


Appendix C
Environmental Management Responses to Comments

Biogenic and anthropogenic GHG emissions in SB 97

According to the Quercus Group, SB 97 does not distinguish between anthropogenic and biogenic
emissions and thus argues that, in the absence of a legislative amendment, the CEQA guidance does
not distinguish between the two. As noted above, both the OPR’s Proposed CEQA Guidelines
Amendments and their Transmittal Letter to the Natural Resources Agency do not specifically
recommend including land use emissions in project level GHG inventories, although this is not
precluded by any of the above. The County feels strongly that GHG emissions from land use change
are a significant component of their emissions portfolio and that this source of emissions be
addressed. Through an iterative public process, is seeking to develop sound policy such that they
can be.

The CEQA guidelines state the following:

A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to describe,
calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. A lead
agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to:

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project,
and which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to select the model it
considers most appropriate provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence. The
lead agency should explain the limitations of the particular model or methodology selected for
use; or

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards.3?

Napa County has chosen to use the methodologies listed above to quantify GHG emissions due to
land use change at the County level and is developing a project level calculator such that project
level estimations of GHG emissions from land use change are 1) consistent from project to project
and 2) mathematically tied to the CAP. This decision is compliant with CEQA based on the guidance
cited above. The Napa CAP has gone beyond the guidance provided by these protocols and
completed a good-faith effort to quantify emissions from land use change, even in the absence of
established protocol.

Master Response 6: CEQA Compliance for CAP
Adoption

Bill Yeates, of Kenyon Yeates, writing on behalf of the Napa Group of the Redwood Chapter of the
Sierra Club, raised questions about the County’s CEQA compliance for adoption of the CAP.
Specifically, his comments point out that the description of the Draft CAP as a mitigation plan
ensuing from the General Plan, does not exempt the plan from CEQA and the General Plan EIR “did
not and could not have included the baseline GHG emission inventory in the Draft CAP currently
under review.”

Mr. Yeates goes on to state that The General Plan EIR did not describe or analyze baseline
information about the importance of oak woodlands and coniferous forests as significant carbon
stores and did not analyze the environmental consequences of the loss of oak woodland and
coniferous forest carbon stock “in the context of a CAP.” He explains that proposed Measure PL-1
does not require sufficient off-sets for the net loss of carbon stocks, and would allow 10 acres of oak

32 http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/PA_CEQA_Guidelines.pdf
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woodlands to be removed in exchange for preservation or restoration of every 5.2 acres, meaning
that 4.8 acres “would not have to be mitigated” despite the acknowledged goal of AB 32 to maintain
the current amount of carbon sequestration in California forests. The comments also point out that
Measure PL-1 offers several offsite offset options, so that the CAP could result in a 48-100% loss “of
the existing and important carbon stock associated with oak woodlands and coniferous forests in
Napa County.”

For these reasons,33 the commenter argues that a supplement to the General Plan EIR is needed and
that the County should assess the feasibility of avoiding conversions of oak woodlands and
coniferous forests or implementing other feasible mitigation strategies on site or within the
immediate vicinity, “so that valuable carbon stores are not lost forever.” The commenter also
suggests that the County should investigate a carbon market where land owners could sell carbon
credits in return for protecting their woodlands and forests.

The County is proposing to use the General Plan EIR as the CEQA document for adoption of the
climate action plan and not to “exempt” the plan from CEQA. There are good reasons for this
decision, as explained in the environmental checklist (initial study) previously prepared. While the
General Plan EIR could not anticipate the precise contents of the proposed CAP that is now being
considered for adoption, it did call for a CAP to be completed and it established a performance
standard for the CAP by requiring it to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels (now interpreted as
15% below 2005 levels) by 2020, consistent with AB 32. The CAP that is now being proposed would
meet this performance standard, and would have the effect of lessening but not avoiding the
significant and unavoidable impacts already identified in the General Plan EIR related to plant
communities and GHG emissions. This is because the CAP would require project-specific
quantification and mitigation of GHG emissions, essentially steering development activities to areas
with lower carbon stocks (where emission reduction or offset requirements would be less). Thus a
land owner with the opportunity to develop a vineyard on either grassland or woodland areas will
tend to choose the grassland to minimize his/her costs. A land owner with no choice but to impact
woodland areas will face increased costs and will tend to reduce the area impacted.

The General Plan and the General Plan EIR acknowledge the significant environmental benefits of
oak woodlands, coniferous forests, and other plant communities, and assessed impacts to these
resources from a variety of perspectives. Draft EIR Section 4.5.1 contains a description of the biotic
communities, paying special attention to sensitive natural communities “because of their rarity, high
biological diversity, and/or susceptibility to disturbance” and biotic communities of limited
distribution “due to their limited local distribution.” Woodland and forest communities are well
represented on both lists.

As discussed in the initial study checklist prepared for the CAP, the General Plan EIR’s analysis of
potential impacts on the County’s woodlands, forests, and other sensitive biotic communities
ultimately concluded that development activities (including vineyard development) over the life of
the plan could result in significant and unavoidable impacts to these resources (Draft EIR pp. 4.5-63
& 64). Similarly, the General Plan EIR’s analysis of GHG emissions concluded that GHG emissions
resulting from development activities would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact.

The EIR’s analysis attributes impacts such as loss of habitat and loss of sensitive natural
communities to removal of vegetation (Draft EIR pp. 4.5-55&56), and also references (Final EIR p.

