4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
On page 4.7-1, the Preliminary Draft Calaveras County General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report Existing Setting Section (PDSS) says, “The chapter is primarily based on the greenhouse gas analysis performed by Raney Planning & Management, Inc. (See Appendix E).” Yet, Appendix E in unavailable, so it is impossible to assess the foundation for the statements made in this chapter.  Please make Appendix E available in the draft environmental impact report (EIR).  

Under “Changes in the Western United States and California Climate,” on page 4.7-3 to 4.7-4, the PDSS does a good job of outlining the potential adverse impacts of GHG emissions and climate change in general for a large region, but does not address the potential adverse impacts specific to Calaveras County.  The California Energy Commission website, CalAdapt, (http://caladapt.org/tools/factsheet/), estimates, on average, that the temperatures in Calaveras County, under a high emissions scenario, will increase 6.4 degrees by century’s end, or, under a low emissions scenario, will increase 3.7 degrees.  This increase in temperature will have specific local impacts on tourism (primarily due to the loss of winter recreation), wildfire potential, water quality and quantity, and the agriculture and timber industries, all of which would have a ripple effect throughout the County. 
For example, “If heat-trapping emissions continue unabated, more precipitation will fall as rain instead of snow, and the snow that does fall will melt earlier, reducing the Sierra Nevada spring snowpack by as much as 70 to 90 percent.

“How much snowpack will be lost depends in part on future precipitation patterns, the projections for which remain uncertain. However, even under wetter climate projections, the loss of snowpack would pose challenges to water managers, hamper hydropower generation, and nearly eliminate skiing and other snow-related recreational activities (cal-adapt.org/snowpack/decadal/).”  Elimination of winter sports-related activities would have significant economic impacts in Calaveras County, especially along the Highway 4 corridor.
For the draft EIR, the CPC recommends that the authors of the PDSS access Cal-Adapt (http://cal-adapt.org/), which “has been designed to provide access to the wealth of data and information that has been, and continues to be, produced by the State's scientific and research community. The data available in this site offer a view of how climate change might affect California at the local level. Here you can work with visualization tools, access data, and participate in community sharing to contribute your own knowledge.”

In addition, we call your attention to UMRWA’s recently approved MAC IRWMP Update, that has a lengthy discussion of climate change, the regulatory setting, the likely local impacts, and the practical responses.  (Exhibit 4.7-9, MAC IRWMP Section 1.3, Climate Change.)  This should be a useful reference as you prepare the EIR for the General Plan Update.   
On page 4.7-4, under the heading, “Uncertainty Regarding Global Climate Change,” the PDSS says, “The scientific community has largely agreed that the earth is warming, and that humans are contributing to that change.”  The Calaveras Planning Coalition (CPC) questions the heading for the section, because there is very little “uncertainty” in the scientific community in regard to global warming and climate change.  The scientific community doesn’t “largely” agree; it overwhelmingly agrees.  Humans are not “contributing” to the change; they are driving the change.  
“In a grim and powerful assessment of the future of the planet, the leading international network of climate scientists has concluded for the first time that global warming is ‘unequivocal’ and that human activity is the main driver, ‘very likely’ causing most of the rise in temperatures since 1950.”  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) asserted “with near certainty — more than 90 percent confidence — that carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases from human activities have been the main causes of warming in the past half century (see Exhibit 4.7-1, “Science Panel Calls Global Warming ‘Unequivocal’” by Elisabeth Rosenthal and Andrew C. Revkin, February 3, 2007, The New York Times).”  
The IPCC was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2007 for its work on climate change after the release of its Fourth Assessment Report (see Exhibit 4.7-2, Climate Change 2007 Synthesis Report: Summary for Policymakers), which is the document referenced in the February 2007 New York Times article.  Please do not mislead the citizens of Calaveras County by saying there is “uncertainty” regarding climate change.  The only thing that is uncertain is our future if we do not address GHG emissions. 

