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Executive Summary

This report is a summary of selected climate actions being undertaken by cities in Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties
— the heart of Silicon Valley. It is an update of two previous reports on this topic prepared by the Loma Prieta Chapter of
the Sierra Club in 2008 and 2009. The report’s purpose is to increase awareness of the climate actions of local govern-
ments in our area, to facilitate the exchange of best climate action practices, and to advocate for more decisive action
worthy of the magnitude of the climate change challenge confronting all of us.

It is clear that our society needs to take prompt action to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions, thereby avoiding the
most adverse effects of climate change, and also to undertake various adaptation measures to reduce our vulnerability
to the climate changes already underway.

Given the political gridlock in Washington, D.C., we cannot afford to wait for our federal government to mount a
comprehensive campaign against climate change. Therefore, it is particularly appropriate and important for local gov-
ernments to take action since cities are “ground zero” where most people live and will be affected by the impacts of
climate change.

Here in Silicon Valley, all of the 33 jurisdictions (31 cities and two counties) responding to our survey have taken steps
to mitigate climate change over the past decade. Some cities are making more progress than others and much more
remains to be done to significantly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

On the positive side of the ledger, we found that almost all of the responding cities have made public commitments to
reduce GHG emissions — usually by creating a climate action plan (CAP). In their CAPs, the cities have identified emis-
sions reduction targets (both community-wide and municipal) and various means of accomplishing the reductions. In
addition, almost all of the cities have assigned one or more staff members to help implement the CAP.

In most cities, the two largest segments of GHG emissions are those produced by operating vehicles and heating and
cooling buildings. All of the cities are attempting to reduce vehicle emissions, often starting by greening their municipal
fleets. But, since municipal emissions are a very small fraction of the overall problem, most of the cities are also ad-
dressing community-wide transportation emissions through a suite of actions such as promoting carpooling, encour-
aging walking and biking, fostering the use of low and zero-emission vehicles, improving public transit and pursuing
transit oriented development.

Local cities are also jumping on the “green building” bandwagon. The State of California recently adopted updated
Title 24 Energy Efficiency and CALGreen building standards for new and retrofitted residential and commercial build-
ings. Cities in Silicon Valley have endorsed these new standards that set quite a high bar, and see the opportunity to
really move the needle on emissions in this sector.

A number of the cities are also encouraging the expansion of renewable energy generation within their boundaries.
In addition to installing solar arrays on various municipal buildings, many of them have created incentives such as
reduced permit fees and expedited permitting to ease onsite renewable energy installation. Going a big step further,
several cities are seriously exploring implementing community choice aggregation: aggregating the buying power of
their citizens and purchasing renewable energy on a community-wide basis.
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Two other climate actions being taken by many cities involve reducing the GHG emissions associated with water con-
sumption and waste processing. Many of the cities, in concert with local water agencies, are taking steps to reduce
water use, especially water used in often-wasteful landscape irrigation. In regard to waste processing, almost all of the
jurisdictions have attained the state mandated diversion rate of 50% and some have a goal of “zero waste.” Some cities
also are generating energy by combusting the methane escaping from their landfills.

Unlike five years ago, many of the cities are starting to prepare to adapt to the threats posed by climate change. Some
have developed ways to reduce the impacts of severe flooding from extreme storms. Others are taking steps to limit
the effects of fire in the natural landscape. And, although ultimately it will require a regional response, a few cities are
starting to plan ways to lessen the impacts of rising bay waters.

Another very positive development in the last half-decade is the emergence of a number of public and private entities
that are assisting local cities in mitigating and adapting to climate change — e.g. the Regionally Integrated Climate
Action Planning Suite in San Mateo County. Most of the cities are taking advantage of the information, resources and
networking opportunities provided by these entities.

Significant internal challenges still confront many of the cities to effectively address climate change as they move for-
ward. These include: the relatively low priority they have assigned to addressing climate change, inadequate levels of
funding and staffing, a lack of follow up GHG emissions inventories, the difficulty of continuing to make progress after
low-hanging fruit are picked, and the challenge of engaging large numbers of community members in climate action.

In light of the strengths and challenges mentioned above, the report ends with a series of conclusions and recommen-
dations. They acknowledge the good work already done by cities in our region and suggest ways that local govern-
ments in Silicon Valley, supported by active and engaged citizens, can even more effectively combat climate change in
the years ahead.

Summary of Recommendations

At the reports conclusion, we make a number of recommendations for additional steps that should be taken by cities
in Silicon Valley. They are based on the results of our survey and also our assessment of the threats posed to our region
by climate change and the critical need to give it more attention. These recommendations are outlined here and spelled
out in more detail at the end of this report.

Our four primary recommendations are:

1. Because our society needs to be at or near zero carbon emissions within 20 to 25 years, Silicon Valley cities should
extend GHG emissions reduction targets beyond 2020, make them more ambitious, and start planning now for a
major effort to achieve them.

2. Since many cities in this region are hard pressed to significantly reduce their GHG emissions due to limited resources

and staffing, they should pursue more multi-jurisdictional collaborative initiatives including adjacent cities sharing
staff and undertaking joint climate action projects.
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3. Since most carbon reduction strategies, while helpful, do not result in dramatic reductions in GHG emissions, cities
in our region should identify and initiate “game-changing projects” that significantly reduce emissions.

4. Since history shows that state legislation, regulations and funding can greatly enhance local carbon reduction ef-
forts, the cities should encourage state and regional entities to mandate higher standards and provide the technical
assistance and funding enabling cities to meet them.

Our additional recommendations are:

5. Many cities need to make combatting climate change a much higher and more visible priority.

6. Cities should more actively and creatively engage their citizens in the carbon reduction process.

7. Cities need to devote a good deal more attention to reducing transportation related GHG emissions.

8. Many cities should tap new sources of revenue in order to support a significant increase in carbon reduction activities.

9. Cities should conduct “Climate Risk and Vulnerability Assessments” to identify threats and then develop plans for
integrating climate adaptation with carbon reduction strategies.
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Introduction

Cities and Climate Change

Climate change is happening, and is like no other threat that human beings have ever faced! It is already affecting our
lives in the San Francisco Bay Area and, in the near future, poses even greater risks to people in the United States and
around the globe.

The scientific evidence of human-induced climate change is overwhelming. As greenhouse gas emissions increase,
temperatures are climbing, precipitation patterns are changing, glaciers and ice caps are melting, sea levels are rising,
extreme weather events (heat waves, cyclones, floods and droughts) are increasing, the oceans are becoming more
acidic and coral reefs are dying.

As the most recent report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change points out in stark terms, these climate-
related alterations of ecosystems are very likely to have dramatic negative impacts on human beings around the globe: for
example, diminished water supplies, declining crop yields, increased flooding, damaged coastal infrastructure and settle-
ments, increased ill health and mortality, more conlflicts over scarce resources and a rising tide of “climate refugees.”

According to the recently released National Climate Assessment, the southwest United States, including California, will
experience hotter temperatures and decreased precipitation leading to declining water supplies, reduced agricultural
yields, more frequent and larger wildfires and more coastal flooding.” Here in the San Francisco Bay Area, in the near
term, the most likely impacts of climate change will be water shortages due to a diminished Sierra Nevada snowpack
(witness the current severe drought) and the gradual rising of the water level in the Bay. We are also likely to experience
an increase in heat waves, more severe wildfires and higher food prices.? These are impacts for which we are grossly
underprepared.

Despite the dire threats we face, this is also a time of opportunity. Turning our attention to creating sustainable solu-
tions to climate change will act as a driver of innovation not only in the business world but in the governmental sec-
tor as well. For example, the rapidly declining cost of renewable energy systems and the mounting evidence of the
economic benefits of low carbon strategies signal a very real opportunity to replace a substantial portion of America’s
“brown power” with “green power.”

It is clear that our society needs to take prompt action, both to mitigate the adverse effects of climate change by rapidly
decreasing our greenhouse gas emissions and to undertake various adaptation measures (e.g. water management, land
use planning and infrastructure investment) in order to reduce our vulnerability to unavoidable threats.

In an ideal world, leadership to address the massive threat of climate change would come internationally from global
climate agreements and nationally from our federal government. But we are far from such a world, given the inaction
in Washington, D.C. Therefore, leadership on the issue must be taken at the state, regional and local levels now!

It is particularly appropriate for local governments to take action to stem climate change. Cities are “ground zero”
where most people live and most people will be affected by climate change. The inhabitants of cities are also the source,
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directly and indirectly, of the majority of greenhouse gas emissions. All of us will need to change our behaviors in or-
der to significantly lower those emissions. In addition, cities are natural laboratories for trying out a range of creative
climate mitigation strategies — the best of which can be copied elsewhere.

Fortunately, local climate action is already underway across the nation, with some cities such as Seattle* and Portland’
making great strides in reducing their emissions. In California, sparked by growing awareness among local officials
of the dire threat of climate change and also climate initiatives at the state level — most notably Assembly Bill 32, the
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006° — many cities have jumped on the climate action bandwagon. Most cities in
Silicon Valley are part of that contingent, and some were early leaders.

Background

Cool Cities Campaign

The Sierra Club’s Loma Prieta Chapter, which includes San Mateo, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties, has made lo-
cal action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions its number one priority. A central part of the Chapter’s Global Warming
Program is the Cool Cities Campaign. This campaign is a National Sierra Club initiative promoting local government
action to reduce municipal and community-wide greenhouse gas emissions by engaging teams of volunteers in each
city. The Loma Prieta Chapter’s Cool Cities effort commenced in 2007 and continues to this day, with Cool Cities Teams
active in many local cities.

In 2008, the Cool Cities Campaign produced
areport entitled Cool Cities Local Government Jurisdictions Responding to Survey
Climate Action Survey 2008: A Report on the
Climate Protection Policies and Practices in
San Mateo and Santa Clara County Jurisdic-
tions. An updated report was produced in
2009.7

M Participating Cities/Counties M Did Not Respond

This report, created in 2014, is a follow-up to
the two earlier studies. Figure 1 (right) shows
that 33 of 37 jurisdictions participated in this
survey, home to 94% of the two counties’ 2.6

million residents.

Figure 1: Bay Area Cities Responding to the 2014

Some of the changes suggested in the 2008 and Survey. Not responding: Daly City, Half Moon Bay,

2009 reports have now been implemented, Campbell, and Monte Sereno

but much more remains to be accomplished.
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Going forward the Loma Prieta Chapter encourages and will support the local governments in its region to:

1. Set meaningful community-wide greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets through an engaged public process.
2. Develop a Climate Action Plan to achieve those reduction targets.

