

















As mentioned in the introduction, cost and feasibility ratings were given to 61 of the
actions identified in this report for future consideration. A snap shot summary of the
actions and their ratings is provided in the table below as a single point of reference.
Although the ratings were subjectively assigned by the Green Team, they do provide
an initial starting point for discussing and evaluating where we may want to initially

focus our efforts toward becoming a greater, greener Manhattan Beach.

To recap, cost considerations included equipment, resources, staff time, operations,
capital expenditures and other tangible items. Feasibility (ease) of implementation
considerations included public acceptance, conflicting environmental concerns,
infrastructure, practicality and intangible concepts. The following scales were used
in the rating system.

$  Little to No Cost
$$ Low Cost
$$$ Moderate Cost
$$$$  Costly
$$$$$  Very Costly or Cost Prohibitive

Very Easy to Implement
Somewhat Easy to Implement
Challenging to Implement
Difficult to Implement
Extremely Difficult to Implement
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APPENDIX ONE

Cost FeasiBILITY

EnercY Use AT City FACILITIES

o ok WD

Increase use of energy-efficient lighting $$ 1
Install daylighting controls and occupancy sensors $$ 1
Improve central building management and monitoring $$$ 2
Reduce energy consumption from appliances and other electronic devices $ 2
Consider solar power applications $$5$ 1
Consider supporting the development of green sources of energy $$ 1

VEHICLE FLEET AND FueL USAGE

1.

2.
3.
4.

Continue to replace traditional vehicles with alternative fuel types $$ 1
Consider more stringent requirements than those identified in SCAQMD Rule 1193 $$ 1
Create a regional alternative fueling station $$55$ 4
Consider using bio-diesel in City fleet vehicles with unmodified diesel engines $$ 1

TRAFFIC CONTROLS AND STREETLIGHTS

1.

2.
3.
4.

Upgrade all traffic signals with LED lighting or equivalent types $$ 3
Expand the Intelligent Traffic Corridor Program $$$ 2
Reassess City street lighting needs $$ 1
Explore lighting alternatives for the Gas Lamp District $$ 4

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

1.
2.

w

Embrace sustainable construction practices of public facilities $$$ 1
Consider a three-pronged program to promote sustainable development
a) Utilize appropriate educational opportunities $$$ i

¢ Implement outreach programs
e Promote residential and commercial sustainable building techniques

b) Evaluate and adopt appropriate incentives $$$ 3
c) Legislate compliance $$$ 3
Promote residential use of gray water systems $$$$ 4
Promote the capture and use of rainwater for commercial landscape irrigation $$$$ 3

TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING

N o gk w N

W ATER

Encourage parking for fuel efficient vehicles $$ 2
Consider implementing an alternative work schedule $ 3
Increase parking fees $ 4
Prohibit drive-thrus $ 3
Promote pedestrian walking program $$ 1
Expand transit services $$$$ 2
Review stop sign criteria $ 4

UsAGE AND CONSERVATION

Reduce potable water demands $$ 3
Increase reclaimed water usage $$$$ 1
Adopt water conservation measures

a) Revise the City’s Water Use and Conservation Ordinance $$$ 2
b) Adopt a tiered rate structure $ 3
c) Expand City services regarding education and financial incentives $$$ 1
d) Convert the City’s high use, water-intensive, athletic fields to synthetic turf $$55$ 1
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APPENDIX ONE

Cost FeasiBILITY

UrBAN FORESTS AND BEACHES

1.
2.
3.

Perform a water audit; consider contracting water management services $$% 1
Select more drought tolerant plants $ 3
Consider a public awareness campaign promoting natural, sustainable landscapes $$% 1

SoLib WASTE AND RECYCLABLES

1. Consider adopting a fee-based structure for solid waste collection $$ 3
2. Implement a Styrofoam waste reduction program $$% 2
3. Prohibit the use of plastic bags in grocery stores $$ 4
4. Improve community recycling and waste reduction efforts $$% 1
5. Enhance multi-family dwelling recycling efforts $$% 1
6. Improve the amount of construction waste recycled $5$$ 2
7. Promote recycled goods $$% 1
8. Promote business “Green Management Plans” $$% 1
9. Enhance green waste programs $$% 1
10. Enhance household hazardous waste programs $$% 1
11. Enhance education programs $$% 1

