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March 31, 2022

Dr. Adam Moreno

California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Pew Comments on Scoping Plan Update - Initial Modeling Results
Dear Dr. Moreno:

On behalf of the Pew Charitable Trusts (Pew), thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2022 Scoping Plan update, specifically the natural and
working lands component of this effort. We commend CARB for pursuing a science-driven,
comprehensive approach to developing goals and pathways related to reducing emissions and
enhancing carbon sequestration and storage in the state’s natural and working lands.

As noted in our previous comment letters, Pew’s interests relative to the 2022 Scoping Plan
update, and the focus of this letter, is to advance the protection and restoration of California’s
coastal wetlands, from the inland tidal reach of the Delta to nearshore eelgrass beds, as a key
component of the state’s climate response policies. Our comments will specifically provide
feedback on CARB’s revised Natural and Working Lands (NWL) scenarios memo and March
15, 2022, presentation of modeling results, as well as offer specific information to encourage a
more robust analysis of co-benefits related to wetlands.

Revised Natural and Working Lands Scenarios/ Modeling Results

Pew supports the refined focus around four Natural and Working Lands (NWL) scenarios. With
respect to wetlands, we note that the 120,000 acres proposed for Scenario 1 (prioritize short-term
carbon stocks, minimize disturbances) could also serve the purposes of Scenario 3 (prioritize
restoration and climate resilient carbon stocks). We support strong consideration of the higher
ambition wetland restoration targets given the significant emissions reduction impacts, the future
gains in terms of carbon sequestration and storage (which were not presented with the CARB
analysis results), and the strong nexus with building community resilience against sea level rise,
flooding, and subsidence.

Given the complexity of the modeling work and the tight timeframe governing this process, we
understand the desire to focus on a reasonable number of landscape types for modeling.
However, given CARB'’s intent to align the NWL work with the soon-to-be finalized Natural and
Working Lands Climate Smart Strategy, which includes several recommendations related to
coastal wetlands (emergent and submerged) across the state, we strongly urge CARB to include
goals and management strategies for all coastal wetlands, including eelgrass beds. For kelps and



https://resources.ca.gov/-/media/CNRA-Website/Files/Initiatives/Expanding-Nature-Based-Solutions/FINAL_DesignDraft_NWL_100821_508-opt.pdf
https://resources.ca.gov/-/media/CNRA-Website/Files/Initiatives/Expanding-Nature-Based-Solutions/FINAL_DesignDraft_NWL_100821_508-opt.pdf

other seaweeds, we encourage CARB to prioritize inclusion of these ecosystems in the next
Scoping Plan update, by which time greenhouse gas (GHG) accounting methodologies may
likely be in place alongside new science and data given the growing interest in ocean climate
solutions.!

Pew has provided support for Silvestrum Climate Associates and San Francisco Estuary Institute
to conduct a focused GHG inventory for San Francisco Bay and synthesize data and approaches
for incorporating coastal wetlands into NWL climate mitigation strategies (respectively). We
hope that these science products, which will be disseminated broadly including with CARB, will
help bolster inclusion of blue carbon ecosystems into the Scoping Plan Update for 2022 and
future updates.

Co-benefits

With respect to assessing co-benefits of NWL actions, Pew strongly recommends including
coastal wetlands (inclusive of the Delta) as part of this analysis. Healthy coastal wetland
ecosystems provide significant climate adaptation and resilience benefits, including lessening the
impacts of flooding and reducing erosion. They also support coastal economies, improve water
quality, and serve as biodiversity hot spots. By omitting wetlands in the co-benefits assessment,
CARB will miss an opportunity to help the state take a comprehensive approach to its land use
management that maximizes climate mitigation, adaptation, biodiversity, and community
resilience goals. To this end, we are attaching a literature review on coastal wetland co-benefits
that we hope CARB can utilize to incorporate these ecosystems into its co-benefits analyses.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important work to leverage California’s
Natural and Working Lands in support of climate mitigation. Pew and our partners welcome the
opportunity to provide further information and assistance in support of our recommendations.

