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2020 Targets
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GHG Inventories 2010 & 2015 (Alameda jurisdictions)
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Digging Deeper: County of Santa Barbara

Table A-1. Comparison of 2007 and 2015 Community-wide GHG Emissions

able I-2: implementation Progress by Core Strategy

Sect Baseline Emissions Current Year Emissions Percent Change since Core Strategy 2016 Progress MTCO.e 2020 Target Percent to
or .
MTCO,e Percent MTCO,e Percent Baseline MTCO.e Target
Residential E 195,490 16% 146,650 14% - 3uilt Environment (BE) 8,915 48,310 18%
esidential Ener, -

! &Y ' ' Waste Reduction (WR) 8,650 46,850 18%
Commercial and Industrial Energy 168,360 14% 155,390 15% -B% sustainable Communities Strategy (SC5) Mot measurable 29,150 Not measurable
Waste 91,920 8% 76,880 8% -16% Transportation (T) 1,072 27,360 4%
Off-Road Equipment 102,140 9% 101,130 10% % Renewable Energy (RE) 6,261 14,510 43%

Industrial Energy Efficiency (IEE) 0 2,960 0%
Water and Wastewater 49,510 4% 32,030 3% -35% .
Sgriculture (AG) 2,133 7,640 28%
Agriculture 62,110 3% 64,230 6% % Sovernment Operations (GO) 1,925 4,320 45%
Transportation 521,160 44% 443,840 43% -15% land Use Design (LUD) 1,056 2,480 43%
Aircraft 2220 2, 2540, 0% 12% Water Efficiency (WE) 593 600 99%
Total 1,192,970 100% 1,022,680 100% -14% lotal 30,605 190,180 16%
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Figure A-1. GHG Emissions in the Unincorporated County from 2
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VS

30,605 MTCO2e
Reduction




ICLEI DOE C-LEAP Data Analysis Project: Disaggregating Causes
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CARB SB 375 Shifting Focus & Framework

Socioeconomic Factors

* Less focus on total
MTCOZ2e reduction
modeling

. * More focus on MPO

Price of Fuel strategy and policy

implementation

(including tracking of

implementation)

% Per Capita GHG Reduction
from 2005

Demographics




Implementation to date: Barriers & Enablers

Staffing
Internal Funding

Political Will

Regional Partnerships -
Community Voice -

Grant Funding

< Barriers Enablers >
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Albany’s GHG Targets (compared to other Alameda jurisdictions)
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Carbon Neutral Cities

"~ CNCA

// \\\ canson weutraL cmes aance tO eet their respective goals more efficiently and effectively

Aims to address what it will take for leading international cities to
achieve deep emissions reductions and how they can work together

Berlin 40%
Boston 25% 80%
Boulder 7% 80% /
Copenhagen 100% g I\ by 2050
don B60% B80%
Melbourne
Minneapolis 30%
New York City 35% 80% /
Oslo 50% — [\by 202
Partland 40% 80% /
San Francisco 40% B0 S i\ by 2030
se% /
j\by 2040
Sydney /
23% [ T, |\ by 2050
Washington DC 50% 20%
1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060

Mid-term GHG
Reduction Goal

@ 100% Fossi

Fuel-Free
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Austin

Accra
Barcelona
Boston
Buenos Aires
Cape Town
Caracas
Copenhagen
Durban
London

Los Angeles
Melbourne

Mexico City

C40 Carbon Neutral Cities

Milan
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Quito
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Carbon-Free City Handbook: 22 Recommendations

Criteria for Selecting
Recommendations

immediately
actionable |

i

relevance

STOPWASTE

Lead by Example
Direct political
control, important
to kick-start local
markets

Structural
Citywide Change
Within most cities’
powers, and has
citywide impact

Enabling
Mechanisms
Create opportunities
to make climate
actions easier for
others

