Comment 1 for Commentson Performance Standardsfor CEQA GHG
Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) - 2nd Wor kshop.

First Name: Gretchen

Last Name: Hardison

Email Address: gretchen.hardison@lacity.org
Affiliation: City of Los Angeles

Subject: Comments on proposed performance standards
Comment:

Pl ease see this second set of attached comments fromCity of Los
Angel es staff on the approach to statew de CEQA thresholds for GHG
em ssions. For further information, please contact nme at the
e-mai |l or phone listed above.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/cega-ps-ws/1-

arb_cega ghg_thresholds 1-09-09 cmt_|Itr.pdf
Original File Name: ARB CEQA GHG thresholds 1-09-09 cmt Itr.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-09 15:39:45

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Commentson Performance Standardsfor CEQA GHG
Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) - 2nd Wor kshop.

First Name: Barbara

Last Name: Baird

Email Address: bbaird@agmd.gov
Affiliation: South Coast AQMD

Subject: Comments re GHG Significance Thresholds under CEQA
Comment:

Attached are the comrents of South Coast AQVD re CEQA and
Greenhouse (Gases.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/cega-ps-ws/2-
comments_ghg_cega 1-9-09.pdf

Origina File Name: Comments GHG CEQA 1-9-09.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-09 16:49:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Commentson Performance Standardsfor CEQA GHG
Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) - 2nd Wor kshop.

First Name: Anne

Last Name: Nicklin

Email Address: anicklin@davislangdon.us
Affiliation: Davis Langdon

Subject: Construction Phase Emissions
Comment:

Pl ease see attached

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/cega-ps-ws/3-
arbmemo2009jan08.pdf

Origina File Name: ARBmemo2009Jan08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-13 09:14:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Comments on Performance Standardsfor CEQA GHG
Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) - 2nd Wor kshop.

First Name: Rhys

Last Name: Rowland

Email Address: rrowland@cityofdavis.org
Affiliation: City of Davis

Subject: Residential and Commercia Standards
Comment:

Ceneral comrents on the proposed residential and conmercia
standards are as foll ows:

| f categorically exenpt project, then exenpt fromfurther
anal ysi s.

Conment: The CEQA guidelines Section 15322(d) currently exenpt
infill projects of 5 acres or less. |If this were to be applied to
residential or commercial projects, we believe a project may have
substantial em ssions. W need greater understanding of how
“Infill” would be interpreted for the purposes of this exenption

*|If not categorically exenpt, then the analysis nust show that a
proj ect:

oConplies with an approved plan for GHG em ssions, |ike the CAT
is doing and we have an certified EIR, or

o Meets the CARB standard for construction; and
o For operations
oMeets an CEC Tier ||l energy use perfornance standard; and

Conment: Wiy are these standards not also applied to industria
proj ects?

o Meets CARB perfornmance standard for water, waste and
transportation; and

Conment: Wiy are these standards not also applied to industria
proj ects?

Attachment:

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-14 16:38:02

No Duplicates.






Comment 5 for Commentson Performance Standardsfor CEQA GHG
Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) - 2nd Wor kshop.

First Name: Rhys

Last Name: Rowland

Email Address: rrowland@cityofdavis.org
Affiliation: City of Davis

Subject: Revised General Comments
Comment:

Wth respect to categorical exenptions in general

e Coorment: W believe there are circunstances where categorically
exenpt projects may enit a considerabl e amount of green house gas
enmi ssions relative to the overall em ssions for a small comunity.
We suggest reviewing this proposed standard and setting a nunber
that could be universally accepted as less than significant. In
addi ti on, no background or explanations are given as to how the
threshol ds were established. Even a small anount of information
woul d be hel pful to the reader (e.g. the industrial threshold of
7,000Mr for ?? nunber of small industrial projects anticipated

bet ween 2010 and 2020 represents ??% of the overall state w de GHG
em ssion total predicted for 2020 and is therefore considered |ess
than significant).

