Comment 1 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Nora

Last Name: Monette

Email Address. nmonette@davidjpowers.com
Affiliation: David J. Powers & Associates

Subject: Comments on Attachment A
Comment:

I ndustrial Projects:

1. Pl ease include definitions of what is a considered an

i ndustrial project. For exanple, a manufacturing facility would
clearly be an industrial project. Large data centers would likely
use simlar nechanical equipnent. Wat about a warehouse,
R&D/ of fice, a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF), or |ight

i ndustrial (i.e., autonotive repair) facility? Where do
landfills, water treatnment plants, and wastewater treatnent
facilities fit in?

2. From a regi onal standpoint, could performance standards be
devel oped for needed public services (landfills, MRFs, etc.) than
would result in less than significant inpacts, if nmet? Wat about
for shared public facilities? O alternatively, what would be
considered feasible GHG nmitigation for these types of facilities?

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-28 15:49:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: ANTHONY

Last Name: POCENGAL

Email Address: POCENGAL_ANTHONY @SOLARTURBINES.COM
Affiliation:

Subject: INDUSTRIAL
Comment:

Comments on | ndustrial sector

If a new stationary source is above the 'significance threshold
of 7000 mt CQ2e/yr according to CEQA it will need "mtigation.'

Since no practical 'nmitigation' for CO2 enissions exist besides
efficiency nmeasures, what is the practical value of setting such
"significance levels' since efficiency is it's own incentive? And
since no single stationary source, no matter how large, wll affect
neither global nor california clinmate, howis this proposed
exercise justified on a scientific or practical basis? How would
citizens of CA benefit fromsuch a proposal ?

Since 25,000 nt is being used for AB32 inclusion, why is the CEQA
nunber 7000 mt? |If such a 'significance' neasure is to be

consi dered, 7000 is too low. M nimm should be in line with AB32
and 25,000 nt

Concern is that this proposal adds another |evel of unnecessary
bur eaucracy towards proposed projects with no returned value in
environnental protection. Potential to inpede a project based on
this proposal seens disproportionately |arge conpared to the zero
environnmental value it represents.

The only real effect of this proposal seens to be that it sets up
the potential for holding up worthwhile projects in order to
deternmine mtigation options that dont exist, while offering zero
environnental benefit in return. The last thing we need in

california is another |evel of such acadeni c exercises in
bur eaucr acy.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-11-03 12:34:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Kristin

Last Name: Grenfell

Email Address: kgrenfell@nrdc.org
Affiliation: NRDC

Subject: NRDC Comments
Comment:

NRDC respectfully submts these comments.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-old/cega-ind-ws/4-
nrdc_comments to_carb_on_cega thresholds -_industrial.pdf

Original File Name: NRDC Commentsto CARB on CEQA Thresholds - Industrial.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-11-26 10:34:04

No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

This comment was posted then deleted because it was unrelated to the Workshop item or it was a duplicate.



Comment 5 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: Gretchen

Last Name: Hardison

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

Subject: Comments on Draft Interim CEQA Thresholds
Comment:

Pl ease see attached City of Los Angel es staff comments regarding
industrial facilities (utilities)and GHG t hreshol ds.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-old/cega-ind-ws/6-
arb_cega ghg_thresholds 11-26-08 cmt_ltr.pdf

Original File Name: ARB CEQA GHG thresholds 11-26-08 cmt Itr.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-01 13:15:31

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 1st
Wor kshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Morrow

Email Address; dmorrow@swca.com
Affiliation: Air Quality Specialist SWCA

Subject: errata
Comment:

ARB staff,

There appears to be an error in the math on page 10 of the
prelimnary draft CEQA threshol ds proposal. Specifically, the
docunment states that 63% of GHGs conmes from fuel conbustion.
Therefore 100% - 63% = 37% The docunent erroneously nekes this
number to be 27%in the text.

| realize that this error is a snmall one, but in the context of
regul ations, the nunbers are often key. Additionally, these type
of gui dance docunents tend to be cited by other parties, and errors
can propagate in unexpected ways.

I recommrend staff review the arithnetic and correct as needed.
Respectful ly,

Dave Morrow
Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-12-05 11:40:11

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-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 comments of South Coast AQWD re CEQA and
G eenhouse Gases.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-old/cega-ind-ws/8-
comments_ghg_cega_1-9-09.pdf

Original File Name: Comments GHG CEQA 1-9-09.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-09 16:47:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (ceqa-ind-ws) - 2nd
Wor kshop.

First Name: Rhys

Last Name: Rowland

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

Subject: Industrial Standards
Comment:

Qur comments are specifically on the foll ow ng proposed standards.

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

Comment: We believe there are circunstances where categorically
exenpt projects may enit a consi derabl e anount of green house gas
em ssions relative to the overall enissions for small community.

We suggest reviewing this and setting a nunber that could be

uni versally accepted as |less than significant.

«|f not categorically exenpt, then the analysis nmust show that a
proj ect:

o Meets the CARB standards for construction and transportati on;
and

OoEmt not nore than 7,000 MI of CO2 or equival ent per year

Comrent: 7,000 MI is equivalent to approxinmately a 425 unit
subdi vi si on considering the average current em ssions for the State
at 16.47 MI per unit per year. W suggest that this nunber for a
smal l er community may represent a substantial percentage of the
overall em ssions. W believe this nunber to be high. W believe
projects should be limted to their “fair share” of emissions. |If
our city felt the standard was too high could we set a | ower nunber
to hold projects to? This would be consistent with other
jurisdictions setting their own thresholds of significance. W
believe this is consistent with State Law as | ong as the standard
is not less that the State’s adopted guideline.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-14 16:34:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Commentson industrial project approach for CEQA (cega-ind-ws) - 2nd
Wor kshop.

First Name: Brian

Last Name: Biering

Email Address; bsb@eds awfirm.com
Affiliation: Ellison, Schneider & Harris

Subject: Comments On Proposed Significance Threshold For Industrial Sector
Comment:

Pl ease see attached comments submtted by Brian Biering of Ellison,
Schnei der and Harri s.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-old/cega-ind-ws/10-
biering_letter to carb_re cega sig_thresholds.pdf

Original File Name: Biering Letter to CARB Re CEQA Slg Thresholds.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-16 16:56:16

No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Comments on industrial project approach for CEQA
(cega-ind-ws) that wer e presented during the Workshop at thistime.