Size of
City Area Immediate
of Control Climate Impact

Builc

_,

1. City Building
Retrofits

2. Net-Zero Codes

3. Progressive Codes

e & 6

Transportation
and Mobility

6. Fleet Electrification

7. Combustion Vehicle
Reduction

8. Freight Reduction

10. Car-Free Downtown

11. Mobility Alternatives.

12. Public Transit

Electricity

13. LED Smart
Streetlights

15. Municipal Solar
Installations

16. Municipal
Renewable Supply

14. Electric Districts

Industry

17. Clean Industrial
Heat

18. Efficient Motors

Biological
Resources

21. Urban Forestry

20. Organic Waste
Diversion

4. Smart LED Lighting

5. Benchmarking and
Transparency

rmi.org/carbonfreecities

9. EV Charging

19. Operator Training

22. Plant-Based Diets




C40 Focused Acceleration 2030: 12 Key Opportunities

Emissions reduction potential
Approximate f Percent of 2030 target! _l
share of G40 Average range of 2030 emissions reduction Large, Middle:
cities emissions  Opportunity potential across city types,! % of 2030 targat®
o 10 20 30 40 50 4]
L |
tfll Decarbonizing the electricity grid -—
. Centralized renewables? —s . L R ..
Optimizing energy use
in buildings
o . Distributad ranewables? —
60% _
Optimizing energy use in buildings . $
% Mew build standards ..
@ Buiding envalope ratrofits ——
@ HVAC and water heating ] e
walking, and cycling
Q Lighting upgradas  a—
@ Building automation and controls —
Enabling next-generation mobility —
Transit-oriented development —
o Improving waste
0 @ Mass transit, walking, and cycling — manageme
Mext-generation vehicles
(shared, connected EV-AVs)
B2 Commercial freight —
Critical enablers® T . e £
Decarbonizing the electricity grid: Critical enablers® =
D Investments in grid flaxbilty and balanced Decarbonizing the electricity grid: ;
generation mix Investment in grid flexibility to manage large | 5
1 o /n E Improving waste management . e Ensiin nest-genersion mobliy: demand end supply shifts i
Master planning for land uss and transit Optimizing energy use in buildings: 3
infrastructure Market development for ratrofit innovations é“

SOURCE: Mckinssy analysis

STOPWASTE c40.org/researches/mckinsey-center-for-business-and-environment




Measurement Depends on Reference Case

"Baseline" Reference Case "Zero" or "Neutral" f
(if 80% reduction target) Reference Case i
90,000 90,000 i
Solmo SO,CDO -------------------------------- :
|
70,000 70,000 |
MTCO2e reduction ‘
60,000 —— 60,000
guantification
50,000 really matters 2000
40,000 40,000
S 36560 Greater focus on
conditions approximating
20,000 20,000 .
--------------------------------- carbon neutrality
10,000 10,000
2005 2035 2050 2005 2035 2050

e Baseline == Reduction = = = Target == == == Baseline e Reduction e Target
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Reasons for CAP 2.0 (out of 10 Alameda jurisdictions)

Reduce as much GHG as feasible

To support subsequent adoption for CAP measures
Demonstrate leadership

An advisory document to lay out a plan of action _

Covenant of Mayor or similar agreement

CEQA streamlining/tiering _
State requirement _

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10



CAP 2.0 — Beyond just local GHG reductions (out of 10 Alameda jurisdictions)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10

Climate change adaptation

Equity / environmental justice

Consumption based emissions and/or measures _ ‘




Average Per Capita Emissions (Alameda jurisdictions CAP baselines) |

7.0
CBEI Goods & Food:

5.8 MTCO2e per capita

o
o

CBEI Air Travel
1.1 MTCOZ2e per capita

o
o

=~
o

MTCO2e per capita
Do w
o o

—
o

Energy Transportation
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LINEAR ECONOMY _

Our Blind Spot (& |
DISPOSE

REDUCES NATURAL CAPITAL
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CoolClimate Network