Wth respect to the proposed 7,000 M CO2 or equival ent threshold
for industrial projects.

e Comment: Based on research the City has conducted with a UC
Davi s professor, 7,000 MI is equivalent to approximately a 425 unit
subdi vi si on (including GHG eni ssions fromboth energy and
transportation associated with the residential use). Based on this
research that used the State GHG i nventory to establish |oca
basel i ne em ssions, we cal culate that each housing unit constructed
in Davis produces an average of 16.5 MI per unit per year (2010
baseline). Based on these cal cul ati ons, we suggest that when the
threshol d for industrial projects is applied to a smaller
conmunity, it nmay represent a substantial percentage of the
overall emissions. W believe this nunber to be high. W would
encourage the CARB to consider an alternative threshol ds

nmet hodol ogy, perhaps using a systemthat has these relatively small
projects contribute to a GHG emi ssions nitigation fund that can be
tapped by local jurisdictions to off-set |ocal GHG emi ssions in an
amount roughly equal to the inpact (e.g. energy efficiency
upgrades/retrofit of existing housing stock). W assune that as
permtted under the current CEQA, local jurisdictions are pernmitted
to set a nore stringent |ocal standard. W believe this is
consistent with State Law as long as the standard is not |ess that
the State’s adopted guideline.

For residential and comercial projects.
e Comment: CEQA guidelines Section 15322(d) currently exenpt

infill projects of 5 acres or less. |If this were to be applied to
residential or comercial projects, we believe a project nay



potentially have substantial em ssions. The City strongly supports
infill projects but needs greater understanding of how “Infill”
woul d be interpreted for the purposes of this exenption.

For the proposed operations:
oMeets an CEC Tier |l energy use perfornmance standard; and

o Meets CARB perfornmance standard for water, waste and
transportation; and

e Comment: Wiy are these standards not al so applied to industrial
proj ects?

O her questions:

» How do we evaluate projects that do not fall into these three
use categories?

» Does a “comercial” project include projects which are
public/sem -public, office, churches, schools, or other?

e Cotrment: We think nore guidance will be necessary since
substantial categories of projects would not be eval uated under the
proposed threshol ds.

*ls a "de mninmus" approach per project sensible?

» What does a threshold nunber nmean to a project in ternms of
financi al cost?

 How does x MI of CO2 or equivalent translate to VMI's?

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-15 12:17:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Commentson Performance Standardsfor CEQA GHG
Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) - 2nd Wor kshop.

First Name: Nicole

Last Name: Vermilion

Email Address: nvermilion@planningcenter.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on Performance Standards
Comment:

Comments on the California Air Resources Board's Potentia
Per f ormance Standards and Measures, Decenmber 9, 2008:

Addr essi ng gl obal clinmate change inpacts through CEQA shoul d
require | ead agencies to evaluate how a project and [ and uses fit
inwith overall GHG reduction goals rather than an approach that
requi res quantification and conpari son of em ssions to a stringent
t hreshol d. Residential and comerci al devel opnents and associ at ed
em ssions are a directly correlated w th popul ati on grow h;

t heref ore significance threshol ds devel oped need to have sone
built-in flexibility to evaluate how a project affects the state’s
efforts to reduce GHG eni ssi ons.

The performance standards suggested are nore equivalent to

t hreshol ds than performance standards pursuant to the California
Environnental Quality Act (CEQA). The followi ng are specific
conments on the draft perfornance standards:

Energy Efficiency: Requiring all new projects to achieve the
California Energy Conmission's (CEC) Tier |l Energy Efficiency
standard nay result in pseudo-regulation if all projects have to
exceed existing regulations by a certain percentage or neet a
certain quantified performance criteria. To nmeet the Tier Il Energy
Ef fi ci ency standards woul d require devel opers to achieve a 30
percent reduction in the residential building s conbined space
heating, cooling, and water heating energy conpared to the 2008
Title 24 Standards. The 2008 Buil di ng and Energy Efficiency

St andards (adopted 2008 and required for all buildings constructed
after August 1, 2009) are approxi mately 15 percent nore energy
efficient than the 2005 Buil ding and Energy Efficiency Standards.
Increases in energy efficiency of new building construction were
anticipated in the Scoping Plan. Consequently, continually
requiring that projects be nore energy efficient that the current
standards may, at some point in the future, not be feasible as the
Bui | di ng and Energy Standards may require all new buil dings to be
as energy efficient as technically possible. In addition, no data
was made avail abl e concerning why CEC s Tier Il Energy Efficiency
standard was chosen.

