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Ben  Shepherd

PO Box  336

Loleta,  CA  95551

November  20, 2019

Honorable  Chair  and  Members  of  the  Planning  Commission

County  of  Hurnboldt

3015  H Street

Eureka,  CA  95501

n!TC\

Re: Objection  to Hurnboldt  Wind  Energy  Project

Honorable  Chair  and  Members  of  Planning  Commission:

I am  writing  to object  to the  proposed  Humboldt  Wind  Project  for  aesthetic  and  environmental

reasons.  The  Project  will  be a visual  blight  on  two  pristine  ridges,  given  its 600-foot  tall

structures.  I also  object  to the miles  of  clear-cutting  required  as a right-of-way  for  the 23-mile

overhead  transmission  line.  The  Project  will  also cause  increased  sedimentation  in  the Eel  River,

due to a combination  of  high  seasonal  rainfall  and  rapid  runoff  on  unstable  soils,  which  is further

exacerbated  by  the  seismic  activity  in  the area. The  benefits  of  the  project  simply  do not

outweigh  the considerable  environmental  impacts.

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  I object  to the Project  and  request  that  the  Commission  DENY

approval  of  the  conditional  use permit.

Sincerely,

Ben  Shepherd



Dear  Commissioners,

The Skookumchuck  Wind  facility  in Lewis  Wa is in progress  and

provides  a stark  and appropriate  contrast  to TerraGen,  as it is the only

otlier  sucli  facility  directly  in the range  of  the marbled  murrelet.

Skookumchuck:

aCurtails  turbine  activity  for  10 WTGs  during  critical  flight
times=decreased  revenues

RECEiVED
NOV 2 l 2019

Humboldt County
PUNNJNG

aBuys 616 acres of  murrelet  habitat  with  conservation

easements=$3,000,000  (HRC  has over  2000  acres of  murrelet  habitat

protected until  2049 that could  be permanently  protected  with  CEs)

aRemoves 91-96 fishing  net segments that could entangle  murrelets  at

sea=$450,000  (Only a potential  ill-defined  back-up  with  TerraGen)

aDonates  $17,000  to Yelm  Community  Schools  District

litt.p://www,skookwind.com/about-the-pro.iect/

*Fully  funds  a decommissioning  plan  including  removal  of  subsurface
footings  to a depth  of  3 feet

aAcknowledges "very  limited  information  currently  exists  to assess

potential  impacts of  climate change on murrelets  or eagles.55 7.1.5
Climate  Change

https://www.fws.gov/wafwo/documents/SWEP/Skookumchuck%20HCP
%20subinittal%20draft.pdf

Respectfully submitted in opposition  to the Terragen HumWind  CUP
and Overriding  Considerations,

KenMiller 11/21/2019 !444



Sanctuary  Forest
p.o.  Box 166
Whitethorn
Cglifornia  95589

Board  of  Directors
Campbell  Thompson,  President

Biolagisl  - Reslr>ralionisl

nric  Sliafer,  Vice  President
Retired  Teaclier

Janice  Parakilas,  Treasurer

Retired  Optician

21 November,  2019

BHg[l'VU)
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HumboldtCOunt'l
To: Humboldt  County  Planning  Commission  PU"Nl'
From:  Stuart  Moskowitz,  Lead Monitor  Luna  Consenration  Easement

RE: Proposed  Terra  Gen Wind  Energy  Project  and  its Impact  on  the

Luna Conservation  Easement

The  Luna Conservation  Easement  was created  in 1999  at the  conclusion  of  julia  buttefly

hil)'s  two  year  tree-sit  in Luna,  just  below  Monitor  Ridge. As stewards  of  this  Luna

Covenant,  it is Sanctuary  Forest's responsibility  to ensure  the  protected  land  remains

protected  and  also  that  we  continue  to have  access  to the  protected  land.
Renee  Crowley,  Secretary
Hetyed  Park  Uiut  A4anager

Betsy  Watson,  Pit. D.
Remed  Socrologist  & A4edimor

Stuart  Moskowitz
A4atliematrcs  Educator

Micliael  Torbert

Organrc  Fmmer

Victoria  Sliafer
Retired  Teaclier

Matthew  Knoede}seder
Restoraluin  isT

David  Sopjes
Retired  Tenclier

I write  to you,  the  Humboldt  County  Planning  Commission  because  the  protection  of  the

Luna  Covenant  needs  to  be considered  as decisions  are made  about  the  proposed  Terra

Gen Wind  Energy  Project.  So we  write  this  letter  to bring  it to  your  attention.  I am

attaching  a map  of  the  impacted  area  and I've indicated  Luna's  approximate  position

with  an X. While  Luna is not  on Monument  Ridge,  it is very  close  to the  Tie-In  Line  that

will  move  the  power  from  Monument  Ridge  to Bridgeville  and it is also  very  close  to  the

access  road  from  Jordan  Creek  up to  the  ridge.  I realize  that  the  map  I have  found  is low

resolution  and  not  completely  clear,  but  it does  appear  that,  at  the  least,  our  access

roads  to Luna could  be impacted.

