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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF MARCH 25-31, 2012 

 

INSIDE THIS UPDATE 

       EXPENSIVE ANTHROPOLOGICAL MONITORING           

(IT COULD BE FUN - BUT NOT FOR LOS OSOS TAX PAYERS) 

   PASO ROBLES GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

ALERT                                                               
APCD TO IMPOSE GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS  

HEARING: WEDNESDAY MARCH 28, 2012, AT 9AM               

1055 MONTEREY ST, SLO  

 

THIRD Annual COLAB Dinner & Fund Raiser Lights Up The Expo Center 

On Thursday evening March 22, 2012 a large and energized crowd supported COLAB 

SLO’s vital work while enjoying a most entertaining and uplifting message from nationally 

syndicated broadcast journalist Hugh Hewitt. Many people commented that this was one of 

the best event speakers they have heard. Rousing music by the Central Coast Pipe and Drum 

Corps and brisk bidding for unique items (not usually available for public sale) during the 

exciting live auction highlighted the evening. Local wines, filet mignon, and Madonna Inn’s 

superb cakes further complemented the occasion. 

Again, COLAB thanks all who contributed, attended, and otherwise supported the 

event.  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of March 20, 2012 (Completed) 

More Planning Uncertainty. The Board set April 2, 2012 for an ordinance amendment that 

allows the Planning Director to elevate to the Planning Commission certain permit 

applications which, under the wording of the present ordinance, he can now approve or 

deny. The criteria for elevating such applications include, that the project “may generate 

substantial public controversy or involve significant land use policy issues… ” A parallel 

ordinance amendment would provide the same procedure for projects under consideration 

by the Subdivision Review Board. This process is likely to subject applicants to further 

delay, unnecessary hearings, and greater costs. 

Taking Care of Your friends SLO style. There was also an item containing an 

Engineering contract ($942,700) and a Cultural Resources Monitoring contract ($898,100) 

 



2 

 

for the Los Osos Sewer System project. The Los Osos anti-sewer activists were out in force 

and were very pointed in their comments. Chairman Patterson was becoming increasingly 

frustrated with them and said that improper comments (personal attacks) would get them 

removed from the hearing (no deputy sheriff was present at this point), so the folks pressed 

on. Supervisor Gibson appeared to be very angry.  

Both contracts are being issued sole source (without bids) because both consultant firms 

have worked on past phases of the project, including the previously aborted project (2006) 

when the Los Osos Community Service District was in charge. The staff says the 

consultants (which they have worked with in the past) have accumulated data, drawings, and 

materials. For example, the Cultural Resources Monitoring contractor (Far Western 

Anthropological Research Group, Inc.) has 80 “archive” boxes of stuff they dug up earlier 

in the decade.  

Indiana Jones SLO style. The Far Western contract is a microcosm illustration of the cost 

and burden of Federal regulatory mandates’ direct impacts on peoples’ budgets. It is 

illustrative of waste, not only because of the costs, but as an example of how State and 

Federal regulations add layers of complexity and friction to our lives. Back in 1966, 

Congress passed something called the National Historic Preservation Act , which requires 

that projects utilizing Federal Funds (just about this entire project - $178 million - not 

counting interest)  to protect historic and anthropological “resources.” This involves 

digging, collecting bones, collecting and cataloging artifacts, “training” and monitoring 

contractors, etc. The experts who do this work are paid up to $134 per hour. The 

administrative assistant (low woman on the totem pole so to speak) receives $43 per hour. 

Additionally, there are costs for travel, radio carbon dating, port-o-potties, camping (yes 

some of the consultants are apparently going to camp out), obsidian sourcing, car rental, fish 

analysis, and bead analysis. The bead guy gets $100/ hour and the fish guy gets $110/ per 

hour. A Cal Poly professor named Terry Jones gets $95/ per hour to supervise the fish guy, 

the bead guy, and students. There are lots of hours, so the whole thing adds up to $898,100. 

