
Comment 1 for Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) - 2nd Workshop.First Name: GretchenLast Name: HardisonEmail Address: gretchen.hardison@lacity.orgAffiliation: City of Los AngelesSubject: Comments on proposed performance standardsComment:Please see this second set of attached comments from City of LosAngeles staff on the approach to statewide CEQA thresholds for GHGemissions.  For further information, please contact me at thee-mail or phone listed above.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-ps-ws/1-arb_ceqa_ghg_thresholds_1-09-09_cmt_ltr.pdfOriginal File Name: ARB CEQA GHG thresholds 1-09-09 cmt ltr.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-09 15:39:45No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) - 2nd Workshop.First Name: BarbaraLast Name: BairdEmail Address: bbaird@aqmd.govAffiliation: South Coast AQMDSubject: Comments re GHG Significance Thresholds under CEQAComment:Attached are the comments of South Coast AQMD re CEQA andGreenhouse Gases.Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-ps-ws/2-comments_ghg_ceqa_1-9-09.pdfOriginal File Name: Comments GHG CEQA 1-9-09.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-09 16:49:06No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) - 2nd Workshop.First Name: AnneLast Name: NicklinEmail Address: anicklin@davislangdon.usAffiliation: Davis LangdonSubject: Construction Phase EmissionsComment:Please see attachedAttachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/BARCU/barcu-attach-old/ceqa-ps-ws/3-arbmemo2009jan08.pdfOriginal File Name: ARBmemo2009Jan08.pdf Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-13 09:14:00No Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) - 2nd Workshop.First Name: RhysLast Name: RowlandEmail Address: rrowland@cityofdavis.orgAffiliation: City of DavisSubject: Residential and Commercial StandardsComment:General comments on the proposed residential and commercialstandards are as follows:

•	If categorically exempt project, then exempt from furtheranalysis.

Comment:  The CEQA guidelines Section 15322(d) currently exemptinfill projects of 5 acres or less.  If this were to be applied toresidential or commercial projects, we believe a project may havesubstantial emissions.  We need greater understanding of how“Infill” would be interpreted for the purposes of this exemption.

•	If not categorically exempt, then the analysis must show that aproject:

o	Complies with an approved plan for GHG emissions, like the CATis doing and we have an certified EIR; or  

o	Meets the CARB standard for construction; and

o	For operations:

o	Meets an CEC Tier II energy use performance standard; and

Comment:  Why are these standards not also applied to industrialprojects?

o	Meets CARB performance standard for water, waste andtransportation; and

Comment:  Why are these standards not also applied to industrialprojects?
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-14 16:38:02No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) - 2nd Workshop.First Name: RhysLast Name: RowlandEmail Address: rrowland@cityofdavis.orgAffiliation: City of DavisSubject: Revised General CommentsComment:With respect to categorical exemptions in general.

•	Comment:  We believe there are circumstances where categoricallyexempt projects may emit a considerable amount of green house gasemissions relative to the overall emissions for a small community. We suggest reviewing this proposed standard and setting a numberthat could be universally accepted as less than significant.  Inaddition, no background or explanations are given as to how thethresholds were established.  Even a small amount of informationwould be helpful to the reader (e.g.  the industrial threshold of7,000MT for ?? number of small industrial projects anticipatedbetween 2010 and 2020 represents ??% of the overall state wide GHGemission total predicted for 2020 and is therefore considered lessthan significant).

With respect to the proposed 7,000 MT CO2 or equivalent thresholdfor industrial projects.

•	Comment:  Based on research the City has conducted with a UCDavis professor, 7,000 MT is equivalent to approximately a 425 unitsubdivision (including GHG emissions from both energy andtransportation associated with the residential use).  Based on thisresearch that used the State GHG inventory to establish localbaseline emissions, we calculate that each housing unit constructedin Davis produces an average of  16.5 MT per unit per year (2010baseline).  Based on these calculations, we suggest that when thethreshold for industrial projects is applied to a smallercommunity, it  may represent a substantial percentage of theoverall emissions.  We believe this number to be high.  We wouldencourage the CARB to consider an alternative thresholdsmethodology, perhaps using a system that has these relatively smallprojects contribute to a GHG emissions mitigation fund that can betapped by local jurisdictions to off-set local GHG emissions in anamount roughly equal to the impact (e.g. energy efficiencyupgrades/retrofit of existing housing stock).  We assume that aspermitted under the current CEQA, local jurisdictions are permittedto set a more stringent local standard. We believe this isconsistent with State Law as long as the standard is not less thatthe State’s adopted guideline.

For residential and commercial projects.

•	Comment:  CEQA guidelines Section 15322(d) currently exemptinfill projects of 5 acres or less.  If this were to be applied toresidential or commercial projects, we believe a project maypotentially have substantial emissions.  The City strongly supportsinfill projects but needs greater understanding of how “Infill”would be interpreted for the purposes of this exemption.

For the proposed operations:

o	Meets an CEC Tier II energy use performance standard; and

o	Meets CARB performance standard for water, waste andtransportation; and

•	Comment:  Why are these standards not also applied to industrialprojects?