Emeritus  Directors

Will  Bell

Tom  Brundage

Diane  Foster

Frank  Letton

Annette  Madsen

Beth  Tobi  Maizes

Bob  McKee

Heleii  McKenna

David  McMurray

Rondal  Snodgrass

Staff
April  New}ander
Execulive  Director

Taslia  McKee
H'mer  Program  Director

Galen  Dolierty
Lands  Program  Drreclor

Anna  Rogers
Educalion,  Desielopmenr

& Adminislralrsie  Dyector

Brandon  Craig

Water  & Larids  Program  Assistant

Walker  Wtse

Water  Program  Assistant

Marylou  Scavarda

Admrn(strarisie  & Program  Assisrant

Denise  Dills
Jhuikkeeper  & Cmstract  Manager

Phone:  707-986-1087

Fax:  707-986-1607

sanctuary@sanctuaryforest.org
www.sunctuaryforest.org

If further  information  is needed  from  Sanctuary  Forest,  please  contact  me directly  at

707-502-0363  or  at stuart(a)humboldt.edu,  or  our  Executive  Director,  April  Newlander  at

707-986-1087  or at april@sanctuaryforest.or@

Thank  you  for  considering  this  impact  as you  make  your  decision,

d,WljJayjl,



My name  is Joan  Tippetts.  I am speaking  here  tonight  as a fourth  generation  native  of

Humboldt  County,  the  blink  of  an eye  compared  to the  Wiyot  People  who  have  been  here  so

much  longer  but  nonetheless  one  who  has my roots  here  and  truly  appreciates  it in depth

and  know  that it's not mine  to despoil  just  so we  can  continue  to consume  electricity  at

an unrealistic  level.  I earned  a degree  in botany  from  UC Davis,  and  taught  high  school  level

biology,  and  environmental  science  ori the  Navajo  Nation  for  fourteen  years.

One  can  be seduced  by the idea  that  technology  will solve  the  very  problems  that  it has created

in the  first  place,  but  all technologies  are not created  equal,  and  all sites  to accommodate  the

technology  are not  equally  suitable  eit)ier.  We  need  to and  can  arrive  at a combination  of

non-destructive  power  generation,  conservation,  and  reduced  consumption,  and I also

recommend  that  everyone  research  the adverse  effects  of existing  wind  projects  before  extolling
the  so-called  benefits.

This  proposed  wind  project  is not  the  solution  to our  climate  crisis  but  will in fact  worsen  it by its

devastation  to our  surroundings,  and  our  rural  way  of life. It will  cause  hardship  for  anyone  who

lives  near  it including  all the  wildlife  that  cannot  speak  for  itself  here  at this  meeting.  It would

destroy  the heart  of  what  Humboldt  County  has  to offer  as a buffer  against  the  onslaught  of

climate  change,  a significant  carbon  sink  and  host  to biodiversity  found  few  other  places.  Do we

really  want  140  acres  of permanent  concrete  pads  on top  of a sacred  ridge  that  also  sequesters

carbon  and  proqdes homes  for  our  native  plants  and  animals?  I think  not.
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Humboldt  Wind  Project  Planner

County  of Humboldt

Planning  and Building  Department,  Planning  Division

3015  H Street,  Eureka,  CA 95501

CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

Environment  and Community  M.A. in

Social  Science  graduate  program

Humboldt  State  University

1 Harpst  St.

Arcata,  CA 95521

November  20, 2019

To the  Humboldt  County  Planning  Commission  and Board  of Supervisors

We,  the undersigned  students,  alumni,  and faculty  of the  Environment  and Community  M.A  in

Social  Science  graduate  program  at Humboldt  State  University  wish  to express  our  support  for

the position  of the  Wiyot  Tribe  in opposing  the Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project.

As expressed  in a June  14, 20191etter  from  Adam  Canter  (Tribal  Botanist)  and  Ted  Hernandez

(VS/iyot Tribal Chairman), "The environmental, physical, and spiritual impacts that [the projectl
would  have  upon  the  cultural  landscape  and cultural  sites  of the  Wiyot  Tribe,  and  greater

community, are unmitigatable,  and  it is the recommendation  of the  Tribe  that  the project  be

denied,  and the County  select  the  "No  Project"  alternative."

The  response  to tribal  comments  in the  Final  EIR  is to essentially  affirm  that  there  are

"significant  and unavoidable  impacts"  and  those  impacts  could  only  be avoided  by not  placing

turbines  on Bear  River  Ridge.  On these  points,  it appears  that  the  project  proponents  and

opponents  are in agreement.

We  urge  the  County  Planning  Commission  and Board  of Supervisors  to choose  the "No  Project"

alternative.  We  agree  with  the  many  people  who  have  brought  attention  to this  desecration  of

Bear  River  Ridge.  The  current  project  is a clear  endorsement  of the ongoing  theff  and

colonization  of Indigenous  lands.

We  agree  that  reducing  CO2  emissions  is urgent  and  we believe  that  with  collaborative  local

leadership  an approach  to generating  renewable  energy  in Humboldt  County  can be developed

that  will be environmentally,  socially  AND  culturally  resilient.

Signed,

Janelle  Adsit

Riley  Allen

Mox  Alvarnaz

Erik  Arndt

Megan  Awwad

(please  see  page  2 for  other  signatories)



Mark  Baker

Kayla  Begay

Cynthia  Boshell

Renee  Byrd

Nikki  Caputo

Leena  Dallasheh

Theodora  Doyon

Yvonne  Everett

Kelly  Fortner

Nikola  Hobbel

Erin  Kelly

Meriel  Melendrez  Mees

John'  Meyer

Christi  Nash

Hailee  Nolte

Aneika  Perez

Charley  Reed

Cutcha  Risling  Baldy

Maxwell  Schnurer

Marlon  D. Sherman

Alexia  Siebuhr

Anthony  Silvaggio

Prineet  Kaur  Sohal

Vanessa  Tenorio

Carrie  Tully



Zoning  Administrator AGENDA November  21, 2019

1. Amaranth  Farms  Special  Permit

RecordNumber:  PLN-10897-SP

AsSessor's  ParcelNumber:  108-033-014

1020 Windy  Ridge  Lane,  Honeydew  area

ag8Nto

:uOm\i;u:::It:C\:Olu'3GnJ
Project  Description:  Amaranth  Farms  seeks approval  of  a Special  Permit  (SP) to allow  10,000  square

feet  (sf) of  existing  outdoor  cannabis  cultivation.  Cultivation  occurs  in four  greenhouses  and one

outdoor  area. The  irrigation  water  source  is a Point  of  Diversion  (POD)  from  a spring  that  is tributary

to East Fork  Honeydew  Creek.  A Special  Peimit  is also requested  in compliance  with  Humboldt  Code

Section  314-55.4.11(d)  to allow  a relaxation  of  the six hundred-foot  (600')  setback  requirement  from

the King  Range  National  Conservation  Area.  A Special  Permit  is requested  per  the Streamside

Management  Area  Ordinance  for  the continued  use and maintenance  of  a diversion  from  a spring  used

for  irrigation  water.

