Comment 1 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Robert

Last Name: Knight

Email Address: rknight@bki.com
Affiliation: Bevilacqua-Knight, Inc. (BKi)

Subject: Green Buildings and Energy Efficiency
Comment:

The aspect of "green building" that is of greatest relevance to
AB32's goals is the reliably long-term m ninization of energy use
in the building. Energy use in California buildings is about
evenly divided between residential and conmercial buildings, with
each around 20% of the state's total. Reducing that consunption is
a cruci al aspect of an effective AB32 strategy.

Particularly in the residential sector, traditional construction
renodel i ng, and repairs tend to be undertaken w thout adequate
consi deration of the building' s design and operation as an

i ntegrated system The design or nodification of one conponent,
such as the insulation, can have unanticipated effects on other
conponents, such as the optinmal sizing of the space conditioning
equi prent...wi th | ong-term consequences for energy efficiency and
consunption in addition to confort, health, safety, and the

buil ding's operating costs and val ue.

We therefore suggest that AB32 shoul d support the wi despread use
of "whol e-buil di ng" approaches to assure naxi mum | ong-term ener gy
savings in construction, renodeling, and nmajor repairs. This
recomendation is included in the recent California Energy
Efficiency Strategic Plan. This approach goes well|l beyond the

| atest version of the state's Title 24 energy code and can deliver
far deeper reliable energy savings per home than any conventiona
approach. It is enbodied in the federal "Hone Perfornmance with
Energy Star" program sponsored by DOE and EPA but is still snall
both nationally and in California. In this state, initial

i mpl ement ation prograns are delivered primarily through the
California Building Performance Contractors Associati on (an Energy
Star Partner) and are being sponsored by the major electric and gas
utilities.

In com ng years, greater enphasis on such innovative efficiency

program strategies will be needed but are currently hanpered by
the CPUC s narrow i nterpretation of cost-effectiveness. Geater
recognition of the full range of benefits will be essenti al
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Comment 2 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Peggy

Last Name: White

Email Address: pwhite@countyofglenn.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Green buildings section
Comment:

There was no reference to use of wind turbines for energy uses.
The use of wind turbines, instead of roof solar equipnent, is
aviabl e alternative. Nornally, w nd apparatuses are not installed
on a roof, thereby |essening the need for additional support
structure of the roof. Wnd turbines cost recovery is a
significantly shorter time period than sol ar panels.
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Comment 3 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: James

Last Name: Miller

Email Address: jrusmiller@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Million Solar Roofs
Comment:

To make this nore attractive to hone owners, the PUC needs to
mandat e t hat everyone residential or conmercial can have TQU tine
of use, metering of their electricity. Solar electricity is
generated at the time of day when electric prices are highest
because denmand is highest. I|ndividuals should be allowed to
capture this value as can | arge conpanies. The PUC rul es shoul d
also require utilities to conduct net netering which the utility
must pay for electricity generated by a honmeowner above hone use
and is sent back into the grid.

Simlarly, the PUC should allow plug in hybrid cars to discharge
their battery to the grid through a honeowner neter for such
netering. The homeowner woul d then be incentivized to reduce peak
power for the utility.
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Comment 4 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Alexander

Last Name: Clayton

Email Address: AlexRClayton@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Solar and Efficiency
Comment:

It is estimated that by 2030, half of all buildings in the US will
have been built after the year 2000, so there is a challenge to
ensure sustainable principles are incorporated into their designs,
as well as to existing buildings.

The MIlion Solar Roofs plan is a very good start towards greening
of buil dings, but Coop Anmerica research indicates that the solar
contribution can realistically reach 10 percent of total U S
electricity generation by 2025 by depl oyi ng a conbi nati on of sol ar
phot ovol tai cs (PV) and concentrating solar power (CSP). Japan is

| ooking to go to 30% of househol ds w solar installed by 2030.

