4 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter presents specific text changes made to the Draft EIR since its publication and public review. The
changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the original Draft EIR and are identified by the Draft
EIR page number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and text additions are shown in underline.

The information contained within this chapter clarifies and expands on information in the Draft EIR and does
not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation.

Executive Summary
Page ES-4, clarify the last line to read as follows:

“... cultivation for personal use conducted in accordance with applicable state and local (County)
laws and the proposed CLUO: ...”

Page ES-8, the following changes are made to the last paragraph:

The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires EIRs to include a discussion of the

significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented. As
documented throughout Chapter 3 (project level impacts) and Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts and
Overconcentration,” of this Draft EIR, after implementation of the CLUO performance standards and

identified mitigation measures, implementation of the CLUO would result in the following significant
and unavoidable impacts:

Description of Preferred Alternative and Equal Weight Alternatives

Page 2-5, Exhibit 2-2, “Existing and Eligible Cultivation Sites,” has been updated to show the legal
boundaries of the Delta and the Yolo Bypass Priority Habitat Restoration Area.

Section 3.2, “Agricultural Resources”
Page 3.2-11, bottom of the page, the following text changes are made:

The General Plan defines the Agriculture (AG) land use designation as:

Agriculture includes the full range of cultivated agriculture, such as row crops, orchards, vineyards,
dryland farming, livestock grazing, forest products, horticulture, floriculture, apiaries, confined animal
facilities and equestrian facilities. It also includes agricultural industrial uses (e.g. agricultural
research, processing and storage; supply; service; crop dusting; agricultural chemical and equipment
sales; surface mining; etc.) as well as agricultural commercial uses (e.g. roadside stands, “Yolo
Stores,” wineries, farm-based tourism (e.g. u-pick, dude ranches, lodging), horseshows, rodeos, crop-
based seasonal events, ancillary restaurants and/or stores) serving rural areas. Agriculture also
includes farmworker housing, surface mining, and incidental habitat.
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Ascent Environmental Revisions to the Draft EIR

Section 3.11, “Land Use and Planning”
Page 3.11-3, the regulatory setting in Section 3.11, “Land Use and Planning,” on Draft EIR page 3.11-3
(above the “Local” subsection) has been revised to include the following new text:

Delta Plan

The Delta Stewardship Council (Council) was created by the State in 2009 through the passage of
the Delta Reform Act to resolve issues associated water use issues related to the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta (Delta). The Delta Reform Act requires the Council to develop and adopt a legally
enforceable, long-term management plan for the Delta that uses best available science and is built
upon the principles of adaptive management. The Delta Reform Act also established the Delta
Science Program within the Council to provide the best possible scientific information to inform
water and environmental decision making in the Delta.

The Delta Plan is intended to be foundational and adaptive. It is foundational in that the Council has
built on previous efforts, including CALFED, the Delta Vision, the California Water Plan, planning
efforts of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), the Delta Protection Commission
(DPQ), and others. The framework established in the Delta Plan is intended to advance the coequal
goals of water supply reliability and ecosystem health, and to employ adaptive management to
improve the Plan over time.

The Delta Plan contains five core policy chapters (Chapters 3 through 7) and a chapter on Funding
Principles to Support the Coequal Goals (Chapter 8). The narrative sections of each policy chapter
provide subject matter context and rationale for the selection and implementation of core strategies.
These core strategies are then broken down into actions: the policies and recommendations. The
policies in the Delta Plan are regulatory in nature, and compliance is required for those who propose
covered actions. In each policy chapter, the Policies and Recommendations section is followed by a
section identifying both science needs and key issues for future evaluation by the Council. Each
policy chapter also includes a set of performance measures.

As shown in revised Exhibit 2-2, the southern portion of the County is within the legal Delta boundary
of the Delta Plan. The Delta Plan designates the Yolo Bypass as a priority habitat restoration area.

Key land use provisions of the Delta Plan related to the County consist of the following:

e Policy G P1 (Title 23 CCR Section 5002): These provisions address covered actions that
require compliance with the Delta Plan and file a Certification of Consistency. Covered
actions must either include applicable mitigation measures identified in the Delta Plan
Program EIR or equally effective substitute mitigation measures. Covered actions are also
required to document the use of best available science as relevant to the project.

e Policy ER P3 (Title 23 CCR Section 5006): These provisions require that impacts to
opportunities to restore habitat within priority habitat restoration areas (e.g., Yolo Bypass)
be avoided or mitigated.