3. Create the position of a “Sustainability Coordinator” reporting to the city manager, to oversee the implementation
of the Climate Action Plan.

4. Implement the Climate Action Plan by taking a range of steps to reduce GHG emissions and using frequent emis-
sions inventories to assess progress toward reduction targets.

5. Use Life Cycle Cost Assessment to forecast the total cost of owning, operating and maintaining infrastructure over
its useful life (including fuel, energy, labor, waste, and replacement components).

6. Engage members of the community in personally reducing their GHG emissions and helping the city meet its GHG
reduction targets.

2014 Climate Action Survey

The previous (2009) Climate Action Survey report concluded with the sentence: The results of our survey suggest the
trend line on climate action by local jurisdictions ... is moving in the right direction, but these trends must continue and
accelerate rapidly in the next year so that the Silicon Valley region can decisively step up to the climate and clean energy
challenge. Since 2009, the science has only become clearer about the urgent need for climate action. Therefore, in this
report we want to assess if, indeed, significant progress has been made among local cities since our last study.

Now that most cities have baseline emissions inventories and climate action plans focused on meeting their reduction
targets, we wanted to look at indicators for how cities are progressing, what results they are achieving, and how best
practices might be leveraged to minimize some of the challenges they continue to face.

With this emphasis, the 43 questions in the 2013-2014 survey were modified to be less focused on commitment mile-
stones than past surveys, and more indicative of implementation actions and results. Direct comparison against the 21
milestones from 2008 and 2009 reports is therefore not attempted. However, where relevant we compare the findings
of the two reports to assess the progress made over the last six years.

Our survey questionnaire was distributed to the 35 cities and two counties in December 2013 and January 2014. This
was followed up with phone calls and email messages. Responses to the survey were gathered in the early months of
2014 by means of face-to-face or phone interviews and, in a few cases, through our online survey instrument. In all, a
total of 31 cities and two counties responded, representing 94% of the population of the two counties.

As with previous versions, this report presents a snapshot in time of selected local government climate actions based on

the cities’ responses to our survey in early 2014. The report is not an exhaustive listing of all activities being undertaken
by the cities; rather, it conveys a selected overview of the range of the climate actions underway in Silicon Valley.
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Local Emissions of Greenhouse Gases

The Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (Assembly Bill 32) set the target
of reducing Californias greenhouse Bay Area GHG Emissions by Sector - 2007
gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels (95.8 million metric tons)

by 2020. That is approximately a 20%
statewide reduction in emissions from

2006. Even more substantially, the leg- Agriculture / y ' Transgmlm ¢ //’/\ hN
islation calls for California’s GHG emis- Fareung 1. 26: | /./'{
sions to be 80% below 1990 levels in Of"r“dbb“f e N
Equipment, : e
2050! 3.0% | _
Electrici
In order to be in alignment with the c‘,,;f,,zfa':};’:‘.,

, . o Residential Fuel
AB 325 goals, regional and munici- Usage, 7.1% 15.9%
pal entities must inventory their GHG

emissions to understand their sources.

Subsequent inventories then will allow * Includes Imported Electricity emissions of 7.1 MMTCO,E BAAQMD 2007
cities and other jurisdictions to assess
the progress they are making in reduc- Figure 2: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2007 Inventory

ing emissions.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management

Districts (BAAQMD)® most recent (2007) inventory of the Bay Areas GHG emissions by sector (See Figure 2) shows
that emissions from the transportation sector and the industrial/commercial sector each account for over one-third of
all our region’s emissions. Energy production activities such as electricity generation and co-generation were the third
largest contributor with almost 16% of total emissions. Residential fuel combustion (space heating, cooking and water
heating) was the fourth largest contributor with seven percent of total GHG emissions. (The 2010 Bay Area inventory
apparently shows a very comparable distribution, but had not been officially released at the time of publication.)

Figure 3 (next page) presents an example of a community-wide GHG emissions inventory using data from the city of
Sunnyvale. Similar to the BAAQMD inventory, the largest two sources of emissions (nearly 75% of the total) are carbon
dioxide released by: 1) Commercial and industrial activity, including building heating, cooling and lighting. 2) The
combustion of fuels by on-road and off-road vehicles. (Sunnyvale is more industrial than most area cities, where trans-
portation is typically the largest single source of emissions.)

The third largest source of emissions is electricity use and natural gas combustion from residential dwellings. The
fourth largest is recycling and disposing of waste. Next are the emissions from transporting water around the city.
Methane emissions associated with waste disposal, although pound for pound even more impactful than CO2, make
a smaller contribution of less than one percent — as do the emissions from Caltrain engines running through the city.
(Caltrain emissions also contain many other toxic pollutants.) °
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Figure 4 presents an example of a
municipal inventory, also for Sunny-
vale. The largest source of emissions is
wastewater treatment, followed closely
by those from buildings and facilities
and those generated by the vehicles
of employees commuting to and from
work. Next in order come the emis-
sions from the citys vehicle fleet, those
generated by public lighting including
streetlights, the pumping of water, and
government generated solid waste.

It is important to note that the GHG
emissions directly related to munici-
pal government operations, in almost
all cases, account only for only a small
fraction of community-wide emissions.
(In the case of Sunnyvale, emissions
from municipal operations are 1% of
the citys total emissions.) Efforts by
cities to control municipal emissions
are nevertheless often a smart first step
since the actions can be relatively high
profile, demonstrate local leadership
and introduce new technologies and
best practices to the citizenry. Howev-
er, substantially lowering a citys GHG
footprint requires its officials and staff
to devote most of their attention to re-
ducing community-wide versus mu-
nicipal GHG emissions.

Community-Wide Baseline Emissions by Sector -
Sunnyvale 2008
(1.27 million metric tons)

Off-road, 3%

[ Community
Waste, 6%

Landfill Gas ,
<1%

Water, 1%
Caltrain, <1%

Transportation,
35%

Figure 3: Community-Wide GHG Emissions for Sunnyvale in 2008.
Represents 1,270,170 metric tons CO2-equivalent/Year

Municipal Emissions by Sector -

Sunnyvale 2010
(14,000 metric tons)
Ancteuater :;Vehlcle Fleet,
Services, 27% 13%
Water and :
Stormwater

Services, 4%

Buildings and
Facilities, 23%

Public Lighting,
10%

Government-
Generated Solid
Waste, 2%

Figure 4: Municipal GHG Emissions for Sunnyvale in 2010.
Represents 14,016 metric tons CO2-equivalent/Year
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Cities’ Climate Action Commitments

The first step for a city on the road
to significant greenhouse gas emis-
sions reduction is making a public
commitment to do so. Our survey
asked cities about several of the
common ways to make such a
commitment.

* Developing a Climate Action
Plan (CAP) or equivalent.

* Setting community-wide emis-
sions reductions targets.

* Signing a climate protection
agreement (e.g. the U.S. Mayors
Climate Protection Agreement'?
& Bay Area Climate Com-
pact'!).

* Creating a climate action com-
mittee or taskforce.

* Assigning city staff to focus on
climate protection.

All of the responding jurisdictions
reported making at least one com-
mitment to reduce GHG emissions
and many have made several types
of commitment. (See Figure 5.)
94% now have a Climate Action
Plan (CAP) in some form; 23 have
a completed CAP, while another
eight had a CAP either in-process
or in draft form at the time they
responded to the survey (shown
as a shorter dark blue bar in Fig-
ure 5). Only two do not yet have
some form of CAP. At least 70% of
the cities report that they created
their CAPs since our 2008-2009
survey.
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Commitment to Climate Action

B Developed Climate Action Plan B Community-Wide Reduction Targets

m Signed Climate Protection Agreement ® Created Climate Action Committee

H Assigned Climate Staff Other Commitments Made
County of San Mateo
Atherton

Belmont

Brisbane

Burlingame

City of San Mateo
Colma

East Palo Alto

Foster Clty
Hillsborough

Menlo Park

Millbrae

Pacifica

Portola Valley
Redwood City

San Bruno

San Carlos

South San Francisco
Woodside

County of Santa Clara
City of Santa Clara
Cupertino
Gilroy

Los Altos
Los Altos Hills
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Maorgan Hill
Mountain View
Palo Alto

5an Jose
Saratoga

Sunnyvale

Figure 5: Commitments to Climate Action. Color bars correspond to dif-
ferent types of commitments included in the response options for this
question. For CAPs, a bar indicates a completed CAP (not necessarily officially
approved), and half-size bars represent draft or in-process plans.




Notable Community-Wide Targets
Pre-2020 and Post-2020 emissions trajectories
Pacifica 35% below 2005 by 2020 o
Los Altos Hills 30% below baseline by 2015 L- PR LR BN ~ . -7 MMT COZe peryear
Menlo Park 27% below 2005 by 2020 g "‘va;: -
Mountain View Staged reduction plan of 5% = 400
by 2012, 10% by 2015, and z
15-20% by 2020 g -11.4 MMT CO28 per year
u " S 300
San Jose Uses a threshold .method z % vea
targeting 6.6 metric tons of E
C02 equivalent per service g
. v 200
population in 2020, and 3.04 =
MT/SP/year by 2035 g
Palo Alto Currently provides 100% E 100
carbon-free eleCtrICI_ty a_nd £ @— Constant percentage reduction
plans a 60% reduction in 8 |7 e— Constant MMT reduction
GHG emissions over the next o : : : : : : : .
decade. 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050
A number of the cities involved community Figure 5.1: Framing the Path to 2050: AB 32 Scoping Plan
members in the development of their CAPs Update (2014)
through a committee or task force. It is im-

portant to point out that some cities have
taken significant climate actions prior to
having a CAP, while a few cities with CAPs have taken only modest steps to reduce emissions.

Cities’ climate action staffing patterns vary greatly. Most have specific staff members assigned to work on climate-
related issues; some of whom work full-time to reduce emissions. Other cities use a broad-based model where multiple
city staff members are involved. However, a number of other cities (not all of them small) have only one part-time staff
member working on this issue — often in addition to performing a number of other unrelated responsibilities.

Identifying specific targets for GHG emissions reductions is a very important success factor in making reductions hap-

pen. Almost 75% of responding jurisdictions (24 of 33) set specific emissions reduction targets for their community

overall.

* Most cities set a reduction target of 15% below their 2005 level by 2020. (2005 is a common baseline year.) The State
considers this consistent with AB 32.