Staff  Recomrnendatton:  Continue  the project  to the December  5, 2019  Zoning  Administrator  hearing.

2. Amarantb  Fams  Special  Permit

Record  Number:  PLN-1  1268-SP

Assessor's  Parcel  Number:  108-033-004

1010 Windy  Ridge  Lane,  Honeydew  area

Honeydew  area

Project  Description:  A Special  Peimit  (SP) to allow  10,000  square feet  (sf) of  existing  outdoor

caruiabis  cultivation.  The irrigation  water  source  is a diversion  from  a fully-contained  spring.  A Special

Permit  is also requested  to allow  a relaxation  of  the 600-foot  setback  from  the King  Range  National

Conservation  Area.  A Special  Permit  is also being  considered  for  development  within  the Streamside

Management  Area  (SMA)  to allow  the continued  use of  the diversion  that  supplies  irrigation  water.

Staff  Recommendation:  Continue  the project  to the December  5, 2019  Zoning  Admiriistrator  hearing.

D. ITF,MS  PULLED  FROM  CONSENT

E. PUBLIC  HEARINGS

F. ADJOURNMF,NT

Persons  wishing  to file  docuinentation  on arry agenda item for  the official  record  must submit  an original

andfour  (4) copies of  each document  to the ZoningAdministrator  Clerk  at the Planning  and Building
Department,  3015 H  Street in Eureka.

Page  2
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North  Coast  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board

November  2al, 2C)19

Mr. Michael  Richardson
Director  of Scotia  Cogeneration  Operations
Humboldt  Redwood  Company
p.o.  Box  37
Scotia,  CA  95565
MRichardson(Qhr61lc.com

Dear  Mr. Richardson:

The  Humboldt  Sawmill  Company  (HSC)  is currently  regulated  by the North  Coast
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (Regional  Water  Board)  under  Waste  Discharge
Requirements,  Order  No. R1-20"l2-0065  (2012  Permit).  The  2012  Permit  also  serves  as
a National  Pol)utant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  (NPDES  No.
CAOOO6017).  The  20'12 Permit  includes  Discharge  Prohibitions  and  Reclamation
Specifications  (Recycled  Water).  The  2012  Permit  is set.to  he reneyd  in 2020.  Re-use
of industrial  process  water  for  the  uses  described  in the Humboldt  Wirid  Energy  Project
EIR documents  was  riot  indicated  in the in submitted  application  for  reneWal  of the  2012
Permit  receive  by Regional  Water  Board  staff.

Regional  Water  Board  staff  have  reviewed  the Final  Environmental  Impact  Report
(FEIR)  for  the  Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  and  we  have  concerns  regarding  the
proposed  use  of industrial  process  water  from  the  Scotia  Cogeneration  Plan.t, which  is
part  of  the  HSC  facility,  for  "dust  suppression,  backfill  compaction,  and  cement  mixing."

Section  2.3.16  (Water  Supply  and Usage)  of  the Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  FEIR,
Revisions  to the Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR),  states,  "Most  of  thq
project's  water  use  would  occur  during  the construction  phase  for  dust  puppression,
backfill  compaction,  and  cement  mixing.  These  activities  are  expected  to require  62
acre-feet  of  water.over  the duration  of  construction.  This  water  demand  would'  be met  by
the use  of  water  sourced  from  the  nearby  Scotia  Community  Services  District's
svsu';tcsvatcr  trcatmcnt  and  coryncration  faciliticc  and  from  HRC  who  would  se//  the
water  before it discharges  into the "LOG7 Pond" located  in the town of Scotia. Potable
water  required  at the O&M  building  would  be provided  by a groundwater  well."

Section  3.8  of the  DEIR  has been  revised  in the Final  EIR  to state,  "An  estimated  62
acre-feet  of  water  would be required  for  construction-related  activities. Most of  this
water  would  be used  during  construction  of  wind  turbines,  transmission  lines,  the project
substation,  and  related  facilities;  for  dust  suppression;  for  compaction  of  soil  backfill;

VALEFIIE L. Quihrro. CHAIR I  MATTHIAS ST. Joi-iri, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

5550  Skylane  Ellvd.,  Suite  A, Santa  Rosa,  CA 95403 www.  waterboatds.ca.gov/northcoast

5E{E 9p(,E"@

11/21/2019,  11:45  A



aoout:  Dl

Mr. Michael  Richardson -2- November  21, 2019

X

Although  the  2 €)12 Permit  authorizes  the  use of  secondary  treated  effluent  from  the Log

Pond  for  use  on HRC  Sawmill  property  for  dust  suppression,  there  is no authorization

for  the use  of untreated  industrial  process  water  for  the  propoq@d  4B@5 ljB)@d jll  jjy,,,
Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  (dust  suppression,  backfill  compactions,  and  cement
mixing).  The  2al2  Permit  also  includes  prohibitions  (Discharge  Prohibitions  III.E,  111.1

and  III.J)  that  would  prohibit  the  proposed  uses  listed  above.