Yolo County
Cannabis Land Use Ordinance Response to Comments Document 4-3



Revisions to the Draft EIR Ascent Environmental

Page 3.11-11, the following text changes are made to Impact LU-2 on Draft EIR page 3.11-11:

Impact LU-2: Cause a Significant Environmental Impact Due to a Conflict with any Land Use
Plan, Policy, or Regulation Adopted for the Purpose of Avoiding or Mitigating an
Environmental Effect

The adoption and implementation of the proposed CLUO, including subsequent Cannabis Use
Permits pursuant to the adopted CLUO, would include amending the General Plan to acknowledge
cannabis, and identifying cannabis operations as permitted uses within specific land use
designations. Adoption and implementation of the CLUO would be consistent with General Plan
policies related to agricultural, industrial, and commercial land uses and incorporates performance
standards that implement environmental protections identified in the General Plan policies and Yolo
County Code. Cannabis uses within the legal Delta boundary would be subject to compliance with the
Delta Plan. This impact would be less than significant for all the alternatives.

Page 3.11-12, the following text is added to Impact LU-2 on Draft EIR page 3.11-12 after the last bullet:

Cannabis uses in the southern portion of the County (south of I-80) would subject to the Delta Plan.
Cannabis uses within the legal Delta boundary would be required to demonstrate consistency with
the Delta Plan through the filing of a Certification of Consistency with the County and Council. This
process would require cannabis use applicants to demonstrate no significant impacts to
opportunities to restore habitat in the Yolo Bypass for cannabis uses proposed in this area; avoid the
introduction of nonnative invasive species; and compliance with the Delta Program EIR mitigation
measures or equally effective substitute mitigation measures (e.g., CLUO performance standards,
State cannabis regulations, and terms set forth in SWRCB Order WQ 2019-0001-DWQ).

Section 3.14, “Transportation and Circulation”

Page 3.14-13, the following text was deleted from the last paragraph:

Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems”

Pages 3.15-20 and 3.15-21, the following corrections are made to Impact UTIL-1:

Alternative 3: All License Types with High Limits

As shown in Exhibit 3.15-4, Alternative 3 assumes that a testing site could be located in the Esparto
CSD, and three cultivation sites, three testing sites, and four manufacturing sites in the planning
area of the City of Woodland that could obtain wastewater service from the City. This is an analytical
assumption made solely for the purposes of this analysis. Cannabis uses in any location where
required services could not be provided would be not be issued a Cannabis Use Permit pursuant to
Section 8-2.1406(L)(5) and 8-2.1408(TT) identified above. Cannabis facilities that use an on-site
wastewater treatment system would be required to comply with CLUO Section 8-2.1408(TT) and may
require approvals from the RWQCB. Compliance with these measures would ensure no adverse
impacts to wastewater service providers.

This impact would be less than significant under Alternative 3.

4-4
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Alternative 4: Mixed-Light/Indoor License Types Only with Moderate Limits, No Hoop Houses or Outdoor Types

As shown in Exhibit 3.15-5, Alternative 4 assumes that a manufacturing site could be located in the
Esparto CSD. This is an analytical assumption made solely for the purposes of this analysis.
Cannabis uses in any location where required services could not be provided would be not be issued
a Cannabis Use Permit pursuant to Section 8-2.1406(L)(5) and 8-2.1408(TT) identified above.
Cannabis facilities that use an on-site wastewater treatment system would be required to comply
with CLUO Section 8-2.1408(TT) and may require approvals from the RWQCB. Compliance with
these measures would ensure no adverse impacts to wastewater service providers.

This impact would be less than significant under Alternative 4.

Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts and Overconcentration”
Page 4-10, the cumulative air quality impact discussion and the title of Table 4-2 are revised to clarify the
impact discussion for Alternative 1:

Alternative 1: Cultivation (Ancillary Nurseries and Processing Only) with Existing Limits (Existing Operations with
CLUO) (CEQA Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 1 is assumed to result in construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOx, PM1o, and PM2s
from the relocation of cannabis cultivation sites as described in Impact AQ-2. Construction emissions
associated with relocated sites were quantified and are shown in Table 4-2 by license type. To be
conservative, it was assumed that construction of all relocated sites_under Alternative 1 could be
constructed simultaneously.

Table 4-2 Cumulative Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All
Assumed Relocated Cultivation Sites - Alternative 1 (2020)

Page 4-11, the title of Table 4-3 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 1:

Table 4-3 Cumulative Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All Assumed
Cultivation Sites - Alternative 1 (2020)

Page 4-11, the title Table 4-4 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 2:

Table 4-4 Cumulative Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All
Assumed Cannabis Uses- Alternative 2 (2021)

Page 4-13, the title of Table 4-5 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 2:

Table 4-5 Cumulative Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All Assumed Cannabis
Uses - Alternative 2 (2022)

Page 4-14, the title of Table 4-6 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 3:

Table 4-6 Cumulative-Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All
Assumed Cannabis Uses - Alternative 3 (2021-2022)
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Page 4-15, the title of Table 4-7 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 3:

