
From: David Graves
To: Joelle Gallagher; Gutierrez, Jesse
Subject: GHG Inventory in the RCAAP
Date: Friday, September 26, 2025 1:14:27 PM

[External Email - Use Caution]

Dear Chair Gallagher:
One should not view the Inventory as cast in stone. I believe the Waste-in-place and Wastewater Treatment values
are incorrect, and that fact has implications in understanding of the consequences of the various reduction strategies.
David Graves

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:wavey1500@icloud.com
mailto:joelle.gallagher@gmail.com
mailto:Jesse.Gutierrez@countyofnapa.org


From: Bordona, Brian
To: Crosby, Jamison; Gutierrez, Jesse; Melendez, Ryan
Subject: Fw: Public Comment for the Napa Climate plan (RCAAP)
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 2:16:24 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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From: Hoskins, Neha <neha.hoskins@countyofnapa.org>
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 12:55:10 PM
To: Bordona, Brian <Brian.Bordona@countyofnapa.org>; Parker, Michael
<Michael.Parker@countyofnapa.org>
Cc: Cooper, Paulette <paulette.cooper@countyofnapa.org>
Subject: FW: Public Comment for the Napa Climate plan (RCAAP)
 
FYI – see public comment below.
 
From: ClerkoftheBoard <clerkoftheboard@countyofnapa.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 12:52 PM
To: Alsop, Ryan <ryan.alsop@countyofnapa.org>; CRAIG, REBECCA (Becky)
<Becky.Craig@countyofnapa.org>; Bratton, Sheryl <sheryl.bratton@countyofnapa.org>
Cc: Cooper, Paulette <paulette.cooper@countyofnapa.org>; Hoskins, Neha
<neha.hoskins@countyofnapa.org>; Morgan, Greg <Greg.Morgan@countyofnapa.org>; Williams,
Anthony <anthony.williams@countyofnapa.org>
Subject: FW: Public Comment for the Napa Climate plan (RCAAP)

 
**Board of Supervisors Bcc’d**
 
Good afternoon,
 
Please see the public comment below.
 
Thank you,
 
 
 

Paulette Cooper
Deputy Clerk of the
Board II
Pronouns: She/Her/Hers
(why this matters)

mailto:Brian.Bordona@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Jamison.Crosby@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Jesse.Gutierrez@countyofnapa.org
mailto:ryan.melendez@countyofnapa.org
https://aka.ms/o0ukef
https://www.countyofnapa.org/1409/Clerk-of-the-Board
https://www.glsen.org/sites/default/files/GLSEN%20Pronouns%20Resource.pdf














 
 

 
 

Napa County Executive
Office  
1195 Third Street, Suite
310 | Napa, CA 94559
Phone: 707-253-4580

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email and all attachments are confidential and intended solely for the recipients as
identified in the "To," "Cc" and "Bcc" lines of this email. If you are not an intended recipient, your receipt of this email
and its attachments is the result of inadvertent disclosure or unauthorized transmittal. Sender reserves and asserts all
rights to confidentiality, including all privileges that may apply. Immediately delete and destroy all copies of the email
and its attachments, in whatever form, and notify the sender of your receipt of this email by sending a separate email
or phone call. Do not review, copy, forward, re-transmit or rely on the email and its attachments in any way.

 
 
 
 
From: Laurie Buurma <laurie.buurma@compass.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 12:13 PM
To: ClerkoftheBoard <clerkoftheboard@countyofnapa.org>
Subject: Public Comment for the Napa Climate plan (RCAAP)

 
This is to voice our opposition to the stated proposed Plan.  This Plan has no
environmental benefit to Napa County, it would instead be desemating an already
struggling real estate market, based upon a political and unscientific view of energy. 
 
Thank you, David & Laura Buurma
Napa
 
 
 

mailto:laurie.buurma@compass.com
mailto:clerkoftheboard@countyofnapa.org


Comments on the Napa Cities/ County RCAAP 

 

Thanks for the opprtunity to comment. 

 

I believe the analysis of Solid Waste//Waste in Place shows a fundamental error in the amount 

of methane emitted, Measures already in  place trap at least  75% of the landfill gas and burn 

the methane it contains. The fugitive methane is less than 500 MT or less, at a GWP value of 

27.9, the emissions from ACSL do not exceed 13,950 MTCO2e, and the benefit/cost ratio to 

chase the last fraction of emissions is likely a poor investment. (I will not engage in the debate 

about what te proper value of methane’s GWP should be; that is not to say it is not a worthwhile 

discussion.) This exagerration of the impact of waste-in-place emissions has serious 

consequences when the Plan looks at reducing emissions going forward, Inspection of the  

graphical representation,shows that as other sources of GHG emissions decrease, the share of 

the total emissions from “waste-in-place”  especially at the American Canyon Sanitary 

Landfill.goes  up. Both Sanitary Landfills in the County are subject to reporting requirements by 

the EPA under the FLIGHT program and by the CARB/SFBAAQMD Landfill Methane 

Regulation program. Retiring and closing  Clover Fat to a higher standard (lower amount) of 

fugitive methane emissions might make sense, but investing an lot at American Canyon 

Sanitary Landfill does not. 