This is “way cool” as they say. You get paid $134 per hour  in tax payer dollars to camp out 

in Montana Del Oro State Park, stand around and watch other guys dig sewer trenches, and 

write a report about it. Is it possible the Cal Poly students will visit camp and sit around the 

campfire at night? You could really learn some cultural anthropology on this job!!!                                   

                      

                                                 Anthropological Research 
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Of course, these costs end up in the Los Osos residents’ new monthly sewer property 

assessments, sewer use fees, and sewer lateral fees.                                             

                                       

                               Prehistoric Los Osos “Smart Growth” Village                                                            

                            Note: Dense Placement of Housing 

 

Board of Supervisors of Tuesday March 27, 2012 (Scheduled) 

Paso Robles Groundwater Management Plan.  The Board is being requested by the 

Public Works Department to adopt a Ground Water Management Plan for the Paso Robles 

water basin, which underlies northern San Luis Obispo County and southern Monterey 

County. The plan pertains only to the San Luis Obispo portion and at present excludes areas 

covered by the cities and independent water districts. Under State law, the adoption of the 

Plan is subject to a protest vote of the property owners. This means that if 50+1 of the 

property owners were to submit a written protest, the plan could not go into effect. A large 

blue ribbon committee of stakeholders is working on the Plan. 

Purpose of the Plan.  After reading the entire document several times, the purpose of the 

Plan remains unclear. In fact the paragraph from the Plan which purports to state the 

purpose leaves one still wondering: 

The purpose of this Plan is to develop a common understanding of the groundwater issues 

and management opportunities in the Basin and identify and support projects such as 

conjunctive use, recycled wastewater, and demand management, which will improve 

groundwater management. Following development of the Plan, the goal is to implement the 

activities identified in the Plan to achieve the Basin Management Objectives that are 

identified in the Plan. Figure 1-2 shows some of the interconnectivity of the groundwater 

management activities that are part of groundwater management planning and 

implementation. The approach illustrated in Figure 1-2 was applied during the development 

of this Plan. Groundwater management requires groundwater level and other data collected 

and analyzed on a routine basis (typically annually) to establish the current conditions of 

the groundwater basin. Groundwater data is tracked and reported to agencies, interested 

parties, and stakeholders.  

http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&gbv=2&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=4Q0VTNAYzqfr_M:&imgrefurl=http://cacoastinfo.com/communities/PismoBeach.htm&docid=lp9jfXZBz_NNUM&imgurl=http://cacoastinfo.com/communities/images/chumash_indian_village_scene.jpg&w=258&h=193&ei=mHNqT4eZMrPMiQKjrc2FBQ&zoom=1
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The “Plan” lists numerous studies and other plans which have been undertaken in relation to 

the Paso Robles Water Basin.  One of these, listed at the very end of the “Plan,” comes from 

last year’s report, which resulted in the certification by the Board of a Level III severity (the 

worst) water shortage in the basin. In part, that report stated that as a result of the Level III 

severity declaration: 

 8. In unincorporated rural areas of the basin defined as lands located outside the County 

Land Use Element’s Urban Reserve Lines: 

a. Do not approve General Plan amendments that result in a net increase in the non-

agricultural use of groundwater; 

b. Prohibit new land divisions in the rural areas of the basin; 

c. All discretionary development shall offset its water use with nonagricultural water, 

except that proposed Agricultural Processing uses (as defined in the Land Use Ordinance), 

including outdoor and other appurtenant water use, shall be subject to project - specific land 

use and/or water conservation mitigation measures required by the review authority based 

on environmental review. 

9. New wineries shall use best management practices consistent with the BMP's identified in 

Attachment 14. 

10. Revise the Growth Management Ordinance and the Resource Management System to 

substantially limit yearly non-agricultural development in the rural areas of the basin.  

It’s likely that this “Plan” and the Blue Ribbon Committee are simply tools to help the 

County planners  and their backers acculturate  the members into supporting restrictions and 

not looking at alternatives.  

 

Planning Commission of Thursday March 22, 2012(Completed) 

There were no items of general policy interest on this agenda.  