As a technical  matter,  the proposed  uses  of  untreated  industrial  process  water  raise  a

number  of  water  quality  concerns  related  to the presence  and potential  discharge  of

metals  such  as chromium,  zinc  and  chlorine.  The  water  quality  concems  are  related  to

threats  to surface  water  frorp  potential  process  water  runoff,  threats  to soil
contamination  and  ground  weTter impacts  from  the percolation  of process  water.  It also

raises regulatory issues as recycled water use requires that the water is first-treated to
the  equivalent  of tertiary  trea'tment and  must  be properly  perrriitted  and  monitored  to
evaluate  impacts  to surface  and  ground  water.

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments.  If you  have  any  questions,  please

contact  Justin  McSmith  at 707-576-2082  or at Justin.McSmith(a;waterboards.ca.qov.

X

Sincerely,

ff7
Justin  McSmith

Water  Resource  Control  Engineer

19al4  2'lJMerHumboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  Use  of  Cooling  Tower  Water

Certified-Return  Receipt  Requested

2 of  3 11/21/2019,  11:45  A
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Testimony  of  Larry

Goldberg,  Trinidad

resident.

Nov.  2019

RcPowerHumboldt
The  Redwood  Coast

Energy  Authority's

Comprehensive  Action
Plan  for  Energy

RECEIVU)
%(M 21 2019

HumboldtCounty
PLPfflmG

2019  UPDATE  -  DRAFT  2.Oa

10-2'l-19

RCEA  Power  Mix

iocai  solar

Locai small Iwaro

Local ofisliore  witm

Locai  orisho+e  vririd

Ilicz-iocal  ienewables

Local biomass

Tilori-local  large hvdro

l'iluclear

(%  20?: 40' € 60%  80%  100%
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In public  meetings  held

throughout  Humboldt  in 2019,  the

overwhelming  number  of  people

agreed  that  local  solar,  small

hydro,  offshore  wind  and on-

shore  wind  were  preferred

alternatives  for  our  energy  for

2030.

Energy  End-use  Emissions  Reduction  Targets

Drastic  reductions  in fossil  fuel

energy  is going  to be required  to

meet  our  goals  of  fossil-free

energy  by 2030.

 ' ,11 ;  - I

l  I l l  l'

e s-!ffi
2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

' Electricity

Propane

mMai.ne

u Gasolme ar Dieie
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2030  Local Power  Generation  Targets

Target  installed  capacities:

Solar  (utility):

Solar  (customers'):

Offshore  wind:

Onshore  wind:

8MW

50 MW

150  MW

125  MW

50 MW

21 MW

Biomass:

Small  hydro:

Local power  generation  targets

include  local  solar,  wind,  biomass

and  small  hydro  to  meet  our

future  energy  needs.

2030  Local  Power  Generation  Targets

Sotar  (utility)

2oA

Offshore  Wind

43%

Solar  (customer)

6%

Small  liydro

4%

Biomass

21%

Onshore  wind

24%

Onshore  wind  generation  targets

is 24%  to  meet  our  future  energy

needs.

Building  a local  clean  energy  sector  is critical  to  our  2030  energy  plan.

Regional  Planning  & Coordination Regional  Planning  & Coordination

Goal  3: Build  the  clean  energy  sector

into  a cornerstone  of  the  local

economy  through  a breadth  of

strategies  that  include  innovation,

research  and  development,  local

energy-related  business

development,  and  Humboldt  Bay  as

the  primary  west  coast  hub  for  the

offshore  wind  energy  industry.

Goal  2: By 2030  Humboldt  County

can  affordably  and  reliably  meet  its

local  energy  needs  with  local

resources  and  has the  robust  local

capabilities  and  infrastructure

necessary  to  effectively  respond  to

any  energy  emergencies  or

rlisruptions  in energy  supply.



Stated  Goals  for  2030  RePower  Plan  for  energy

independence

Energy  Generation  & Utilities

Services

Goal  1:  By 2025  100%  of  RCEA's power

mix  will  be from  a combination  of

state-designated  renewable  energy

sources-solar,  wind,  biomass,  small-

hydroelectric,  and  geothermal-and

state-designated  net  zero  carbon

emission  existing  large  hydroelectric

facilities.

Energy  Generation  & Utilities

Services

Goal  2: By 2030  Humboldt  County  will

be a net  exporter  of  renewable  energy

and RCEA"s power  mix  will  consist  of

100%  local,  net-zero-carbon-emission

renewable  sources.

Integrated  Demand  Side

Management

Goal  1:  Support  the  wide-spread

installation  of  customer  solar

energy  systems,  with  a target  to

increase  installation  to  a rate  of  one

system  every  day  for  the  next

decade  to  reach  30MW  of

customer  solar  installed  by  2025

and  50MW  installed  by  2030.

Integrated  Demand  Side

Management

Goal  3: Implement  expanded

efficiency  and  electrification

programs  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas

emission  from  natural  gas use by

20%  by 2030  and  establish  and

maintain  a trajectory  to  reduce

emission  from  natural  gas by 90%

by 2050.

Integrated  Demand  Side

Management

Goal 4: Deploy  a network  of
community  microgrids  and
renewable  energy  back-up  power
systems  across  the  county  to
reduce  greenhouse  gas emissions
and to provide  energy  resiliency
and long-duration  emergency
energy  suppty  at all critica!  facilities
by 2030.