 

The Plan errs in characterizing methane as the main greehouse gas emitted at NapaSan. It is in 

fact nitrous oxide, with GWP value of 300. Reducing NItrous Oxide will require closer process 

controls, especially for dissolved oxygen in various stepsalong the way. The wastewater 

treatment sector nationwide will continue to work diligently to reduce missions from wastewater 

treatment. I will forward NapaSsn’s consultant’s report on GHG emissions. A small thing but 

easily corrected, :the Plan overstates the number of trips to haul winery waste to EBMUD by as 

much as 50% according to survey data. 

 

The Carbon Stock Analysis will benefit from more accuate acreage values for landscape 

vegetation types, and more accurate characterization from using information developed by 

CARB’s  project on Natural and Working Lands. The County’s Baseline Date Report for the 

Geeral Plan is well-suited to cataloging and verifying plant communities areas and varying 

categories of land use. 

 

The analysis of emissions due to buildings is made less useful by the choice to make the 

greenhouse gas emissions from PG&E’s electricity portfolio zero for 2019. This is an accident of 

accounting and while it may be technically correct, this value is misleading and should be 

discarded for something more useful. I realize values calculated for compliance with the CPUC’s  

Renewable Portfolio Standard are not exactly compatible to total GHG emissions, but those 

values are more useful than this accounting fiction. See CPUC, December 2024 Annual RPS 

Report to the Legisature) PG&E’s RPS value is on the order of 31% for 2019, a long way from 

virtually 100% GHG-free. 

 

http://landfill.go/


As for the goal of eliminating GHG emissions from buildings, it is important to remember that 

building systems wear out and must be replaced. Accordingly,  one example is the existing 

stock of natural gas water heaters (residential or commercial) that will need replacement 

sometime before the building is replaced. The question is whether we can devise an ecosystem 

or network that will make it as easy or easier to swap out a failed natural gas warerheater for an 

electric heat pump water heater.as buy a GHG-spewing replacement at the big box store. We 

must 1) win over contractors/vendors/gatekeepers, so that  homeowners and property owners 

find it easy and 2) we need to create mechanisms to supplement the existing  financial 

incentives that will bridge the up-front cost gap, especially for less-wealthy homeowners. 

(Financing from a revolving fund loan repaid from the utility bill is one model.) The effort 

required to get the first 15% of water heaters retrofitted is probably an order of magnitude 

greater than the effort required to get the last 15% done. There is a saying in marketing—“about 

the time you get really sick of repeating it is about the time your audience begins to get it.” 

 

Water heaters wear out—but it takes a more concerted effort to enlist owners to retrofit buildings 

with leaky windows, upgrade insulation, reduce water use  and install energy-efficient lighting. 

The return on those investments is not instantaneous, and again may require  creative sources 

of financing. I think an untapped  “made in Napa” offset program that visibly invests in emission-

reducing measures right here in our community could play an important role in jump-

startigbuidig retrofits  

 

Green business standards need to embrace buiding decarbonixation, but also need to extend its 

standards into the carbon-intensive side of the wine business known as fulfillment, or shipping 

wine to customers. Medium-payload electric box trucks are available by any manufacturers. DC 

fast charging can met te needs of high capacity electric semi-trucks, if the charging network 

expands. As stationary batteries become less expensive, more opportunities exist for VPP/DER 

to take advantage of local self-generation. The American Canyon Sanitary Landfill is a 

brownfield site that can be repurposed to become the home of a significant solar array. The 

Green Island Road vineyard could host a large agrovoltaic site. Both sites are near grid 

connections. 

 

For new construction, public works agencies and private contractors should give preferenc to 

innovative materials like low-carbon concrete, mass timber,, low- to-no-runoff site design, and 

rainwater capture etc. Stormwater capture to provide for managed aquifer recharge should be 

part of our response to more irregular rainfall. 

 

These comments, while covering many topics, are not the last word on these topics. 

 

David Graves 

459 Randolph Street 

Napa 

707-486-2038 

 

 

http://heater.as/


From: Kevin Miller
To: Deborah Elliott; Melendez, Ryan
Cc: Gutierrez, Jesse; Timothy Kittel; Briggs, David; Griffis, Amanda; Tim Dewey-Mattia (Napa Recycling); Lederer,

Steven
Subject: Solid Waste Measure Comments for RCAAP from City of Napa
Date: Tuesday, September 30, 2025 7:56:23 PM
Attachments: image002.emz

image003.emz
City of Napa Disposal Reduction Policy - CC Reso # R2012 100 - 7-24-12.pdf
Ordinance O2010 18 - City of Napa C&DD Recycling - 10-19-10.pdf
Construction-and-Demolition-Debris-Recycling-Information-and-Frequently-Asked-Questions.pdf
R2022-008 - Signed City of Napa SB 619 NOIC to CalRecycle.pdf

Dear Deborah and Ryan,
 
The draft RCAAP comment period deadline kind of snuck up on me, but I
did post the following comment in green text below (and this is my follow-
up email as I wasn’t quite sure who to send it to at Ascent).
 
