuba County Water Agency, Pacific Gas & Electric, and 
the Corps of Engineers. Energy‐efficiency retrofits for existing residential and commercial buildings and 
installation of renewable energy‐generating facilities (such as solar arrays) may increase risk to buildings 
if levee or dam failure happens. However, all new development must be in compliance with General Plan 
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policies to conduct hydrologic studies before construction and to provide information to property owners 
about  the availability of  flood  insurance, as detailed  in Policy 9.3‐I‐3 and 9.3‐I‐5. These policies would 
minimize  the effects of prospective growth  from  flooding hazards and  the  impact would be  less  than 
significant. 


j)   Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 


No Impact 


A seiche is the periodic oscillation of a body of water resulting from seismic shaking. The City is not close 
to any big lakes so seiche is unlikely to happen to the City. A tsunami is a very large ocean wave caused by 
an underwater earthquake or volcanic eruption. The City  is  located  inland  from  the Pacific Ocean,  so 
people or structures in the City would not be exposed to inundation by tsunami. Mudflows are shallow 
water‐saturated  landslides  that  travel  rapidly  down  slopes  carrying  rocks,  brush,  and  other  debris. 
Landslides are unlikely to happen due to the relatively flat topography within the Efficiency Plan’s Planning 
Area. Thus,  it  is unlikely  that  the project site would be subject  to  inundation by a seiche,  tsunami, or 
mudflow. Therefore, there is no impact. 
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3.10 Land Use and Planning        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Physically divide an established community?         


b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to, the General Plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 


       


c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Physically divide an established community? 


No Impact 


The  Efficiency  Plan does not propose  changes  to  existing  land  use designations.  Instead,  it proposes 
strategies  that  would  improve  and  promote  active  transportation,  such  as  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
transportation.  The  Efficiency  Plan  encourages  the  creation  and/or  expansion  of  infrastructure  that 
improves connectivity throughout the community. Therefore, no  impact would occur as a result of the 
Efficiency Plan’s implementation. 


b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to, the General Plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


While a separate document, the Efficiency Plan will be utilized as a companion document to the Yuba City 
General Plan to provide a more comprehensive and detailed framework for land‐based policy decisions 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from existing and future development. All of the policies in the City’s 
General Plan were written to maximize efficient use of resources, maintain a high quality of life, enhance 
job opportunities, promote sustainability, and facilitate access to transportation facilities. Any facilities 
developed pursuant to the Efficiency Plan would be required to be consistent with General Plan policies 
to obtain approval. Therefore, the Efficiency Plan  is consistent with the General Plan and the  impact  is 
considered less than significant. 


c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? 


No Impact 


As  discussed  in  Section  5.4(f),  the  Yuba‐Sutter  Resource  Conservation  Plan  (YSRCP)  is  the  applicable 
habitat conservation plan for areas within Yuba and Sutter counties. Development of the YSRCP is still in 


□ □ □ ~ 
□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ □ ~ 
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progress, with only  the  list of covered  species and covered activities  identified. However,  the current 
YSRCP Planning Area map  shows boundaries  that exclude  the City and  the City’s Sphere of  Influence 
(CDFW, 2016). Therefore, municipal and community projects that implement the Efficiency Plan would be 
located outside of  the YSRCP’s Planning Area and not subject  to YSRCP policies or requirements. As a 
result, there would be no impact. 


   


ATKINS 







3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT EVALUATION 


 


City of Yuba City 
Resource Efficiency Plan  


Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 45 June 2016 


 


3.11 Mineral Resources        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the State? 


       


b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally‐important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the State? 


No Impact 


Loss of the availability of mineral resources generally is due to the placement of incompatible land uses, 
which either directly or  indirectly make  the  resource  inaccessible  for  future extraction. The Yuba City 
General Plan does not recognize any mineral resource zone within the City’s boundary, and no mineral 
extraction  facilities  currently exist  in  the vicinity of  the City. Additionally,  the City  is  currently mostly 
occupied by residential land uses, which generally are considered incompatible with mineral extraction 
facilities. Furthermore, the Efficiency Plan does not propose  improvements or changes to existing  land 
use  designations.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  Efficiency  Plan  would  not  result  in  the  loss  of 
availability of a known mineral resource. No impact would occur. 