-f-"

r

'it







;regards  to your  article  Green  versus  Green,l  am saddened  our  community  is diGide':d an thisissue.  lt is not  easy  to  decide  between  what  is right  and right.  It is right  to protect  the  traditionsand cultures  of native  tribes.  It is right  to protect  wildlife  and  wilderness.  It is right  to warn  ofglobal  climate  catastrophe.  Greta  Thunberg  is right  that  our  house  is on fire, she  says:  "I wantyou  to listen  to the scientists.  And  I want  you  to unite  behind  the  science.  And  then  I want  youto take  real action.
Many  have  listened  to the  scientists;  we trust  their  data  showing  increased  greenhouse  gassesare leading  to catastrophic  losses  of wildlife,  wilderness,  and  humans,  We have  heard  thescientists  warn  we  must  rapidly  stop  burning  fossil  fuels.  But,  how?  We rely  on fossil  fuels  fortransportation  and  electricity  every  single  day. Can  we unite  behind  a solution?  Who  can betrusted  to take  action?
A decade  ago,  local  energy  experts  began  work  on a plan  for  all of  Humboldt  County  to stopburning  fossil  fuels  for  transportation  and  electricity.  I am very  proud  of  our  community  forworking  towards  this  goal.  "Key  tasks  included  an assessment  of  resource  and  technologyoptions...  economic  analysis...  project  development,  financing  and  ownership  alternatives.regulatory  and political  issues.  As a crucial  part  of  this  effort,  the  team  made  a concerted  effortto gather input from a diverse group of county stakeholders and include their views... [inl theRePower  Humboldt  strategic  plan."  The  Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  is part  of this  plan.Now,  a decade  later,  will  diverse  local  stakeholders,  tribes,  scientists,  engineers,  andenvironmentalists  be able  to work  together  to actually  reach  the  goal  and  forgo  fossi)  fuels?Please  choose  to take  real action.

Amber  Woodworth,  Manila
707-777-:3380
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November  21, 2019

My name  is Daniel  Chandler.  I have lived  here  for  30 years.  Thank  you for  hearing  my

comments.

Despite  very  considerable  efforts,  the Humboldt  Wind  Project  will  not  be able to mitigate  all

consequences  of  generation  of about  a third  of  all the  electricity  Humboldt  uses now.

Opponents  of  the  project  want  you to focus  as narrowly  as possibly  on these  admittedly

negative  impacts  of  the  project.  I would  ask you to  take  several  steps back.

Let me start  with  salmon.  Just as salmon  are associated  with  California,  salmon  are  also

associated  with  the  area of  Japan  called  Hokkaido.  In the  last 15 year  the  salmon  catch  there

has declined  70%. There  is a cascade  of  global  warming  events  causing  this.  Salmon  depend  on

cold water,  and the  Sea of  Okhotsk  is the  most  dynamic  factory  of  sea ice in the  world,  but  that

factory  is failing.  This is because  parts  of  the  Sea of  Okhotsk  have warmed  3 Celsius  (5 degrees

Fahrenheit)  since  pre-industrial  times.  The warming  of  the  Sea of  Okhotsk  in turn  is due to the

warming  of  a wind  that  travels  a thousand  miles  from  northern  Siberia,  where  the  temperature

has warmed  2.7 Celsius.  Global  warming  is not  uniform;  there  are hot  spots  and in them  we  can

begin  to see the  future.

We are entering  a period  where  the  predictions  of  science  are increasingly  dire  at a time  when

scary past  predictions  have already  been  shown  to be overly  optimistic.  Up to 150  million

climate  refugees  and the political  destabilization  they  bring,  heat  stress  in New  York City

greater  than  Bahrain  today,  drought  and starvation,  unbreathable  air, and poisoned  oceans  are

only  a few  of  the phenomena  we are likely  to see in this  century.  This is the  frightening  and

overwhelming  reality  that  has changed  my thinking  about  the  relative  value  of  the  unmitigable

impacts  of  the  Wind  Project  versus  a large  amount  of  fossil  free  energy.  We still  have a chance

if we can  move  rapidly  away  from  fossil  fuels.

All of us need to make  paramount  the prevention  of  the  worst  effects  of  global  warming  around

the  world-but  also right  here in Humboldt,  where  the  greatest  sea level rise on the  west  coast

is anticipated.  I know  you have heard  the  projections  of  a 3-foot  sea level rise by 2070  or

before,  which  could  result  in inundation  of  62% of our  agricultural  land and 30% of  our

industrial/commercial  properties  by that  date.

Please support  the  Humboldt  Wind  Project.  If this  kind  of  critical  fossil-free  energy  can be

developed  rapidly,  there  is at least  a chance  of  preserving  a livable  world  for  the  grandchildren

of everyone  who  has testified.

Daniel  Chandler

436 0ld  Wagon  Road

Trinidad,  Ca 95570

707 677 3359



November  21, 2019  Public  Comment  for  the  record  -  Dave  Chang

1  DAVID  CHANG,  RIO DELL RESIDENT  RESIDING OUTSIDE  CITY LIMITS

2 The  question  of  a decommissioning  bond  has been  brought  up to the  applicant,  a limited  liability  corporation,  on

3 numerous  occasions.  The last known  detail  on this  issue is that  the  residents  of  Humboldt  County  will  not  be covered  by

4 a decommissioning  bond.  When  a presentation  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  was made  to the  Rio Dell City

5 Council  on May  7, 2019  by Director  Ford and Beth  Burks,  a public  comment  addressed  the  lack of  bond  language  in the

6 report.  The only  decommissioning  bond  language  per  the  applicant  is an agreement  with  the  landowners  of  the  project.

7 This  bond  to the  landowners  will  be purchased  10  years  into  the  project  and not  up front.  On that  evening  Director  Ford

8 showed  surprise  and indicated  that  he would  be looking  into  it. On November  14,  2019  Beth  Burks  indicated  that  the

9 resolutions,  already  written  for  presentation  to this  commission  tonight,  did not  include  any  decommissioning  bond

0 language  protecting  the  people  of Humboldt  County  and that  this  would  be the  correct  location  for  this  type  of  wording

1  not  the  FEIR. This is a very  important  issue  for  your  consideration.

3 Letter  1-176 in response  to the  Draft  Environmental  Report  addressed  radar  switching  for  the  mandatory  FAA lighting  as

4 required  by other  wind  farm  communities  and  the  response  was  that  any  FAA mandated  lighting  would  be used. The

5 applicant  has indicated  that  this  enhancement  will  not  be considered.  We will  have  red/white  blinking  lights  at all hours

6 to be seen for  at least  20 miles.

