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Mitigation Option: Phased Construction Projects TC "Phased Construction Projects" \f C \l "4" 
I. Description of the mitigation option, including benefits (air quality, environmental, economic, other), tradeoffs (one pollutant for another, etc.) and burdens (on whom, what)

Construction projects remove large quantities of vegetation leaving bare earth open to wind erosion, as well as to other environmental and biological degradation.  Phasing these projects, large and even single residential development could lessen this environmental problem. Phasing revegetation would also result in decreased wind erosion.

Since phasing includes both small and large projects, this is something that individuals can have a part in as well as participating in for the larger community.

Benefits: 

· Air quality – Particulate matter would decrease, protection of scenic views and economic benefits for tourism

· Environmental – Globally desertification is a big concern. The decrease in wind-blown particulates could delay man-made local desertification.

· Economic—construction would be phased according to building. Therefore, upfront costs would be also coordinated with sales, rather than all at the project beginning.  Construction loans would also be phased.

Burdens:

· Developers may see change in methods as a threat to free enterprise.

· Construction managers would have to keep grading machinery on site locations throughout the project.

II. Description of how to implement

A. Mandatory or voluntary

Both. Mandatory for new construction. Incentives for individual homeowners to plant vegetation on disturbed sites.

B. Indicate the most appropriate agency(ies) to implement

Counties and towns in land use regulations, building permits. Local and state agencies may also implement programs for free compost or vegetation (e.g., native trees or shrubs for lot sizes over 1 acre).

III. Feasibility of the option (indicate if assistance is needed from Cumulative Effects and/or Monitoring work groups)
A. Technical – High 

B. Environmental – High 

C. Economic – High – may result in higher costs for construction projects in some areas.

IV. Background data and assumptions used (indicate if assistance is needed from Cumulative Effects and/or Monitoring work groups)


Help from monitoring work group to collect data downwind of 

V. Any uncertainty associated with the option (Low, Medium, High) – Low 

VI. Level of agreement within the work group for this mitigation option.

VII. Cross-over issues to the other source groups (please describe the issue and which groups)

Oil and gas and power plant work groups may look at phased development and revegetation for new projects.
Mitigation Option: Public Buy-in through Local Organizations to push for transportation alternatives and ordinances TC "Public Buy-in through Local Organizations to push for transportation alternatives and ordinances" \f C \l "4" 
I. Description of the mitigation option, including benefits and burdens.

Involve existing local organizations in supporting alternative transportation options.  Go to meetings of existing organizations and discuss how they can help to promote clean air.  Examples of the type of projects local organizations might support include bike paths, bike racks on buses, carpool lanes, and ride-share.

Benefits of applying this option might include reduced traffic congestion, reduction of fuel use, and boosts to local neighborhood economies.  Burdens would be minimal though there may some tax increases may be necessary to fund the projects.

II. Description of how to implement

This would be a voluntary option.  Agencies and task force members would implement by participation in local meetings.  Publicity to encourage participation in organizations and support for alternatives might also be used.  States could use these partnerships as early action compacts for State Implementation Plans.

III. Feasibility of the option

This option would be easy to implement because it is voluntary.  While there may be some minimal cost for agencies to participate in local meetings it would be within their mission and a positive use of tax dollars.

IV. Background data and assumptions

The simplicity of this option requires no background analysis.  It is assumed that individuals would make the effort to partner with local organizations.  

V. Any uncertainty associated with the option

There is little uncertainty that this would be a viable and effective option.

VI. Level of agreement within the Work Group for this option 

All work group members agree that this is a worthwhile option.

VII. Crossover issues to other workgroups

Involvement in planning for employee ridesharing may crossover to the Power Plant and Oil and Gas groups.
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