A conprehensi ve plan needs to be put into place to inform and
encour age (through effective comruni cati ons and fi nanci ally)

i ndi vi dual s and busi nesses to install solar collectors on roofs
and even the sides of buildings, as well as other energy
efficiency nmeasures (e.g., triple-paned, argon-filled w ndows and
increasing insulation with recycled nmaterials). This needs to
include a state | aw trunpi ng heavy-handed HOA restrictions that
[imt what honeowners can do with regard to inproving energy

ef ficiency.
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Comment 5 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Nick

Last Name: Zigelbaum@nrdc.org
Email Address: nzigelbaum@nrdc.org
Affiliation: NRDC

Subject: NRDC Comments on Green Buildings
Comment:

We respectfully subnit these coments on Green Buildings in the
Draft Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/5-nrdc_comments_on_green_buildings in_draft_scoping_plan.pdf

Origina File Name: NRDC Comments on Green Buildings in Draft Scoping Plan.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-21 17:18:05
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Comment 6 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Serena

Last Name: Pancoast

Email Address: serenacattiva@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Sierra Club

Subject: data center technology and energy
Comment:

Support nore energy effecient data centers for greener buildings by
regul ating their energy usage and pronoting energy-reducing
technol ogy such as nulti-core processing chips and smart cooling
systens. Gve initiatives for Sillicon Valley to lead in this
green technol ogy.
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Comment 7 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Chris

Last Name: Cone

Email Address. cone@sonic.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Building Performance Testing
Comment:

I amglad to see that environnental perfornance testing of new and
existing buildings is part of the Draft Scoping Plan (page 37, C1
O her Measures Under Evaluation, Electricity and

Commer ci al / Resi denti al Sector. Including building performance and
test-out criteria are the only way to ensure greenhouse gas
reducti on goal s have been realized. The adoption of a building
performance rating system neans buil di ng owners/purchasers will be
able to assess the operating costs of a particular property and
account for that in the property value; this is a key step forward
toward a | ow carbon econony.
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Comment 8 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Brent

Last Name: Eidson

Email Address: beidson@sandiego.gov
Affiliation: City of San Diego

Subject: Need for further information
Comment:

1) More information should be included regardi ng the proposed G een
Bui | di ng Standards Code that the draft Scoping Plan indicates will
institute m ni mum envi ronnmental performance standards for all

buil dings in 2010. WIIl this new code apply to private

devel opnent projects? How does it differ/conpare with the

di f ferent LEED standards?

2) p. 22 - Geen Buildings that conply with Title 24 updates are
already greatly increasing the energy efficiency of new buil di ngs.
The Scoping Plan is silent on how gui dance/ mandates to retrofit
ol der buildings that were not subject to Title 24, and which are
typically the largest stock of buildings in communities.
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Comment 9 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Gordon

Last Name: Mann

Email Address. gordon@sactree.com
Affiliation:

Subject: urban forestry and green building
Comment:

The use of trees to shade buil dings and reduce energy consunption
is seriously overlooked in the LEED certifications. The space for
planting trees in the best |ocations to shade buil dings, inprove
air quality, and provide a natural elenent to the building is

m ssing. The orientation of streets and buildings in new

devel opnents could be shifted to | ocate the street and conmmon
trees in the nost advantageous shade | ocations.

The use of sol ar power on individual homes conflicts with the
benefit of shading a hone with trees. |If solar is not the sole
power source of a hone, when a power failure occurs, the sol ar
power is not viable, reducing the benefit of having sol ar energy
on individual homes. Instead, solar farms or surrogate solar
panel s shoul d be placed on the top floor of parking structures,

| arge commercial building roofs, and public buildings. The panels
can be invested in by individual homeowners or businesses who will
recei ve the sane benefits of energy investnent in solar on their
own building plus the shade benefits of trees reducing the need
for solar energy.
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Comment 10 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Anna

Last Name: McPherson

Email Address: amcpherson@sandiego.gov
Affiliation: City of San Diego - Development Services

Subject: Green Buildings
Comment:

1) More information should be included regarding the proposed G een
Bui | di ng Standards Code that the draft Scoping Plan indicates will
institute m ni mum envi ronnmental performance standards for all

buil dings in 2010. WIIl this new code apply to private

devel opnent projects? How does it differ/conpare with the

di f ferent LEED standards?