b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 


No Impact 


The Yuba City General Plan does not  recognize any  locally  important mineral  resources  recovery sites 
within  the City’s boundary. The existing  residential  land uses within  the City generally are considered 
incompatible with mineral extraction facilities, and the Efficiency Plan does not propose improvements or 
changes to existing land use designations. The Efficiency Plan does not have the potential to be a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site, so no impact would occur. 
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3.12 Noise        


Would the project result in: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 


       


b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


       


c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 


       


d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 


       


e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 


       


f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would reduce VMT, thus reducing total vehicular noise in the City. 
The Efficiency Plan would not  add  vehicle  trips.  Implementation of  the policies  and programs of  the 
Efficiency Plan would augment existing City programs and policies with regard to active transportation 
infrastructure.  Energy  retrofits would  likely  reduce  impacts  from  vehicular noise  to occupants of  the 
particular buildings, since  increased  insulation and double‐ or  triple‐paned windows also would act  to 
buffer  exterior  noise  levels.  Installation  activities  for  energy  retrofits  on  existing  residential  and 
commercial buildings, or installation of renewable energy facilities such as photovoltaic arrays, may result 
in  temporary  increase  in noise. However,  it  is anticipated  that  such activities would not  require  large 
construction equipment that would result  in substantial noise. Additionally, each specific development 
project would undergo evaluation and noise study and mitigation measures if above normally acceptable 
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levels defined in the General Plan prior to project approval for consistency with General Plan policies and 
standards. There would be less‐than‐significant noise impacts from implementation of the Efficiency Plan. 


b)  Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not result  in vibration‐generating facilities. Construction vibration that could 
occur during energy‐efficiency retrofit or installation of photovoltaic arrays would not be substantial, and 
if these activities were to occur on or near fragile buildings, all appropriate measures would be required 
per  the General Plan Policy 9.1‐I‐2  to  reduce  the effect of any groundborne vibration at  the sensitive 
receptor.  Renewable  energy‐generating  structures  such  as  solar  arrays  do  not  produce  substantial 
vibration and would be  located on rooftops of existing or new structures.  If such  facilities were  to be 
proposed for fragile buildings or areas of sensitive receptors, appropriate mitigation or design revision 
would  be  required  either  through  the City’s design  review or  plan  check process  to  ensure  that  the 
structures would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or noise during operation. Therefore, the 
impact would be less than significant. 


c)  Cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 


No Impact 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would reduce VMT, thus reducing total vehicular noise in the City. 
The Efficiency Plan would not  add  vehicle  trips.  Implementation of  the policies  and programs of  the 
Efficiency  Plan  would  augment  existing  City  programs  and  policies  with  regard  to  active  forms  of 
transportation, such as promotion and expansion of bicycle infrastructure.  Energy retrofits would likely 
reduce impacts from vehicular noise to occupants of the particular buildings, since increased insulation 
and double‐ or triple‐paned windows also would act to buffer exterior noise levels. Any noise generated 
during construction activities would be temporary. Thus, there would be no substantial permanent noise 
impacts from implementation of the Efficiency Plan. 


d)  Cause a substantial temporary or periodic  increase  in ambient noise  levels  in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Potential construction activities from the Efficiency Plan would be energy retrofits on existing residential 
and  commercial buildings, and  installation of  renewable energy  facilities  such as photovoltaic arrays. 
However, as discussed above, energy‐efficiency retrofit or installation of photovoltaic arrays would not 
be substantial, and if these activities have the potential to exceed the City’s noise thresholds, a noise study 
and all appropriate measures would be required per the General Plan Policy 9.1‐I‐2 to reduce the effect 
of any noisy construction activities. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 


e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 


No Impact 


The nearest airport to the City is Sutter County Airport, located on the east boundary of the City. However, 
the Efficiency Plan does not  include  strategies associated with  the airport, and would not  result  in a 
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significant  impact  on  future  air  traffic  operations.  Therefore,  noise‐sensitive  land  uses would  not  be 
exposed to excessive noise levels from aviation noise as a result of the Efficiency Plan. No impact would 
occur. 


f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 


No Impact 


There  are  no  private  airstrips  located within  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  City.  Therefore,  the 
proposed project would not expose people to excessive noise levels associated with a private airstrip. No 
impact would occur. 
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3.13 Population and Housing        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?  