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT

‘

1. Ensure street sweeping signs are installed on all City streets $
2. In high priority areas of the City, install devices to reduce or eliminate trash from $$$
entering the storm drain system and/or reaching the ocean.
3. Evaluate additional opportunities to divert contaminated dry weather flows $$% 1
4. Evaluate additional storm water infiltration opportunities $$% 1
5. Enhance the City’s current business inspection program for key sectors $$% 1
6. Increase enforcement and monitoring to reduce illicit discharges $$ 2
7. Evaluate opportunities to upgrade City facilities and/or operations to reduce $$5$ 1
contaminated runoff
8. Consider further modifications to municipal and building code requirements that $$$ 3
effectively target pollutants of concern
9. Consider establishing a revenue stream to support the implementation of storm water $$ 3

pollution control requirements

PROCUREMENT POLICIES

1.

Develop environmentally friendly procurement policies

a) Evaluate the price differential between environmentally preferable products and $$ 1
standard products.

b) Consider environmentally friendly products with cost as a secondary criterion $$ 1

c) Consider pricing preference, whereby all products compete on price or value $ 1

d) Consider lifecycle cost analysis to assist in selecting goods and services $ 1

Evaluate additional environmentally friendly products and services $ 1
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Calculation of the City’s total greenhouse gas emissions is a critical first step toward
understanding how our municipal government operations contribute to global
warming and what measures we can take to reduce our overall CO, emissions.

To calculate our municipal greenhouse gas emissions, City staff first collected 2005
utility and energy consumption data, such as the amount of electricity used in City
facilities, the amount of fuel used in City Fleets and other operations, the number of
miles employees commute to and from work, how much waste we generate that
goes to landfills, etc. The year 2005 was chosen as the baseline year to maintain
consistency with other local jurisdictions which have already completed an emissions
inventory, as well as to allow for like comparison.

This data was then entered into a software program created by the International
Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEl) and the Environmental Protection
Agency, known as the Clean Air and Climate Protection Software. The program uses
regionally specific factors to calculate/estimate greenhouse gas emissions based on
the data entered.

While the software has the capability to calculate both government and community
emissions, given our limited time and resources, staff evaluated only the impacts from
government operations.

2005 Sources of Government Emissions, Summary

Equiv CO2 Equiv. CO2 Energy

Sources of Emissions

(tons) (%) (MMBTU)
City-operated Facilities and Parks 1,680 26.9 12,194
Traffic Signals and Streetlights 904 14.5 4,660
Employee Commute 1,054 16.9 12,319
Water/Sewer Pump Stations 961 154 6,190
Vehicle Fleet Fuel Usage 1,646 26.3 19,276

2005 Government Emissions Total
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APPENDIX TWO

2005 Sources of Government Emissions, by Top Producers of CO,

EquivCO, Equiv CO, Energy

Total Government Source Type of Energy (tons) (%) (MMBtu)
Employee Commute Gasoline 1,054 16.9 12,319
City Fleet (gasoline) Gasoline 954 15.3 11,151
Water Pump Stations Electricity 867 13.9 5,584
Streetlights (electric) Electricity 607 9.7 3,911
City Hall Electricity 424 6.8 2,730
Waste Management (diesel) Diesel 262 4.2 3,018
City Fleet (diesel) Diesel 205 3.3 2,366
Parking Garage - Metlox Electricity 200 3.2 1,288
Streetlights (natural gas) Natural Gas 180 2.9 0
City Buildings (natural gas) Natural Gas 141 2.3 2,289
Traffic Control Electricity 116 1.9 749
Pier Electricity 103 1.7 666
Public Works Yard Electricity 96 15 621
Tru Green (gasoline) Gasoline 96 15 1,130
Live Oak Park Electricity 84 1.3 541
Marine Avenue Sports Complex Electricity 81 1.3 521
Clean Street (diesel) Diesel 71 1.1 817
Sewer Pump Stations Electricity 61 1.0 392
Joslyn Community Center Electricity 59 0.9 379
Marine Avenue Park Electricity 58 0.9 374
Irrigation Control Electricity 55 0.9 353
Manhattan Heights Electricity 54 0.9 347
Parking Lot 3 Electricity 54 0.9 344
Police Facility Electricity 40 0.6 256
Polliwog Park Electricity 33 0.5 210
Storm Water Electricity 33 0.5 214
Post Office Annex / Chamber Electricity 32 0.5 205
Mira Costa Tennis Courts Electricity 27 0.4 173
City Fleet (compressed natural gas) CNG 27 0.4 423
Creative Arts Center Electricity 24 0.4 157
Fire Station 1 Electricity 22 0.4 143
Fire Station 2 Electricity 22 0.4 144
Manhattan Village Soccer Fields Electricity 22 0.4 141
Tru Green (diesel) Diesel 19 0.3 220
Begg Field Lights Electricity 14 0.2 93
Parking Lot 4 Electricity 12 0.2 79
Sand Dune Park Electricity 10 0.2 64
Clean Street Fleet (liquid propane gas) LPG 9 0.1 124
Parking Lot 2 Electricity 5 0.1 30
Parking Lot - Other Electricity 3 0.0 19
Parking Lot - El Porto Electricity 3 0.0 16
Parks - Other Electricity 2 0.0 11
Waste Management (compressed naturalgas) CNG 2 0.0 27
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APPENDIX TWO