2) p. 22 - Geen Buildings that conply with Title 24 updates are
already greatly increasing the energy efficiency of new buil di ngs.
The Scoping Plan is silent on how gui dance/ mandates to retrofit
ol der buildings that were not subject to Title 24, and which are
typically the largest stock of buildings in communities.
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Comment 11 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Karen

Last Name: Smith

Email Address: ksmith@stopwaste.org
Affiliation: StopWaste.org

Subject: Green Building
Comment:

Wiile it's highly commendabl e that the Buil di ng Standards
Conmi ssion recently approved the first set of statew de G een
Bui | di ng standards, contrary to the statenent on page 23, the
adopted standard will require 16 nandatory neasures for the
residential sector only by year 2011. The standards provide no
nore than voluntary neasures for all other occupancies.

As stated in the intent section of the G een Building code, these
standards are to be viewed as ninimal G een Building Standards and
that |ocal governnent entities retain their discretion to exceed

t he standards established by this code. W recommend that the
scopi ng plan include | anguage to explicitly encourage | oca
jurisdictions to inplement green buil ding standards, guidelines
and rating systens that are nore stringent than the state code and
that the state address any obstacles for |ocal jurisdictions to do
so. W al so reconmend that the “green buil di ng standards,

gui delines and rating systens” adopted by local jurisdictions be
defined as a publicly avail able system devel oped by a
third-party, and includes a nechanismfor evaluating and
determ ni ng whether, and to what extent, a structure qualifies as
a green building. This will assure a |evel of consistency and

qual ity assurance throughout the state. This reconmendati on coul d
be included in the Local Governnment Actions section of the

report.
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Comment 12 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Assmann

Email Address: David.Assmann@sfgov.org
Affiliation: City and County of San Francisco

Subject: City of San Francisco Comments on Green Building
Comment:

In order to be effective, ARB nust make explicit reconmendations to
utilize green building opportunities toward achi evenent of AB32
requi rements. ARB' s reconmendations with relation to green

bui | di ng must be clear, and convey notive intent. The green
bui | di ng section has nmany ideas prefaced by “Group X could take
Action Y.” ARB has been tasked with recomrending - and to a | arge
degree inplenenting - solutions to the unprecedented chal | enge of
reducing California s greenhouse gas em ssions.

ARB is correct that the majority of individual neasures capabl e of
yi el di ng significant greenhouse gas emissions reductions in the
built environnent are largely addressed in other issue areas

wi thin the Scoping Plan, and should not be doubl e-counted under

t he headi ng of Green Buil di ng. However, the vast scope necessary
to realize AB32 goals is very conplex, and potentially unw el dy.
Exi sting and upconming Geen Building ratings and netrics are
essential tools to taking an integrated, conprehensive approach at
the project level, and to convey the scope of opportunities for

gr eenhouse gas reduction and sustainability. Accessible,
intuitively understandabl e benchnmarks, such as the Energy Star

| abel for buildings and increasing |levels of LEED certification
are tools that help spur the public, practitioners, and investors
to incorporate nmany sustainability strategies into a given
project. Wiile the California Geen Building Code and ongoi ng
revisions to Title 24 Part 6 energy standards will be the primary
tools for mandatory statew de increases in environnenta

per f ormance of buildings, any AB32 rel ated public outreach should
encourage — and incentivize — green building comm tnents above and
beyond any mandat ory standar ds.

Wil e ARB has made substantive proposals for greenhouse gas

eni ssions reduction through alternate fuels and supporting the
efforts of CPUC and CEC to minimnize em ssions fromthe operation
of buildings, the best opportunity to influence the future

em ssi ons associated with a building occur in |and use pl anni ng
and entitlement. Street |layout, zoning, and other planning

consi derations heavily influence the vehicle mles travelled by
future residents, long termneeds to comute to and froma given
site, and the opportunity for effective solar orientation of a
building. Wth the expectation of 44 mllion Californians by 2020,
ARB and the state nust collaborate with | ocal governnents — not
supercede them — to co-locate housing, essential services, and
jobs in new devel opnent and redevel opnent, to increase the density
of the state’s built environnent in ways that will structurally
reduce the transportation needs of the average Californian. San



Franci sco, already one of the nost dense cities in the western
United States, recognizes that we need to go much further, and is
participating in five separate najor devel opnent projects under
the USGBC s LEED for Nei ghborhood Devel opnments Pil ot program

whi ch provides a benchmark and opportunity for recognition in the
solution to not only greenhouse gas chal |l enges, but opportunities
to increase quality of life by reducing tinme wasted travelling for
basi ¢ nei ghbor hood services. ARB nust devote significant resources
to direct support of Snart G owth policies anong California |l oca
governments, including provision of consulting dollars, and should
explicitly reconmend increased investment in transit in conbination
with increased density of existing California conmunities.