I head the Solid Waste/Recycling (SWR) division for the City of Napa.  The
basic draft RCAAP plan for SW measures are fine at a high level but I think
it might be a good idea to documents policies and programs already in
place for jurisdictions in Napa County.  For the City of Napa, three specific
policies and/or programs may be of particular note.  First, the Disposal
Reduction Policy (Council Resolution R2012-100) was adopted in 2012
and set a City target goal of 75% (or higher) for reduction of landfill
disposal.  Second, the City adopted a very ambitious Construction &
Demolition Debris Recycling Ordinance in 2010 (O2010-18) that requires a
minimum level of 50% recycling (without any credit for Alternative Daily
Cover - or ADC - at landfills) that is more stringent that the current
Statewide CalRecycle requirement of 65% (that provides full "diversion"
credit for ADC application at landfills).  Third, the City is fully committed to
full compliance with SB 1383 program requirements and is ahead of most
jurisdictions throughout California in this regard (having accepted food
scraps and soiled paper for composting collection systems since 2015).   I
will send an email to City/County staff with more information and relevant
attachments for consideration in the RCAAP.
 

First Attachment is the City of Napa’s 2012 City “Disposal Reduction
Policy” that I refer to in the above comment.

mailto:kmiller@cityofnapa.org
mailto:delliott@cityofnapa.org
mailto:ryan.melendez@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Jesse.Gutierrez@countyofnapa.org
mailto:tkittel@cityofnapa.org
mailto:DAVID.BRIGGS@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Amanda.Griffis@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Tim@NapaRecycling.com
mailto:Steven.Lederer@countyofnapa.org
mailto:Steven.Lederer@countyofnapa.org
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CONSTRUCTION & DEMOLITION DEBRIS RECYCLING 


INFORMATION SHEET 


 
 


Like an increasing number of cities throughout California, the City of Napa has adopted a construction and 
demolition (C&D) debris recycling ordinance in an effort to redirect C&D materials away from the landfills. The 
ordinance requires that 100% of identified materials be source-separated onsite and recycled. In addition, for 
projects projected to exceed $100,000 or 5,000 square feet (‘covered projects’), the project must achieve an 
overall salvage or recycle rate of 50% of all C&D debris generated, and a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan 


(WRRP) must be submitted before a building or demolition permit can be issued.   
 
This information will help you proactively manage your job-site C&D debris and comply with city recycling 
requirements.  Early planning can save you time and money, and prevent permitting delays.  The following 
are questions to consider: 


 


Are you required to participate? 


 
Yes, participation is mandatory for all new, remodel and demolition projects with designated recyclable 
materials. For ‘covered projects’ (those that exceed the $100,000 or 5,000 square feet threshold), there are 
additional requirements.   
 


What materials must be recycled or reused? 


 
All projects are required to divert 100% of project-related C&D debris for the following designated recyclable 
materials:  
 


o Masonry building materials including all products generally used in construction including, but not limited to 
asphalt, concrete, rock, stone, and brick. 


o Wood materials including any and all dimensional lumber, fencing, or construction wood that is not 
chemically treated, creosoted, CCA pressure treated, contaminated, or painted. 


o Vegetable and organic materials suitable for composting including trees, tree parts, shrubs, small stumps, 
logs, brush, or any other type of plants that are cleared from a site for construction or other use. 


o Metals including all metal scrap such as, but not limited to, pipes, siding, window frames, door frames, and 
fences. 


o Salvageable materials and structures that are in good working order and can be reused, including, but not 
limited to wallboard, doors, windows, fixtures, toilets, sinks, bath tubs, and appliances. 


o Any other construction or demolition debris that is non-hazardous and available for recycling or reuse.  


 


What is a Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP)? 


 
The WRRP is a required form provided by the City of Napa to building or demolition permit applicants for 
covered projects (those exceeding the $100,000 or 5,000 square foot threshold). It specifies to city staff how 
the project will meet the diversion requirements. An applicant or contractor must estimate on the form the 
amount of material to be generated (by weight) and provide a plan for meeting the diversion requirements. 
Upon completion of the project, the applicant or contractor must submit weight tickets to verify how and where 
the material from the project were recycled or reused.   







 


 
 


    


 


  


 


      
    
    


  
 


 


 
  


 
  


 


 


 


 
 


  


 
 


 


 
   


  
 


 


 


    
       


     


 


 
         
      
      


   


  


   
    
  


 


  
     


  


     
  


Is there an  Administrative Fee?


A non-refundable  $695  administrative fee applies  if your project meets or exceeds the $100,000 or 5,000
square foot threshold identified  for covered projects. This fee is  for  the review and processing  of  a  Waste 
Reduction and Recycling  Plan (WRRP), and  must be paid prior to receiving  a  building  or demolition permit.


Are there any guidelines for estimating how much  C&D debris will be generated?


Estimating the quantity of C&D debris that will be generated from your project is required to complete the 
WRRP, and weight  and/or  volume  estimates  must  be  provided on the  WRRP  form.  The City has a worksheet
that uses  standard  volume-to-weight  conversions for individual materials  to assist you.  Your  volume
estimates  will  also  assist you with determining how many  recycling containers  you may need to manage the 
C&D  debris generated  by  the project.


What  if you will also be  using subcontractors?