       


b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 


       


c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  


       


Would the project: 


a)  Induce substantial growth  in an area either directly  (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 


b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating  the construction of  replacement 
housing elsewhere? 


c)  Displace  substantial numbers of people, necessitating  the  construction of  replacement housing 
elsewhere? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not  include any site‐specific designs or proposals, grant any entitlements for 
development, or propose  to  change existing  land use designations or  zoning;  therefore,  it would not 
change resident population or total jobs in the City. 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not induce substantial population growth that could exceed 
local and regional growth projections either directly or indirectly. The Efficiency Plan would not result in 
an increased demand for housing and contains no housing component. The Efficiency Plan also would not 
displace  substantial numbers of people or existing housing. Therefore,  there would be no  impact on 
population and housing. 


   


□ □ □ ~ 


□ □ □ ~ 


□ □ □ ~ 


ATKINS 







3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT EVALUATION 


 


City of Yuba City 
Resource Efficiency Plan  


Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 50 June 2016 


 


3.14 Public Services        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 
with the provision of or need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services:  


       


  i.  Fire protection?         


  ii.  Police protection?         


  iii.  Schools?         


  iv.  Parks?         


  v.  Other public facilities?         


Would the project: 


a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or 
physically  altered  governmental  facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could  cause  significant 
environmental  impacts,  in order  to maintain acceptable service  ratios,  response  times, or other 
performance objectives for any public services: 


i)  Fire protection? 


ii)  Police protection? 


iii)  Schools? 


iv)  Parks? 


v)  Other public facilities? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not  include any site‐specific designs or proposals, grant any entitlements for 
development, or propose  to  change existing  land use designations or  zoning,  so  it would not  change 
resident population or total jobs in the City. Demand for public services, including all the services above, 
is based on service population, which is a total of resident population and jobs. Thus, the nature of the 
project would not affect the demand for public services. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
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3.15 Recreation        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?  


       


b)  Include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have 
an adverse physical effect on the environment? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not  include any site‐specific designs or proposals, grant any entitlements for 
development, or propose  to  change existing  land use designations or  zoning;  therefore,  it would not 
change resident population or total jobs in the City. 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not  increase resident population  in the City. Demand  for 
parks and recreational facilities  is based on population. As there would be no population  increase as a 
result of implementation of the Efficiency Plan, there would be no need for the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. No impact would 
occur. 


b)  Include  recreational  facilities or  require  the  construction or expansion of  recreational  facilities, 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 


No Impact 


No new recreational facilities or expansion of existing facilities are proposed as part of the Efficiency Plan, 
nor would be warranted or  required  for  implementation of  the Efficiency Plan. Therefore, no  impact 
would occur. 
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3.16 Transportation/Traffic        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including, but not 
limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 


       


b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to, level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 


       


c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
result in substantial safety risks? 


       


d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 


       


e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?         


f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 


       


Would the project: 


a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking  into account all modes of transportation  including 
mass  transit  and  non‐motorized  travel  and  relevant  components  of  the  circulation  system, 
including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 


No Impact 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan measures and actions would encourage use of transit service for 
Yuba City residents, add additional bicycle infrastructure, and encourage ride sharing. Achieving each of 
these goals would result in a reduction in traffic loads, which would reduce the number of vehicle trips, 
volume to capacity ratio, and intersection congestion within the City. Furthermore, no proposed measure 
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or action would directly increase traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the system. 
Therefore, implementation of the Efficiency Plan would have a beneficial impact on transportation in the 
City compared to current conditions. No impact would occur. 


b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, level of 
service  standards  and  travel  demand measures,  or  other  standards  established  by  the  county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 


No Impact 


Refer to Section 3.16 Impact (a). The Efficiency Plan would have a beneficial effect in alleviating congestion 
by reducing VMT and facilitating active modes of transportation. No impact would occur. 


c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 


No Impact 


Refer to Section 3.16 Impact (a). The Efficiency Plan would not result in changes in air traffic. As such, no 
impact would occur. 


