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Joms!cy, Mark . 

('frc,>m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FYI: 

· Stone, Rhonda 
Monday, January ~9, 2018 2:38PM 
:romek, Terry 
Jomsky, Mark 
FW: Environmental plan 

From: Shari Thorell [mailto:stepre~@aol.com] 
sent: Monday,January .29; .20182:~2 PM· 
To: Cerna, Anita <acerna@dtyofpasadena~net> . 
Cc: M~dison, Steve <smadison@cityofpasadena.net>; Stone, Rhonda <rstone@cityofpasadena.net> 
Subject:. Environm~ntal plan 

I a~ writing r~garding th'e draft of the report about the environment plan and the 'City of Pasadena. In p,articular, I have 
. MAJOR CONCERNS about the extent that biking is encouraged along roadways that carry heavy· auto · . 
traffic. Researchers at the USC Davis School of Gerontology, and other universities, have published research results that 
·pollution has a cumulative and significant detrimental effect on cognitive performance as you age. Bicyclists Ingest large 
· quantities of dangerous nano-particles that go directly to the brain. This is n~t jUst car exhaust, but the nano particles that 
are emitted when sor11eone taps on their brakes, which accumulate within t(Je brain, and are associated wifh major 
cognitive decline in later years. l_n other words, this ~s a public health issue waiting to happen which would be extremely 
harmful not only to those affected and the'ir ext~nded families but also would dramatically increase the public and private ' 
,costs associated with providing health services ·to the cognltively impaired. . . . · 

Ci ha~e-b~en in touch with Steve Madi~on about this danger and have also informed the. head of public ~ealth in 
Pasadena. I have also given them the names of the researchers, who would be willing to discuss the findings with · 
anyone. Of course; ·no one wants to recognize this politically l!npopular truth .. It is health disaster wailing to happen and 
SHOULD NOT BE; IGNORED •. When you talk about educating the public re: biking, why is there no mention of \fle . 
negative lmpac~ on cognitive and' respiratory health? A~ the very least, people you are encouraging to ·use bicycles should 
be made aware of-the health dangers this activity entails. (You·are educating them about safety relating to vehicular 
traffic, but not about their own ·health.) 

This omission equates to subterfuge, purposely hiding the facts, arid ignoring the health of the community. It is 
dangerously IRRESPONSIBLE as well an unconscionable and a complet~ abdication of public responsibility. Just imagine . 
a future Class Action law suit-si~ce people in the health department and government leadership have ~een warned about 

. the harmful effects of pollution on bikers and yet ouq:ity officials have not shared .this information with the public.... · 
~ . . . . 

Shari Thorell 
Pasadena 

\ . . . . . . 
PS Please distribute this Information to the. Mayor and the City Council and confirm that you have done so via a return 
email. Thank you. · · 
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.My name is tom B~dy a11~ I am part of an e.nvironmental group, Pasad~na 100, .tha:t has ·been tal~ing 
with Council me·mbers and City staff on the ·need to increase Pasadena's commitment to using green· 
municfpai energy to address the climate crisis. We have been closely followir:tg .the drafting of the 
Climate Action Plan, or CAP, and are disappointed that the Cjty·has not, thus far, recognized how the 
·stringent requirem~nts of the CAP should lead to a greater commitment to carbon-neutral energy. 

::0 
;:>::; 

Unde~ the CAP., the' City is required to adopt enforceable measures to r~duce the local share of . 
·greenhouse gas emissions by 437,710.tons by 2035. Accordlhg to the 2017 State General ,Plan 
Guidelines, a CAP should .incluc(e."feasible and enforceable emission· reduction m~asur~s'' supported by 
"su~stantial evidence In the record [that] supports an age~cy's conclusion that mitigation will be 
effective." The Guidelines quote a 2010 published court case frotn Richmond.California that climate 
. ~~tigation pla!lS shot,Jld 'be "~o~pled With specific and mandatory perform~nce standards to··ensUre that 
the rneasu~es, as implemented, will be effective." 

This should be contrasted with Pasadena CAP measure E-2.1 titled "Facilitate energy efficient upg111des ' 
in ~~i$ting homes a~d businesses.'~ This measure, the la'rgest in the CAP, is. relied upon for 37% or · 
162,720 tons of ~tie·totai local emissiO.n redu.ctions. Specifically, the goal ofthe measure is to "D~crease 
energy use in existing buildings by 40% below 2013levels by 2035." The feasibility ofth.is entirely . 
voluntary measure is·<mly upheld by statements in the Technical Appendix summarized by "Energy 
efficiency upgrades to existing buildings: can achieve up to 40% energy savings·cost effectively." Anyone 

. expe.rienced with these measures knows that it is very hard to get homeowners to pay larg~ sums of 
money for measures that oniy become cos~etfective after many years of energy ~avings. A~ our own 
P.asadena home, we spent $45,000 on major upgrades and got back $11,000 from Energy Vpgrade . ·. 

• ' . . t . 
California ·and $700 from Pasadena Water and Power, but'few people will follow o.ur lead. · 

~ . . . . . . . . . 
Tbe only reason this un.reason~ble measure is in the CAP is because it is hard to find enough local 
emission re~uction mea'sure·s to add u~ to 437,710 tons .. The City c~uld h~ve folio we~ the lead.of many· 
other cities ar:td relied upon a faster transition to green municipal ene.rgy. In the case of San Diego, they 
rely upon a green energy program to obtain 63~ ~of the 2.5 million tons of their reductions from local · 
actions. This is a very reasonable and enforceable strategy that'relies upon recent rapt~ · decreases in 
the ~ost of renewable en.ergy and battery storage. Before the target year of 20~5, it is widely predicted 
that renewables.plus. storage will becom~ less expensive than all fossil-fuel alternatives, Including · 
natural gas. . 