It is your responsibility to inform your subcontractors about  the  recycling requirements  and to ensure that your
entire project is in compliance with the C&D ordinance.  As  the  applicant, you  are responsible for any
materials that subcontractors  take away  from the jobsite. In order to comply with recycling requirements, your
subcontractors must take materials to a recognized recycling facility and provide you with recycling receipts.


Can  the C&D debris be separated by material type or mixed together?


You must source-separate materials onsite to demonstrate 100% recycling. For your convenience,  the City’s 
current authorized contractor—Napa Recycling  &  Waste Services, LLC (NRWS)—offers  split bins  (20-yard 
bin with a divider in middle) along with individual debris bins for capturing separated materials.  Other 
companies may also offer bins for separated materials as well.


What are my options for dealing with materials generated?


If you’re self-hauling,  see the list of local facilities  below.  Please call for additional details and pricing.  The 
Napa Recycling & Composting Facility accepts the widest range of materials  in Napa County  at low rates.


x







 
Regardless of the facility you choose, you must insist that they provide you with a recycling receipt.  You 
should call ahead to confirm that they will be able to provide you with the necessary documentation to meet 
the guidelines in the Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan (WRRP). 
 
If you need materials collected, you may contact NRWS for additional details and fees. NRWS rates for 
source-separated recyclable materials are substantially lower than garbage fees.  Other companies may also 
provide C&D collection services in Napa.  
 


What do I need to do to demonstrate compliance with the City of Napa’s recycling requirements? 


 
Applicants for covered projects must submit all recycling and disposal receipts to the C&D Compliance 
Official. The recycling receipts should clearly state the city building permit number or jobsite address, the 
date, the weight or volume, the material type, and confirmation that the materials were actually recycled. 
Failure to submit completed items A through D listed below can delay your final inspection and/or result in a 
fine.  The applicant shall provide all the necessary documentation to substantiate their efforts to meet the 
diversion requirement: 


A. Receipts from the vendor or facility which collected or received each material showing the actual weight 
or volume of that material.   


B. Weight slips/count or count estimate of material salvaged or reused in the current project. 


C. A copy of the revised WRRP for the project, calculating the weights of each material diverted and 
landfilled. 


D. Any additional information the applicant believes is relevant to determining its efforts to comply in good 
faith. 


 


Is it possible to get an exemption? 


 
If an applicant identifies unique circumstances that make it infeasible to comply with the diversion requirement, 
the applicant may apply for an infeasibility exemption at the time that he or she submits the WRRP. The 
applicant shall indicate on the WRRP the maximum rate of diversion he or she believes is feasible for each 
material and the specific circumstances that he or she believes make it infeasible to comply with the diversion 


requirement.  If the exemption is granted, the applicant must still pay the administrative fee.  The following 
projects shall be considered exempt: 
 
1. A project for which an applicant has written verification from a Public Safety Official or Code Compliance 


Officer of the City stating that immediate or emergency demolition is required to protect the public health, 
safety or welfare. 


 
2. A project for which an exemption, conditional use permit or design review approval has been obtained from 


the City prior to the effective date of the ordinance going into effect. 
 
3. A project of city public works or city public construction for which the notice inviting bids has been published 


prior to the effective date of the ordinance. (January 1st, 2011). 


4. A project contaminated by hazardous substances or waste as defined by state or federal law and verified by 
City staff in writing. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


 


What are the consequences for non-compliance? 
 
Any applicant who violates any provision of this chapter, including but not limited to noncompliance with WRRP 
requirements, shall be punishable by a fine of up to 5% of the project valuation, depending on the level of non-
performance as determined by the Compliance Official. Projects that do not achieve diversion requirements 
established in an approved WRRP are subject to a fine commensurate with the actual diversion achieved: 


 
1. 40-49% diversion = subject to 1% fine. 
2. 30-39% diversion = subject to 2% fine. 
3. 20-29% diversion = subject to 3% fine. 
4. 10-19% diversion = subject to 4% fine. 
5. 0-9% diversion = subject to 5% fine. 


 
If an applicant has not received a determination of “substantial compliance” by the Compliance Official prior to 
issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy, the Compliance Official may require (as a condition of 
issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy) that the applicant post the fine (based on the calculation set 
forth in Section 15.32.120) and that the applicant obtain full or substantial compliance with this Chapter within a 
specified time. 
 


Can a City decision be appealed? 


 
Any appeal must be in writing, accompanied by any required fees or charges, and submitted to the City Clerk. Any 
such appeal must be received by the City Clerk within ten (10) calendar days of the issuance of the administrative 
determination being appealed. The City Manager may postpone the obligation to pay required fees or charges, 
pending the conclusion of the appeal, if the appellant establishes to the satisfaction of the City Manager that the 
appellant is unable to pay the required fees or charges. 
 
The letter of appeal must state: 
 


(1) the specific administrative determination or action objected to (including an identification of the date on 
which the administrative determination was issued);  


(2) the action appellant requests the City to take;  
(3) all factual and legal grounds which the appellant wishes the City to consider as reasons for the appeal 


(such grounds to be identified by the appellant shall include, without limitation, any and all constitutional 
or statutory claims); and  


(4) the name, address and telephone number of appellant and any authorized representatives of the 
appellant. 