* Very few specifically mentioned having targets beyond 2020 (See Box above), although those planning to adhere to
AB 32 goals should target to reduce 80% below 1990 by 2050.

* For strategic planning purposes, it is important for cities to realize the need for interim goals in charting a path to
2050. The AB 32 Scoping Plan Update states that emissions from 2020 to 2050 will have to decline several times
faster than the rate needed to reach the 2020 emissions limit.'* (See Figure 5.1.)
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Emissions Reduction Planning

It is one thing to commit to reducing

a city’s greenhouse gas emissions, and Emissions Planning Progress

altogether another thing to accomplish B 2009 Status (29 Jursidictions) W 2013-2014 Status (33 Jurisdictions)
it. The best way to know if real progress

is being made is to measure emissions Community-Wide

over time. Emission Inventories |

Community-Wide

L Emission Targets
Generally, cities undertake two types of .

GHG emissions inventories: a survey of Nsicazs! Emsion

o e Inve ntories
the emissions generated by municipal
operations, and a survey of the emis- Municipal Emission
. Targets
sions produced by the overall commu- B : . - - . -
. . L. L 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%
nity. The size of municipal emissions Percentage of Responding Jurisdictions

often are less than one percent of the
Figure 6: Percentage of Cities in 2009 versus 2014 with Baseline

total, so it is essential to measure prog-
Prog Inventories and Targets (Community-Wide and Municipal)

ress and track metrics related to reduc-

ing community-wide emissions.

Community inventories require a two-step process:

1. The city must conduct a baseline inventory of GHG emissions-generating activities within its boundar-
ies such as the heating, cooling, lighting, and construction of buildings (homes, offices, factories, etc.); trans-
portation-related activities (private vehicles and public transit) including off-road emissions; solid waste-re-
lated emissions including disposed waste sent to landfills and emissions (methane) from closed landfills;
and the emissions associated with the delivery of water and those caused by wastewater treatment.

Note: For some elements, such as transportation, statistical models are sometimes used to make estimations when empirical
data is difficult to capture.

2. In subsequent years, the city must conduct periodic follow-up GHG inventories, ideally measuring the same sources
of emissions, in order to assess its progress in reducing them. These inventories should be done frequently enough
to track the effectiveness of particular GHG reduction initiatives and make necessary adjustments.

As Figure 6 (above) shows, our 2014 survey results compare very favorably against the survey findings in 2009, re-
garding the percentage of cities that have conducted baseline inventories and have set corresponding targets. All 33
of the responding jurisdictions report they have done baseline emissions inventories for their overall community; the
majority using 2005 data. Also, many more cities now have emissions reduction targets than in 2009.

There are several factors that make it difficult to simply directly compare the baseline and subsequent inventories to
measure progress, even within the same city. (See Box next page.) Comparisons across cities introduce even more
variables that make any aggregation and statements about trends risky. In their responses, several cities provided cave-
ats regarding their GHG inventory data and methods, and some were not yet able to share the latest results based on
2010 data.
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Despite the complexities associated with
accurately conducting GHG emissions in-
ventories, some general observations can
be derived from the city inventory data
that our survey collected:

* As Figure 7 shows, many cities are mak-
ing progress inventorying their GHG
emissions — especially those that have
completed their follow-up inventories
(22 of 33 respondents).

* A higher percentage of cities in San Mateo
County have conducted follow-up inven-
tories than those in Santa Clara County.
This discrepancy may be due to the fact
that the City and County Association of
Governments in San Mateo County hired
a consulting firm (DNV-GL, formerly
KEMA) to do all the inventories — which
require some technical expertise and can
be quite time consuming.

The cities that have conducted follow-
up inventories are positioned to better
assess their progress in reducing GHG
emissions and modify their carbon-re-
duction strategies as necessary.

Conversely, the cities that have not yet
conducted follow-up inventories have
very limited direct GHG data on wheth-
er, and to what degree, their climate ac-
tions are actually reducing emissions.

* Preliminary data from the cities that
have results from follow-up inventories
show that all have made some progress
in reducing their GHG emissions since
the time of their baseline inventories.
(See above Caveats box.)

L]

Cities need to continue to fine-tune their
GHG emissions inventories. One largely
neglected but potentially high impact
area of emissions are those generated by
the personal air travel of cities’ residents
(See Box right).

Community-Wide GHG Inventory Progress

80%
70%
g
= 60%
o
"E‘ 50% — mlJurisdictions in
i San Mateo
£ -
8, g County
7]
30%
& > Jurisdictions in
;9; 20% Santa Clara
Coun
o I u
0%
Follow-Up Follow-Up Original
Inventory Done-Results Inventory
Done - Results  Not Yet Only

Provided Available

Figure 7: Percentage of respondents in each county with only an
initial community-wide inventory versus percentage with a follow-
up inventory (results available vs waiting for results).

Some Caveats to Consider when
Comparing Emissions Inventory Values
o Preliminary inventory results require validation and often corrections.

* Many cities conducted baselines using the ICLEI model in 2005, and 2010 follow-
up inventories based on different models from regional initiatives like RICAPs.

¢ Methodologies can vary for determining solid waste emissions, transportation
models, etc.

* The scope of the sources of emissions included can change for a community
over time, including population, new / retired facilities, etc.

e Decisions about what types of sources to include, and what methodologies to
use, vary by city.

e Some cities adjusted baseline values due to double-counting of certain compo-
nents in 2005, or to include new sectors to align with the followup inventory.

e Many variables beyond the city's climate actions, including economic condi-
tions, can affect results.

Air Travel Emissions

Only Palo Alto and Los Altos Hills measure another substantial source

of their residents’ GHG emissions — those from the airplanes in which
they fly. In Silicon Valley, air travel constitutes a significant part of many
individual's carbon footprints. In 2005 Palo Alto estimated that about

9% of its citywide emissions were attributable to personal air travel. It

is very likely that this percentage is even higher in some smaller affluent
communities. The omission of this, admittedly difficult to measure, source
of emissions has the result of understating the amount of carbon that the
people and cities in Silicon Valley contribute to climate change.
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Climate Actions — Transportation

Transportation comprises about
36% of total GHG emissions in
our region and is one of the
two largest sources of emis-
sions.”® (Shown earlier in Fig-
ure 2.) The greatest portion of
transportation emissions comes
from automobiles, with single
occupancy vehicles being the
largest part of that segment.
Addressing emissions from this
sector is challenging since mo-
bile emissions sources, by defi-
nition, can move from one ju-
risdiction to another and local
government regulation of ve-
hicle emission standards is not
practical. Vehicle air pollutant
emission standards in Califor-
nia have historically been regu-
lated by the State and a similar
effort has been made to regulate
vehicle GHG emissions.

Although cities and counties
cannot directly regulate GHG
emissions from vehicles, they
can craft policies and programs
that diminish the need for auto
travel, expand the utilization of
vehicles that produce low car-
bon emissions, and promote
public transit.

Such strategies can reduce
transportation emissions both
from local government opera-
tions and those generated by
the public at large.

Municipal Transportation Milestones

B Municipal Procurement Policies Favor Low Emission Vehicles
® City Provides EV Charging Stations (at least 1)
= Fleet Includes Low-Emission Vehicles (at least 1)

County of 5an Mateo
Atherton
Belmont
Brisbane

Burlingame

City of San Mateo
Colma

East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillshorough
Menlo Park
Millbrae

Pacifica

Portola Valley
Redwaod City
San Bruno

San Carlos

South San Francisco
Woodside

County of Santa Clara
City of Santa Clara
Cupertino
Gilray

Los Altos
Los Altos Hills
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Morgan Hill
Mountain View
Palo Alto

San lose
Saratoga

Sunnyvale

Figure 8: Municipal Transportation. Color bars correspond to different low
emission fleet efforts being made. Survey data did not enable the chart to represent
the quantity of EV stations or percentage of low emission fleet vehicles.
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Municipal Transportation Emissions Reductions

Earlier in the report, Figure 4 dis-
played the municipal emissions in-
ventory for the City of Sunnyvale.
From this figure one can see that
combined emissions associated
with vehicle fleets and employee
commutes typically represent a
significant portion of overall emis-
sions from government operations
—34% in Sunnyvale’s case.

One way to reduce municipal
transportation emissions is by re-
ducing fleet size or utilizing vehi-
cles that produce few or no GHG
emissions per mile. (See previous
page Figure 8.) Another way is to
help city employees reduce their
commute-related greenhouse gas
emissions. (See Figure 9.)

Our survey queried jurisdictions
on the role alternative fuel and/
or alternative technology vehicles
play in their vehicle fleets and
policies. We found mixed results.
While there is a trend toward mak-
ing city vehicles more fuel efficient,
anumber of the cities surveyed do
not keep records distinguishing
zero or low-emission vehicles from

standard city vehicles.

Almost all cities had some zero or
low-emission autos (San Jose leas-
es 50 EVs, the City of Santa Clara
has a fleet of Priuses and both of
Woodsides autos are hybrid SUVs)
and some cities have trucks pow-
ered by compressed natural gas.
Survey responses indicate that
only half the cities have procure-

Employee Transportation Incentives

B Incentives for Public Transportion
¥ Incentives to Carpool
® Vanpool or Car Sharing
W Biking or Walking to Work
Other Types of Incentives

County of San Mateo —

Atherton
Belmont

Brisbane =

Burlingame |

City of San Mateo |—

Colma
East Palo Alto

Foster City
Hillsborough
Menlo Park
Millbrae
Pacifica
Portola Valley
Redwood City r
San Bruno

San Carlos

South San Francisco
Woodside

County of Santa Clara
City of Santa Clara
Cupertino
Gilroy

Los Altos
Los Altos Hills

Los Gatos

Milpitas ;
Morgan Hill
Mountain View
Palo Alto
San Jose

Saratoga

Sunnyvale _P

Figure 9: Transportation Incentives for Local Government Employees

ment policies favoring low or zero-emission vehicles. (See Figure 8.)
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We also asked the cities if they provide electric vehicle charging stations for use by their employees and the public — 15
cities report having at least one public charging station. A number of other cities have plans to install charging stations.
San Jose stands out, housing about 50 public EV charging stations throughout the city. (A growing number of compa-
nies also provide EV charging stations for their employees.)

There are several ways that cities can encourage their employees to reduce their commute-related GHG emissions and
almost all of the cities surveyed have made efforts in this direction.