Addi tional significant opportunities not yet addressed in the
draft Scopi ng Plan incl ude:

» Overcone the distinction between capital and operating expenses
in public facilities by establishing and applying a life cycle
costing nmethodol ogy for state facilities. State adoption of such a
nmet hodol ogy woul d allow | ocal jurisdictions to employ it as well

e California should provide a statew de bond pool to mninze
financing costs for cities establishing energy financing districts
to finance renewabl e energy systens and energy efficiency

i mprovenents on property tax bills. AB811 now all ows general |aw
cities to establish such districts on the “Berkel ey Mddel,” which
had previously been limted to charter cities.

* Wrk with CEC so that updates to Title 24 Part 6 energy
efficiency standards are targeted at absol ute greenhouse gas

m nimzation. The Base Case in Title 24 energy efficiency
conpl i ance cal cul ations generally utilizes the sane systens and
buil ding orientation as the proposed design. This can

i nadvertently penalize sonme significant design opportunities,

i ncludi ng designing for effective natural ventilation. Renbving an
HVAC systementirely froma proposed design al so renoves the HVAC
load fromthe base case. To cost-effectively nove design toward
zero-net energy, it will be necessary to instead propose an energy
budget based on the building size and use type, and give credit for
savings in conmparison to a baseline energy budget. The buil di ng
ener gy budget shoul d be based on percentage reductions from
standard practice, such as the Energy Star Target Finder or its
source data, the US Departnent of Energy’ s Commercial Buil dings
Ener gy Consunption Survey (CBECS.)

Last, in order for the anmbitious conplenentary statew de efforts
underway across multiple California state agencies to be
successful , agencies nust increase coordination. One hel pfu
mechani sm woul d be devel opnent of a statenent and intent of shared
goals — and agreenent to defer across jurisdictions — in areas
related to energy efficiency and green buildings. Wile it’s clear
the California Public Utilities Comm ssion, Energy Conm ssion
Bui | di ng St andards Conmi ssion, and Air Resources Board are al

obvi ously aware of one another, it is clear to the outside
observer that there is insufficient conmunication anbng state
agencies to effectively align their goals, powers, and outcomes to
realize the state’s anbitious goals. ARB should provide

st at e- gover nment - wi de benchnar ks under AB32, and convene regul ar
public inter-agency workshops and neetings, as well as |ess fornal
exchanges, to keep the state on track to achi eve the desired
econony-w de i nprovenents in resource efficiency.
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Comment 13 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Linda

Last Name: Villatore

Email Address: villatore@comcast.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Green Roofs
Comment:

Monti e Zoughet a retired UN Arid Plant Ecol ogi st who designed an
built green roofs overseas, conducted a four nmonth cost benefit
anal ysis of green roofs for the central valley and found G een
Roof s to be 25% LESS effective than planting trees near the
structure. W were asked to make 5 nminute presentation to the
Sacranment o Chapter of the USGBC. This is a sunmmary of our

findi ngs.

Pr obl ens:

Currently, materials costs are prohibitively high in the US, as
conpared to overseas

Green roofs are currently being over designed & over built in the
US for practical, large scale application here.

These Designs are not easily applied to existing construction
many are heavy.

Green Roofs need and will retain noisture and may damage the
structural integrity of the roof over tine.

In a side by side cost benefit analysis, planting large trees near
the house to

shade the roof is nore energy efficient by a factor of 25%

Al'l green roofs require naintenance, a hi dden cost.

The US | acks incentives for retrofit-construction to existing

bui | di ngs.

Sol uti ons:

Monti e sel ected and tested the proper green roof plants for this
regi on.

He has an idea for a nmodul ar solution, but we lack sufficient
funds to privately underwite the nmanufacture, installation and
testing of this concept on a |arge enough scale.