2005 Sources of Government Emissions, by Category

Equiv CO, Equiv CO, Energy

City Facilities and Parks Type of Energy (tons) (%) (MMBtu)
Begg Field Lights Electricity 14 0.2 93
City Hall - 1400 Highland Ave Electricity 424 6.8 2,730
Creative Arts Center Electricity 24 0.4 157
Fire Station 1 Electricity 22 0.4 143
Fire Station 2 Electricity 22 0.4 144
Irrigation Electricity 55 0.9 353
Joslyn Community Center Electricity 59 0.9 379
Live Oak Park Electricity 84 1.3 541
Manhattan Heights Electricity 54 0.9 347
Manhattan Village Soccer Fields Electricity 22 0.4 141
Marine Avenue Park Electricity 58 0.9 374
Marine Avenue Sports Complex Electricity 81 1.3 521
Mira Costa Tennis Courts Electricity 27 0.4 173
Parking - Other Electricity 8 0.0 19
Parking Garage - Metlox Electricity 200 3.2 1,288
Parking Lot - El Porto Electricity 3 0.0 16
Parking Lot 2 Electricity 5 0.1 30
Parking Lot 3 Electricity 54 0.9 344
Parking Lot 4 Electricity 12 0.2 79
Parks - Other Electricity 2 0.0 11
Pier Electricity 103 1.7 666
Police Facility Electricity 40 0.6 256
Polliwog Park Electricity 33 0.5 210
Post Office Annex / Chamber Electricity 32 0.5 205
Public Works Yard - 3621 Bell Electricity 96 15 621
Sand Dune Park Electricity 10 0.2 64
Natural Gas - All City buildings Natural Gas 141 2.3 2,289

SUBTOTAL: 1,680

. ;"‘_aﬂata obtained from our I electricity and natural gas providers.
vyl e e al

The City’s top contributors to
greenhouse gas emissions in 2005
were operational facilities, which
included City administration
buildings, recreation facilities,
parking lots, and parks.
Combined, they generated 27%
of the City’s total CO, emissions.



APPENDIX TWO

Equiv CO, Equiv CO, Energy

Traffic Controls and Streetlights Type of Energy (tons) ) (MMBtu)
Traffic Controls/Signals Electricity 116 1.9 749
Streetlights (electricity) Electricity 607 9.7 3,911
Streetlights (natural gas) Natural Gas 180 2.9 0

SUBTOTAL: 904

Note: Data obtained from our local electricity and natural gas providers.

Equiv CO, Equiv CO, Energy
Employee Commute Type of Energy (tons) ) (MMBtu)

City Employee Commute Miles Gasoline 1,054 16.9 12,319

SUBTOTAL: 1,054 16.9 12,319

Note: Data obtained through Employee Commute Survey distributed to full and part time City employees.