 
The decision made by the C&D Compliance Official or his or her designee on the appeal shall be in writing, 
stating the factual basis for the decision. The decision of the C&D Compliance Official or his or her designee 
shall be final and conclusive.   
























































Second Attachment is the City of Napa’s C&D Recycling Ordinance
referenced above.
Third Attachment is the current FAQs on the C&D ordinance issued
every time a Waste Reduction & Recycling Plan (WRRP) is approved
by the City for a project covered by the ordinance.
Fourth Attachment is the “Notice of Intention to Comply” multi-year
plan submitted to CalRecycle in 2022.  The City is on track to fulfill
everything noted in the SB 1383 implementation plan with the final
major compliance step being the establishment of full composting
programs for multi-family (MF) complexes within the City limits that
had no previous collection of compostable organics.  Although not
currently required by SB 1383, the City’s plan is to revisit all MF
complexes that only had yard trimmings service to capture food
scraps and soiled paper as well (with food scraps being a major
source of methane emissions when landfilled).

 
I realize the above only represent programs and policies for the City of
Napa, but I know other jurisdictions throughout Napa County have similar
programs and policies that should be researched and documented.  This
may not be appropriate for the RCAAP itself, but it would be useful
information for implementation of the solid waste measures of the RCAAP
once adopted. - KM
 
Kevin Miller | Materials Diversion Administrator (Recycling Manager)
City of Napa | Utilities Department – 1700 2nd Street, Suite 100 | Napa, CA  94559
Mailing Address | P.O. Box 660 | Napa, CA  94559-0660
( 707.257.9291 | 7 707.257.9522 | *kmiller@cityofnapa.org 

                P think of trees before you print please

 

mailto:kmiller@cityofnapa.org


From: Christopher J Warner
To: RCAAP; MeetingClerk
Cc: Michelle Deasy; Maya DeRosa
Subject: Re: Additional Preliminary Comments on Draft Regional Climate Action and Adaptation Plan and Schedule,

Building Electrification Measures, and Agenda Item 5.A, Napa Climate Action Committee Meeting, September 26,
2025

Date: Saturday, September 27, 2025 9:23:41 AM

[External Email - Use Caution]

In addition, changes to other parts and supporting documents for the RCAAP, e.g. Appendices
H and I, should be made consistent with these comments.

Thank you!

Christopher J. Warner

On Sat, Sep 27, 2025 at 7:49 AM Christopher J Warner <chrisjwarner52@gmail.com> wrote:
At the Climate Action Committee Sept 26, 2025 meeting, Committee staff and members
represented that the draft RCAAP's building electrification measures are intended to be
voluntary, not mandatory. Consistent with that discussion, attached are recommended
changes to the draft RCAAP's building electrification measures to ensure that they are
voluntary, not mandatory. 

Please include these changes in the next version of the draft RCAAP for consideration by
the Committee and the public. In addition, because the Committee staff presentation on
Agenda Item 5.A. was not available to the public prior to the Sept 26 meeting, please
include these additional preliminary comments directly to all Committee members and in the
after-meeting public and on-line record on Agenda Item 5. A.

Thank you for your consideration of these additional preliminary comments on the draft
RCAAP.

Christopher J. Warner
1434 Grayson Avenue
St. Helena, CA 94574
chrisjwarner52@gmail.com

On Tue, Sep 23, 2025 at 10:05 PM Christopher J Warner <chrisjwarner52@gmail.com>
wrote:

Please include the attached comments on the draft Regional Climate Action and
Adaptation Plan in the public record of comments on the draft Plan. Please also include
these comments on the draft Plan as public comments on Agenda Item 5.A in the public
agenda materials for the Climate Action Committee September 26, 2025 meeting.

In addition, please include in the public agenda for Item 5.A at the September 26, 2025
Climate Action Committee meeting the discussion and comments on the draft RCAAP at
the St. Helena City Council meeting on September 23, 2025 at the following link, 54:30 to
1:16.39. https://youtu.be/zzDdnIcNEp0 

mailto:chrisjwarner52@gmail.com
mailto:rcaap@countyofnapa.org
mailto:MeetingClerk@countyofnapa.org
mailto:mdeasy@cityofsthelena.gov
mailto:MDeRosa@cityofsthelena.gov
mailto:chrisjwarner52@gmail.com
mailto:chrisjwarner52@gmail.com
mailto:chrisjwarner52@gmail.com
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://youtu.be/zzDdnIcNEp0__;!!GJIbE8EFNbU!yDZ8aQ9FkSW0JKpecVLYAYKxw2bea5XL76-P7wjfnjCxslYqfnvpVj8Njs8bSeWpgMCvmVw3M6PkfFr76OW4Pqas4aU4iIWS$


These comments are my personal comments only, not in any official capacity and not
representing any third party or entity.

Thank you!