* Of the two-thirds of jurisdictions that report having transportation incentives for their employees, 14 encourage
the use of public transit. (For example, Palo Alto offers Caltrain Go Passes to employees.) This is the most common
incentive area, with several cities providing pre-tax benefits for employees using public transit.

* Thirteen cities support biking or walking to work, most commonly by providing bike racks and lockers, bike sharing
programs and shower facilities.

* Cupertino reports having the first municipal bike fleet in the region. Established in 2009, the city has offered bicycle
safety trainings in partnership with the Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office to all employees as part of the program,
which is used by approximately 50% of employees.

* As Figure 9 indicates, the Counties of San Mateo and Santa Clara, East Palo Alto, Menlo Park, Redwood City, Cuper-
tino, Milpitas and Palo Alto are offering the most variety of transportation-related incentives to their city employees.

* In the category of “other incentives”, examples provided by survey participants include: free EV charging for employ-
ees, shuttle access, zip car availability, a ‘one-free-bike” program, and a telecommuting policy.

* The recently enacted law, SB 1339, requires all businesses with more than 50 full-time employees (including local
governments) to provide some form of commuter benefit (e.g. a transit subsidy) to their employees by the end of
September 2014.1*

Community-Wide Transportation Emissions Reductions

There are quite a few ways that cities can seek to reduce the transportation-related GHG emissions of their inhabitants
— both individuals and businesses. A major strategy is intelligent land use planning, also known as “transit oriented devel-
opment.” This approach emphasizes concentrating growth in compact mixed-use urban centers that include high quality
public transport, bike-friendly and walkable neighborhoods and short commutes. It is an excellent way, albeit fairly long-
term, to diminish automobile use (especially single-occupancy vehicles), thereby reducing vehicle emissions.

Only 20 of the 33 responding jurisdictions have policies to requiring

or encouraging transit-oriented development. (See Figure 10 next Bay Area Bike Share
page.) One of the best examples of this in Silicon Valley is Moun- This regional program involves four ities in
tain View’s award-winning high-density mixed-use development near the two counties: Redwood City, Palo Alto,
downtown next to the Caltrain and light rail lines. Mountain View and San Jose. Its 700 heavy-
duty bikes can be rented from and returned to
Other approaches used by cities to reduce the GHG emissions from any station in the system, creating an efficient
transportation include promoting walking and biking (See box), im- network with many possible combinations
proving bike lanes, promoting the use of low or zero-emission ve- of start and end points. The Metropolitan

Transportation Commission and other

hicles, taking steps to reduce vehicle idling, improving public transit
agencies fund the pilot project.

including shuttles, and assisting businesses in reducing their employ-
ees’ commute-related emissions.
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The results of our survey found that:

* Almost all cities make efforts to pro-
mote walking and biking, includ-
ing the creation or improvement of
bike lanes and participating in the
Safe Routes to School program."

* In addition, 17 cities report that they
promote the use of low or zero emis-
sion vehicles in their community.
Notably, the County of Santa Clara
adopted a Plug-in-Electric Vehicle
Charging Ordinance requiring ei-
ther pre-wiring or the installation of
charging systems for PEV% in new
buildings — which acts as a model
encouraging each of the cities in the
county to adopt similar ordinances.

Several focused on diminishing ve-
hicle idling — primarily by coordi-
nating traffic lights.

Although the California Air Resourc-
es Boards updated AB 32 scoping
plan notes the need for local/regional
efforts to reduce vehicle miles trav-
eled (VMT), only six participants say
they are currently setting VMT goals.
However, other activities taken may
be contributing to reducing VMT.

In the city of Santa Clara, the Santa
Clara Valley Transit Authority is build-
ing a dedicated lane for bus rapid tran-
sit. In San Mateo County Sam Trans is
doing a BRT phasing study:.

In the category of “other efforts,”
examples provided include: San
Jose promotes car sharing with ap-
proximately 25 cars available; the
Peninsula Traffic Congestion Relief
Alliance'® was mentioned by some
cities; as was the Complete Streets'”
policy — aiming to make streets safer
for bikers and pedestrians.

Steps to Reduce Transportation GHG Emissions

B Promoting Walking and Biking
M Creating/Improving Bike Lanes
M Promoting Use of Low/Zero Emission Vehicles
B Steps to Reduce Vehicle Idling
B Improving Public Transit
B Requiring/Encouraging Transit-Oriented Development
B Goals for Trans. Mode Share and Vehicle Miles Travelled
M Providing Business Incentives/Assistance
Other Transportation GHG Reduction Efforts

County of San Mateo
Atherton

Belmont

Brishbane
Burlingame

City of San Mateo
Colma

East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Menlo Park

Millbrae

Pacifica

Portola Valley
Redwood City

San Bruno

San Carlos

South San Francisco
Woodside

County of Santa Clara
City of Santa Clara
Cupertino
Gilroy

Los Altos
Los Altos Hills
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Morgan Hill
Mountain View
Palo Alto

San Jose
Saratoga
Sunnyvale

Figure 10: Efforts to enable the community to reduce transportation-
related emissions
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* Several cities are employing six or more types of activity to encourage public reduction of transportation GHG emis-
sions including; Cupertino, Mountain View, Redwood City, San Mateo, East Palo Alto, South San Francisco, Palo
Alto, San Jose, and the County of Santa Clara — with several other cities with four or five active programs.

Climate Actions — Buildings

Homes and commercial buildings use large amounts of energy for heating, cooling, lighting and other functions. The
U.S. Green Building Council reports that, nationwide, buildings account for 41% of total energy use, 73% of electricity
usage and 38% of all greenhouse gas emissions. '

Accordingly, cities can potentially have a large impact if they help the buildings within their borders to become
much more energy efficient. Fortunately, in recent years a “green building” movement has emerged focused on con-
structing and retrofitting buildings to make structures much more resource and energy efficient throughout their
lifetimes.

Included in this movement are two voluntary certifica-

tion systems that can be used to assess how “green” a Opportunity: The new Title 24 updates offer cities the

building project is. For commercial buildings, the U.S. potential to drive significant GHG emissions reductions in

Green Building Council has designed the Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green
Building Rating System. Using this system, building
projects are assessed and projects that pass a thresh-
old are awarded Silver, Gold or Platinum ratings. For
residential buildings, Build It Green’s GreenPoint Rated
verification system has become a regional standard. A
rating totaling 50 points across specific categories is
considered the minimum requirement for a GreenPoint
rated new home.

These voluntary rating systems of buildings are backed
up by strong State of California building regulations set

the building sector.

Challenges: Increased complexity, requiring significant
new training and tools. A temporary dip in compliance is
a risk. Also, the new requirements will effectively diminish
the energy efficiency upgrade rebates from PG&E, for
certain upgrades now required by law.

Action: Cities have an opportunity to help drive high
compliance levels by adding targets and implementation
strategies into their Climate Action Plans. Consider
possible value of cross-city efforts.

in 2008, which have been strengthened even further in the latest 2013 code update. CALGreen building standards set a
high bar that cities must follow for new construction and alterations of residential and non-residential buildings. And,
Title 24 (part six of the State Building Code) focuses on increased energy efficiency of new and retrofitted homes and
commercial buildings. (See Box above for opportunities and challenges.)

The energy efficiency standards require all new residential construction to be zero net energy by 2020 and all new com-
mercial construction to be zero net energy by 2030. The 2013 standards, effective in 2014, are more than 25% more
efficient on average, than the 2008 standards for residential and commercial buildings respectively, per the California
Energy Commission."
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All California cities are now mandated to meet the new state building
standards noted above. Our survey attempted to identify whether cit-
ies in our region also had policies of their own that set energy efficien-
cy standards for municipal, residential and commercial buildings. In
addition, we asked if they provided incentives for improving building
energy efficiency. Many cities noted energy efficiency programs when
asked about their efforts in public outreach and engagement, which
are covered later in the report.

Regarding municipal buildings, two-thirds of the cities surveyed report
having policies requiring energy efficient design for new buildings and
for retrofitting existing buildings. One of the leaders is Portola Valley,
which recently completed construction of a LEED platinum certified
Town Center complex. In addition, San Jose requires LEED Silver certi-
fication for all new city projects larger than 10,000 square feet; 18 city
buildings are currently certified.

Street Lighting

With over 63,000 streetlights, the City of
San Jose has a large-scale opportunity
and has installed 3400 smart, dimmable
LED streetlights.

Using a combination of grant funding
and PG&E rebates, the city saved
almost $90,000 in energy expenses
and 818 MT of CO2e per year. San Jose
is looking to contract with its Energy
Services Company to accelerate the
conversion of another 2000 streetlights
in 2014.

San Jose's 2013 Green Vision Report

Reducing the energy used in municipal lighting is a strategy that all of

the cities surveyed have embraced. Many have switched to more efficient lights in their buildings and parking lots.
Some use motion sensors to control illumination in meeting spaces. Converting streetlights or traffic lights to energy ef-
ficient LEDs is also a popular solution. (See Box above.) Millbrae, East Palo Alto, and Hillsborough have converted all
of their streetlights in this manner. Mountain View, Sunnyvale and Cupertino have converted all of their traffic lights.

In regard to residential construction standards, 20 of the responding cities stated that they have explicit energy ef-
ficiency standards for new residential construction and 17 have such standards for residential renovations. A similar
number of cities have explicit energy efficiency standards for new and retrofitted commercial buildings.

Several of the cities, including Hillsborough, Morgan Hill, Palo Alto and

San Bruno (See Box), indicated that their standards are higher than the San Bruno's

“Rebuild it Green”

This program provides substantial

rebates to homeowners whose homes
were destroyed by the large gas main
explosion and fire in 2010. Eighty percent
of the rebuilt homes have incorporated
green building elements beyond basic
code requirements..

state requirements, although some may have been superseded by re-
cent updates in state standards. Palo Alto is also considering a require-
ment that new residential and commercial buildings be all-electric.

A few of the cities provide incentives for green building practices. Se-
lected examples include: Los Altos Hills fast tracks the review of proj-
ects with green elements; Sunnyvale give green buildings breaks on the
floor-to-area ratio; Palo Alto’s utility provides a $3,000 rebate for certi-
fied green buildings; and the County of San Mateo expedites building
inspections for projects over a high Build It Green threshold.

Overall, our survey shows substantial progress in cities’ emphasis on

green building standards. A good deal of this is attributable to the State’s new higher building standards. But state-
ments that most of the cities greatly appreciate the State’s new standards (and some have set the bar even higher) are
a very welcome development in this high-emissions sector.
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Climate Actions — Energy Use

Clean energy technologies that do not produce GHG emissions are a critical part of any strategy to combat climate
change. A number of such technologies exist but solar energy (both for electricity generation and water heating) is an
increasingly obvious alternative to pursue at the municipal level. This is especially the case since recent cost reductions
make it more affordable and competitive with other forms of energy generation.