Sincerely,

%Blu\‘&,j{,z? A0 QOM___‘ %’“

Sylvia Troost Gilly Lyons

Senior Manager Officer

Conserving Marine Life in the U.S. Conserving Marine Life in the U.S., Pacific

1 For example, see Krause-Jensen, D., Duarte, C. Substantial role of macroalgae in marine carbon sequestration. Nature
Geoscience 9, 737-742 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1038/nge02790
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Co-benefits of including
coastal wetlands in
Natural & Working
Lands strategies

Critical services common to
marshland and eelgrass
meadows

Critical services provided by
tidal saltmarsh

Critical services provided by
eelgrass meadows

Critical services provided by
brackish tidal marsh
(Sacramento — San Joaquin
River Delta)

Examples of relevant State
/Agency Plans

\Water quality

Nutrient cycling and transport
reduce eutrophication [1, 2],
sediment retention and
stabilization [1], and temperature
regulation

Salinity and temperature buffer
zone [3], traps sediments [1, 3],
and reduces pathogens and
pollutant loads reduces
eutrophication [1-4] before entry
into marine systems [2]

Uptake and remove toxic
contaminants [5], nutrient
cycling reduces eutrophication
[6. 7]

Salinity and temperature buffer
zone [3], nutrient regulation [3,
8] and turbidity control [3, 9]

\Water Quality Control Plan for
Oceans Waters (revised 2019)
[10], Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries (2018) [11], Bay-
Delta Plan (2018) [12], Ocean
Protection Council’s 2020-2025
Strategic Plan [13]

Coastal climate
adaptation and resilience

Shoreline protection through
wave attenuation and erosion
prevention [14-16]

Storm wave attenuation [15, 17],
flooding, sea level rise and
shoreline movement mediation
[17, 18]

Non-storm wave attenuation and
sediment stabilization [6, 7, 14,
15], localized amelioration of
ocean acidification [19]

Flooding mediation [3], habitat
climate adaptation for sensitive
species through tidal floodplain
restoration [20]

California Climate Adaptation
Strategy (draft) [21]; Ocean
Protection Council’s 2020-2025
Strategic Plan [13]; California
Ocean Acidification Action
Plan [22]

\Wildlife habitat and
ecological support

Directly and indirectly support
numerous keystone [23] and
ecologically significant terrestrial
and marine species [23],
including essential habitat for
birds flying the Pacific Flyway
[24-26]

Habitat for numerous insects,
fish, small and large mammals
[2, 18, 23], and migratory and
resident shorebirds [17, 18, 25,
27], including the endangered
California clapper rail [17, 25,
27].

Feeding, spawning, and
sheltering habitat for fish [5-7],
sea turtles [7], resident and
migratory shorebirds [5, 6]
(black brant rely almost entirely
on eelgrass) [24, 26], and
mammals [23], and the food
chains they rely on [6, 7]

Highly productive wetlands [8],
supports locally endangered
Chinook salmon [28, 29] and
Delta Smelt populations [30],
and highly productive to all
trophic levels [3]. Habitat for
mammals and sensitive
migratory birds [3]

California State Wildlife Action
Plan (2015) [31]; Pathways to
30 by 30 (draft) [32]; Ocean
Protection Council’s 2020-2025
Strategic Plan [13]

Natural resource
dependent economies:
commercial &
recreational fisheries,
ecotourism

High primary productivity [8, 33]
supports a variety of
economically important species
[2]. Estuarine fisheries make up
half of all California commercial
fishery landings, especially
sardine, anchovy, salmon, and
Dungeness crab [5, 34].
Ecotourism industry support [5,
17]

Highly productive habitat
supporting juvenile salmon
feeding and nursery ground [2,
29, 35], shellfish fishery, oyster
rearing grounds, and recreational
fishing [17, 18, 35] and
ecotourism industries [17]

Designated by the Pacific
Fishery Management Council as
Essential Fish Habitat [5-7].
Directly or indirectly supports
important crab, salmon, squid,
bivalves (wild and farmed), and
other fisheries as nursery and
feeding grounds [5, 7, 35], and
ecotourism [5].

Highly productive juvenile
salmon habitat and adult
migration route [3, 29, 36],
supports sturgeon fishery [37]
and a large sportfishing industry,
[38]

Ocean Protection Council’s
2020-2025 Strategic Plan [13]

Cultural Services

Supports local recreational
fishing and outdoor activities,
including wildlife viewing [5,

17]

Historical tribal nation fishery
and cultural grounds [17],
supports recreational fishing/bird

hunting and public parkland [17]

Tribal Nation use of eelgrass
plant material [39], supports
recreational fishing, swimming,

wildlife viewing [5]

Important area for sportfishing
[38], boating, and hunting [40]

Ocean Protection Council’s
2020-2025 Strategic Plan [13]
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