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday March 29, 2012 (Scheduled) 

There are no items of general policy interest on this agenda. There is actually only one item, 

which is a 60,000 sq., ft., expansion of the Opolo Winery. The staff, neighbors, and other 

writers seem supportive. The item is only remarkable for the large number of very detailed 

conditions that the staff recommends the Commission impose if it approves the project.  

Air Pollution Control District Meeting of Wednesday, March 28, 2012 (Scheduled) 9:00 

AM, 1055 Monterey St. (County Building) 

Item C-2: Consideration of Proposed Greenhouse Gas Thresholds.  This is a serious and 

destructive proposal, which if adopted, would require that the County and each of the cities 

incorporate certain greenhouse gas thresholds into their CEQA review process. If these 
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jurisdictions do not accept the APCD version, they will have to include similar measurable 

and enforceable standards in their climate action plans. 

By Way of review: The California Environmental Quality Act is a State law requiring cities 

and counties to assess the environmental impact of projects, consider alternatives, and 

require mitigations and/or abandonment of the project depending on the severity of the 

impacts. This proposal would add greenhouse gas thresholds to the list of 50 issues (such as 

water, sewer, garbage disposal, public safety, road adequacy, cultural resources, noise, etc.) 

that must be evaluated under CEQA. 

Although CEQA does not specify standards, it requires that cities and counties must make a 

finding of “overriding consideration” if they approve a project that contains the most severe 

impacts (called Class One Impacts). Such findings must be based on solid facts. Thus, if the 

APCD promulgates standards (in this case greenhouse gas thresholds), the reviewing 

jurisdictions are trapped. 

Proposed Standards:   Projects that are projected to generate more than 1050 metric tons 

of CO2 (carbon dioxide)  per year (each year for the life of the project) or more than 4.9  

metric tons of CO2 per year per resident or employee would be subject to reduction, 

modification, or denial. In some cases the projects could buy their way out of non-

compliance by means of mitigations. Projects that restrict cars, that are dense, and that are 

within urban centers, in effect, get bonus points. 

A Phony Issue:  This entire effort is designed to remove about 13,788 metric tons per year 

of CO2 from the environment by 2020. (This is the share of the overall reduction from all 

sectors attributed to new construction). The APCD estimates that if reductions are not 

achieved in all sectors (transportation, electric generation, residential fuel use, agriculture, 

etc., the total CO2 generation in Dan Luis Obispo County will be 2,506,982.99 by 2020, up 

from 2,304,333.03 in 2008. It should be noted that all this only achieves .55 of 1% of the 

overall reduction that the APCD says is necessary by 2020. All these figures are based on 

deductive “analyses” of larger statewide estimates, and some very convoluted and arcane 

reliance on derivative numbers. (See the analysis below, prepared by the Home Builders 

Association of the Central Coast (HBACC), which absolutely demolishes the credibility of 

the APCD). 

APCD Has Fully Digested The Kool-Aid:  The APCD report attempts to justify its 

recommendation on the basis of State mandates and international science and protocols. 

Thus it cites the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) and its companion 

legislation, SB 375 and AB 97. They also cite international sources as justification, 

including the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2011-Essential 

Background>Basic Facts and Figures and United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change .2009. Article 2 of the UNFCCC.  

Unbelievably, the APCD is governed by a Board composed of the five County supervisors 

and a representative city councilmember of each city. How could they let their staff run 

rampant? Instead, they should be defending us against this enviro-socialist attack on private 

property and freedom. 
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 The HBACC’s Analysis: Reproduced in full, below, (with permission of the Homebuilders 

Association of the Central Coast) is a most excellent analysis by its Director of Government 

Affairs, Jerry Bunin. It is in the form of a letter to the APCD.  

 

Aeron Arlin Genet                                                                                                                                            

Manager, Planning & Outreach Division                                                                                                                      

3433 Roberto Court                                                                                                                                                

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Dear Ms. Genet: 

The Home Builders Association considers the Feb. 15, 2012, Air Pollution Control 

District’s “Proposed Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Supporting Evidence” draft to be an 

improvement over the earlier draft released Dec. 8, 2011, but the document needs more 

work in order to be accurate, fair, and productive. 