Montie believes that a low intensity, nodified version of a green
roof may be possible by planting selected plants at the corners of
a roof and allowing themto grow across the roof.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/13-the_green roof_consultants one_sheet3.doc

Original File Name: The Green Roof Consultants One sheet3.doc
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Comment 14 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Carol

Last Name: Misseldine

Email Address: cmisseldine@comcast.net
Affiliation: Green Cities California

Subject: Comments on Green Buildings sector
Comment:

Green Cities California (GCC) coments on the Green Buil dings
sector of CARB's AB 32 Draft Scoping plan, attached.

Carol M ssel di ne
Coor di nat or

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/14-gcc_green building_sector comments.ab_32_draft_scoping_plan.doc

Original File Name: GCC Green Building Sector Comments.AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan.doc
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Comment 15 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Steven

Last Name: Goetz

Email Address: sgoet@cd.cccounty.us
Affiliation: Contra Costa County

Subject: Green Buildings
Comment:

The strategies for green building focus solely on the direct inpact
of structures on GHG emi ssions. There should be sone

acknow edgerment of their indirect inpact on GHG eni ssions by the
provi sion of support facilities such as parking and their function
in the comunity as a destination that generates vehicle trips.

The Green Buildings sector of the Scoping Plan can refer to
specific strategies in the “Land Use and Local Governnent” and
“State Government” sectors of the Scoping Plan that address these

i ndirect GHG i npacts.
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Comment 16 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Bruce

Last Name: Ray

Email Address: bruce.ray@jm.com
Affiliation: Johns Manville

Subject: Energy Efficiency and Indoor Air Quality
Comment:

Johns Manville strongly agrees with the proposal in the draft
Scoping Plan to use Green Building principles and standards to
hel p achi eve the greenhouse gas (GHG enissions reduction goals in
AB-32. Many studies have confirned that constructing new and
retrofitting older buildings to achieve l[evels of energy
efficiency to beyond what is required by current code is a cost

ef fective way to achieve significant GHG emni ssions reductions in
the short term In fact, the attached article fromthe March 2007
The McKinsey Quarterly denonstrates that greater |evels of
insulation installed in existing and new honmes and buil di ngs are
anmong the nost cost effective ways to fight climate change. (See
graph on article page 38, pdf page 4.) Insulation can actually
have a net negative cost, i.e., extra insulation may not cost
noney but instead can save it.

But CARB shoul d be careful to avoid poor indoor air quality as an
uni nt ended consequence of increased energy efficiency. The vast
majority of ol der hones do not have continuous nmechanica
ventilation and instead nay depend | argely on outside air
infiltration as a principal source of fresh air. But retrofitting
ol der hones to achi eve a higher |level of energy efficiency is al
about making themtighter and reducing air infiltration. The sane
hol ds true for new hones. The O ferman ventilation study being
performed for CARB will note that even new homes with ventilation
systenms can have an unacceptably | ow rate of actual air changes
per hour. The result can be that indoor air pollutants from

buil ding materials, including forml dehyde, nmay tend to build up
to unacceptable levels in an energy efficient home.

This neans that great care nmust be taken to select non-emitting
buil ding materials, including insulation, for use in new
residential construction and in residential retrofit applications.
There is an increasing nunber of no-added fornal dehyde alternative
products comrercially available today. This includes Johns
Manville' s full line of Formal dehyde-freeTM fiber gl ass buil di ng

i nsul ati on.

As part of the AB-32 energy efficiency neasures, we urge CARB to
mai ntain its previous guidelines on fornal dehyde:

- CARB I ndoor Air Quality Cuideline: “Formaldehyde in the Hone”
(Aug. 2004)

http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ resear ch/i ndoor/f or mal dG.08- 04. pdf

[ reconmends fornal dehyde-free building naterials generally]

- CARB Fact Sheet: “Reducing Your Exposure to Fornal dehyde” (Aug.