Christopher J. Warner
1434 Grayson Avenue
St. Helena, CA 94574
chrisjwarner52@gmail.com

mailto:chrisjwarner52@gmail.com


3 - 10 NAPA COUNTY REGIONAL CLIMATE ACTION AND ADAPTATION PLAN – PUBLIC DRAFT 

 

MEASURE BE-1: Retrofit Existing Buildings to Zero Carbon 

 
With Napa County’s population expected to grow by 18 percent from 2019 to 2045, existing buildings will 

constitute most building energy-related emissions in the future. Napa County Jurisdictions will develop and 

implement voluntary energy retrofit programs for existing residential and non-residential buildings to 

transition 

25 percent of existing buildings to zero carbon by 2030 and 100 percent by 2045. These programs include 

financial incentives, streamlined permitting, and community outreach to facilitate the transition to cleaner 

energy use. 
 

Strategy 

Clean and Efficient Energy Use 

in Existing Buildings 

Applicable Jurisdictions 

All 

GHG Reduction Potential 

2030 38,703 MTCO2e 

2035 57,957 MTCO2e 

2045 36,412 MTCO2e 

Partners 

Bay Area Air District 

Bay Area Regional Energy 

Network (BayREN) 

 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC)/Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), 

Marin Clean Energy (MCE), and other utilities 

Certified Electrical Safety Compliance 

Professional (CESCP) 

BayREN Codes & Standards 

Chambers of Commerce 

Targets 

25 percent of existing buildings are zero 

carbon by 2030 

100 percent of existing buildings are zero 

carbon by 2045 

Co-Benefits 

Cost Savings 

 

 

Economic Opportunity 

 

 

Energy Security 

 

Public Health & 

Wellbeing 

 

 

SHORT-TERM ACTIONS 

BE-1-A: Secure funding to support the implementation of energy efficiency and electrification actions. 

BE-1-B: To prepare for building electrification, work with local and regional agencies such as Bay Area Air 

District, BayREN, MTC/ABAG, PG&E, MCE, or others, to create a pre-electrification program that provides 

affordable financing or rebates or other incentives, depending on funding available, for electric panel upgrades. 

Begin by annually identifying buildings with natural gas water heaters or furnaces within 2 years of their 

average service lifetime, based on dates of original permits. Once identified, reach out to property owners to 

present the available incentives. Identify if electric panel upgrades are needed to support full building 

electrification. Also, determine if the building is suitable for on-site renewable energy (e.g., solar) and battery 

storage. Confirm with PG&E that the electric infrastructure will be able to support widespread or 

neighborhood-level electrification, and if not, work with PG&E to identify a timeline for upgrades. 

BE-1-C: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Work with the CECSP to develop reach codesvoluntary standards 

and associated cost-effectiveness studies that must be met for existing buildings. The reach codes standards 

will include the following voluntary performance standards or other similar voluntary standards that achieve 

equivalent GHG emission reductions: 
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i) Existing residential buildings’ modeled energy efficiency score under the voluntary standards should must 

meet or exceed half of the maximum cost-effective score at time-of-retrofit (note: “modeled energy 

efficiency score” means the building’s energy efficiency score as calculated by a CEC-approved compliance 

software program, such as the California Building Energy Code Compliance [CBECC] software.) 

ii) Voluntary standards for eExisting nonresidential buildings must should seek to reduce their non-electricity-

related emissions by 19 percent by 2030, and 75 percent by 2045. 

BE-1-D: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Determine voluntary reach code standard compliance triggers for 

retrofits, which may be based on one or more metrics such as percent of existing floor area, building permit 

valuation, or project valuation. 

BE-1-E: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Conduct stakeholder outreach with building industry members, 

contractors, residents, businesses, and other interest groups to present the reach code standard options and 

solicit feedback. 

BE-1-F: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Adopt an ordinancevoluntary standard(s) to implement and 

enforceencourage compliance with the new reach codestandard(s) for existing buildings. Pursuant to new 

statewide residential building code update limitations in Assembly Bill (AB) 130 (signed into law on June 30, 

2025), a residential reach code may not be adopted and enforced until in 2031; however, nonresidential reach 

code adoption and enforcement may proceed starting in 2026. 

BE-1-G: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Conduct training for permitting staff to understand the reach code 

requirements voluntary standards for existing buildings and how compliance will be demonstratedto 

encourage voluntary compliance. 

BE-1-H: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Develop a tracking system for the types of measures implemented 

to maximize energy efficiency and decarbonization, energy efficiency upgrades, or pre-wiring completed by 

voluntary applicants pursuant to voluntary reach code requirements standards for existing buildings. 

BE-1-I: Streamlined Permitting for Electrification: Review the existing permitting processes for building 

owners seeking to replace fossil-fueled equipment with electric equipment and modify as needed to reduce 

complexity, cost, and processing time for any required permits. 

BE-1-J: Streamlined Permitting for Electrification: Waive or reduce permitting fees for building retrofit 

projects that convert mixed-fuel buildings to all-electric and cap natural gas lines, to encourage exceedance of 

existing code requirements. Additionally, waive or reduce penalties/fees for prior non-permitted work that is 

upgraded for code compliance. Fee reduction may require modification of local fee ordinances. 

BE-1-K: Community Outreach and Education: Develop a community outreach program that provides 

education strategies that enable and encourage energy conservation and gas-to-electric conversions in 

residential and commercial buildings for space and water heating. Program elements could include developing 

and/or sharing existing online educational materials targeted to building owners and tenants that are hosted 

on the jurisdiction’s websites on energy efficiency and building electrification; promoting training, fact sheets, 

information on available incentives, video tutorials, and links to existing content (such as The Switch is On). 