There are two ways that cities can promote non-fossil fuel energy use: 1) Increase renewable energy for city facilities
and 2) Incentivize the public to purchase or generate it themselves. Our survey pursued both of these options. (An-
other emerging way to provide renewable energy on a community-wide basis, Community Choice Aggregation, is
profiled at the end of this section.)

Municipal Renewable Energy Use

On this topic, we asked about the percentage of each city’s municipal energy needs being met by renewable sources.
Fifteen cities reported they tapped renewable sources (compared to six in 2008) but most did not know the percentage
in their mix beyond the 19% in PG&E'’s portfolio. Among those cities that did know the answer, a few of them have
made good strides.

Portola Valley generates between 60% and 70% of the energy for its municipal needs from the solar array on its Town
Center. Both Millbrae and Los Altos Hills generate 35% of their energy from local renewable sources. And San Jose has
62 MW of installed solar power — ranking second among cities in California.

Many of the other cities also tap renewable sources for their municipal needs. Examples include:
* Pacifica has solar arrays on its city hall and wastewater treatment plant.
* Sunnyvale taps biogas (landfill and digester gas) to operate its water pollution control plant.
* County of San Mateo has two large solar arrays on County parking garages.
* Mountain View has a solar system on its downtown parking
garage.

¢ Cupertino has two solar carport projects underway.

* South San Francisco and Millbrae have cogeneration facilities
at their wastewater treatment plants.

* Burlingame taps methane from its sewage treatment plant to
generate electricity for the plant’s operation.

o Atherton has 100% of its radar speed indicator signs powered
by solar panels.

* See Box at right regarding Palo Altos city-owned utility.

In addition to the individual renewable energy efforts of cities,
there is a regional initiative created by Joint Venture Silicon Val-
ley called the Renewable Energy Procurement Project.?® Its goal is
to facilitate the increased installation of public renewable energy
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Palo Alto’s city-owned utility

Palo Alto shifted to a 100% carbon-free electric
portfolio in 2013. To achieve carbon neutrality,
the utility relies on renewable-energy sources,
including wind farms, solar energy, renewable
gas captured from landfills and hydroelectric
generation (which provides about half of the
city's entire electricity load).

It made its citywide electricity supply carbon
neutral, by replacing power from fossil fuel
sources with three utility-scale solar projects for
a total of 80 MW of new power.



generation systems. Originally focused on Silicon Valley, the project recently expanded to include Alameda and Contra

Costa Counties. It aggregates the purchasing power of local public agencies through standardized power purchase

agreements and collaborative procurement. Through the project, solar installations have been installed on community

centers, city halls, fire stations, police stations, senior centers, libraries and other public facilities. Participating Silicon

Valley jurisdictions have included Cupertino, Foster City, Los Gatos, Menlo Park, Milpitas, Morgan Hill, Mountain

View, Pacifica and Redwood City as well as the counties of Santa Clara and San Mateo.

Community Renewable Energy Use

Growing numbers of individuals and
businesses in Silicon Valley are purchas-
ing or generating renewable energy. Since
we wanted to find out how cities were
encouraging this trend, we asked them
what kind of incentives they were using
to promote the use of on-site renewable
energy systems. (See Figure 11.)

» Twenty of the cities cited reduced or
eliminated permit fees. (One city, Paci-
fica, countered this trend by raising its
solar permit fee.)

Thirteen cities noted expedited permit-
ting; two mentioned providing rebates;
and eight noted providing or identify-
ing alternative financing.

* The County of Santa Clara, Cupertino
and Palo Alto are currently offering the
most incentives to the public for onsite
renewable energy.

Another incentive cited by the cities is ar-
ranging for bulk purchases of solar sys-
tems. For example, Hillsborough, Los
Altos, Los Altos Hills, Portola Valley, and
Woodside partnered with PG&E and the
Bay Area Climate Collaborative to orga-
nize a “solar group buy” resulting in 38
photovoltaic systems being installed with
a combined capacity of 180 kW.

Onagranderscale, Foster City is preparing
to act as lead agency on a multi-city bulk
solar purchase program in San Mateo

Incentives for Onsite Renewable Energy

B Reduced Permit Fees ® Expedited Permitting
H Rebates ® Alternative Financing
Other Incentives

County of San Mateo
Atherton

Belmont

Brisbane
Burlingame

City of San Mateo
Calma

East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Menlo Park

Millbrae

Pacifica

Portola Valley
Redwoaod City

San Bruno

San Carlos

South San Francisco
Woodside

County of Santa Clara
City of Santa Clara
Cupertino
Gilroy

Los Altos
Los Altas Hills
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Morgan Hill
Mountain View
Palo Alto

San Jose

Saratoga

Sunnyvale

Figure 11: Incentives to promote use of renewable energy by
the community
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County. By offering reduced pre-negotiated prices with one or more solar installers and with promotional assistance

from participating cities, the program’ goal is to facilitate several thousand new residential solar installations.

Other city actions facilitating increased local energy development include:

* Morgan Hill indicates that new housing developments featuring solar are more likely to be awarded housing

allocations.

* South San Francisco promotes solar financing through the commercial Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE)

program.?!

* San Jose formed a new PACE district with loans to its residents and businesses for solar (and energy efficiency

upgrades) payable through property taxes.

* Cupertino is developing a financing handbook for businesses seeking funds for renewable energy and energy

efficiency through its GreenBiz program.

Most of the cities are taking action to push local renewable
energy development, and the California Solar Initiative (CSI)
has been a strong solar incentive statewide. (See Box right.)
But the fact that six cities report having zero incentives and
twelve others only employ one incentive indicates that there
remains room for improvement. The CaliforniaFIRST** pro-
gram provides low cost financing for clean energy and energy
efficiency to commercial buildings, and residential buildings
as of the summer of 2014. Cities in our two counties are eli-
gible to participate.

Sunnyvale is exploring the feasibility of constructing a “Com-
munity Solar Array” within the city. Three optional structures
are being evaluated: 1) A city-owned community solar plant,
2) A shareholder-owned community solar plant, or 3) A third
party-owned community solar plant.

If, and how, such a system would be deployed will be heavily in-
fluenced by the SB 43 Green Tariff Shared Renewables/Enhanced
Community Renewables” rules currently being established by
the California Public Utilities Commission. Under these emerg-
ing rules, the energy generated would be sold to PG&E through a
power purchase agreement, and then resold by PG&E to energy
customers as 100% green power. Whatever rules emerge, it is
likely that Sunnyvale residents will have an option to purchase
100% green power in the relatively near future.

(See Box right noting a unique collaborative project.)

Another way to substantially increase renewable energy
generation, currently being explored by some local cities, is
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California Solar Initiative

As of March 2014, the State of California reported
that 8,494 people in Santa Clara County and 2,330
in San Mateo County received solar installation
rebate payments. (This is a conservative number
since some cities, such as Palo Alto, use other solar
incentive programs.) Residents of San Jose received
4,135 (38%) of Santa Clara County's rebate
payments followed by 536 in Los Altos, 518 in
Sunnyvale and 512 in Morgan Hill.

Challenge: CSl is no longer accepting
applications, making it imperative to pursue new
options to continue uptake of solar.

SEEDZ — The Smart Energy
Enterprise Development Zone

This is a collaborative project initiated by Joint
Venture Silicon Valley intended to model the
“commercial power network of the future.” Located
in a zone including north Mountain View, north
Sunnyvale and Moffett Field, the project’s founding
partners include Google, Applied Materials, Juniper
Networks plus PG&E, the Electric Power Research
Institute and the two cities. Its smart energy
elements include distributed generation, grid
infrastructure, electric transport, integrated building
systems and electric storage and backup.



“Community Choice Aggregation.”* This approach allows cities and counties (sometimes banding together) to
choose their own energy provider rather than being tied to an investor-owned utility. They aggregate the buying
power of their citizens to purchase renewable energy (and generate their own also) and provide it on a community-
wide basis. (The utility still handles the transmission and distribution of the electricity.) CCAs now serve nearly 5%
of Americans in over 1300 jurisdictions including Marin and Sonoma Counties. It is very encouraging that local
cities and counties in Silicon Valley are considering this strategy since switching to carbon-free electricity is the best
way to dramatically reduce GHG emissions!

Climate Actions — Water Conservation

Fresh water is a scarce resource, becoming even scarcer in the serious drought currently affecting California. Climate
change projections, especially the likely decline in the Sierra Nevada snowpack, signal even dryer times in coming
years. In addition pumping, heating and treating water require substantial amounts of energy, therefore contributing to
GHG emissions. For these reasons, it is imperative for all of us to use water very wisely.

Although the various water districts in Silicon Valley play the lead role in local water conservation efforts, there is a
good deal that cities can do to reduce water use. In our survey, we asked the cities what steps they are taking to con-

serve water.

On the municipal front, a number of cities have taken serious steps to reduce water consumption. For example,
Saratoga has installed low flow toilets and faucet aerators in city facilities. That city also has replaced a good deal of
turf in city parks with drought-tolerant native landscaping and installed smart weather-based irrigation controls in its
parks and many of its street medians. Los Gatos retrofitted its irrigation system in city parks and also planted drought-
tolerant shrubs and native plants. Following similar actions, Palo Alto reduced its municipal water use by 83% between
2007 and 2012.

Then there are actions taken to reduce water use community wide. Outdoor water use is particularly a problem since
landscaping irrigation often requires a significant amount of water. Fifteen of the cities surveyed address this problem,
through water efficient landscaping ordinances, by promoting the replacement of lawns with more drought-tolerant
options such as native plant gardens. Several cities, including Cupertino provide outdoor (and indoor) water use audits
and assessments to help residents conserve water. Foster City provides rebates for lawn replacements including install-
ing irrigation controllers and synthetic turf. Other cities having outdoor landscaping ordinances include Hillsborough,
Portola Valley and Foster City. For example, the City of Santa Clara’s landscaping efficiency ordinance reduced the city’s
water use by 20%. (Water districts often provide the rebates.)