2004) http://ww. arb. ca. gov/research/indoor/formal df s08- 04. pdf
[ reconmends fornal dehyde-free insul ation]

Johns Manville, a Berkshire Hat haway conpany (NYSE: BRK. A, BRK. B)
is a |l eading manufacturer and marketer of prem umquality building
and specialty products. In business since 1858, the Denver-based
conpany in 2002 converted its entire line of fiber glass building
insulation to a no-added fornmal dehyde fornmul ation. Johns
Manville' s fiber glass building insulation plants are the only
ones in the industry exenpted by US EPA from Cl ean Air Act
hazardous air pollutant regulations. Additional information can
be found at www. j mhonmeowner. com

Thank you.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/16-mckinsey study - cost_curve for_ghg_emission_reductions - march 2007.pdf

Original File Name: McKinsey study - cost curve for GHG emission reductions - March
2007.pdf
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Comment 17 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Joyce M

Last Name: Eden

Email Address: comment@sonic.net
Affiliation: West Valley Citizens Air Watch

Subject: Greenhouse Gas Sector 5. Green Buildings
Comment:

GHG 5. Green Buil dings
West Valley Citizens Air Watch Comments:

a. Passive solar siting of buildings is nost often overl ooked. Yet
when sout hern access to the sun is possible, it should be utilized
for maxi mum heat gain in winter, and for shade/cooling in the
sunmer. Easily acconplished with the correctly angled w ndow
overhang. A small greenhouse can al so be incorporated into the
initial building with this siting. Already existing buildings with
southern |ight access and fortunate wi ndow siting can al so be
retrofitted with awnings.

b. Concrete, which is produced from Cenment, contains a huge anount
of enbodi ed energy fromthe production of the cenent and is the
result of a process which creates copious anbunts of CO2 as well
as toxic air contam nants such as nercury, dioxin and snal
particul ates. Therefore it is not a green material and shoul d not
be awarded any LEED points whether or not it is made fromloca
materials or contains “recycled materials”. (Wile the use of fly
ash in cenent mght be considered a recycled material, it is
highly toxic as it concentrates heavy nmetals and other toxins. In
addition it needs to be shipped into California. There are other
options (see W/CAW comments in GHG Section 6. Industry, h

Sol utions and Alternatives.)

However, we support recycling of used concrete.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
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Comment 18 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Elizabeth

Last Name: Gavric

Email Address: elizabethg@car.org

Affiliation: California Association of REALTORS

Subject: ARB Draft Scoping Plan - C.A.R. Comments
Comment:

Pl ease see attached docunent for coments.
Thank you,

Eli zabeth Gavric

Legi sl ati ve Advocate

California Associati on of REALTORS

Attachment:
Original File Name: ARB Draft Scoping Plan - CAR Comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 17:24:00
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Comment 19 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Elizabeth

Last Name: Gavric

Email Address: elizabethg@car.org

Affiliation: California Association of REALTORS

Subject: ARB Draft Scoping Plan - C.A.R. Comments
Comment:

Pl ease see attached docunent for coments.
Thank you,

Eli zabeth Gavric

Legi sl ati ve Advocate

California Associati on of REALTORS

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/20-arb_draft_scoping_plan_-_car_comments.pdf

Original File Name: ARB Draft Scoping Plan - CAR Comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-04 17:26:56

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: John

Last Name: Walser

Email Address: john@usgbc-ncc.org

Affiliation: USGBC-Northern California Chapter

Subject: Green Buildings
Comment:

Appendic C, Section 6 of the Cinate Change Draft Scoping Plan
refers to LEED rating systens. It is inportant to note that the
exi sting LEED Rating Systens are undergoi ng a conti nuous

i mprovenent process that will include a reorganization of the
rati ng systems and several key advancenments. The new Rating
Systens, called LEED 2009 (fornerly known as LEED V3), consists of
prerequisite and credit alignment and harnoni zation, transparent
envi ronnental and human inpact credit weighting, regionalization
and a predictabl e devel opment cycle. At present, LEED 2009 is
avai l abl e for public comrent and not final. Therefore, the Draft
Scopi ng Pl an shoul d acknowl edge that reduction strategies should
be based upon the LEED 2009 Rating Systens (e.g., LEED for New
Construction, LEED for Existing Buildings, LEED for Conmercia
Interiors, LEED for Core and Shell, LEED for Schools), or the nost
current version of LEED

