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posal #1 — tiered Approach:
_ﬁ- y applicable exemption; if not
' — Consistent with approved general plans; if not
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— - AB 32 reduction targets
e Emissions inventory, tracking and reduction remedy
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-~ v 34— Implement prescribed mitigation measures by
- sector / source; if not

v 4t — Implement offsite emission reduction projects or
offsets (full mitigation required); if not

v 5t — Project is concluded to be significant
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SETRIIE=Tmiitigation measures not quantified:

aeoneens regarding lack of detail for the mitigation
megutt"

ACONCENNS iegarding how long it will take to develop the

Slists ol mitigation measures

== "“‘Falr Argument” could be made that GHG impacts are
ﬁf “f-‘S|gn|f|cant for some projects after implementing
- prescribed projects

v CEQA document may be vulnerable in court if control
efficiencies of mitigation measures are not identified

v/ Mitigation measure list should be flexible to encourage
Innovative GHG control technologies with equivalent
control efficiencies
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SO0 by substantlal evidence
SOVWAABIYOU envision projects qualifying for an
eAAmﬁE on?

/- SIm ilar to current process, may require some
= “guantification to demonstrate no effects

_.—:e.,_:#?;r_oposal #1 does not explicitly state any target
~ objectives, especially Tier Il
~ v Is the objective gualitative?

v Is there a numerical objective?

v |s the objective a performance standard?
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210 iresiield only applies tor projects that mitigate all l
Jrlrr\ of GHG impacts per Tier IV, I.e., offsets w

ntent Is to provide incentives for lead agencies to
o0 'onS|te emission reductions 1t then offsite
p S|on reductions

= -..-0_-;" e 20 T iier consistency similar to current
Gﬁmstency provisions in CEQA ? If so cite
— relevant CEQA Guidelines

v_Yes, the intent is to apply the GHG analysis to the
existing provisions of CEQA to the extent possible

v-Recommend Tier Il be tied directly to consistency
sections in CEQA, e.g., 8815064(h)(3), 15125(d),
15130(d), or 15152(a)
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ReonSIderatens Wien establishing GHG
fficance thresholds:

/rnl,, ater CAPCOA White Paper options or portions of
) o) jons; as these are based on substantial evidence

d establish a de minimis level, e. g., 900 MT
@ £q Jyear
= = PrOJects < de minimis level not significant, but must implement
e minimal mitigation
=~ Projects > de minimis level that mitigate to < de minimis level
not significant
v Could establish mitigation measures based on size of
projects

v GHG significance thresholds could consist of
performance standards




S|n [Cance Threshold Re
S P oposaT = Gene

— l— =

S —
NCEPLS

1 — Any applicable exmption' If not
— Is project < established de minimis level, e.g.,

A COZeq/year or can it be mitigation to < de
1imis level; if not

er3— Implement prescribed mitigation measures
ased on decision tree of options

————x : ' Implement percent reduction below BAU (e.g., 40%) for
=  projects exceeding de minimis level (demonstrated by lead
= —==——__ _ agency)

Early implementation of AB32 Scoping Plan measures
Offsets alone or in combination with above options

Project’s GHG emissions are within the GHG budget of an
approved regional plan (similar to existing consistency
requirements in CEQA); if not

v" Project is concluded to be significant
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IeX|b|I|ty by establishing multiple thresholds to
a wide range of projects

ts s exceeding Tier 2 must implement mitigation

= "o'ptions may minimize administrative burden &
;:s

= /. Tiers 5 could be set at different levels depending on GHG

— = emissions, size, & characteristics of projects

5“‘_‘ /Would support AB 32 goals

" Cons:

v BAU to be defined by CARB or local air district, may be
difficult to define for all projects

v Could have large remaining GHG emissions
v Could “game” the system by inflating BAU

P
L

LS —




-."’

SEICine Approach —
Gener&ie@nnce

°”mgmrl appreach (numerica
INESHO d)

e One [ Ossille approach to establishing a

orJr it line threshold:
8 §§C02 threshold to an existing threshold, e.g., NO2
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~V Calculate annual CO2 emissions that would be equivalent
~  to the annual emissions for the NO2 threshold, e. of
= Daily NO2 = 55#, is approximately 10 T/yr (55#/D x 365 D/yr)

Equivalent CO2 emissions for a medium to large mixed use
project: 23.1 T/D or approximately 8,100 T/yr

v Bright line threshold ~ 8,000 MTCO2eq./yr as an
Initial/short term threshold
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/900 l\/l [CO:; J eq /yr — (90% capture of residential projects)

10,/ __-,:COZeq./yr — Market Advisory Committee for
= ,_L:F : T—-FG*—Cap and Trade System in California

_-— 060 MTICO2eq./yr — CARB AB 32 reporting threshold
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DPros 0 tie to an existing criteria pollutant threshold
jture at least the same percentage of CEQA projects (i.e.,
ant) as is currently the case (~42% - 56%)

s small projects that have a relatively small contribution to
>HG inventory

-“'- threshold easier to apply to projects & more easily

erstood by the public, applicants & lead agencies

Cons of Bright
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= Y Potentially greater administrative & cost burden, especially on

~ _larger projects & projects in developing & moderate growth areas

v If set too low may discourage mitigation — overriding
considerations

v" If set too high may not capture enough projects to achieve AB 32
GHG reduction targets

v" May not recognize lower carbon footprint per unit of production for
large projects
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