8 Last week  this  commission,  by submission,  was presented  print  out  copies  of  projected  viewscapes  created  by the

9 applicant  from  a property  two  miles  from  the  Bear  River  Ridge  proposed  site  (as presented  by applicant  on November  7,

0 2019)  and a printed  out  copy  of  a photo  taken  with  a phone  camera  representative  of  the  view  with  the  naked  eye from

1  downtown  Burney  California  with  wind  turbines  six miles  away  and  smaller  in stature.  Please  consider  the

2 enhancements  made  by the  applicant  and related  visual  discrepancy.



November  21, 2019  Public  Comment  for  the record  -  Dave Chang

4 The FEIR indicates that  decommissioning/dismantling  of the site should be addressed in a separate permit. This is

5 irresponsible.  Language  could  include  a new  permitting  process  based  on factors  not  known  at this  time  without

6 negating known environmental  impacts on decommissioning/dismantling  this project by today's standards. True

7 environmental  impacts  on the  back  end of  the  project  are real and must  be considered  in order  for  this  to be a viable

8 environmental  impact  report.  Also  addressed  in letter  1-176.

9

0 Humboldt  County  Zoning  Regulations  needing  to be addressed:

1  6.6.2  Requires  written  certification  from  permitting  agencies.  In part,  "No  development  permit  or  variance  shall  be

2 issued  until  the  Department  has written  certification  from  all applicable  jurisdictional  agencies".

3 69.1.5Doesnotallowforwindmillsthatproduceenergyforexportofftheproperty.

4

5 Thankyoufortheopportunitytoplacethisintotherecordsofthisproceeding.

6

7

8

9



According  to Steve  Warner  at Humboldt  County  Planning  Department,

there  will  be 47 wind  turbines  (instead  of  60)  located  on Monument  and

Bear  River  Ridge,  each  producing  2.5 MW  of  electrical  power.  That's  a

total  of  120  MW  for  the  Humboldt  Wind  project.  This  is a far  cry  from

the 155  MW  claimed  in  the  applicant's  original  estimates.

There  will  be a 20%  line  loss  in  the  transmission  of  power  to the

Bridgeville  substation,  and  another  30%  line  loss  from  the  Bridgeville

substation  to the  cities  of  Fortuna  and  Eureka.  So now  we  are talking

about  50%  line  loss,  not  the  20%  that  was  stated  in  the  DEIR.

Okay,  let's  do the  math:

120  MW  50%  line  loss  equals  60 MW.  That  is enough  power  for  about

20,000  homes,  AND  THAT  IS ONLY  IF THE  WIND  IS BLOWING.

Many  days,  the  wind  does  not  blow  at all.

Do  we  were  really  want  to trade  all  that  forested  area  for  60 MW  of

power?

vv\ 



Water  Boards

63)

North  Coast  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board

November  21, 2019

Mr. Michael  Richardson

Director  of  Scotia  Cogeneration  Operations

Humboldt  Redwood  Company

P.0.  Box 37

Scotia,  CA  95565

MRichardson@hrcllc.com

Dear  Mr. Richardson:

The  Humboldt  Sawmill  Company  (HSC)  is currently  regulated  by the North  Coast

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (Regional  Water  Board)  under  Waste  Discharge

Requirements,  Order  No. R'l-2012-0065  (2012  Permit).  The  2012  Permit  also  serves  as

a National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permit  (NPDES  No.

CAOOO6017).  The  2012  Permit  includes  Discharge  Prohibitions  and Reclamation

Specifications  (Recycled  Water).  The  2012  Permit  is set  to be renewed  in 2020.  Re-use

of industrial  process  water  For the uses  described  in the Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project

EIR documents  was  not  indicated  in the in submitted  application  for  renewal  of the 2012
Permit  receive  by Regional  Water  Board  staff.

Regional  Water  Board  staff  have  reviewed  the Final  Environmental  Impact  Report

(FEIR)  for  the Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  and we have  concerns  regarding  the

proposed  use of  industrial  process  water  from  the  Scotia  Cogeneration  Plant,  which  is

part  of  the HSC  facility,  for  "dust  suppression,  backfill  compaction,  and cement  mixing.

Section  2.3.16  (Water  Supply  and lJsage)  of  the Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  FEIR,

Revisions  to the Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR),  states,  "Most  of  the

project's  water  use  would  occur  during  the construction  phase  for  dust  suppression,

backfill  compaction,  and  cement  mixing.  These  activities  are expected  to require  62

acre-feet  of  water  over  the duration  of  construction.  This  water  demand  would  be met  by

the use  of  water  sourced  from  the nearby  Scotia  Community  Services  District's

wastcwatr:'r  trr:'atmcnt  and  cogr:'ru:'mtion  facilitias  and  from  HRC  who  would  sell  the

water  before  it discharges  into  the"Log  Pond"  located  in the town  of  Scotia.  Potable

water  required  at the O&M  building  would  be provided  by  a groundwater  well."

Section  3.8 of  the DEIR  has  been  revised  in the Final  EIR  to state,  "An  estimated  62

acre-feet  of  water  would  be required  for  construction-related  activities.  Most  of  this

water  would  be used  during  construction  of  wind  turbines,  transmission  lines,  the  project

substation,  and  related  facilities;  for  dust  suppression;  for  compaction  of  soil  backfill;

VALERIE L. QUINTO, CHAIR I MATTHIAS ST. JOHN, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 i www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast



Mr. Michael  Richardson -2- November  21, 2019

Although  the 2012  Permit  authorizes  the use of  secondary  treated  effluent  from  the Log

Pond  for  use  on HRC  Sawmill  property  for  dust  suppression,  there  is no authorization

for  the use of untreated  industrial  process  water  for  the  proposed  uses  listed  in the

Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  (dust  suppression,  backfill  compactions,  and cement

mixing).  The  2012  Permit  also  includes  prohibitions  (Discharge  Prohibitions  III.E,  111.1

and III.J)  that  would  prohibit  the proposed  uses  listed  above.

