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Climate Action Plans: Trends and Best Practices



2020 Targets
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2020 Target "below 
baseline" 25% 25% 33% 15% 25% 20% 15% 15% 15% 25% 20% 15%

Baseline Year 2005 2004 2000 2010 2005 2005 2008 2005 2005 2005 2005 2005

Year Adopted 2008 2010 2009 2013 2010 2014 2012 2010 2012 2009 2010 2014

Consultant PMC AECOM
n/a 

internal
PMC AECOM Ascent ICF AECOM ESA KEMA AECOM AECOM



GHG Inventories 2010 & 2015 (Alameda jurisdictions)
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Methodologies may be inconsistent between 
jurisdictions and/or between years, making direct 

comparisons unreliable.



Digging Deeper: County of Santa Barbara

170,280 MTCO2e 
Reduction

30,605 MTCO2e 
Reduction

VS



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

• Less focus on total 
MTCO2e reduction 
modeling

• More focus on MPO 
strategy and policy 
implementation 
(including tracking of 
implementation)



Implementation to date: Barriers & Enablers
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Grant Funding

Community Voice

Regional Partnerships

Political Will

Internal Funding

Staffing

Barriers Enablers
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Albany’s GHG Targets (compared to other Alameda jurisdictions)



Carbon Neutral Cities

• Austin

• Accra

• Barcelona

• Boston

• Buenos Aires

• Cape Town

• Caracas

• Copenhagen

• Durban

• London

• Los Angeles

• Melbourne

• Mexico City

• Milan

• New York City

• Oslo

• Paris

• Philadelphia

• Portland

• Quito

• Rio de Janeiro

• Salvador

• Santiago

• Stockholm

• Vancouver

C40 Carbon Neutral CitiesAims to address what it will take for leading international cities to 
achieve deep emissions reductions and how they can work together 
to meet their respective goals more efficiently and effectively



Carbon-Free City Handbook: 22 Recommendations

rmi.org/carbonfreecities



C40 Focused Acceleration 2030: 12 Key Opportunities

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



Measurement Depends on Reference Case



Reasons for CAP 2.0 (out of 10 Alameda jurisdictions)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

State requirement

CEQA streamlining/tiering

Covenant of Mayor or similar agreement

Demonstrate leadership

To support subsequent adoption for CAP measures

An advisory document to lay out a plan of action

Reduce as much GHG as feasible



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

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Climate change adaptation

Consumption based emissions and/or measures

Equity / environmental justice



Average Per Capita Emissions (Alameda jurisdictions CAP baselines)
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Average Per Capita Emissions by Sector and Assumed Reductions in CAPs

CBEI Air Travel
1.1 MTCO2e per capita

CBEI Goods & Food: 
5.8 MTCO2e per capita



Our Blind Spot



Adding the Consumption-Based Lens

coolclimate.berkeley.edu/inventory



Adding the Consumption-Based Lens

VEHICLE FUEL DIRECT

VEHICLE FUEL INDIRECT

VEHICLE MFG. & REPAIRS

AIRTRAVEL

NATURAL GAS

ELECTRICITY
ENERGY-INDIRECT

WASTE
CONSTRUCTION

MEAT

DAIRY

OTHER FOOD

FRUITS/VEGGIES
CEREALS

SMALL APPLIANCES & 
ENTERTAINMENT EQUIP.

CLOTHING

HOME FURNISHING
& LARGE APPLIANCES

OTHER GOODS

SERVICES

COMPOSTING

RECYCLING
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Albany’s Average Household Emissions: 41 tCO2e

coolclimate.berkeley.edu/inventory

Included in geographic CAP
Excluded from geographic CAP
Partially included



Addressing 
Our Blind Spot



StopWaste Workshop Findings & CAP 2.0 Recommendations

 Fewer, more flexible measures
 Systemic, not incremental changes
 Implementation metrics
 Implementation resources

Energy Sector
• Decarbonize/electrify
• Systemically support 

Grid 2.0
• Storage, time of use

Transportation Sector
• Understand market 

forces
• Focus on city’s unique 

role Ensure equity

Waste Sector
• Focus upstream
• Circular economy
• Low-carbon 

consumption



Thank You!

Visit us at:

StopWaste.org



PG&E Data Incomplete for Most Jurisdictions
City COM Electric IND Electric* COM Gas IND Gas*

Alameda - - COM only Dropped (25%)

Albany COM only Dropped (45%) Dropped Dropped

Berkeley COM only Dropped (55%) COM only Dropped (80%)

Dublin COM+IND+AGR Included in COM Included -

Emeryville COM+IND Included in COM COM+IND Included in COM

Fremont COM+IND+AGR Included in COM COM only Dropped (40%)

Hayward COM+IND+AGR Included in COM COM+IND Included in COM

Oakland COM+IND Included in COM COM only Dropped (44%)

Piedmont Included - Dropped -

San Leandro COM+IND Included in COM COM only Dropped (50%)

Union City COM+IND+AGR Included in COM COM only Dropped (40%)0%
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