Section 6 of Appendi x C should reference that the California
Bui | di ng St andards Conmi ssion adopted the initial version of the
green buil ding standards code on July 17, 2008. The initia
version of the code is voluntary and is schedul ed to becone
effective on July 1, 2009. The mandatory verion of the code is
under devel opnent as part of the 2010 code devel opnent cycle, and
will becone effective in 2011 and not 2010 as stated in Section 6
of Appendix C. At this tine, it is not clear whether all, or only
a subset of, the nmeasures in the voluntary version of the code will
in fact becone nandatory in the next version. GHG reduction
strategi es and the assunptions they are based upon should reflect
this uncertainty.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-06 16:08:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Nick

Last Name: Zigelbaum

Email Address: nzigelbaum@nrdc.org
Affiliation: NRDC

Subject: NRDC Comments on Green Buildings in Appendices
Comment:

NRDC respectfully submts these comrents on Green Buildings in the
Appendi ces to the Draft Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/22-nrdc_comments_on_green_buildings in_appendices to_draft _scoping_plan.pdf

Origina File Name: NRDC Comments on Green Buildings in Appendices to Draft Scoping
Plan.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-07 14:45:29

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Heather

Last Name: Larson

Email Address: hlarson@stopwaste.org
Affiliation: Green Building Program Manager

Subject: Green Building and Energy Efficiency measures
Comment:

1) We support that in the appendices the plan identifies green
buil di ng as a nmeasure under consideration to achi eve em ssions
reducti ons across sectors. W would like to see clarification
around t he assunption that the CBSC adopted green buil ding code

wi Il be mandatory by 2011, beyond the 17 residential neasures
currently identified in the standards by HCD. W don’t see how
ot her measures will become mandatory, particularly sonme of the

prescriptive nmeasures, especially since the green buil ding code
has been adopted for publication. W are not clear on the proposed
public process for these neasures to be included as nandatory
provisions in the 2010 edition of the California G een Building

St andar ds Code.

2) As the plan states, even if the green building code is
mandatory, the state will need to set targets for buildings to go
far beyond the green building code in order to reach the reduction
goals. The nethods for doing so are relatively well defined for
government facilities and schools but are |less defined for the
comercial and residential sectors. W reconmmend the state
pronote conmercial and residential green building prograns
(Uility and third party) that contain performance standards for
energy efficiency to remedy this discrepancy, particularly since
they provide a solution to the legal barriers of prescriptively
requi ring higher efficiency appliances and equipnent. It is

uncl ear how the state will pronmote or provide incentives to | oca
governnents, building industry or the consuners to encourage the
use of these green building prograns.

3) Language around the % above code requirenments/ reconmendati ons/
targets is not entirely clear; the CEC T-24 part 6 2008 energy code
update is referred to as a green building nmeasure and assunmed to be
15% 20% better than current code (T-24 2005). This causes confusion
when using sinmilar |anguage for Utility, green building and NSHP
energy efficiency programrequirenents that are referring to
exceedi ng the 2008 code. Also, as the code becones nore stringent
the % better than code definition will change and we recomend
tying building energy efficiency criteria to a fixed scale (HERS

I ndex) .

4) The appendi ces acknow edge that we would need to | everage the
Uility prograns to neet efficiency targets, and to neet the goals
set forth would require unprecedented success of Wility prograns.
Towards this unprecedented success, we would like the plan to
further identify how green building programs (which include energy
efficiency credit/requirenents) and their adoption at the |oca



government level will enable the success of utility prograns.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/23-ab 32 _scoping_plan_comments _gb_stopwaste.org.doc

Original File Name: ab 32 scoping plan comments GB_stopwaste.org.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 18:11:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Wes

Last Name: Sullens

Email Address: wsullens@stopwaste.org
Affiliation: StopWaste.Org

Subject: Include the cross-cutting benefits of green building
Comment:

The cross-cutting benefits of green building include the reduction
of energy use, waste generation, water use, and transportation
demands due to the location of projects. Wile the energy benefits
of building green are well known, only recently have the
cross-cutting benefits of green building been calculated with any
certainty. In a recently released report by our agency and Build
It Green, we estimate the avoi ded emnissions of building green
hormes in California are substantial, especially when non-energy
benefits are included in savings projections. Qur study found that
savings are greatest frombuildings that result in |l ess vehicle
mles travel ed per resident, as in transit oriented devel oprments.
The next greatest source of savings cone from energy:

conservation, efficiency, and renewabl e energy generation. Large,
one-tine em ssions reductions fromconstruction and denolition
waste recycling, as calcul ated using the EPA WARM nodel, are al so
substantial and can equal energy savings for the first 1-3 years
of occupancy per new hone.