University of California, Berkeley
Renewable & Appropriate Energy Laboratory

Sacramento

Elk Grove
Transportatic Housin Food Good: Service TOTAL TOTALtCO2 Iy GASOLINE VEHICLES AIRTAVEI PUB-TRANS ELECTRI(
B AY A REA 154 134 94 59 5.9  49.8 s S AVERAGE 11.86 1.51 1.91 0.11 7.
18.4 72 83 57 5.7 457 585,533,297.07 CALIFORNIA AVERAGE 13.11 1.57 3.49 0.20 2.
Al R Q.,l:l ALITY 14.6 58 85 80 7.9 443 115,203,993.50 SFBAY AREA AVERAGE 9.67 1.49 3.35 0.05 0. {odi
14.0 55 86 75 7.6 427 23,382477.09 ALAMEDA 9.42 1.43 3.04 0.08 0.
15.5 62 88 79 80 46.0 17,196,599.05 CONTRA COSTA 10.60 1.58 3.27 0.05 1.
MANAGEMENT 15.9 60 74 89 9.2 468  4,819,879.62 MARIN 10.31 1.59 3.96 0.00 0. A
14.3 68 24 71 7.2 435  2,145,809.44 NAPA 9.93 1.49 2.84 0.01 1.
- ) 14.3 61 89 67 6.7 422  5708,655.08 SOLANO 10.22 1.47 2.54 0.04 1.
DistTRrRICT 13.6 59 81 66 6.6 404  7,184,627.42 SONOMA 9.64 1.40 2.55 0.01 0.
10.9 51 72 79 81 387 13,370,011.89 SAN FRANCISCO 6.38 1.10 3.36 0.04 0.
15.9 6.0 86 88 9.0 479  11,984,570.28 SAN MATEO 10.32 1.65 3.84 0.08 0.¢ gy
16.2 59 9.2 88 89 486  29,956,200.74 SANTA CLARA 10.69 1.67 3.77 0.05 1
9.2 40 64 57 58 307 461,062.68 EMERYVILLE 5.99 0.97 2.12 0.08 0.
1.2 53 20 65 66 372 5504,073.77 OAKLAND 7.47 1.17 2.52 0.08 0.
12.5 54 27 6.2 62 386 1,425,558.74 SAN LEANDRO 8.85 1.30 2.26 0.08 0.
11.9 52 71 75 7.7 39.0 1,908,009.25 BERKELEY 7.40 1.22 3.17 0.08 0.
129 53 17 74 76 405 1,207,505.90 ALAMEDA 2.41 1.32 3.07 0.08 0.
13.5 56 100 6.3 62 411 407,621.74 SAN LORENZO 9.77 1.40 2.25 0.08 0.
13.0 49 21 78 79 414 299,177.26 ALBANY 2.36 1.33 3.27 0.08 0.
13.7 58 101 65 6.4 420  2,266,717.39 HAYWARD 9.72 1.42 2.38 0.08 0.
16.3 58 23 82 84 467 1,012,142.81 CASTRO VALLEY 11.06 1.65 3.50 0.08 0.
16.5 57 102 76 76 472 621,427.47 NEWARK 11.70 1.68 3.02 0.08 1
16.6 59 107 79 7.8 485 978,923.27 UNION CITY 11.65 1.69 3.15 0.08 0.
17.3 57 95 9.0 9.1 502  3,564,680.22 FREMONT 11.54 1.74 3.90 0.08 0.5
17.2 63 28 88 9.0 503 1,504,550.22 LIVERMORE 12.08 1.79 3.82 0.08 1.26
18.1 59 27 95 9.7 514 811,641.09 DUBLIN 12.02 1.82 4.21 0.08 1.04

R Watsonville

coolclimate.berkeley.edu/inventory

STOPWAST




Adding the Consumption-Based Lens

20

—
[¢2]

Albany’s Average Household Emissions: 41 tCO2e Included in geographic CAP
Excluded from geographic CAP
Partially included

—
o
I

METRIC TONS CO2E PER HOUSEHOLD
(<]

AIRTRAVEL

EHICLE MFG. & REPAIRS

VEHICLE FUEL INDIRECT CEREALS
FRUITS/VEGGIES OTHER GOODS

OTHER FOOD Bl HOME FURNISHING [
CONSTRUCTION & LARGE APPLIANCES L

VEHICLE FUEL DIRECT WASTE
[ ENERGY-INDIRECT | DAIRY GO
ELECTRICITY

SMALL APPLIANCES &
NATURAL GAS ENTERTAINMENT EQUIP.

CONMPOSTING

RECYCLING
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coolclimate.berkeley.edu/inventory




THE CIRCULAR ECONOMY

ENERGY

MAKE

Addressing
Our Blind Spot

BUILDS NATURAL CAPITAL

i = ,l = l RENT OR LEASE
llll lll‘lll _

UPCYCLE

QUALITY MATERIAL
RECOVERY

WASTE
HEAT &
ENERGY

BACTERIA/FUNGHI



StopWaste Workshop Findings & CAP 2.0 Recommendations

e Fewer, more flexible measures

e Systemic, not incremental changes
e Implementation metrics

e Implementation resources

Energy Sector Transportation Sector Waste Sector

* Decarbonize/electrify  * Understand market e Focus upstream

 Systemically support forces * Circular economy
Grid 2.0 * Focus on city’s unique ¢ Low-carbon

* Storage, time of use role Ensure equity consumption

STOPWASTE
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Thank You!

Visit us at:

StopWaste.org




PG&E Data Incomplete for Most Jurisdictions

70% -

Hayward COM+IND+AGR Included (“0 of jurisdictions)

Oakland COM+IND Included **

40%
Piedmont Included = 30%
SEY R ICEL G ES COM+IND Included TZ;

Union City COM+IND+AGR Included o»

60% -

- COM only Dropped (25%)
Albany COM only Dropped (45%) Dropped Dropped
Berkeley COM only Dropped (55%) COM only Dropped (80%)

ST COM+IND+AGR Includedin COM  Included -

15431321 1S COM+IND Included
80% 1 PG&E

# Incomplete Data

m Complete but not
public

Not Aggregated Fully Aggregated
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