Most of the questions asked in the HBA’s Jan. 6, 2012, letter remain unanswered. So we 

have included them again herein. As builders are stakeholders and taxpaying county 

residents, our comments are entitled to be treated respectfully and answered during the 

public hearing process. In addition, we have been involved in this issue for several years 

with the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, San Luis Obispo County, San Luis 

Obispo City, and Santa Barbara Council of Governments, Atascadero City Council, Arroyo 

Grande City Council, and Santa Barbara County. We also met with yourself and APCD 

Executive Officer Larry Allen on Jan. 3 and participated in the APCD Feb. 23, 2012, 

workshop.  

We recommend that the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District Board of 

Directors delay adopting the Proposed Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Supporting 

Evidence and direct district staff to conduct the public outreach necessary to obtain a more 

complete and balanced understanding of greenhouse gas emissions. The staff should be 

required to seek information from private sector experts in order to more fully understand 

buildings efforts today to reduce GHG emissions, the coming technology and requirements, 

and the role costs and cost-effectiveness plays in good policy development. We are not 

suggesting that economic considerations be the only or final determining factor. But this 

document totally ignores the economic component and needs to include it so decision-

makers have more of the information they need to set good public policy.  

Summary of the GHG Threshold report’s problems  

The association knows that this report is using the California Environmental Quality Act to 

target GHG emissions from new construction and that there is an advantage for new 

construction to have a fair, realistic, comprehensive plan in place to avoid each project 

needing to do its own separate GHG analysis. However, by narrowly focusing only on new 

construction, mostly residential, the entire report: 
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A. Misses the big picture by not examining what is being done to cut GHG emissions. So it 

draws the wrong conclusions, attacks the wrong industry, and is economically and 

environmentally counterproductive; 

B. Fails to address the real sources of GHG emissions;  

C. Relies on an inadequate modeling system; 

D. Uses wholly wrong examples; 

E. Makes unreliable growth projections;  

F. Requires a glossary for bureaucratic and scientific jargon so the public you serve can 

use this report; and 

G. Needs real world input from the building community to understand what has been, is 

being and can be done to reduce GHG emissions. 

These shortcomings make it impossible to analyze if this report represents new 

construction’s fair share, makes financial sense, is achievable, or will have any impact 

other than making economic development less likely to occur. While some changes have 

been made in this draft, following our critique of the Dec. 8, 2011, draft, the district has 

given no indication that it plans to gather any practical information from experienced 

builders today, even though we provided contact information for Consol, a nationally 

recognized energy consulting firm. 

Missing the big picture 

Consol has worked for the California Building Industry Association (with which the HBACC 

is affiliated). In “Carbon Footprint of Single Family Residential New Construction,” it 

reported that new building only contributes microscopically to GHG emissions. When the 

housing boom ended in 2007, the state had 13,270,000 housing units after adding 113,000 

that year, a 1 % increase in homes and 0.12 % in GHG emissions (one-tenth of 1 %). The 

state usually adds 145,000 new homes annually. 2011’s total statewide of 45,000 units was 

about 60 % less than 2007. Similar percent’s hold for San Luis Obispo County. It has 

117,000 homes and has averaged countywide 1,291 new homes annually since 1990, adding 

1.1 % homes and 0.12 % GHG emissions yearly. In 2011, that number was 293 new homes, 

a growth rate of 0.2 % and a minuscule GHG emission increase of 0.024 %.  

Consol reported that the carbon footprint of a home built in 2007 caused 25 % fewer GHG 

emissions than one built in 1990. So a new home built in 2007 was already below AB32’s 

requirement that new homes emissions be no greater than 1990 levels by 2020. And the state 

building code has already increased the energy-efficiency requirements by 15 % more for 

new construction in 2011, added 15 % under the state green building code, and plans 

additional 15 to 35 % increases in 2014 and in 2017. So APCD’s proposal is unnecessary 

now, tomorrow and was so before it began because new construction has met its fair share. 