Educational materials and resources should also be provided as part of routine regulatory processes, such as 
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applying for or renewing licenses or permits. Examples of incentives currently available (and subject to 

change) include: 

i) MCE’s Residential and Commercial energy efficiency programs. 
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ii) Energy Efficient Commercial Buildings Deduction tax credits program (179D). 

iii) Homeowner Managing Energy Savings (HOMES) rebate program. 

iv) High-Efficiency Electric Home Rebate (HEEHRA) program. 

BE-1-L: Develop a revolving loan fund to provide low-interest loans to low-income residents 

to cover the time- of-replacement/emergency replacement of natural gas water heaters 

and/or HVAC units with electric options, ensuring that loans can be processed quickly and 

efficiently with equitable procedural access. Pursue grant funding opportunities to seed the 

revolving loan fund. 

BE-1-M: For non-agricultural and agricultural operations, work with MCE to improve 

participation in the Commercial Energy Efficiency, Strategic Energy Management (SEM), and 

Agricultural and Industrial Resource (AIR) programs. Identify barriers that limit the current 

participation rate (e.g., knowledge about the program, program funding). Develop a plan to 

address the barriers to the program with the aim to reduce non- residential energy use by 

25 percent by 2030 from 2019 levels. 

LONG-TERM ACTIONS 

BE-1-N: Secure long-term funding to continue offering energy efficiency, electrification, and 

other net zero carbon rebates based on demand and progress toward the measure goal. 

BE-1-O: Provide a sliding schedule of rebates that offers more rebates in the short term 

and less in the long term, with a sunsetting date that expires unless renewed. The 

schedule will depend on the amount of funding available. 

Continue implementation of the pre-electrification program, adjusting for any 

improvements needed to increase participation such that 100 percent of buildings 

have the electric infrastructure to support full electrification. 

BE-1-P: Voluntary Reach CodesStandards: Each jurisdiction will review their existing 

building voluntary reach codes standards at the release of each triennial building code cycle 

to ensure that the voluntary reach codes standards do not conflict with new cost-effective 

electrification pre-wiring and energy efficiency measures, such that the existing voluntary 

building reach codes standards are in line with the most recent decarbonization guidance 

and cost-effectiveness data. 

BE-1-Q: Continue to streamline permitting and electrification program outreach, making any 

improvements in light of any challenges presented from implementation of other actions to 

achieve the goal of 100 percent electrification by 2045. 
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BE-1-R: For homes not eligible for BayREN/MCE programs, research opportunities to work 

with local financial institutions (e.g., credit unions, banks) to offer zero or low percent 

financing for a limited time (e.g., 24 months) or on a sliding scale based on income (e.g., 24 

months for income over 50 percent of median, 48 month for income less than 50 percent, 

with increasing APRs after). Jurisdictions may consider helping to pay for interest for the first 

two years to fund loans. 
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[External Email - Use Caution]

Please include in the public record and comments on the Draft RCAAP the attached benefit-cost
evaluation of the Draft RCAAP mandatory Building Electrification Measure BE-1.
 
The benefit-cost evaluation uses the Draft RCAAP’s cost estimates and other reasonable cost
estimates to calculate the benefit-cost evaluation of Measure BE-1 using the Social Cost of Carbon
(SCC) used and approved by the federal government during the Obama and Biden Administrations.
 
Based on these cost and benefit estimates, including using the approved Social Cost of Carbon,
the benefit-cost ratios are significantly less than 1.0, demonstrating that the Draft RCAAP
Building Electrification Measure BE-1 is significantly and grossly cost-ineffective and should
be deleted from the Draft RCAAP:

Thank you for your consideration of these additional preliminary comments.

Christopher J. Warner
1434 Grayson Avenue
St. Helena, CA 94574
chrisjwarner52@gmail.com
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Please include in the public record and comments on the Draft RCAAP the following benefit-cost 


evaluation of the Draft RCAAP mandatory Building Electrification Measure BE-1.  


 


The benefit-cost evaluation uses the Draft RCAAP’s cost estimates and other reasonable cost estimates to 


calculate the benefit-cost evaluation of Measure BE-1 using the Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) used and 


approved by the federal government during the Obama and Biden Administrations.1 


 


Based on these cost and benefit estimates, including using the approved Social Cost of Carbon, the 


benefit-cost ratios are significantly less than 1.0, demonstrating that the Draft RCAAP Building 


Electrification Measure BE-1 is significantly and grossly cost-ineffective and should be deleted from 


the Draft RCAAP: 


 


Benefit-cost calculation/ratio using Draft RCAAP cost estimates and Social Cost of 


Carbon: 


$1,461,558- $6,611,810 /  


$359,870,000 (net present value) – $448,380,000 (nominal) =  


0.003 – 0.018 


 


Benefit-cost calculation/ratio using alternative more likely cost estimates and Social 


Cost of Carbon: 


   $1,461,558 / $560 million - $1.68 billion = 0.003- 0.001 


   $6,611,810 / $560 million - $1.68 billion = 0.012 -0.004 


 


 Thank you for your consideration of these additional preliminary comments on the Draft 


RCAAP. 