As a technical  matter,  the proposed  uses  of untreated  industrial  process  water  raise  a

number  of  water  quality  concerns  related  to the presence  and potential  discharge  of

metals  such  as chromium,  zinc  and chlorine.  The  water  quality  concerns  are related  to

threats  to surface  water  from  potential  process  water  runoff,  threats  to soil

contamination  and ground  water  impacts  from  the percolation  of process  water.  It also

raises  regulatory  issues  as recycled  water  use requires  that  the  water  is first  treated  to

the equivalent  of  tertiary  treatment  and must  be properly  permitted  and monitored  to

evaluate  impacts  to surface  and ground  water.

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments.  If you have  any  questions,  please

contact  Justin McSmith at 707-576-2082  or at Justin.McSmith@waterboards.ca.qov.

Sincerely,

Justin  McSmith

Water  Resource  Control  Engineer

1911  2lJMerHumboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  Use of  Cooling  Tower  Water

Certified-Return  Receipt  Requested



Mr. Michael  Richardson -3- November  21, 20'l9

CC: Frank Bacik, Town of Scotia, fbacik@townofscotia.com
Leslie Marshall,  General  Manager  Scotia  CSD, infoscotiacsd@gmail.com
Ronnean  Lund, Division  of Drinking  Water,  Ronnean.Lund@waterboards.ca.qov
John Ford, Humboldt  County  Planning,  JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us
Suzanne  McClurkin-Nelson,  Environmental  Specialist,

SMcClurkin-Nelson@hrcllc.com
Krista  Ranstrom,  Environmental  Health & Safety  Manager,

KRanstrom@hrcllc.com
Humboldt  Wind  Project  Planner.  Humboldt  County  Planning,

CEQAResponses@,co.humboldt.ca.us
Steve  Werner,  Humboldt  County  Planning,  SWerner@co.humboldt.ca.us
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County  oE Humboldt  Planning  Department

Attn:  Elizabeth  Burks,  Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Pi:oject  Planner

3015  H  Street

Eureka,  CA  95501

CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

November  21, 2019

RB: Yutok  Tribe's  Commentg on the Hutnboklt  Wind Energy Ptoiect  Final  Environmental  bnpact
Report.

Dear  Elizabeth  Butks:

The  Yurok  Tribe  is wi'iting  in  support  of  our  neighbots,  the  Wiyot  Tribe,  and  in  opposition  to the

Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  ("the  Project")  as it will  have  a significant  impact  on Wiyot  cultural

resources,  cultural  landscapes,  and  impact  the  endangered  California  condor,  a natutal  cultural  resoutce  of

the  Yurok,  Wiyot,  and  many  other  Native  nations  and  peoples.  The  Yurok  Tribe  has considerable  concerns

related  to the recently  released  Humboldt  Planning  Cornrnission  11.21.19  Staff  Report  ("the  Staff

Report").  This  report  purports  to addi:ess  cornrnents  raised  at the  public  hearings.  We  find  that  responses

are either  woefully  inadequate,  or  missing  altogether.  Further,  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report

("FEIR")  fot  the  Project  fails  to provide  adequate  mitigation  measures  to avoid  the  significant  harms  to

Wiyot  culiural  tesources,  cultural  landscapes,  and  the  Califotnia  condor,  in violation  of  the  California

Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA").  The  Yutok  Ttibe  urges  the Hurnboldt  County  Planning

Commission ("the Count5r") to reject the Project because of tbese significant and unavoidable harms.

The  Staff  Report  ptovides  a long  list  of  envitonrnental  impacts  not  mitigated  to less than

significant  level,  including  impacts  to:

(1) aesthetic  resources  on  Bear  River  and  Monument  Ridges;

(2) exceeding  the  daily  thteshold  of  NOx  in  violation  of  the  standards  set  by  the  Notth  Coast

Unified  Air  Quality  Management  Disttict;

(3) the  thteatened  marbled  murrelet;

(4) taptots;
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(5) the  Bear  River  Ridge  and  Valley  Historic  Landscape;

(6) T.tibal  Cultural  Resources  of  the  BearRiyer  Ridge  area:

(7) ethnobotanical  Tribal  Cultural  Resources  of  the  Bear  River  Ridge  area;  and

(8) the  Ttibal  Cultural  Resources  of  the  Califomia  condor.

The  Comrr'ission  must  detere  if the  benefits  of the  Project  outweigh  the unavoidable,  adverse

enviconmental  impacts.  For  this  Ptoject,  the  significant  environmental  harms  clearly  outweigh  any  benefits

offet'ed  by  the  Project.  The  benefits  listed  in  the  Staff  Report  can  all  be  achieved  by  less harmful  projects,

including  localized  roof-top  solar  projects,  which  would  not  destroy  Wiyot  cultural  cesources  and

landscapes,  hart'n  large  numbers  of  wildlife,  or  violate  ffi  quality  standards.

The  Staff  Report  also  incorrectly  asserts  that  the  Beai:  River  Ridge  is "understood  to have heen a

sacred  high  prayer  spot...."  The  use  of  tlie  past  tense  "have  been"  is incorrect  because  tl'iis  site  is ctari:ently

and  will  always  be a saci:ed  high.prayer  spot  and  significant  cultural  resource  and  landscape  to the  Wiyot

Tribe  and,people.  Seeking  to diminish  its  value  because  Wiyot  tribal  membership  were  unjustly  excluded

from  the  site  due  to  laws  imposed  by  a colonial  government  is disingenuous.  The  site  is of  continuing  high

sacred  value  to  the  Wiyot  people  and  should  be  referred  to  as such  out  of  the  respect  that  tl'ie  proponents

of  this  ptoject  claim  to  have  for  Wiyot  culture.