Other questions:

•	How do we evaluate projects that do not fall into these threeuse categories?  
•	Does a “commercial” project include projects which arepublic/semi-public, office, churches, schools, or other?  
•	Comment:  We think more guidance will be necessary sincesubstantial categories of projects would not be evaluated under theproposed thresholds. 
•	Is a "de minimus" approach per project sensible?
•	What does a threshold number mean to a project in terms offinancial cost?
•	How does x MT of CO2 or equivalent translate to VMT's?
Attachment: Original File Name:  Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2009-01-15 12:17:00No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) - 2nd Workshop.First Name: NicoleLast Name: VermilionEmail Address: nvermilion@planningcenter.comAffiliation: Subject: Comments on Performance StandardsComment:Comments on the California Air Resources Board’s PotentialPerformance Standards and Measures, December 9, 2008:


Addressing global climate change impacts through CEQA shouldrequire lead agencies to evaluate how a project and land uses fitin with overall GHG reduction goals rather than an approach thatrequires quantification and comparison of emissions to a stringentthreshold. Residential and commercial developments and associatedemissions are a directly correlated with population growth;therefore significance thresholds developed need to have somebuilt-in flexibility to evaluate how a project affects the state’sefforts to reduce GHG emissions. 

The performance standards suggested are more equivalent tothresholds than performance standards pursuant to the CaliforniaEnvironmental Quality Act (CEQA). The following are specificcomments on the draft performance standards:

Energy Efficiency:  Requiring all new projects to achieve theCalifornia Energy Commission’s (CEC) Tier II Energy Efficiencystandard may result in pseudo-regulation if all projects have toexceed existing regulations by a certain percentage or meet acertain quantified performance criteria. To meet the Tier II EnergyEfficiency standards would require developers to achieve a 30percent reduction in the residential building’s combined spaceheating, cooling, and water heating energy compared to the 2008Title 24 Standards. The 2008 Building and Energy EfficiencyStandards (adopted 2008 and required for all buildings constructedafter August 1, 2009) are approximately 15 percent more energyefficient than the 2005 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards.Increases in energy efficiency of new building construction wereanticipated in the Scoping Plan. Consequently, continuallyrequiring that projects be more energy efficient that the currentstandards may, at some point in the future, not be feasible as theBuilding and Energy Standards may require all new buildings to beas energy efficient as technically possible. In addition, no datawas made available concerning why CEC’s Tier II Energy Efficiencystandard was chosen.  

Water: Performance standards for water efficiency should beconsistent with the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinanceadopted by the California Department of Water Resources. 
Residential Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): Currently nomethodologies or standards are available that estimate VMT bydensity and/or proximity to services. A conscious effort will needto be undertaken to develop protocols and methodologies so thatmeaningful thresholds and/or performance standards are developed. CARB’s currently proposed performance standard of 14,000 VMT perhousehold per year is based on studies conducted in the 1990s onvehicle miles traveled in the state by type of development (secondworkshop comments). The information used to develop this standardshould be made available to the general public. Furthermore,methodology to estimate VMT for different project types should bemade available. The URBEMIS model does not currently provide annualVMT but daily VMT, which is based on a worst-case day.  Usingdefault URBEMIS2007 computer model for the South Coast Air Basin, aresidential development with a density of 3 units per acre wouldtravel 30,864 miles per year (based on one single-familyresidential unit on 0.33 acre for year 2010 with pass-by tripsturned on and assuming VMT per day is the same every day of theyear), and would have to be 50 units to the acre or higher in orderto be consistent with this performance standard. SB375 identifies aminimum housing density of 10 units to the acre within anidentified Sustainable Community Strategy area to qualify forexemptions under CEQA. However, density in-of-itself does notdetermine VMT, because a high-density housing project in agreenfield development is likely to have higher annual householdVMT rates than a similar high density housing project within aninfill development. In general, SB375 requires the regionalMetropolitan Planning Organizations to identify land use strategiesto reduce VMT. Performance standards should instead be basedproximity to transit stops, walk-ability, bike-ability, and otherdesign measures so that alternative modes of transportations areavailable in new developments. Alternative performance standardscould also include an evaluation of a project’s impact onjob-housing balance within the sub-region.



In the second workshop on the preliminary performance standardsfor GHG emissions, CARB staff indicated the possibility of allowingprojects that could not achieve the performance standards toidentify mitigation measures that achieve emissions reductionsequivalent to the performance standards. CARB indicated in theslideshow presented at the second workshop that the performancestandards would reduce emissions associated with residentialproject by 20 to 50 percent and commercial projects by 7 to 15percent. However, it is not clear what this reduction was comparedto (business as usual?). 
In the revisions to the draft preliminary performance standards,CARB will need to make clear what "equivalent mitigation" is, andif projects have to achieve the upper, mid, or lower range of theassumed emissions reductions cited above.  For example, wouldprojects have to show equivalent GHG emissions reductions for eachperformance standard not met, is it more pertinent to meet thetotal reductions of all the performance standards combined?Furthermore, for mixed-use projects that contain both a residentialand commercial component, which standard applies? Lastly, it islikely that equivalent emissions reductions can only be measured byquantifying emissions reductions from the individual performancestandards. Consequently, methodology and assumptions would need tobe developed for emissions reductions from individual performancestandards in order to estimate what equivalent emissions reductionsare necessary for mitigation.  As an alternative, a number of airpollution control districts are implementing offset fees for GHGemissions for developments that are unable to achieve the emissionsreductions of the performance standards.  


Nicole Vermilion
Associate Environmental Planner
The Planning 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 17:16:51No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Comments on Performance Standards for CEQA GHG Thresholds   (ceqa-ps-ws) that were presented during the Workshop at this time.