Table 4-7 Cumulative-Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All Assumed Cannabis
Uses - Alternative 3 (2023)

Page 4-15, the title of Table 4-8 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 4:

Table 4-8 Cumulative Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All
Assumed Cannabis Uses - Alternative 4 (2021)

Page 4-16, the title of Table 4-9 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 4:

Table 4-9 Cumulative-Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All Assumed Cannabis
Uses - Alternative 4 (2022)

Page 4-17, the title of Table 4-10 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 5:

Table 4-10 Cumulative-Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All
Assumed Cannabis Uses - Alternative 5 (2021)

Page 4-18, the title of Table 4-11 is revised to clarify the impact discussion for Alternative 5:

Table 4-11 Cumulative-Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors for All Assumed Cannabis
Uses - Alternative 5 (2022)

Page 4-22, the cumulative energy impact discussion and the title of Table 4-12 are revised to clarify the
energy impact discussion for Alternative 1:

Alternative 1: Cultivation (Ancillary Nurseries and Processing Only) with Existing Limits (Existing Operations with
CLUO) (CEQA Preferred Alternative)

Alternative 1 would not create new energy demands that could contribute to cumulative energy
impacts. The CLUO requires all cultivation sites to procure at least 50 percent of their energy
demand from renewable sources. This can be achieved through on-site renewable energy systems or
enrollment in the Valley Clean Energy Alliance as described in Section 8-2.140(0) of the CLUO.
Further, as described in Section 3.6.2, “Regulatory Setting,” CCR Sections 8203 and 8305 set forth
renewable energy requirement for new and relicensed sites. Under these requirements, all sites
seeking license renewals must meet the average electricity greenhouse gas emissions intensity
required of their local utility provider pursuant to the California Renewables Portfolio Standard. Table
4-12 provides estimates of Alternative 1’s total energy demands from operation of existing and
eligible cultivation sites.

Table 4-12 Cumulative-Construction and Operational Energy Consumption for All Assumed Cultivation Sites -
Alternative 1

Page 4-23, the cumulative energy impact discussion and the title of Table 4-13 are revised for Alternative 2:

Alternative 2: All License Types with Moderate Limits
Table 4-13 provide estimates of total energy demands from operation of assumed cannabis uses
under Alternative 2.
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Table 4-13 Cumulative Construction and Operational Energy Consumption for All Assumed Cannabis Uses -
Alternative 2

Page 4-23, the cumulative energy impact discussion and the title of Table 4-14 are for Alternative 3:

Alternative 3: All License Types with High Limits
Table 4-14 provides estimates of total energy demand under Alternative 3 from assumed operation
of cultivation and noncultivation uses.

Table 4-14 Cumulative Construction and Operational Energy Consumption for All Assumed Cannabis Uses -
Alternative 3

Page 4-24, the cumulative energy impact discussion and the title of Table 4-15 are revised for Alternative 4:

Alternative 4: Mixed-Light/Indoor License Types Only with Moderate Limits, No Hoop Houses or Qutdoor Types
Table 4-15 provides estimates of total energy demand under Alterative 4 from assumed operation of
cultivation and noncultivation uses.

Table 4-15 Cumulative-Construction and Operational Energy Consumption for All Assumed Cannabis Uses -
Alternative 4

Page 4-25, the cumulative energy impact discussion and the title of Table 4-16 are revised for Alternative 4:

Alternative 5: All License Types with Moderate Limits, within Agricultural Zones Only, No Retail
Table 4-16 provides estimates of total energy demand under Alternative 5 from assumed operation
of cultivation and noncultivation uses.

Table 4-16 Cumulative Construction and Operational Energy Consumption for All Assumed Cannabis Uses -
Alternative 5

Chapter 6, “Other CEQA-Mandated Sections”
Page 6-2, the following correction is made to first paragraph under Section 6.3, “Significant and Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts:”

...State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires EIRs to include a discussion of the significant
environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented. As
documented throughout Chapter 3 (project level impacts) and Chapter 4, “Cumulative Impacts and
Overconcentration,” of this Draft EIR, after implementation of the CLUO performance standards and
identified mitigation measures, implementation of the CLUO would result in the following significant
and unavoidable impacts....

Chapter 8, “References”
Page 8-2, the following text change is made to clarify the reference:

City of Denver. 2019 (October)2648. Cannabis Environmental Best Management Practices Guide;
DraftSection-forReview: Air Quality;. Gity-of Denver; Public Health and Environment. August9,-2048.
Accessed here:
https://www.denvergov.org/content/dam/denvergov/Portals/771/documents/EQ/MJ%20Sustainab

|I|tv/6 Cannabis BestPracerslVIanagementGU|de Aeruahtv pdfh%tps#wwdewe#ge%erg%e%ten
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