EquivCO, Equiv CO,

Water & Sewer Pump Stations Type of Energy (tons) (%)

Water Electricity 867 13.9 5,584

Storm Water Electricity 33 0.5 214 i

Sewer Electricity 61 1.0 392 =
SUBTOTAL: 961 15.4 6,190 —

Note: Data obtained from our local electricity and natural gas providers.




APPENDIX TWO

EquivCO, Equiv CO, Energy

Fuel Usage Type of Energy (tons) D) (MMBtu)
City Fleet Gasoline 954 154 11,151
Compressed Natural Gas 27 0.4 423
Diesel 205 3.3 2,366
Waste Management Fleet Compressed Natural Gas 2 0 27
Diesel 262 4.2 3,018
CleanStreet Fleet Diesel 71 1.1 817
LPG 9 0.1 124
Tru Green Fleet Gasoline 96 1.5 1,130
Diesel 19 0.3 220

SUBTOTAL:

Notes: City fleet fuel usage was provided by the City’s Department of Public Works. Our contract service providers,
Waste Management, CleanStreet and Tru Green provided the data above, respectively.

A note about solid waste generation / landfilling

Another relevant category in the ICLEI software included the emissions generated from solid waste produced
by City employees at City facilities. This was included in the study because landfills release methane into the
atmosphere. Although the waste collected within the City is disposed of at landfills located outside the com-
munity, Manhattan Beach is still the initial waste generator. However, the City’s 2005 waste emissions were
negligible because the recipient landfill captured approximately 50% of the methane released and converted
it into new, usable energy. Based on the software calculations, the positive energy generated by the methane
capture negates the negative CO, emissions, resulting in a net zero value for waste emissions.




Local and National Organizations

Build It Green

California Department of General Services

California Integrated Waste Management Board
Callifornia State Department of Conservation

CDS Technologies

Chlorine-free Products Association

Clean Street

Climb Theaters

County of Los Angeles

Electronic Product Environmental Assessment

Green Seal

Greenguard Environmental Institute

HOK Architecture

International Council of Local Environmental Initiatives
Lean Architects

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

Los Angeles County Fire Department, Lifeguard Division
Los Angeles County Sanitation District

Manhattan Beach School District

Metropolitan Water District

Natural Resource Defense Council

North American Green Purchasing Initiative

Regional Water Quality Control Board

Responsible Purchasing Network

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
Southern California Edison

The Gas Company

Tru Green

United States Department of Ecology

Volunteers and Organizations Improving the Community’s Environment (VOICE)

Waste Management
West Basin Water Reclamation Facility
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Municipalities

Beverly Hills, CA
Brentwood, CA
Burbank, CA
Carlsbad, CA

Culver City, CA
Davis, CA

Downey, CA

Elk Grove, CA

El Segundo, CA
Hermosa Beach, CA
Inglewood, CA
Kirkland, WA

Long Beach, CA

Los Angeles, CA
Mariposa, CA

Menlo Park, CA
Monterey, CA
Norco, CA

Palos Verdes Estates, CA
Pasadena, CA

Palo Alto, CA
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
Redondo Beach, CA
Rohnert Park, CA
Rolling Hills Estates, CA
Santa Monica, CA
Santa Barbara, CA
Torrance, CA

West Hollywood, CA
San Francisco, CA
San Jose, CA

San Luis Obispo, CA
Seattle, WA
Stanford, CA

The States of

Alaska
Michigan
Minnesota
New York



Mayor Pro Tem
Richard Montgomery

City Council Member
Nicholas W. Tell, Jr.

Jim Arndt

Lindy Coe-Juell
Bruce Moe
Richard Thompson
Rod Uyeda

Mayor
Jim Aldinger
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City Council Member
Portia P. Cohen

City Council Member
Mitch Ward

John Anderson

Julie Dahlgren

Gwen Eng

Bob Erikson

Helga Foushanes
Justin Gervais

Ken Holcomb

Carol Jacobson
Laurie Jester
Stephanie Katsouleas
Anna Luke

Kathleen McGowan
Guy Mescheder
Juan Price

Bonnie Shrewsbury
Clarence Van Corbach
Carmen Zarate



The paper used for this book is recycled,
made from 100% post-consumer waste fiber.
This paper was manufactured with
windpower and is Green Seal Certified.
The ink used to print the book is soy-based.