Page 4.7-5 says, “The climate system is inherently dynamic; however, the overall trend is towards a gradually warming planet.”  Dynamics and all, it is apparent that the “overall trend” is toward a rapidly warming planet, not a “gradually” warming one. “Scientists first raised concerns over the warming effects of CO2 in the atmosphere in the 1960s, when the climate was actually cooling. While there's nothing overtly problematic about natural climate change, it’s the rate of change that worries experts. Approximately 55 million years ago, the climate was warm enough to support alligators in the high Arctic. It took 10 million years for those CO2 levels to decrease to the current level. At humanity's current rate of CO2 production, (environmental scientist David Keith said) levels will rise back up to that point in only 100 years: 100,000 times faster (see Exhibit 4.7-3, “Is Global Warming Real?” by Robert Lamb, June 8, 2010, Discovery News).”  One hundred thousand times faster doesn’t sound very gradual.  
More recently it has been reported that “The impacts of climate change driven by human activity are spreading through the United States faster than had been predicted, increasingly threatening infrastructure, water supplies, crops and shorelines, according to a federal advisory committee.  The draft Third National Climate Assessment, issued every four years, delivers a bracing picture of environmental changes and natural disasters that mounting scientific evidence indicates is fostered by climate change (see Exhibit 4.7-4 , “Climate Assessment Delivers a Grim Overview,” by Neela Banerjee, January 11, 2013, Los Angeles Times).”  We likely wouldn’t be addressing greenhouse gases in the general plan if the planet was warming “gradually.”  Please correct the erroneous statements that global warming is “uncertain” and “gradual” in the draft EIR.

On page 4.7-5, the PDSS says, “Most environmental analyses examine the project specific impacts that a particular project is likely to generate. With regard to global warming, however, it is generally accepted that the magnitude of global warming effects is so substantial and the contribution of an individual project to global warming is so small that direct significant adverse impacts (albeit not necessarily cumulative significant adverse impacts) would be highly unlikely.”  This sounds like an attempt to minimize the need for the mitigation of greenhouse gases because of the “unlikely” occurrence of direct adverse impacts.  
As the PDSS says, “the magnitude of global warming effects is so substantial” that it is exactly the cumulative impacts that are the most significant concern.  If we do not address the cumulative impacts, we will suffer “death by a thousand cuts.”  It would be more accurate to say that “…the contribution of an individual project to global warming is so small that measuring direct …adverse impacts…would be …difficult.” Since cumulative impacts are precisely the aggregate effect of individual projects, mitigation can be required even if the project’s exact impact is hard to measure.  Please address cumulative impacts as more than a parenthetical aside in the draft EIR, especially since “California is a substantial contributor of GHG; it is the second largest contributor in the U.S. and the sixteenth largest in the world (PDSS, p. 4.7 – 2).”  

Also, please do not further minimize cumulative impacts in the draft EIR by using vague and unsupported language.  In essence, the PDSS says that it is “not necessarily” so that “cumulative significant adverse impacts” would be “highly unlikely.”  How much more vague and noncommittal could it be?  Wouldn’t it have been easier (and more accurate) to say that cumulative adverse impacts are inevitable, and significant cumulative adverse impacts are likely? 

Remember, "'It is vitally important that an EIR avoid minimizing the cumulative impacts.  Rather it must reflect a conscientious effort to provide public agencies and the general public with adequate and relevant detailed information about them.' [Citation.]  A cumulative impact analysis which understates information concerning the severity and significance of cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and skews the decisionmaker's perspective concerning the environmental consequences of a project, the necessity for mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project approval.  [Citation.]  An inadequate cumulative impact analysis does not demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the governmental decisionmaker has in fact fully analyzed and considered the environmental consequences of its action."   Citizens to Preserve Ojai v. County of Ventura (2d Dist. 1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 431 [222 Cal.Rptr. 247], quoting San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1st Dist. 1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79 [198 Cal.Rptr. 634].)  
Also remember that, the more severe the existing environmental problems are, the lower the threshold for treating the project's cumulative impacts as significant.  (Kings County Farm Bureau et al. v. City of Hanford (5th Dist. 1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718‑721 [270 Cal.Rptr. 650].)  Do not attempt to avoid adopting GHG mitigation by arguing that Calaveras County’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions is not substantial and not cumulatively significant.  The past and present emissions from every county, every state, and every nation have caused the problem.  Now, we must all become part of the solution.     