We elaborate on this point in item No. 5 below. 

Failing to address the real GHG sources 
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APCD’s report only focuses on new construction, ignoring real GHG sources, failing to put 

these proposed requirements in the overall framework of a comprehensive approach to 

GHG reduction. 

Consol reported that more than 70 % of GHG emissions statewide today come from homes 

built before 1980, when the state had no energy code. The San Luis Obispo County Climate 

Action Plan reported that 80 % of the GHG emissions countywide come from the existing 

building stock and vehicle miles county residents now travel. We repeat just to emphasize -- 

80 % vs. 0.12 % -- existing vs. new to illustrate where the problem does and doesn’t lie.  

Yet APCD thoroughly ignores: 

A. the San Luis Obispo city’s huge jobs-housing imbalance – 43,000 jobs vs. 20,000 homes. 

Good environmental planning requires adding 8,000 homes to cut the long distance 

commuting the city causes; 

B. Energy-efficiency retrofitting the existing housing and commercial building inventory. 

Consol found that energy-efficiency retrofitting existing homes and businesses is four-to-

eight times more carbon- and cost-efficient than mandating the energy-efficient features 

that APCD proposes for new housing; and 

C. Urging local cities to zone more land for higher density projects in order to cut long-

distance commuting. 

APCD’s inadequate modeling tool 

At the Feb. 23 workshop, APCD explained that its analytical model had no economic 

component and paid no attention to cost while promoting new construct ion to exceed state 

energy-efficiency standards that are the nation’s toughest.  

Information explaining the enormous reductions new building has already made in GHG 

emissions and will make in the next five years should be part of this report in order to pu t 

APCD recommendations in context. Decision-makers should be provided a full and accurate 

picture by a government agency that wants more stringent requirements. In addition, the 

district should conduct research to understand the cost of compliance so decis ion-makers 

know how to structure requirements that provide the greatest bang for the buck. APCD’s 

approach seems to be to require everything without worrying if it is affordable or cost -

effective. That is a very poor approach to policy development.  

Furthermore, these thresholds might seem straight-forward in the abstract to bureaucrats, 

but lack real world functionality because the CalEEMod program doesn’t fit all types of 

development. A small miscalculation in the program can cost thousands of dollars. APCD 

should provide a list of possible mitigation measures, their costs, and examples of how to 

develop cost-effective greenhouse gas reduction strategy. 

APCD wallowing in wholly wrong examples 
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At its Feb. 23 workshop, the district presented two totally wrong examples – a Cal Poly 

housing project and a downtown San Luis Obispo City mixed use project -- of what projects 

can do to reduce GHG emissions. 

The Cal Poly housing project has no relationship to most developments. The Cal Poly 

builder didn’t have to pay for land or impact fees and had a totally captive market. So the 

cost of more dramatically cutting GHGs is far less problematic than for a builder paying 

$50,000 per lot for land and $50,000 more in impact fees. 

 

Even worse, the district staff trumpeted a huge mixed project in downtown San Luis Obispo 

City without noting that all housing has been removed from the development. So everyone 

working in it must commute long distance to work. To highlight a GHG generating project 

in the context of GHG emission reduction is shockingly misguided. 

Unreliable growth projections 

We believe this report inaccurately projects future development by using the last 10 years to 

predict the next eight, a mistake that will let APCD propose more draconian restrictions in 

the future. The housing bubble and economic recession last decade had major distorting 

effects on new construction, and new environmental rules now taking effect restrict future 

development.  They make that period an inappropriate time frame for comparison or to  

extrapolate from. APCD would know this if it talked to real builders.  

Consol contact information 

There is no list of experts or footnotes in the report to see everyone you spoke to or to see if 

you spoke to anyone knowledgeable about construction to understand what is being done, 

what can be done in the near and distant future, what is financially and technically feasible 

and achievable today. No evidence shows that you made any effort to develop a complete, 

fair, achievable and objective picture before deciding on a course of action. 

