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Agendaritem #2 = Status ofithe
dential/-CemmercialPGHG ST

) reminder 285 projects in the data set,
veyed & categorized according to land
e type, as follows:
= 29 residential

e L

- 84 commercial
61 industrial
53 mixed use

58 general or specific plans (will not be
evaluated




Agenda Ttem #2 = Status of the
|ent|al/ Gommercial GHG ST

data collected & compiled from most
Irveyed CEQA documents

- S5 rojects without GHG emissions are
_fz_ = urrently undergoing an URBEMIS model
= analysis

e Requested additional information on
NOEs, except for S.B. Co., no additional
NOE data provided




Agenda Item #2 = Status of the
ic entlal/ Cemmercrat *CGHG ST

Survey=(Gontinued)

ng group raised concerns that the sample
is too small

3quested CEQA project data from BAAQMD

== ‘BAAQMD performed similar survey, collected data for
~almost 1.900 CEQA projects and ran URBEMIS on them

BAAQMD has provided data to SCAQMD
Number of projects from 2007 — mid-2008 ~ 470

A sample of BAAQMD projects re-run using SCAQMD
defaults to see if a scaling factor could be applied to
the projects to facilitate analysis

Results demonstrated no consistent scaling factor




Agenda Item #2 = Status of the
ic entlal/ Cemmercrat *CGHG ST

Survey=(Gontinued)

dmmended future tasks to complete survey

a erun URBEMIS on the 470 BAAQMD projects using
SCAQMD defaults

= éRun URBEMIS on the S.B. Co. NOE projects ~ 25
= prOJects

“Perform CEQAnet search for a representative sample
of NOE projects in L.A., Orange, & Riverside counties

Run URBEMIS on the CEQAnet NOE projects

Depending on funding, run CEQA net to identify
additional CEQA projects in the district & run URBEMIS

Perform statistical analysis of expanded dataset to
identify GHG emissions 90t percentile
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Agenda 73 Status'of Other GHG___
tams in CA#==SJV APCD" Proposal

- w C - Al 1UC d_"_(BPS)
treamllned zero threshold approach

AII projects to implement BPS (yet to be
developed), or 29% reductions from BAU

el
—
.
-

- _Industrlal Projects

- .-—'__
i — i — =

Comply with ARB GHG measures; and
Comply with direct GHG rules

® Development/Transportation Projects
Comply with adopted GHG Reduction Plans




QJoaquin Valley’APCD GHGS [

2FOposal - IndustriaI‘PFéﬁrects

Exempt Complies with Yes
from CEQA? BPS?

Nol

29% Reduction | Y€S
from BAU?

&
Complies with Yes

ARB GHG Measures? |
No No

Complies with
l No direct GHG rules?

l Yes
v

No Further Analysis Significant Less than significant

Yes




an Joaquin Valley-APCD GHG.SF

>roposal — Development
ansportation Projects

Exempt Complies with Yes
from CEQA? BPS?
l No
v
29% Reduction Yes . Complies with adopted
From BAU? GHG Reduction Plans?
Yes No No Yes
v v

No Further Analysis Significant Less than Significant




Agenda #3 Status of Other
GHG Pregrams inCA. -

RAAOMD.Proposal

—

an-based approach — operations

v biicy goal to reduce statewide development driven
= emissions to 1990 levels by 2020

3% statewide “gap” identified beyond implementation of
applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures

BA to contribute 3% reduction from their development
projects beyond AB 32 measures
(~2 MMT reductions)

extensive analysis of historical development projects

draft threshold: 1,175 MT CO,E (~65 SF units,
92% emissions & 58% projects captured)




Menda 73 Statug'of Other GHG
Programs if*CA. - BAAQMD

——

I'an-based approach — construction
- Policy goal to cap emissions at 1990 level

Based on an estimate of 400 projects/year
between 2010-2020

Proposed GHG ST = 10 MT CO,E/day




BAAOMD GHG ST Proposale

Development Projects

Greenhouse Gas Threshold Level Sensitivity Analysis

Yitgabon Solvinets el Mazs Emission . % of sions Sgeopate - Vhrashold Projoct
: Parformancs Standarda Mitigaticn % of Projacts Froter ; Emisaicna Siza Equivalent
Option Applied to All Projscts Effectirémass Threshold Leval Captisred Emi Raduction per Reduction (ainge: Fmily
with Emeasiona = Applisd to Emiasions (MT COzslyr) C [MMT) at 2020 dwslling unita)
Threshold Leval = Thrashold Lavel
1A A 350 1.175 SE% 20
1A N/A 30% 1,150 S0 2001 20
IA NiA 25% 1,075 50% 920 200,752 20
1A HA 3504 1.045 R P §1% 182516 1.9
TA WA 30% 1,195 8% 029 190,141 19
IA NiA 25% 1,120 50% 920 190,602 19
A MN/A 35% 2175 S 1™ §00% 180258 1.8
IA NiA 30% 1.350 1% §7% 180,491 1.3
1A N/A 250 1,500 20% 67% 179,535 18
1A MiA 35% 2875 1% see 170452 17
IA NiA 30% 2,000 14% 1% 170,363 1.7
TA WA 2508 2250 4% 500 170,636 1.7
1A WA 35% 3175 1% 550 160,205 16
1A N/A 30% 2.000 10% 550 150,686 1.6
IA NiA 25% 2 825 1% 57% 150,614 1.6
1B 2404 WA WA  100% 100% 192,544 190
1 3o 35% 2475 RS ¥1 ™ 600 200316 2.0
1 30% r’ 14% 50% 300,368 2.0
1C 5% 25% TS 1% 3% 104,308 20
1C 5% 30% 3,000 10% 55% 174.019 1.7
i 525 30% 10,000 20y 33% 209,682 13

Mobes: MBAT = mifon metic fons per wean, MT
" Please refer to Tabie 9 for assumptians ragardin
* any project subject to SEQA wolld ingger this |
Flease refer ta Appendt E for detalled calcutations.
Sourse: Dals manean by E0&W 2002

ic fons of casban dioxlde eguivalant emissions per vear; MTHT = melric tons per year; Wis = not applicabis.
r SmiEsion reduciang




Agenda Ttem #4- CAPCOAs.
gation Measure Evaluation Task

JA'is 8 process of developing a work
| for the project
rrent Status
A ( 6mpi|ed a list of mitigation measures (MMs) from a

" number of sources, e.g., CAPCOA White Paper, AG’s
- _-web5|te & several air agencies

CAPCOA members are evaluating list of MMs to
eliminate redundancy and rank according to importance
or potential GHG control efficiencies

Is preparing an RFP to solicit consultant assistance to
identify control efficiencies & new MMs




Agenda Ttem #4- CAPCOAS
t|on Measure Evalliation Task

| or the consultant hired to complete
task
“4Task #1 — Review CAPCOA's final MM list and:
- _Identify GHG MMs not on the list
" Evaluate priority ratings to determine if some MMs should be
rated higher or lower
~ Task #2 — Perform literature search to identify a
methodology for quantifying GHG MM control
efficiencies for CO2, CH4, & N20

Task #3 — Quantify MM control efficiencies

Determine if the control efficiency varies based on location

If the MMs have a range of control efficiencies, identify factors
that influence the control efficiency




——
fa Items. #5, #6087, & #8™

antory Subcommittee Report
er topics?
C smg remarks
= Other business

> o Next working group meeting scheduled for
6/24/09, 10:00 a.m.




