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High level overview of carbon footprint/ inventory

Key points:
What are the sources and how are they distributed across the County?
How has the footprint changed over time?
What are the effects of past energy efficiency work on inventory?
Recommended approach for reduction target setting
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Introduction to County Footprint
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Followed Protocols/Guidelines adopted by The Climate Registry and California ARB

County operations only (not community)

GHG emission sources under the County’s operational control
Scope 1 – fleets, natural gas, emergency generators
Scope 2 – electricity use, based on SCE efficiency
Scope 3 – employee commute 

Calculation of CO2e using protocol emission factors
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Footprint Process & Calculations
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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2008 County Footprint
Scopes 1 and 2
Total:  37,354 MT CO2e

Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010









Stationary Combustion	Fleets	Electricity	0.12562878043703621	0.35213583627177064	0.52223538329119368	5
2008 Facility-Based Emissions
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Other Agencies include:

Human Services Agency 
GSA 
PWA 
Fire 
Shared/small facilities 
DA I
TS 
DCSS 
Library 
WWT 
Animal Control 
Parks 
Harbor 
Farm Advisor 
Irrigation
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Hospitals and Clinics
18%

Hospitals and Clinics	Detention Facilities	Water 	&	 Wastewater	Airports	General County Operations	5007.8882916753701	7229.1177035283126	2553.5014136957971	1125.6393900466878	12324.913201053852	Hospitals and Clinics	Detention Facilities	Water 	&	 Wastewater	Airports	General County Operations	0.17732649878139731	0.25597897895930005	9.041804428359973E-2	3.9858255676192382E-2	0.43641822229951216	County Operations: 2005 through 2008 *
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MT CO2e
2005
2006
2007
2008
*  Final numbers may vary slightly
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Stationary	36,647 	35,972	36,124	38,014	4483.6684351632739	4780.8707630546314	4979.828636878543	4692.7365205911601	Mobile	36,647 	35,972	36,124	38,014	12989.016173137128	11619.160037814878	12398.750990399993	13153.679382485549	Electricity	36,647 	35,972	36,124	38,014	18514.47472062811	18911.611745255752	18084.7356535627	19507.576583884587	Other	36,647 	35,972	36,124	38,014	660.30956287999948	660.30956287999948	660.30956287999948	660.30956287999948	


GSA Operated Facilities 
2001 through 2008
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MT CO2 only
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010






2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	11766	11010	12876	12785	13426	13942	13922	14173	
Necessary 

Availability of all records
including electricity accounts
requirement to report on small sources

Reasonable

Majority of facility energy efficiency measures and growth in square footage occurred after 2005
2000 to 2004 primarily lighting retrofits and PTDF chillers

Any reduced emissions resulting from 2000 through 2004 practices are captured in the 2005 through 2008 inventory
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2005 Baseline
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





	Reduction Area	Reductions in CO2e
	Electricity – Energy Efficiency Projects	3,056
	Natural Gas – Energy Efficiency Projects	222
	Vehicle Replacement Practices *	2,030
	Total	5,308
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Energy Efficiency and Vehicle Reductions: 2000 through 2008
Simultaneously, County added ~ 300,000  sq ft or ~ 2700 MT CO2e
Santa Paula Hospital
Juvenile Justice Complex
Fire stations
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
Context:  
2008 inventory: 38,014 MT CO2e
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Consistent Focus on Efficiency
	MT CO2e							
	45,000							
	40,000							
	35,000							
	30,000							
	25,000							
	20,000							
	15,000							
	10,000							
	5,000							
	--							




38,014 MT
43,530 MT
41,500 MT
+ 3,486 MT Facility EE
+ 2,030 MT Fleet  Savings
Without past actions, 
2008 inventory would have been 15% higher.
2008 Inventory
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
And 2008 cost savings were $1.5 million per year or more!





SCE reports emissions to California Registry, including metric for delivered electricity 

2008 Metric:  630.89 pounds CO2/MWh

Metric has improved steadily since 2003 (~ 683 lbs)

Power mix: 5% renewables in 2005, 16% today, 33% by 2020

Good news and bad news:
Good:  Lower emissions for County
Bad: Inevitable increase in $/MWh to recoup renewable costs
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Context: Southern California Edison
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Online survey
Respondents answered questions on mode of travel, miles traveled and type of vehicle
Ryerson, Master & Associates Inc. calculated gallons and associated GHG emissions

Conducted March 2-17, 2010

3,148 responses - 39% participation rate

Results projected to employee 
population of 8,164
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Employee Commute Survey 
(Scope 3)

Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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Emissions from Commuting: 
13,739 MT CO2e * 

	Employee Commute Methods	%
	Drive Alone	82%
	Carpool	12%
	Bus	3%
	Motorcycles	3%

* Does not include personal vehicles used for work
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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Commuting Differences
	Commute Mode	Average RT Miles
	Bus	26.5
	Carpool	26.0
	Drive Alone 	22.5
	Motorcycles	21.0
	Bike	10.1
	Walk	3.6

Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Reviewed AB 32 and other State guidelines and policies

Benchmarked other local governments

Discussions with Advisory Committee
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Setting a Reduction Target:  Approach
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Focus on County government operations, not community-wide

No mandate to reduce emissions

Local governments encouraged to reduce by 15% from base year (first year with data)

“Passive” reductions will occur as a result of State programs like Renewable Portfolio requirements, Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Pavley Bill, changes to Title 24, and others
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AB 32 and Other State Programs
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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Benchmarks: Targets Can Be Confusing

San Francisco 
20% below 1990 by 2012
Sacramento
80% below 1990 by 2050
Santa Monica
30% below 1990 by 2015
Marin County
15% below 2000 by 2050
Palo Alto
15% below 2005 by 2020
San Diego
1990 levels by 2020
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Will AB 32 remain in place?

Will State meet its commitments on the AB 32 Scoping Plan?

Will Southern California Edison meet its goal of 33% renewables by 2020?

Will funds be available to make reductions?

Will new technologies emerge to facilitate reductions?

And more ....
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Setting Targets in Times of Uncertainty
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Three scenarios reviewed by Advisory Committee:

Business as usual and “passive” reductions

Set reduction target of X metric tons CO2e

Establish target at a set percentage above passive reductions 
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Setting a 2020 County of Ventura Target
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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2020 Target
Scenario 1: “Passive” Reductions
MT CO2e
27% below 2005

Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Emission from VC completed projects
Benefits from Southern California Edison’s requirement to purchase and supply more renewable power
Benefits from the State of California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard
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2005 Baseline Inventory	EE Reductions 2005-2008	28% from SCE Efficiencies	8% from Low Carbon Fuel Standard	35987.159328928523	31628.159328928479	27034	26156	

Advantages:
Documents past achievements
Relies on State to provide mechanisms for reduction
Little to no additional costs

Disadvantages:
Relies on State to achieve targets
Lack of leadership for community reductions
Could result in additional costs to County
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2020 Target
Scenario 1: “Passive” Reductions
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Assume 2020 inventory will be 26,156 MT CO2e (Passive – Scenario 1)

Establish 2020 target of x % (expressed in MT) below passively achieved level
“x” could range from 5% upwards

Identify “x” through analysis of past efforts and planned future projects

Strengths
Clear goal
Simplified tracking of target achievement

Weaknesses
Dependent upon State performance:
SCE achieving mandated 33% renewable power
full implementation of LCFS to 8%
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2020 Target
Scenario 2: Absolute Reductions
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Emission from VC completed projects
Benefits from Southern California Edison’s requirement to purchase and supply more renewable power
Benefits from the State of California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard
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Assume 2020 inventory will be 26,156 MT CO2e 

Larger if SCE and LCFS are not implemented by 2020
Smaller if new mandatory measures increase passive reductions

Process

Begin with projecting effects of any new mandates to 2020

Establish County reduction target as “x” percent of projected 2020 emissions from passive efforts

Identify “x” through analysis of past efforts and planned future projects 
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2020 Target
Scenario 3: Proportional Reductions
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010





Emission from VC completed projects
Benefits from Southern California Edison’s requirement to purchase and supply more renewable power
Benefits from the State of California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard
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Strengths
County neither takes credit nor responsibility for passive measures
Ensures that County shows leadership by reaching beyond indirect goal achievement

Weaknesses
Requires legislative tracking and continuous 2020 modeling
Risk of “missing the mark”



Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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2020 Target
Scenario 3: Proportional Reductions





Emission from VC completed projects
Benefits from Southern California Edison’s requirement to purchase and supply more renewable power
Benefits from the State of California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard
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Next Steps
Steering Committee Currently Recommending: Adoption Scenario 2 (Absolute Reductions)
Complete analysis of past efforts, including Return On Investment (ROI)
Identify future reduction projects
Set target for emission reductions by 2020
Return to Board of Supervisors with Final CCAP recommendations
Ryerson, Master & Associates, Inc. April 20, 2010
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