You should contact a well-respected business like Consol so you have practical, real world 

understanding in your findings. Here is Consol’s website (www.consol.ws) and phone 

number is (800) 526-6765. The California-based company has 30 years of experience 

providing energy solutions to government agencies, utilities, trade associations and 

builders. It works on energy codes including Title 24 and IECC, compliance documentation, 

energy efficiency, retrofits, green program design and management, builder energy code 

training, and Home Energy Rating Systems. It has served as a team leader in the federal 

Department of Energy’s Building America program and served clients in Arizona, 

California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah and Washington 

and helped the building industry construct more than 10,000 above code homes.  

General conclusions: 

This document ignores economic considerations. It looks at this issue in a vacuum, using 

simple math to derive reductions without examining such other factors as affordable 

housing, transportation, social justice, equity, economic development, incentives, or 
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mitigation measures. District staff should know that good government policy, like nature, 

abhors a vacuum. 

To effectively cut carbon emissions, a broader approach is needed to tackle how San Luis 

Obispo County functions as a whole, resulting in a plan that cooperates with new 

development in a cost-effective means in order to decrease automobile trips, promote 

alternative transportation, and create a more sustainable environment rather than simply 

jamming costly, ineffective rules onto new development. The overwhelming majority of GHG 

emissions produced in San Luis Obispo County are due to existing “employee commuting,” 

not from new construction. The cities and county must improve the job-housing imbalance 

and provide more land for higher density, urban infill to reduce the job commute. 

Our specific comments are as follows: 

1) Page 4, last paragraph – The last two sentences contradict each other. “While building 

efficiency has significantly improved in California over the years and continues to improve, 

the necessary reductions cannot be achieved by one area or sector alone. It will require 

careful consideration of site design, location, transportation, energy efficiency and waste 

handling.” The first sentence says one sector cannot do this alone and the second sentence 

discusses only the land use sector. The district should detail how much new construction has 

done and what existing homes, businesses and drivers must do to reduce emissions.  

2) Page 5, first paragraph – This highlights the district’s narrow perspective. “After 

reviewing the GHG threshold analyses performed by other Air Districts and discussions 

with the California Attorney General, the California Office of Planning and Research, and 

the Center for Biodiversity, staff determined the methodology used by the Bay Area Air 

Quality Management District was the most appropriate approach.” In other words, after 

talking only to bureaucrats and to no one experienced in building today, the district decided 

to act as if it was fully informed.  

3) Page 5, first paragraph under Greenhouse Gas Thresholds – “Thus, the primary goal in 

adopting GHG significance thresholds, analytical methodologies, and mitigation measures 

is to ensure new land use development provides its fair share of the GHG reductions needed 

to address cumulative environmental impacts from those emissions.” How can new land 

use’s fair share be determined if it is the only thing analyzed herein and if the report fails to 

examine what new development is doing to meet its fair share?  

 

4) Page 6, second paragraph under 2.1 – “APCD’s framework for developing a GHG 

threshold for land development projects is based on comprehensive policy and regulatory 

analysis, as well as considerable technical evaluation of development trends in SLO 

County.” We request a list of the policies and regulations the district analyzed, a written 

explanation of how those policies were analyzed, a description of how that information was 

used to develop a formula that reflects local building trends, and a list of what local 

builders the district consulted in order to determine the validity of its conclusions.  

5) Page 7, last paragraph – In the reference to reducing “GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 

2020,” the district does not report that new construction has already achieved that level.  



11 

 

a. New construction is now 50 % more energy efficient than homes built in 1990. The 

CalGreen Code, which all local cities and the county will adopt, is adding another 15 %, 

raising it to 65 %.  

B. the California Energy Commission plans to increase energy efficiency 25 % more in 2014 

and 15 to 25 % more in 2017. The federal government will add 5 % on top of that in 2015. 

There is no reference to any of this in the report. 

c. About 90,000 homes in the county were built before the Title 24 efficiency standards 

started taking effect in 1990. Their contribution to GHG emissions are barely mentioned in 

this report. 