Cities and water agencies also are helping to reduce indoor water consumption. Eighteen of the cities surveyed offer re-
bates for the installation of low flow toilets. In addition many cities, including Millbrae, Pacifica, East Palo Alto and Menlo
Park, provide rebates to residents purchasing high efficiency washing machines. Millbrae also offers rebates to homeown-
ers installing rain barrels and cisterns. Several cities, such as Mountain View and Millbrae, offer classes and workshops on
water conservation. In addition, Mountain View has redesigned its utility bill to encourage water conservation.
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Our survey asked if the cities used reclaimed water and 14 responded affirmatively. Sunnyvale, Mountain View and
Pacifica use reclaimed water to irrigate their municipal golf courses. Santa Clara, Milpitas, Redwood City, Sunnyvale,
Palo Alto and the County of Santa Clara irrigate their parks or selected municipal facilities with reclaimed water. Mill-
brae offers grey water reuse workshops.

The clear reclaimed water leader is San Jose. In collaboration with the Santa Clara Valley Water District, San Jose has
developed the Silicon Valley Advanced Water Purification Center.”” Currently the Center is producing 13 million gal-
lons of highly purified recycled water per day. This reclaimed water is distributed by over 130 miles of purple pipe to
customers in Milpitas, Santa Clara and San Jose. Its goal is to produce 40 million gallons per day by 2020. San Jose’s
ultimate goal is to reuse or recycle 100% of the city’s wastewater.

Climate Actions — Waste Reduction

Production and consumption of a vast array of material goods continues to accelerate in our society. Extracting, pro-
cessing, manufacturing, transporting, and disposing of these goods all contribute to GHG emissions due to the large
amount of energy required in each stage of a products life cycle. We need to do a much better job moderating this
production/consumption process to reduce its negative environmental impacts.

Although local governments can take steps to moderate conspicuous consumption within their boundaries (e.g. en-
couraging the shared use of items such as autos and bicycles), our questions focused on the last stage of a product’s
lifecycle — disposing of materials (recycling, composting, landfilling and energy recovery from solid waste).

Since 2000, California has required cities to divert at least 50% of their solid waste from landfills. Statewide, Califor-
nias diversion rate was 65% in 2010. The goal is to have 75% of the States solid waste diverted by 2020.2°

In keeping with the State’s waste diversion standards, we asked the cities what percentage of their solid waste was
diverted through recycling or other methods. Twenty-two of the jurisdictions reported their diversion rates. Most of
the remaining cities said they did not know their diversion rate because an independent contractor handled their solid
waste. Of the jurisdictions responding, only two cities reported rates of less than 50%. Los Altos Hills led those at 75%
or above with 97%. This high achieving group also included Woodside, Portola Valley, Los Altos, Palo Alto, Brisbane
and Mountain View.

We also asked the jurisdictions if they had generated energy from their waste. Seven responded affirmatively: Sunny-
vale (at the SMART station also used by Mountain View and Palo Alto), San Jose, Saratoga, South San Francisco, and
the County of San Mateo. Lastly, we asked the jurisdictions if they had taken steps to decrease the energy used in waste-
water treatment and eleven said they had: San Mateo, Foster City, Millbrae, Pacifica, San Bruno, South San Francisco,
Gilroy, Los Gatos, Palo Alto, San Jose and Sunnyvale.
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Climate Adaption

As the impacts of climate change become
more apparent, there is growing recogni-

Taking Steps on Climate Threats

tion of the need to implement measures

to adapt to climate change threats, in
tandem with stepped up efforts to re- Severe Flooding & 13

duce greenhouse gas emissions. Since a 1

number of cities are commencing to as- Fires in Natural Landscapes [N 11
sess likely climate change impacts, in our i
survey we requested information from Water Quality / Availability [ 12

them on how they are planning to adapt

Extreme Heat Waves [N =

to climate change.

Sealevel Rise [N 6

In the San Francisco Bay Area, the most

likely impacts of climate change over
) Other Threats 3
the next decade or two are sea level rise,

declining freshwater availability due to Numbiorigh Citiss

drought, severe flooding due to occa-
Figure 12: Climate threats prompting cities to plan for adaptation

sional large storms, extreme heat waves

and fires in the natural landscape.

Rising waters in the Bay and on the ocean coastline will require a regional response and public agencies are starting
planning to address this potentially very costly threat.?” But some cities and counties are getting into the act as well. The
County of San Mateo recently hosted a well-attended sea level rise conference and included an adaptation assessment
in its CAP and General Plan update. That County plus San Bruno, South San Francisco, and SFO did a study to assess
and address sea level rise impacts. Mountain View conducted its own sea level rise study.

Other likely impacts can be met, at least in part, by local jurisdictions, ideally working in collaboration. Figure 12
shows how the cities in our survey are starting to respond to potential climate change threats.

* Thirteen are planning for severe flooding (including Los Gatos planning for Lexington Reservoir spill over, and a joint
powers authority formed to mitigate the flooding of San Francisquito Creek).

* Eleven are preparing for fires in natural landscape (e.g. brush removal, controlled burns, non-flammable roofing and
other fire-resistant building standards).

* Twelve cities are addressing a decline in water quality or availability (both by conservation and added storage).

* Eight are addressing extreme heat waves. For example, San Carlos plans to open public buildings as “cooling
centers.”

* Six jurisdictions noted efforts to address sea level rise along the coast, Bay shoreline and SFO airport; three others
reported planning to address climate-related threats to municipal infrastructure and public safety:
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The only reported resistance to climate adaptation planning was the opposition of realtors to controls on coast-side
building in Pacifica.

In recognition of the reality that there are limits to the effective action that cities can take individually, regional efforts
are becoming active forums for collaboration and coordinated action. Of particular note are the efforts of the Bay Area
Climate and Energy Resilience Project, a regional entity promoting climate adaptation strategies, and Silicon Valley 2.0,
a project encouraging climate adaptation led by the County of Santa Clara. (See appendix for details.)

Public Outreach and Engagement

Since the activities of people and businesses make up the lion’s share of a city’s greenhouse gas emissions, it is impera-
tive that residents reduce their individual carbon footprints if a city is to make real progress. Some portion of their
emissions may be reduced with little initiative on their parts simply by changing government policies. Examples of
this are federal and state governments requiring greater auto fuel efficiency and reducing in the percentage of “brown
power” in a utility’s portfolio.

Cities have limited options to change residents’ behaviors “unconsciously.” One way, although not a quick fix, is to use
urban redesign to locate new development near high quality public transport and develop neighborhoods to promote
walking and biking. Cities can also promote behavior change by requiring higher energy efficiency standards for resi-
dential and commercial buildings — both new construction and retrofits.

Educating and incentivizing the public about sustainable alternatives and efficient energy strategies can impact behaviors.
In that regard, our survey asked city representatives to identify “the steps your city has taken to promote climate change
awareness among the citizens of your community and to ac-

tively involve them in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.”

N N Public Outreach in Cupertino
One way to engage citizens used by many of the cities was to

Cupertino has a particularly active community
outreach strategy including: “Growing Greener
Blocks” — a neighborhood-focused home energy
audit program; “GreenBiz Cupertino” —an
environmental consultancy and benchmarking
service that helps small and mid-sized businesses
save energy; “Tree4Free” — a program that provides
free trees to grow the city's urban canopy in order
to reduce temperature, improve air quality, and

involve some residents in developing their community-wide
climate action plans. This move has the benefit of not only
generating good ideas but also creating a cadre of local people
who are knowledgeable and supportive of the plan’s objec-
tives and activities and can communicate that information to
others in the community. Once the plan was developed, most
of these groups appear to have faded away over time. Some
persist, sometimes in a new form, such as the City of San Ma-

teos “Sustainability Commission” and Palo Alto’s “Communi-
ty Environmental Action Partnership” and “Carbon Free Palo
Alto.” (It is difficult to retain motivated community volun-
teers unless there are interesting and impactful climate-action
initiatives in which they can become involved.)
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Another approach that a number of cities have employed to involve community members in climate protection is pro-
moting energy efficiency in homes and businesses.

* Silicon Valley Energy Watch is a partnership between the City of San Jose and PG&E that provides energy audits and
retrofit services for residences and businesses throughout Santa Clara County. (See appendix)

* San Mateo County Energy Watch provides similar services in that county. (See appendix)

* A number of the cities, for example Mountain View, have funded Acterra’s Green@Home program that uses com-
munity volunteers to provide free residential energy audits.

(See Box on previous page regarding Cupertino’s outreach strategy.)

Other community climate outreach approaches that the cities use include: speaker series; workshops and classes; Earth
Day events; booths at fairs, picnics and farmers markets; displays at city hall; utility bill inserts; newsletters and flyers,
and city websites and Facebook pages.

Despite these efforts, we have the sense that most people in Silicon Valley spend little time thinking about climate
change or acting to reduce its likely impacts. If this attention deficit is indeed the case, it provides cities and organi-
zations in our region with both an imperative and an opportunity to creatively engage their community members in
combatting climate change!

Challenges Facing Cities

Since the goals of this report revolve around the desire to help cities, and the region, take effective action appropriate
to the magnitude and importance of the climate change challenge, it is important to spotlight some of the common
challenges our cities feel they are facing.

When asked to share their greatest challenges in reducing carbon emissions, and what types of support could be most
helpful to future climate protection activities, the comments of the respondents fell into six general categories:

* Inadequate funding/incentives and certainty for programs

* Lack of sufficient resources and/or specialized expertise for certain tasks

» Making climate change a priority compared to other concerns

* Little power to address sources of high emissions impact

¢ Challenges of community engagement and behavior change

* State and Local policy alignment issues

The most common challenge expressed by over 30% of the respondents to our survey (city staff members) was that,
in order to take more aggressive and consistent action to reduce carbon emissions, they need additional and reliable
funding and incentives.

* Many energy program activities have been funded by federal and utility grants and agreements. With most federal
energy grants now ended, many cities have very few outside resources to continue energy efficiency work.
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* Staff members continue to monitor potential funding sources such as Proposition 39 and Cap and Trade
revenues?®; however, this funding source may not be realized until 2015, based on the Governor’s recent
budget proposals.

¢ When Federal, State, and other tax credits, rebates and incentives are discontinued, it becomes more difficult
to reach GHG emissions reduction targets.

* Dedicated funds, while needed, are rare. Energy money typically goes to PG&E and counties, and then is
funneled down to cities.

* Respondents in some smaller cities noted the difficulty competing with larger cities for funding.

* On a positive note, San Jose noted that public/private partnerships have been, and continue to be, important
to fund the implementation of that city’s Green Vision.