d)  Substantially  increase  hazards  due  to  a  design  feature  (e.g.,  sharp  curves  or  dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan does not  include  facilities  that would  substantially  increase hazards, nor would  it 
construct  incompatible  uses.  Furthermore,  any  future  development  projects  that  would  implement 
Efficiency Plan measures and actions would be subject to all applicable City regulations and requirements, 
as well as subject to further CEQA analysis of project‐specific impacts, which would occur with or without 
implementation of the Efficiency Plan. The City of Yuba City’s zoning regulations, standard development 
conditions, and design guidelines address site and building design. Therefore, the Efficiency Plan would 
not result in any substantial increase in hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. No impact 
would occur. 


e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 


Less Than Significant Impact 


As discussed above in Section 3.8 Impact (g), the Efficiency Plan encourages and promotes active modes 
of transportation, such as requirements on bicycle infrastructure for new development, so it is possible 
that  future projects or actions could require temporary road closures during  their construction, which 
could  adversely  affect evacuation during  an emergency event or emergency  response. However,  any 
closures would be short term, and alternate routes would be provided as necessary.  It  is unlikely that 
these  actions  would  significantly  interfere  with  adopted  emergency  response  or  evacuation  plans. 
Furthermore, all future proposed projects would be subject to further CEQA analysis of project‐specific 
impacts. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Existing and planned bicycle facilities are identified in the Yuba City Bicycle Master Plan (Yuba City, 2011). 
The Efficiency Plan  is consistent with  this Master Plan by encouraging  the expansion of bicycle routes 
throughout  the  City  and  promoting  the  use  and  expansion  of  active  transportation  services.  As  the 
Efficiency  Plan  would  encourage  active modes  of  transportation,  such  as  public  transit  and  bicycle 
facilities, it would be consistent with the intent of regional plans that seek to improve sub‐regional and 
regional transportation. Therefore, the Efficiency Plan would not decrease the performance or safety of 
any active transportation facility. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems        


Would the project: 
 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 


       


b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 


       


c)  Require or result in the construction of new stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 


       


d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 


       


e)  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 


       


f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 


       


g)  Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 


       


Would the project: 


a)   Exceed wastewater  treatment  requirements  of  the  applicable  Regional Water  Quality  Control 
Board? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan would not  include any site‐specific designs or proposals, grant any entitlements for 
development, or propose  to  change existing  land use designations or  zoning,  so  it would not  change 
resident population or total jobs in the City. Therefore, the Efficiency Plan would not result in additional 
sources  of  wastewater.  In  addition,  one  of  the  goals  of  the  Efficiency  Plan  is  to  decrease  water 
consumption, which would result in a reduction in wastewater generation. Therefore, the Efficiency Plan 
would not exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. This impact would be less than significant. 


□ □ □ 


□ □ □ 


□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ □ 


□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ □ ~ 
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b)   Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Yuba City owns, operates, and maintains a wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal system that 
provides sewage service for the entire area served by the City water supply, except for those customers 
utilizing septic tanks (Carollo, 2011). The Efficiency Plan promotes the expansion of the City’s wastewater 
treatment system to include recycled water, which would reduce the demand for potable water supplies, 
thereby reducing energy‐related GHG emissions associated with water pumping, treatment, collection, 
and discharge. 


At this time, the only use of recycled water occurs at the City’s water treatment facility (WTF) site and is 
used for landscape irrigation. The City’s WTF is a secondary treatment plant. If the WTF is upgraded to 
provide tertiary recycled water suitable for non‐potable uses, recycled water can be utilized for domestic 
and agricultural  irrigation and commercial and  industrial uses. Expansion of the recycled water system 
was considered and evaluated in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan; however, it was deemed not 
feasible due to the production cost of reclaimed water relative to fresh water supplies (Carollo, 2011). If 
the  City  decides  to move  forward with  the  expansion  of  the  recycled water  system  and  associated 
wastewater treatment facility, the proposed project would undergo CEQA evaluation, which would occur 
with  or  without  implementation  of  the  Efficiency  Plan.  Therefore,  this  impact  would  be  less  than 
significant. 


c)  Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


The Efficiency Plan is a policy document that does not propose specific new development that would have 
the potential to increase the amount of surface runoff. Therefore, there would be no need to provide new 
or expanded  stormwater drainage  facilities.  If  it  is determined  later  that projects  that would  require 
stormwater drainage facilities are needed to implement the goals and actions of the Efficiency Plan, then 
additional CEQA  analysis would be  conducted  to determine  the extent of possible  impacts based on 
project‐specific information. Therefore, the implementation of the Efficiency Plan would have a less‐than‐
significant impact. 