6) Page 9, first paragraph under 2.2 – “Staff studied numerous options, relying on 

reasonable, environmental conservative assumptions on growth.” Who determined what is 

reasonable and conservative and how? We also request a list of what the “numerous 

options” are and an explanation of how they were ranked.  

7) Page 12, second paragraph -- The report says, “Preparing the Gap Analysis entailed 

estimating the statewide growth in emissions between 1990 and 2020.” What is the county’s 

share of the statewide growth? How did the county’s share change between 1990 and 2020? 

What were the causes of the county’s GHG growth? How can you determine local new 

construction’s share until you answer such questions?  

8) Page 13, Step 1 – The emissions inventory makes an incredible leap to include off-road 

passenger vehicles, lawn and garden equipment, and heavy duty truck and commercial fuel 

use under land use.  

a. Are you suggesting that building a home causes someone to buy a jet ski or dune buggy 

or that home builder are responsible for the recreational driving habits of a buyer?  

9) Page 15, Table 1 -- Transportation and electric power are considered on their own and 

attributed to land use. This seems like double counting, making residential development 

responsible for more than its share. 

10) Page 17, Step 3, first paragraph – Since home building has already met the AB32/SB375 

goals, it has already met its legal “fair share” requirement and should not be forced to fix 

someone else share. Why is new construction being held to a double standard while APCD 

seemingly ignores the sources that aren’t in compliance with state  law? APCD should 

target those who haven’t met their fair share, not those that have.  

11) Page 20, first full paragraph – “The historical trend analysis found that, between 2001-

2010, over 2,400 projects were approved.” This is another example where APCD would 

have produced a better, more useful report if it had talked the building community before 

jumping to wrong conclusions. There is a large difference how many GHGs might be 

produced by approved projects and those produced by actually built projects. Many 

approved projects are never built, particularly given our recent historic “Great Recession.” 

The result is that APCD’s guessestimate of many projects will exceed the threshold and the 

share of GHGs that come today from new construction are wrong because they are based on 

the wrong information. 
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12) Page 24, Step 8, first paragraph – Regarding “SLO County’s fair share of the statewide 

‘gap,’” we request a list of what each California county’s share is and how that was divided 

to reflect actual GHG contributions. 

13) Page 24, last paragraph – The document states how much SLO County GHG reductions 

“were achievable and feasible.” Who determined what was achievable and feasible? How? 

Using what standards of measurement? How were cost and cost-effectiveness used in these 

calculations?  

14) Page 31, Attachment 1 – It is wrong to ignore today’s difficult economic times and 

promote relying primarily on mandatory measures instead of using a voluntary, incentive 

driven approach. Good government works with the public. It does not dictate to it. 

a. Page 32, bullets at the bottom of the page and top of 33 – It is misleading for APCD to 

push for exceeding Title 24, adding water efficiency requirements, and lobby for 

transportation demand ordinances without making an effort to report the reality of what 

building is doing today on all these topics. By leaving out such information, the district is 

not giving decision-makers an accurate picture of this issue. That is irresponsible.  

You cannot achieve GHG reduction goals simply by attacking new construction. It has 

already done more than any other industry to reduce GHG emissions and improve energy 

efficiency. It will be doing more than any other industry in the next five years to further cut 

GHG emissions and enhance energy efficiency. In addition, there is essentially nothing left  

to suck out of new construction, and it is the wrong time to increase the cost of new 

construction since it makes no financial sense to build today and will not for another two to 

five years.  

In order to achieve your goal, you must target the cause of the problem – existing home and 

business owners, vehicle miles traveled by current county residents, and government actions 

that make urban infill prohibitively expensive to build, buy or rent and make orderly 

development along the urban edge unwelcome. 

If we do not build a single new home, those problems remain and existing GHG emissions 

continue to grow. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

 

Sincerely yours,    

 

                                                      

 

 Jerry Bunin, Government Affairs Director   

(805) 459-2807 (cell) 
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jbunin@hbacc.org 

Assisted by Guy Duer 
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