Closely related, and nearly as commonly expressed, is the simple fact that city climate efforts are often under-staffed
and existing staff members may not have time to develop the detailed expertise for certain emissions inventory and
grant-related tasks.

* A number of the smaller cities have one person assigned to address climate-related issues. Not infrequently,
these staff members are expected to perform other unrelated duties as well. Many of them feel overloaded.

* GHG Inventories and Climate Action Plans require particular expertise that may not be a core competency in
all cities; navigating the world of constantly changing stimulus programs and writing effective grant propos-
als may also fall in this category.

* An issue here, related to funding, is the lack of certainty that climate staff positions will endure. Staff fund-
ing may be tied to specific grants or programs, leaving cities without a dedicated resource and continuity of
knowledge.

Despite the now wide recognition of the urgent need to address climate change, making it a high priority is a chal-
lenge in some cities.

* Many cities fund their climate action efforts from their general funds. In these cases addressing climate
change must compete with short-term urgent needs such as crime fighting. Not infrequently, addressing
climate change becomes an afterthought.

* Certain cities indicated that the “low hanging fruit” of saving energy might already have been captured. To
achieve increased reductions, greater investments are required and may have much longer payback periods.

* Five cities explicitly mentioned the lack of the “political will” by key decision makers, to strongly advocate
for policies and prioritization of emission reduction efforts. In those cases, staff members report difficulty
getting action and money for implementing Climate Action Plans. On the other hand, several respondents
specifically highlighted the high level of commitment from their city councils, city manager’s offices and
other city departments.

The survey participants cite lack of influence or control over emissions from both transportation and existing-build-
ing sectors as challenges. This is of particular concern, and potentially a large opportunity area, since transportation
and buildings generate over two-thirds of our local emissions.

* Staff members in many cities feel they have little control over traffic — the number one carbon emitter. Com-
munities along freeways deal with the issue of non-local truck and car traffic passing through their com-
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munity. Others feel limited by their citys limited biking/walking infrastructure, land use patterns that don’t
support sustainable transit-oriented development, and the reluctance of people to use mass transit, carpool,
or voluntarily reduce their miles traveled.

* Existing buildings may remain in place for decades and therefore represents a major opportunity for energy
efficiency improvements; however state mandates have been focused on new buildings until very recently.
The California Air Resources Board is specifically asking for local help in this arena, however, cities perceive
a lack of direct control over existing private buildings (homes and offices).

Effective community engagement is essential for serious reductions of community-wide emissions, particularly in
cities where the transportation infrastructure and buildings are already “built out.” Changes in energy-related behavior
are needed and several cities have experienced how difficult and time-consuming it can be to try to engage their com-
munity members to become leaders in their neighborhoods and workplaces.

* While many cities report having invested effort in promoting awareness of climate change with their resi-
dents and businesses, nearly 20% of respondents list community engagement as one of their greatest chal-
lenges in reducing carbon emissions, and note that effectiveness of their investment is difficult to measure.

* Respondents note the challenge of influencing busy people to take action and make the necessary changes in
travel choices, home energy efficiency, renewable energy usage, water conservation, etc. Resistance to change

is strong, particularly in a culture of consumption and accumulation.

* Incentives and rebates may not be funded well enough to spur big change — e.g. the modest rebates in the
Energy Upgrade California®® program have apparently resulted in very low participation rates. Land use
policy and transit infrastructure change very slowly, putting significant pressure on influencing behavior
change through outreach that really connects.

* Several respondents also cited the challenge of creating good partnerships with schools, businesses and com-
munity groups.

State versus Local Policy can also present challenges.

* Despite the power of state building requirements, implementing CALGreen can be complex for cities that
have local green building ordinances.

* There is a perceived lack of policy coordination and collaboration with cities to provide more latitude so
they can be adapted to fit local needs, and ensure the state policies do not supersede more stringent local
policies.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

Local governments in Silicon Valley have made progress in combatting climate change in recent years. At the same
time, the urgency to take action has become scientifically clearer and more broadly understood. Much more remains to
be accomplished for Silicon Valley’s greenhouse gas reductions to scale to the magnitude of the challenge confronting
us over the next 20-30 years.

Our survey reveals a climate action glass that is half full.
On the one hand some real progress has been made by the jurisdictions surveyed:

* 94% have developed a Climate Action Plan (or equivalent).

* 100% have conducted baseline community-wide GHG emissions inventories.

* 75% have set community-wide GHG emissions reduction targets.

* 67% have conducted at least one follow-up community-wide GHG emissions inventory.

* Preliminary data indicate that all of the jurisdictions conducting comparable follow-up community-wide GHG emis-
sions inventories have reduced their emissions to some degree since 2005.

¢ Almost all of the jurisdictions have made special efforts to reduce the GHG emissions of their municipal operations.

* 67% have taken some steps to adapt to the likely impacts of climate change. Climate adaptation was not even on the
table five years ago!

* In addition, since our 2009 survey a number of new sources of regional coordination and technical assistance for the
jurisdictions have emerged. A good example is RICAPS — the Regionally Integrated Climate Action Planning Suite
in San Mateo County. These entities are helping a number of the jurisdictions to make substantial climate action
progress.

* State building codes (Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards™ and CALGreen’") were strengthened recently, and con-
forming to them provides the framework to help the jurisdictions reduce GHG emissions from a major sector.

Yet, substantial challenges to achieving significant GHG emissions reductions remain:

* Many cities give a relatively low priority to combatting climate change as compared to other challenges they face. The
lack of a sense of urgency on the part of some elected officials and limited support by some city administrators translate
into modest budgets and staffing levels. Limited public support is a factor as well. As a result, well-meaning but under-
resourced and often part-time staff members are greatly challenged to mount effective GHG reduction programs.

¢ In all the jurisdictions, over 95% of the GHG emissions come from the private sector (individuals and businesses) in
their communities. Reducing these emissions is crucial but often difficult for local government to influence. While
jurisdictions are making progress reducing some of the emissions that are easiest to influence (e.g. setting green
building efficiency standards), most cities are finding it challenging to effectively educate, engage and incentivize
their citizens to voluntarily reduce their emissions.

* Cities that have not conducted follow-up GHG emissions inventories have difficulty directly measuring the effective-
ness of their efforts and prioritizing future GHG reduction activities.
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* Sizable progress on one of the primary emissions producing sectors, transportation, has proven to be an elusive chal-
lenge for cities, and is still a large opportunity area. Reducing vehicle miles traveled, especially by the ubiquitous
single occupancy vehicles, is necessary but the convenience of autos makes public transit and other transportation
alternatives a hard sell.

¢ Although all jurisdictions conducting follow-up community-wide GHG emissions inventories appear to have re-
duced their emissions to some degree since 2005, many of these reductions are modest. Therefore, at their current
pace of activity, it is uncertain if some of the cities will meet their 2020 GHG reduction targets.

* Most cities appear to have given little attention to the big challenge of continuing to reduce GHG emissions beyond
2020 when the reduction targets become even deeper and the challenge of attaining them more daunting.

Recommendations

Silicon Valley is known worldwide as a center of innovation — not only in high technology but also in clean-tech. Given
our region’s tradition and the expertise of its residents, we should be a leader in local government climate action plan-
ning. The incremental climate action steps that our local jurisdictions have taken thus far are a good start and they
prepare us for even more substantial work in the near future.

We make these recommendations both in light of the above-mentioned conclusions and also in recognition of the
dramatically changed climate and energy context in which we are now operating as compared to the early 2000s when
climate change first came to most cities attention. Now there are both new threats to be addressed and emerging op-
portunities to be seized.

Our first and most important recommendation for the cities and counties in Silicon Valley:

Think and act more strategically to effectively address climate change

1. 2. 3. 4.
Extend ambitious GHG emissions |  Pursue more multi-jurisdictional Initiate game-changing projects | Encourage state and regional entities
reduction targets beyond 2020 collaborative initiatives to set mandates, assist and fund

1. Extend GHG emissions reduction targets beyond 2020, make them more ambitious, and start planning
now for how to achieve them.

Climate change is going to hit us hard and we need to move fast and dig deep to avoid its most dire impacts. Our so-
ciety needs to be at or near zero carbon emissions within 20 to 25 years!

In its updated AB 32 scoping plan, the State of California states its intention to develop a mid-term statewide emissions
target that will frame the next suite of emission reduction measures and ensure continued progress toward scientifically
based goals; it also encourages local governments to do the same. Similarly, the Bay Area Air Quality Management Dis-
trict is setting a regional target of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.%* Achieving this target will require average emissions
reductions of five to six percent per year!

Most cities in our survey have focused their attention on achieving 2020 emissions reduction targets. In addition to
these short-term goals (which, as we mention above, may be difficult for some cities to attain), we think that the cities
must also set ambitious targets for GHG emissions in the years following 2020. And, they need to start planning now
how to achieve those targets.
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2. Pursue more multi-jurisdictional collaborative initiatives

Even when cities make combatting climate change a priority, many are hard pressed to significantly reduce their GHG
emissions due to limited resources and staffing. We see two possible ways to address this resource and expertise deficit:

* Explore more systematic collaboration between Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties at the county level. San Mateo
County’s RICAPS and Santa Clara County’s Office of Sustainability both are doing good work helping their cities re-
duce their GHG emissions. Given their proximity and the fact that cities in the two counties already interact with each
other, a cooperative agreement between the two entities could avoid overlapping services and increase impacts.

* Adjacent cities, especially smaller ones, should consider sharing staff (or consultants) and undertaking joint climate
action projects. Particularly in San Mateo County, a number of the cities’ climate actions are very limited by their
low budgets and their use of part-time staff. Effective climate action requires both significant staff time and expertise.
Sharing one or more top-flight staff members, focused on climate change, is one way to accomplish this.

3. Initiate game-changing projects.

Most carbon reduction strategies, while helpful, do not result in dramatic reductions in GHG emissions. Given the ur-
gency of reducing emissions rapidly, it makes sense for cities to identify and undertake actions having that capability.

* The most powerful instrument local jurisdictions have available to significantly reduce their carbon emissions is
replacing fossil fuel energy with renewable energy for electricity generation. Community Choice Aggregation is an
obvious way to accomplish this because it has the capability to rapidly shift a large percentage of a city’s population
to carbon free energy. Ideally formed by a combine of cities, CCA or something similar should be seriously explored
by all of the cities that do not have their own utility. (Sunnyvale, Mountain View and Cupertino are now exploring
creating a CCA.) Cities interested in this step should add reference to it in their CAPs.