 
1  Net total RCAAP GHG emissions reductions: 386,653 MTCO2e, Draft RCAAP, p.3-8;  


Percentage of net total RCAAP GHG emissions reductions attributable to building electrification measure 


BE-1 : 9%, Draft RCAAP, p.3-8; Net RCAAP GHG emissions reductions attributable to building 


electrification measure BE-1: 34,799 MTCO2e, Draft RCAAP, p.3-8; Cost of building electrification 


measure GHG emissions reductions using Draft RCAAP cost estimate of $448,380,000 (nominal) - 


$359,870,000 (net present value), p.6-3 and Appendix I, p. I-5; Table I-2, p. I-8 based on $2,000 and $3,500 


per rebate: $12,885 per MTCO2e (nominal) and $10,341 per MTCO2e (net present value); Cost of building 


electrification measure GHG emissions reductions per MTCO2e using cost estimate of $10,000- $30,000 


per each of 56,000 existing residential buildings: $560- $1.68 billion (nominal), or $16,092- $48,277 per 


MTCO2e (nominal); Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) used by federal government, California and other states 


for benefit-cost evaluations of GHG emissions reduction measures during Obama and Biden 


Administrations: $42- $190 per MTCO2e, see What is the social cost of carbon? | Brookings ; Biden 


Administration Unleashes Powerful Regulatory Tool Aimed at Climate - The New York Times; 


Environmental benefits of incremental GHG emissions reductions from Measure BE-1 using Social Cost of 


Carbon approved by Obama and Biden Administrations: 34,799 MTCO2e x $42- $190 Social Cost of 


Carbon = $1,461,558- $6,611,810. 
 
 



https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-is-the-social-cost-of-carbon/

https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/02/climate/biden-social-cost-carbon-climate-change.html

https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/02/climate/biden-social-cost-carbon-climate-change.html
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Please include in the public record and comments on the Draft RCAAP the following benefit-cost 

evaluation of the Draft RCAAP mandatory Building Electrification Measure BE-1.  

 

The benefit-cost evaluation uses the Draft RCAAP’s cost estimates and other reasonable cost estimates to 

calculate the benefit-cost evaluation of Measure BE-1 using the Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) used and 

approved by the federal government during the Obama and Biden Administrations.1 

 

Based on these cost and benefit estimates, including using the approved Social Cost of Carbon, the 

benefit-cost ratios are significantly less than 1.0, demonstrating that the Draft RCAAP Building 

Electrification Measure BE-1 is significantly and grossly cost-ineffective and should be deleted from 

the Draft RCAAP: 

 

Benefit-cost calculation/ratio using Draft RCAAP cost estimates and Social Cost of 

Carbon: 

$1,461,558- $6,611,810 /  

$359,870,000 (net present value) – $448,380,000 (nominal) =  

0.003 – 0.018 

 

Benefit-cost calculation/ratio using alternative more likely cost estimates and Social 

Cost of Carbon: 

   $1,461,558 / $560 million - $1.68 billion = 0.003- 0.001 

   $6,611,810 / $560 million - $1.68 billion = 0.012 -0.004 

 

 Thank you for your consideration of these additional preliminary comments on the Draft 

RCAAP. 

 
1  Net total RCAAP GHG emissions reductions: 386,653 MTCO2e, Draft RCAAP, p.3-8;  

Percentage of net total RCAAP GHG emissions reductions attributable to building electrification measure 

BE-1 : 9%, Draft RCAAP, p.3-8; Net RCAAP GHG emissions reductions attributable to building 

electrification measure BE-1: 34,799 MTCO2e, Draft RCAAP, p.3-8; Cost of building electrification 

measure GHG emissions reductions using Draft RCAAP cost estimate of $448,380,000 (nominal) - 

$359,870,000 (net present value), p.6-3 and Appendix I, p. I-5; Table I-2, p. I-8 based on $2,000 and $3,500 

per rebate: $12,885 per MTCO2e (nominal) and $10,341 per MTCO2e (net present value); Cost of building 

electrification measure GHG emissions reductions per MTCO2e using cost estimate of $10,000- $30,000 

per each of 56,000 existing residential buildings: $560- $1.68 billion (nominal), or $16,092- $48,277 per 

MTCO2e (nominal); Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) used by federal government, California and other states 

for benefit-cost evaluations of GHG emissions reduction measures during Obama and Biden 

Administrations: $42- $190 per MTCO2e, see What is the social cost of carbon? | Brookings ; Biden 

Administration Unleashes Powerful Regulatory Tool Aimed at Climate - The New York Times; 

Environmental benefits of incremental GHG emissions reductions from Measure BE-1 using Social Cost of 

Carbon approved by Obama and Biden Administrations: 34,799 MTCO2e x $42- $190 Social Cost of 

Carbon = $1,461,558- $6,611,810. 
 
 

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-is-the-social-cost-of-carbon/
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/02/climate/biden-social-cost-carbon-climate-change.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/02/climate/biden-social-cost-carbon-climate-change.html
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