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As part of the main educational system in California,

o Mobilizing other public universities, in the UC system
and beyond, to address climate change.
o Demonstrating the feasibility — indeed benefits — of

meeting the first two commitments of the Governors’
o Lack of an information management system for targets.

GHG emissions, which hinders efforts to understand Educating the students of UCSB, as future consumers,

o emissions sources and trends; and, investors, professionals, and leaders.
Step 1: UCSB GHG Emissions Inventory Figure 7. California Targets L . . . .
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emissions from electricity consumption, natural gas policies) should be srocesses within the UC system.

consumption and UCSB fleet vehicles. This is because Implemented first to reach the
2010 target, after which point

these are the emissions sources for which UCSB has stages B, C and D should be Addressing these barriers is integral to the Our thanks to UCSB administration, staff, faculty, student
committed to measuring and certifying with the California implemented sequentially to

. implementation of any significant GHG reduction policy. leaders and external advisors for their support, expertise,
achieve the second target,

Climate Action Registry (CCAR). 1990 levels by 2020, _ \ \ \ \ \ and commitment to addressing climate change at UCSB.
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