* Identify a handful of the most egregious and largest point sources of GHG emissions within a city and make it a
priority to significantly reduce those emissions. For example in Menlo Park, the cogeneration facility at SRI Interna-
tional and the closed Marsh Road Landfill at Bedwell Bayfront Park (its methane gas discharges are flared currently)
together account for about 10% of that city’s community-wide GHG emissions. If a city makes reducing emissions at
facilities like these a public priority, not only would its emissions be substantially reduced but also it would be mak-
ing a very visible commitment to combatting climate change.

* Another way to decarbonize local energy is to pursue “fuel switching” by replacing natural gas powered devices (e.g. hot
water heaters and furnaces) with electric ones in all new and retrofitted buildings. Also, requiring that all new residences
and commercial buildings have electric vehicle charging stations can enable a transition to low carbon transportation.

4. Urge state and regional entities to mandate higher standards and provide the technical assistance and
funding enabling cities to meet them.

* Expand Californias Renewable Portfolio Standard® (for electricity providers) to move from 33% in 2020 to 100%
in 2030.

* Push for a substantial portion of the funding generated by the auction proceeds of Californias Cap & Trade®* program
to support local GHG reduction actions.

* Encourage the California Air Resources Board, the California Department of Conservation, or the Bay Area Air Qual-
ity Management District to conduct standardized GHG emissions inventories for the cities every two years.

* Encourage the Governors Office of Planning and Research or the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to
share with local cities information about best climate-action practices being undertaken by cities across the country.
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Additional Recommendations

Make Climate Action a Top Priority

* Many cities in Santa Clara and San Mateo Counties need to make combating climate change a much higher priority
and back up that commitment with increased staff resources (at least one full-time person solely focused on climate
change) and funding. In some cases, moves in this direction may require pressure from and the support of concerned

citizens.

» Cities also need to make climate action a more visible priority. This could be accomplished by undertaking high
profile projects and requiring annual progress reports to the city council and the community at large.

* Cities should conduct community-wide GHG emissions inventories regularly — at minimum every two years. This
would be best accomplished by using outside experts to calculate the emissions.

» Cities should screen all of their decisions through a “climate change filter” to determine if they reduce or contribute
to GHG emissions.

Step Up Community Engagement
* Cities should more actively engage their citizens in the carbon reduction process.

* Partner with local non-profits (e.g. Acterra in Palo Alto and Menlo Spark in Menlo Park, or a Sierra Club Cool Cities
Team) to implement community-based projects (e.g. bulk purchases of residential solar arrays) to reduce GHG emis-
sions and personal carbon footprints.

* Sponsor well-publicized community-wide competitions for good carbon reducing ideas and provide mini grants to
promising projects.

* Involve youth in identifying and pursuing carbon-reduction activities.

* Organize neighborhood “green teams” whose members practice low carbon lifestyles and encourage others to do the
same.

¢ Identify and honor local “Low Carbon Heroes” (individuals and organizations) for their demonstrated ingenuity,
commitment and success in reducing GHG emissions.

* Cities should measure and publicize the carbon emissions associated with personal (and business) air travel and
encourage the voluntary reduction of such travel.

Focus on Transportation and Building Emissions

* Since transportation is, in most cities, the largest contributor to GHG emissions, the reduction of vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) is very important. While supporting the expanded use of electric vehicles is very desirable, those
vehicles on the road still contribute to traffic gridlock. Reducing VMT will not only reduce emissions but also help
to solve traffic and parking problems — which often are rated by residents as more urgent problems than climate
change. Therefore, the cities, the counties and regional entities should make comprehensive Transportation Demand
Management programs a very high priority. We need to help people drive less and get them out of single occupancy
vehicles!

* Charging for parking is another strategy that should be pursued. The price signal sends a strong message in favor of
alternatives to driving in private vehicles. When applied to city employees it can be focused on drive-alone commut-
ing and can be especially effective when combined with transit passes and efficient vanpools. When applied to the
public at large, it can similarly discourage the use of private vehicles.
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» Make the energy efficiency of buildings a very high priority, given its proven cost-effectiveness as a carbon reduction
strategy. Now that Property Assessed Clean Energy financing is available to residential as well as commercial and
industrial property owners, cities should strongly encourage all property owners to take advantage of this excellent
source of financing for building energy efficiency upgrades.

Generate More Funding/Financing
In order to generate the additional funding needed for climate action, cities should explore tapping municipal revenue
sources, such as increasing the utility user tax, and earmarking the proceeds for carbon reduction projects.

Give More Attention to Climate Adaptation

Cities should conduct “Climate Risk and Vulnerability Assessments” to clearly understand the specific risks they and
their residents face. Even with limited financial resources, when risks are identified, strategies can be developed for
integrating climate adaptation plans with ongoing activities and new projects.

In summary, following through on these four strategic recommendations plus action on the additional recommenda-
tions (as appropriate for each city’s unique situation), can enable local jurisdictions in Silicon Valley to decisively step
up to and meet the massive climate change and clean energy challenge confronting us!
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Appendix — Sources of Technical Assistance for Cities

Bay Area Air Quality Management District — A regional agency that regulates sources of air pollution in the Bay
Area. Its Climate Protection Program is developing a “Regional Climate Protection Strategy” designed to reduce GHG
emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. It also inventories GHG emissions and provides data and other assis-
tance to local governments in the Bay Area. http://www.baaqmd.gov

Bay Area Climate and Energy Resilience Project — A collaborative of public, private, and non-profit stakeholders
in the San Francisco Bay Area. The project supports and enhances the local climate adaptation efforts of cities, coun-
ties and other organizations. It organizes workshops and conferences, undertakes surveys of sub-regional initiatives
dealing with climate adaptation and community resilience, and proposes collective climate adaptation solutions. http://
www.abag.ca.gov/jointpolicy/projects.html

Bay Area Climate Collaborative — A public-private partnership focused on accelerating the clean energy economy.
It emphasizes market-oriented and cross-sector initiatives that reduce carbon, advance economic development and
accelerate the penetration of climate solutions. Its projects include the Next Generation Streetlight Initiative, the Elec-
tric Vehicle Readiness Awards, and the Bridge to a Clean Economy that focuses on near-term market-oriented climate
initiatives. http://www.baclimate.org

Climate Protection Campaign — A non-profit environmental organization based in Sonoma County that provides
information and assistance for government, business, and the community at large on Community Choice Energy and
other climate protection solutions based on their work in the North Bay, Silicon Valley, and other California communi-
ties. http://climateprotection.org

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research — One of the OPR5 responsibilities is providing tools and guidance
for local governments in California to address climate change. These include: publication of technical advisories and
regulatory guidelines, coordination of state online climate change resources, coordination of a best practices learn-
ing network for local governments, and a video library of innovative climate solutions. http://www.opr.ca.gov/m_
climatechange.php

Joint Venture Silicon Valley, Public Sector Climate Task Force — One of JVSV’s several initiatives, the Task
Force includes representatives from every city and county in Silicon Valley plus other public agencies. It works
with local governments, helping them develop tools, technologies and collective strategies to reduce carbon
emissions. It also serves as a clearinghouse, sharing best climate action practices at its bi-monthly meetings.
http://www.jointventure.org

San Mateo County Energy Watch — Formed in 2008 through a partnership between PG&E and the City/County
Association of Governments, SMC Energy Watch provides energy saving services (energy audits, rebates, benchmark-
ing, and trainings) to local governments, small businesses, non-profit organizations, schools and some low-income
residences. One of its primary elements, RICAPS (the Regionally Integrated Climate Action Planning Suite) assists cities
in drafting climate action plans and designing and implementing GHG inventories. Its monthly Multi-City Working
Group meetings are a time for city representatives to get assistance implementing and tracking their climate action
plans. http://www.smcenergywatch.com
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Silicon Valley 2.0 — A regional initiative, managed by the Santa Clara County Office of Sustainability and funded
by the Strategic Growth Council. The project, focused on Santa Clara County, uses a risk management framework to:
evaluate the exposure of community assets (infrastructure, populations, and landscapes) to likely climate impacts; ex-
amine the potential consequences to the economy, society, and environment of this exposure; and develop preemptive
adaptation strategies that improve community resiliency. http://www.sccgov.org/sites/osp/SV2/Pages/SV2.aspx

Silicon Valley Energy Watch — The City of San José, Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), and Ecology Action
have joined forces through SVEW to help Santa Clara County save energy and money. The program offers free energy
audits, targeted retrofits, technical assistance, education, training, and more. It works with nonprofits, small busi-
nesses, community organizations, professionals, residents, and more, connecting eligible customers to a broad range
of available energy efficiency resources. http://www.sanjoseca.gov/index.aspx?NID=1501

Sustainable San Mateo County — A non-profit organization devoted to promoting sustainability throughout the
County. It produces an annual Indicators Report measuring progress toward sustainability in a number of areas includ-
ing greenhouse gas emissions, energy use, transportation and green buildings. It also hosts an annual awards event
recognizing businesses, community groups, city programs, and individuals that demonstrate an outstanding commit-
ment to improving sustainable practices within San Mateo County. http://www.sustainablesanmateo.org

Sustainable Silicon Valley — A consortium of companies, governmental entities, academic institutions and non-
profit organizations that work together to inspire a sustainable future. Its programs include: WEST Summit — an
annual event that addresses Water, Energy and Sustainable Technology issues, Eco Council Salons that address key
sustainability issues, and Sustainability Leaders Forums that provide ideas and networking opportunities for people in
the sustainability field. http://www.sustainablesv.org/
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san-francisco-bay-area/

28. California Cap and Trade program. http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade. htm
29. Energy Upgrade California. http://www.energyupgradeca.org/en/

30. California Title 24 building energy efficiency. http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/

31. CALGreen building standards. http://www.bsc.ca.gov/Home/CALGreen.aspx

32 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Climate-Protection-
Program.aspx

33 California Renewable Portfolio Standard. http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/
34. California Cap and Trade program. http:/www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/capandtrade.htm
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Contact us to learn more

Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
3921 East Bayshore Road, Suite 204
Palo Alto, CA 94303
Tel: (650) 390-8411

Email: loma.ptieta.chapter@sierraclub.org
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lomaprieta.sierraclub.org

Join the Sierra Club at

lomaprieta.sierraclub.otg/join

Sign up to receive email and alerts

lomaprieta.sierraclub.org/alerts

Meetup

www.meetup.com/lomaprieta

Facebook

www.facebook.com/LomaPrietaSierraClub

Twitter

www.twitter.com/sierraclublp
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