d)  Have  sufficient  water  supplies  available  to  serve  the  project  from  existing  entitlements  and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not in an increase in population. Thus, no new water supplies 
would be required. Furthermore, the Efficiency Plan promotes water conservation, which would actually 
reduce the City’s water demand. Therefore, the implementation of the Efficiency Plan would have a less‐
than‐significant impact. 
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e)  Result in determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve the project 
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's 
existing commitments? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Refer to discussion in Section 3.17 Impact (b) above. 


f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste 
disposal needs? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not result  in an  increase  in population. Thus, a significant 
increase in solid waste generation is not expected. In addition, the Efficiency Plan encourages recycling 
and promotes the reduction of solid waste generation. Therefore, the implementation of the Efficiency 
Plan would have a less‐than‐significant impact. 


g)  Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 


No Impact 


The Efficiency Plan does not recommend any strategy or measure that does not comply with applicable 
solid waste regulations. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance      


Does the project:  Potentially 
Significant 
Impact


Less than 
Significant with 


Mitigation 
Incorporated 


Less‐than‐
Significant 
Impact


No 
Impact


a)  Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self‐sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 


       


b)  Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects.) 


       


c)  Have environmental effects that will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 


       


 


Does the project: 


a)  Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish or wildlife population  to drop below  self‐sustaining  levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a 
rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the major  periods  of 
California history or prehistory?  


Less‐than‐Significant Impact 


As discussed in Section 3.4 (Biological Resources), implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not result 
in development in areas of sensitive biological habitat, wetlands, or riparian areas, nor would it interfere 
with  wildlife  movement.  Continued  compliance  with  existing  regulations  would  ensure  that  future 
projects  would  have  a  less‐than‐significant  impact  on  plant  and  wildlife  species  and  their  habitat. 
Furthermore, future projects intended to implement the goals and actions of the Efficiency Plan would be 
subject to applicable federal, State, and local regulations that protect such resources. This impact is less 
than significant 


As discussed  in Section 3.5  (Cultural Resources),  implementation of  the Efficiency Plan would have no 
direct impact on prehistoric and historic resources. Continued compliance with existing regulations would 
ensure  that  the  Efficiency  Plan would  have  a  less‐than‐significant  impact  on  prehistoric  and  historic 
resources. Furthermore,  future projects  intended to  implement the goals and actions of the Efficiency 


□ □ ~ □ 


□ □ □ 


□ □ □ 


ATKINS 







3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT EVALUATION 


 


City of Yuba City 
Resource Efficiency Plan  


Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 59 June 2016 


 


Plan would  be  subject  to  further  CEQA  analysis  of  project‐specific  impacts.  This  impact  is  less  than 
significant. 


b)  Have  impacts  that  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable?  ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means  that  the  incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed  in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 


The  Efficiency  Plan  would  not  result  in  any  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  cumulatively 
considerable.  The  purpose  of  the  Efficiency  Plan  is  to  contribute  to  a  cumulative  reduction  in  GHG 
emissions, which would have beneficial cumulative environmental effects. Strategies and measures within 
the Efficiency Plan that may result in indirect adverse environmental impacts are evaluated throughout 
this initial study. However, as all impacts are considered to be no impact, less than significant, or less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. Specifically, mitigation measure AES‐1 is required to reduce the 
potential glare impacts from PV facilities to less than significant. Mitigation measure AG‐1 is required to 
reduce potential conversion of agricultural  land due  to PV  facility  installations  to  less  than significant. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that any impact would substantially contribute to a significant cumulative impact 
after incorporation of mitigation. 


c)  Have environmental effects  that will  cause  substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 


Less‐than‐Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 
Implementation of the Efficiency Plan would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly, for those thresholds identified in Sections 3.1 through 3.17 for which the 
impacts are no impact, less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
Specifically, mitigation measure AES‐1 is required to reduce the potential glare impacts from PV facilities 
to less than significant. Therefore, it is unlikely that any impact would substantially contribute to a 
significant adverse effect on human beings after incorporation of mitigation.  
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