Page C-93 of the Appendix states:

i EAccounting only for potential GHG savings that arise from
reductions in energy and water use and fromthe recycling of
construction debris, prelinmnary estimtes are that green buil di ng
neasures can reduce California GHG eni ssions by approxi mately 28.5
MMICO2E in the year 2020.54 OF this, 25.5 MMICO2E cones from
energy savings, and the additional GHG savings cone from
reductions in water and solid waste. For purposes of the Draft
Scoping Plan, we are considering green buildings to be a nechani sm
that enabl es GHG reductions in other sectors. For exanple, green
buil ding strategies are what nmake it possible to reach the targets
set for electricity and natural gas reductions. In order to avoid
doubl e counting, the ARB is not counting any of the green building
neasures as 'additional' GHG reductions, but this may change as ARB
staff gains a better understanding of the interactions between the
sectors. jE

We strongly encourage the ARB to include jEadditional jE GHG
reductions fromgreen buildings in the scoping plan. To this end,
and to avoi d doubl e counting, we suggest the ARB devel op protocols
for addressing enmi ssions reductions related to single buildings. W
stand ready to assist in this endeavor. Thank you,

Wes Sul | ens

Program Manager

Green Building in Al ameda County
A program of StopWaste. O g



Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 22:06:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Derek

Last Name: Walker

Email Address: dowalker@edf.org
Affiliation: Environmental Defense Fund

Subject: EDF - Green Buildings comments
Comment:

Pl ease accept the attached green buil ding coments from
Envi ronnent al Defense Fund on the AB 32 draft Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/25-edf - green building_comments.pdf

Origina File Name: EDF - Green Building comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:20:54

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Walter

Last Name: Vernon

Email Address: olgab@mazzetti.com
Affiliation: Mazzetti & Associates

Subject: Potential Healthcare Offsets
Comment:

Pl ease see the attachenent.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/defaul t/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuil d-
ws/26-public_comment-ab_32.pdf

Original File Name: Public Comment-AB 32.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:46:52

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Green Building Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-
greenbuild-ws) - 1st Wor kshop.

First Name: Matthew

Last Name: Hargrove

Email Address: mhargrove@chbpa.com
Affiliation: CA Business Properties Assn (CBPA)

Subject: Green Building Carbon Credits
Comment:

The California Business Properties Association (CBPA) is pleased to
have the opportunity to comment on the California Air Resources
Board' s (ARB) Appendices to the Draft Scoping Plan. As indicated
in CBPA's coment letter, we are providing ARB the enclosed white
paper prepared by CBPA' s Special Legal Counsel, Donald Sinon,
entitled “Green Building Carbon Credits: A Structure for

Pronoting Greater Energy Efficiency in the Real Estate Sector to
Address Cinmate Change.”

M. Sinmon verbally presented this concept at the recent Septenber
2, 2008 neeting of the Geen Building dinmate Action Team Advi sory
Conmittee neeting. It was warmly received by attending
representatives fromboth the private real estate industry and the
non-profit public interest environnental comunity.

W ask ARB to thoughtfully consider the concepts outlined in this
white paper, and we hope to schedule a neeting in the near future
with appropriate staff to continue dial ogue on this inportant
opportunity that we believe woul d enpower the real estate sector
to help achieve California s goals under AB 32.

CBPA t hanks you for your consideration of our views and for your
continued hard work on this inportant issue. W look forward to
wor king with you further.

Mat t hew Har grove

Seni or Vice President of Governnmental Affairs
California Business Properties Association
1121 L Street, Suite 809

Sacranment o, CA 95814

916- 443- 4676 phone

916- 443-0938 f ax

mhar gr ove@bpa. com

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-greenbuild-
ws/28-ab 32 _scoping_plan_comments - green_building_carbon_credits cover_and_paper.pdf

Original File Name: AB 32 Scoping Plan Comments - Green Building Carbon Credits Cover
and Paper.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-03 13:08:34
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There are no comments posted to Green Building Commentsfor the GHG
Scoping Plan (sp-greenbuild-ws) that wer e presented during the Workshop at
thistime.