We ~ould like to request that the City Attorney be ask~d to determine. if, by adopting the propos~d 
Climate ~ction Plan, the City is putting its future development in a higally vulnerable ·position. In the. 
Richmond case,·a.City EIR was deemed inadequpte because the climate impacts of the project were not 
sufficiently mitigated by the pr-oposed measures, inclu.ding energy efficiency upgrades as in the 
Pasadena CAP. Would it n~t be more ·prudent for the! City to replace the legally questionable CAP 

· . strategies with incre~sed carb«?n-neutra! municipal energy, a clearly enforceable and effective ~rate~y. 

Tom Brady, Chair of the Environmental Ministry of All SaJnts·C~~rch 

1501 Poppy Peak Drive, Pasade~a, CA 91105 1/23/18 
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February 27, 2018 

To: Toni Brady 

PLANNING & COMMUNITY 

D-E V E L 0 P M E .N T · D E P A R T M E N T 

~UBJECT: Pasadena Cli~ate Action Plan- Response to Letter Submitted on 112~118 

Dear. Mr. Brady, 

. Thank you for your pa~ience during·the preparation of'this letter and the opportUnity to 
provide the information cc:mtained herein. The letter indicated· that ·you )lre c.o~cerned that 
the Pas~dena Cli~ate ~ction.~Jal) (CAP) ~easure E-2.l.is infeasible as a method ~o 
decrease greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to the extent. stated ·in the CAP. In the· letter it 
states· that this measure.~~ an "entirely vol~tary measure'' and that its feasibility is not 
supported by substantial eviden~, and that it will ·be ineffective because i~ is too di_fficult 
to get homeowners to pay large sums "for energy saving measures that only become co~ 
effective after quite some time. Instead you encourage the City to rely on a .faster 
transition' to green municip~( energy to achieve the reductions that are anticipated· by 
measure E-2.1. 

.. . '. . . 

It is important to. remember thf!t the CAP functions as a planning document~· similar to the 
General Plan .. The .. City has committed to monitoring its progress to meefthe goals in the 
CAP and to update it at least every 5 years based on. progress toward tliose goals . . Jn that 
way. any new science, policies, or information can be incoipOrated (as this field of 
science is growing and changing rapidly), and any slow progress-toward meeting goals· 
can he remedied. 

The majority o.f.the energy ~se within Pasadena is consumed in the community'~ existing 
. residences and commercial.buil~ings. Therefor~, to achieve th~ state imposed.ambitious 

GHG ~eduction targets, the ·CA~ had to be ambitious and conclude that it is imperative 
that energy re~uctions be_achieved in this sector. ~easure E-2.1 has been d~veloped to 
achieve GHG ~:eductions through faeilitating energy efficient upgrades in existing homes · 
and busi~esses. Energy-efficiency upgrades to existing buildings is ·~ prominent· ._ . 
component of the actions,. reci>nuilended 'by th~ California Air Resour~s Board's 2017-
S_coping Plan, that can be undertaken at a local level to support the State's_climate goals1• 

. . 
1 California Alr Resources Boarif (ARB). 2011~. California's 2017 etlmate Charige Scoplng Pl~n. December 14, 2017 •. 
https;Uwww.arb.cuov/cc/scoDingplanZsco01ng plan 2012,odf. (accessed February 2018). 

175 North Ga·rfield Avenue • Pasadena, CA 91101-1704 
(626) 744·4650 

www.~ltyofpaiapena.net 
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Tol!l Brady 
February27, 2018 

. Page3 of3 . 

. . . 
~andatory peifonnance standards to ensure their effectiveness. (ld at p. 94.) If . 
measures under the CAP must be imposed on a project in Pasadena, we would ensure that 
any mitigation plan was set at the time of project appr.ov,l, a perfonnance standard was 
set and m~ures imposed wete·specific and mandatory, thereby avoiding the. deferred . 
mitiga~ion problem identified in that case. 

·As stated a\>ove, m the lett~r you encourage the City to ret}' Qn a. faster transition to green 
municipal energy to achieve the reductions that are !l!lticipated by measure E-2.1. The. 
City is &·leader m its transition to green municipal energy. However, the CAP is not the 
appropriate process through which to advocate for a change i~ the transition ~o green 
municipal energy~· Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) is a publicly owned utility (POU) 
and the local energy,provider in Pasadena. The CEC and SB· 350 require that PO Us . 
prepare Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) to evaluate theit ability to provide relial?le and 
cost effective electric service to their-customers and includes a requirement to evaluate 
how the POU will align with the GHG emission reductions required by the State. The 
CEC must then ~ppri:>ve ofPWPs f:RP power ~ix based on, among other factors, the 
actual.reliability of the power sources. Thus PWP's regul~ IRP update is the legal · 

. process to evaluate how the City can increase their renewable, and reliat?le, power 
portfolio. Meas~e E-5 ofP~sadena's CAP calls for the ·continued expansion of the .. 
· Cio/'s renewable and/or carbon· neutral energy portfolio and implementation action C 
calls for the ~valuation of a 100% Carbon-neutral portfolio model as part of the City's · 
2018 IR,P update. In this· way, the CAP pushes PWP toward green·municipaJ energy, but 
within the appropriate regulatory framework of the IRP and its .approval by. the CEC~ 

lliope that·thlS letter is.responsiveto youfneeds with respect' to moving the CAP 
forward. Please do· not hesitate to contact me if you have additional questions or 
clarifications. · · · 

.Sincerely, ,, 

David M. Reyes 
. Director of Planning & Community Development . 

cc: Theresa Fuentes 
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