33 The commenter raises several other points which have been addressed via revisions to the CAP.
Specifically, he states that the County’s CEQA analysis does not address what will happen if the GHG
reductions expected as a result of state actions do not come to fruition, and that some of the County’s climate
action measures “appear highly speculative and unenforceable” in conflict with CEQA’s requirement that
mitigation measures be fully enforceable (Section 21081.6(b)). The CAP has been revised to discuss ongoing
monitoring.
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3.0-50) the potential loss of carbons stocks and the primary and secondary impacts of human
activities, including clearing of forests (Final EIR p. 3.0-54). The EIR references but does not
quantify (Final EIR p. 3.0-59) emissions from changes in land use (i.e. loss of vegetation). Instead,
potential GHG emissions are estimated based on factors such as energy use and vehicle miles
travelled, and the document concludes that “additional inventory analysis of every possible source
of GHG emissions in the County would not... materially change the impact conclusions identified in
the Draft EIR” (Final EIR p. 3.0-59).

As discussed in the initial study checklist prepared for the CAP, the General Plan EIR’s gross
estimates of GHG emissions have been updated in the CAP, which provides a more refined,
quantitative analysis of all emission sources. The order of magnitude of projected annual GHG
emissions in both documents is similar, and both estimates appropriately examine annual
emissions, rather than the sum total of all possible emissions over the life of the plan (2005-2030 for
the General Plan and 2005-2020 for the CAP).

The General Plan EIR also referred to goals, policies and action items in the General Plan which
address the issue of carbon sequestration. Specifically, General Plan Policy CON-65 states that
the County shall:

e support efforts to reduce and offset GHG emissions;
e strive to maintain and enhance the County’s current level of carbon sequestration functions;
e preserve and enhance the values of plant life as carbon sequestration systems; and

e consider GHG emissions, including changes in carbon sequestration, in the review of
discretionary projects.

The proposed CAP is intended to accomplish these things and would require discretionary projects
to reduce of offset approximately 38% of their GHG emissions.3* As the commenter notes, this
requirement would not eliminate the potential for significant losses of woodlands and other habitats
(losses anticipated in the General Plan EIR), but it would be sufficient to ensure that the County’s
overall GHG emissions in the year 2020 are equal to or less than emissions in 1990 (assumed at 15%
below 2005 levels). The County’s annual emissions have been calculated to include emissions
associated with land cover changes (i.e. vegetation removal) and the resulting changes in carbon
sequestration.

In a sense, decision makers who consider the CAP for adoption will be asked whether adopting a
plan which has some environmental benefits but does not eliminate previously anticipated
significant impacts is desirable. They will also have to consider whether a plan that does not wholly
“maintain and enhance” existing vegetation and carbon sequestration is consistent with the General
Plan, given that General Plan Policy CON-65 states that the County shall “strive to” accomplish this
goal.

It is important to note that adoption of the CAP does not relieve discretionary projects of the need to
address environmental impacts other than GHG emissions per General Plan policies and
requirements identified through the project-level CEQA process. Thus, where mitigation for habitat

34 The draft CAP’s requirement that vineyard projects reduce or offset 51.5% of their emissions was revised based
on new calculations of baseline and forecasted emissions. The revised CAP requires discretionary projects to
reduce or off-set their emissions by 38% and also better accounts for agricultural emissions from a variety of
sources (not just land cover changes). As a result, new vineyard projects could preserve otherwise developable
vegetated areas (fitting the Climate Action registry’s protocol for avoided deforestation) to achieve the 38% total
emission reduction required. Applicants could also choose alternative emission reduction and off-set strategies or
a combination of strategies.
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purposes is required within Napa County, the CAP would not mandate that the habitat mitigation be
changed per se, but only that the GHG emissions be mitigated in accordance with the standard
established by the CAP.

Planning staff believes that the CAP is consistent with the General Plan because it would reduce
annual GHG emissions and require quantification and reduction of emissions for all discretionary
projects. As noted above, these requirements would somewhat increase the cost of development
and would therefore have an inherently mitigative effect. In addition, planning staff anticipates that
for many property owners, the most cost effective emission reduction or offset option available in
the proposed CAP will involve the preservation of otherwise developable like habitat equivalent to
the habitat impacted. This means that the CAP would likely decrease the acreage of vegetation that
would otherwise be removed over the planning period and also increase the acreage of vegetation
protected and preserved in perpetuity which would have multiple benefits including habitat
preservation, watershed protection, open space, as well as carbon sequestration.

Separate and apart from the CAP, the County has adopted a Voluntary Oak Woodlands Management
Plan and is both pursuing and assisting other agencies in pursuit of habitat restoration and open
space acquisition projects intended to enhance and preserve the carbon sequestration value of
vegetated areas. Also separate and apart from the CAP, the State Department of Forestry is charged
with reviewing projects that affect timber, and must address the Scoping Plan goal of ensuring that
forestry practices do not generate more emissions that are sequestered in the State’s forests.

Finally, the commenter’s suggestion that the County investigate a carbon market where land owners
could sell carbon credits in return for protecting their woodlands and forests is appreciated. Once a
CAP is in place that requires project applicants to accomplish GHG reductions or purchase offsets, a
“market” for credits will essentially be created. The County intends to joint venture with a local non-
profit organization and develop a local program that would permit property owners to sell credits
when they agree to restore native habitats or preserve natural areas.
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