Water: Performance standards for water efficiency should be
consistent with the Model Water Efficient Landscape O di nance
adopted by the California Departrment of Water Resources.

Resi dential Vehicle Mles Traveled (VMI): Currently no

net hodol ogi es or standards are avail able that estimate VMI by



density and/or proxinmity to services. A conscious effort will need
to be undertaken to devel op protocols and met hodol ogi es so that
meani ngf ul threshol ds and/ or performance standards are devel oped.
CARB' s currently proposed performance standard of 14,000 VMI per
househol d per year is based on studies conducted in the 1990s on
vehicle mles traveled in the state by type of devel opnent (second
wor kshop comments). The infornation used to devel op this standard
shoul d be nade available to the general public. Furthernore,

net hodol ogy to estinmate VMI for different project types should be
nmade avail able. The URBEM S npdel does not currently provide annual
VMl but daily VMI, which is based on a worst-case day. Using
default URBEM S2007 conputer nodel for the South Coast Air Basin, a
residential devel opnent with a density of 3 units per acre would
travel 30,864 niles per year (based on one single-famly
residential unit on 0.33 acre for year 2010 with pass-by trips
turned on and assuming VMI per day is the same every day of the
year), and would have to be 50 units to the acre or higher in order
to be consistent with this performance standard. SB375 identifies a
m ni mum housi ng density of 10 units to the acre within an
identified Sustai nable Comunity Strategy area to qualify for
exenptions under CEQA. However, density in-of-itself does not
determi ne VMI, because a high-density housing project in a
greenfield developnent is likely to have higher annual househol d
VMI rates than a simlar high density housing project within an
infill devel opment. In general, SB375 requires the regiona

Met ropol i tan Pl anning Organi zations to identify |land use strategies
to reduce VMI. Performance standards shoul d i nstead be based
proximty to transit stops, wal k-ability, bike-ability, and other
design neasures so that alternative nodes of transportations are
avai l abl e i n new devel opnents. Alternative performance standards
could also include an evaluation of a project’s inpact on

j ob-housi ng bal ance within the sub-region

In the second workshop on the prelimnary performance standards

for GHG eni ssions, CARB staff indicated the possibility of allow ng
projects that could not achieve the performance standards to
identify mitigation neasures that achi eve enissions reductions

equi valent to the performance standards. CARB indicated in the

sl i deshow presented at the second workshop that the perfornance
standards woul d reduce eni ssions associated with residential

project by 20 to 50 percent and conmercial projects by 7 to 15
percent. However, it is not clear what this reduction was conpared
to (business as usual ?).

In the revisions to the draft prelimnmnary performance standards,
CARB wi || need to nake clear what "equivalent nitigation" is, and
if projects have to achieve the upper, nid, or |ower range of the
assuned em ssions reductions cited above. For exanple, would
projects have to show equi val ent GHG emi ssi ons reductions for each
performance standard not nmet, is it nore pertinent to neet the
total reductions of all the performance standards conbi ned?
Furthernore, for mxed-use projects that contain both a residential
and comerci al conponent, which standard applies? Lastly, it is
likely that equival ent em ssions reductions can only be nmeasured by
guantifying em ssions reductions fromthe individual perfornance

st andards. Consequently, nethodol ogy and assunptions would need to
be devel oped for emissions reductions fromindividual perfornance
standards in order to estimate what equival ent enissions reductions
are necessary for mtigation. As an alternative, a nunber of air
pol lution control districts are inplementing offset fees for GHG
em ssions for devel opnents that are unable to achieve the enissions



reductions of the performance standards.

Nicole Vermlion

Associ ate Envi ronnental Pl anner

The Pl anni ng Center

1580 Metro Drive | Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Phone: (714) 966-9220 ext 344 | Fax: (714) 966-9221

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-16 17:16:51

No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Comments on Perfor mance Standar ds for
CEQA GHG Thresholds (cega-ps-ws) that were presented during the
Workshop at thistime.