On page 4.7-5, the PDSS says, “The approval of a new developmental plan or project does not necessarily create new automobile drivers – the primary source of a land use project’s emissions. Rather, a new land use project may simply redistribute existing mobile emissions; accordingly, the use of models that measure overall emission increases without accounting for existing emissions will substantially overstate the impact of the development project on global warming. This makes an accurate analysis of GHG emissions substantially different from other air quality impacts, where the ‘addition’ of redistributed emissions to a new locale can make a substantial difference to overall air quality in that area.”  

As the California Oak Foundation points out, land use change and the associated deforestation is also a “primary” contributor to climate change.  “According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change…, ‘The global increases in CO2 concentration are due primarily to fossil fuel use and land-use change’ (2007).”  The Oak Foundation also notes that "California oak woodlands and forests could sequester a billion tons of carbon [and] up to 33 million tons of sequestered carbon are at risk [by 2040] of entering the atmosphere should development processes eliminate these oak woodlands and forests, and their associated carbon pools (see Exhibit 4.7-5, Oaks, CEQA, Carbon Dioxide and Climate Change)."  
Calaveras County is heavily forested.  The Oak Foundation estimates that oak woodlands alone dominate 194,362 acres in Calaveras County.  Therefore, models that measure overall emission increases without accounting for the deforestation associated with land use changes will understate the impact of the development project on global warming.  Please include the loss of woodlands and forests associated with land use changes as a primary contributor to climate change in the draft EIR.  

A major source of forest alteration in the County is the logging practice of even-aged management, i.e., replacing mixed forest with plantations.  Of the “ approximately 145,641 acres of land with a zoning designation that allows timber production”  in the eastern portion of the County, 73,000 acres are owned and logged by one company, whose primary silviculture approach is even-aged management. To date, over 18,000 acres, or 26 square miles, have been approved for even-aged management. Many of those acres have already been cut and replanted with plantation trees. 
In 2006, the California Climate Change Center issued the Climate Change Impact on Forest Resources White Paper (see Exhibit 4.7-6, Climate Change Impact on Forest Resources White Paper).  The paper reviewed projected forest growth under four climate change models.  All models predicted reduced conifer growth and timber yield over the next century.  “Increased summer temperature was the primary driver of these changes (Section 3.1).”  Declines ranged from a minimum of 4% to a maximum of 31%. In every scenario, pine plantations suffered greater losses than mixed stands.

There is significant evidence that the stripping away of all vegetation to make way for plantation trees is a major source of carbon release and that the plantation seedlings will not recapture an equivalent amount of carbon for years, even decades 
(see Exhibit 4.7-7, Harmon, Mark, 2007, Letter to California Air Resources Board, Comment on Forest Protocols and Exhibit 4.7-8, RedOrbit.com: Study Finds Reforestation May Lower The Climate Change Mitigation Potential Of Forests, 5.28.10).  The company’s stated intention is to practice even-aged management on two thirds of its acreage, which in the County would total 50,000 acres, which is 78 square miles or one third of the eastern County timber production zone.  In the draft EIR, please address the impact of the timber industry on climate change, in particular, tree plantations and the practice of even-aged management.
Remember, among the other relevant aspects of the environmental setting, the lead agency must divulge harm to the environment caused by current and past mismanagement, and any efforts being made to remedy that harm that might affect the proposed project.  (Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 874.)  Thus, the environmental setting section must identify both the past mismanagement exacerbating climate change, and the efforts being made to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
Finally, the simple redistribution of “existing mobile emissions” seems to presuppose that the creation of new development is not to accommodate or attract a growing population, but simply to redistribute the existing population.  With a current California population of 38,041,430, a growth rate of only 1 percent per year would yield an annual increase in population of 380,414.  Please address how population growth will be taken into account in the draft EIR.
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