Further,  the  Staff  Report  identifies  sigrii&ant  moification  to  the  Project  that  trigget  the  necessity

to recirculate  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Repott  ("DEIR")  for  public  cornrnent  and  review  These

significant  modifications  include:

(1) the  creation  of  the  Technical  Advisory  Comn'iittee  ("TAC");

(2) the  .tealignment  of  the  gen-tie;

(3) the  changes  in  the  modeling  for  marbled  murrelet  collisions  with  a significant  change  in

outcomes  from  20.86  to 7.7 marbled  murrelets  colliding  with  the  w'nd  turbines;

(4) changes  in  the  bat  TAC  fomation,  operation,  and  requirements  propose  additional  mitigations;

(5) the  reduction  in  the  estimated  raptor  fatality  rate;

(6) new  information  regarding  eelgrass  protection;

(7) no  longer  avoiding  ground  disturbance  of  the  Bffdgeville  archaeological  site;

(8) the  ievised  mitigation  measures  of:  3.5-lb,  3.5-2a,  3.5-2b,  3.5-2c,  3.5-3,  3.5-5a,  3.5-5b,  3.5-5c,

3.5-1  3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-13, 3.5-14, 3.5-18a, 3.5-19e, 3.5-21e, 3.5-22c, 3.5-23a, 3.5-23d, 3.5-22e,

3.5-25a,  3.6-la,  3.6-lb,  3.6-4,  and  3.13-2a;

(9)  the  added  stepwise  adaptive  management  strategy  of  the  Bat  TAC;
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(10) the implementation  of  the  American  Wind  Energy  Association  best  management  practices  for

feathering.;  and,

(1 1) The  Project's  refinements  in ground  disiurbance,  gen-tie  alignment,  reduction  of  turbines,  gen-ti

crossing  of  the  Eel  River,  realignment  of  the  access roads,  and  project  substation  footprint.

Only  through  the  recirculation  of  the  DEIR,  can the  public  have  tlqe fun  opportunity  to review  the  changes

to the project  arid  provide  comments.  The  changes  made  to the  Project  ate significant  modifications  and

requice  a tecirculation  of  the  DEIR.

Fut'tliet,  the  Staff  Repott  ignores  and  fails  to address  three  specific  comments  submitted  by the

Yui:ok  Tribe  related  to tl"ie Northern  California  Condor  Reintroduction  Project.  These  comments  are

summarized  in tl'ie fonowing section  of  tl'iis letter.  Fii:st,  althougl'i  there  is publicly  released  Environmental

Assessment  related  to the condor  reintroduction  pi:oject,  three  potential  alternatives  were  proposed.  1)

The  no action  altetnative,  2) reinti:oduction  under  a iO(j)  non-essential  designation,  and  3) reintroduction

with  full  ptotection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  ("ESA  '). No  final  finding  has been  reaclied  telated

to this proposal,  hence  tl'ie alternative  to be selected  is at this time  unknown.  It  seems appropriate  to

present  a proposed  mitigation  or other  actions  that  will  occur  should  this condor  proposal  find  for

alternative  3 and  additional  ESA  protections  are i:equired.

Second,  the project  proponent  has  suggested  use of a geo-fence  linked  to birds'  satellite

transmittets  to facilitate  warnings  and  grid  sliut-downs  if  necessary.  While  this  may  reduce  some  harms,  it

locks  managers  into  satellite  tag usage for  the lifespan  of  the condor  program,  reducing  management

flexibilit5r should managers find lower than expected condor mortality  within the reintroduction  region.

Futther,  the condor  ptoject  is proposed  with  a 20-year  lifespan.  The  Wind  Farm  Project  is proposed  with

a 30-year  lifespan.  Does  the energy  company  in question,  or  Hurnboldt  County  propose  to provide  the

additional  10 yeats  of condor  monitoring,  trapping,  and tracking  requited  to  maintain  geo-fence

effectiveness  for  the extra  10-yeat  time-frame?  The  proponent  suggested  in previous  discussions  the

application  of  IdentiFlight  for  use later  duting  the  project  period,  but  now  indicates  that  this  tool  will  not

be used.  Clarification  on this  point  is required.

Thitd,  the 22-mile  gen-tie  line  proposed  by the project  proponent  is a collision  risk  in-and-of-

itself.  There  is no  way  to  "shut  off"  the  risk  associated  with  this  inftastructute.  Further,  the  newly  proposed

overhead  crossing  of  the  Eel  River  is supposed  to pose  minimal  risk  to  mutrelets,  but  there  is no  evidence

in the  teco.td  showing  if  this  gen-tie  line  was assessed  fot  risk  to condors  using  the river  valley  w'nds  for

SOa)lng.
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This  bi'ings  our  discussion  to the  unsound  assumptions  made  in  the  development  of  this  proposal.

In  some  cases,  assumptions  are made  to indicate  a dismissal  of  potential  issries,  risks,  or  concerns,  in  other

cases,  the  assumptions  made  in  the  creation  of  the  case  supporting  this  pro')ect  seem  to  over  reach  reality.

One  example  is the  Collision  Risk  Assessment  dependent  on  avoidance  in  murrelets  that  is placed  at  O.98.

This  is really  nothing  more  than  a guess.  Perhaps  an educated  guess,  but  a guess  nonetlieless.  The  ptirnary

basis  seems  to  be that  some  othe=r species  of  birds  that  live  at sea seem  to  avoid  collisions  at certain  levels,

so muti:elets  ptobably  do also. The  best  information  presented  in the  Assessment  seems  to be that

mutrelets  avoid  trees  while  flying,  which  demonstrates  that  tliey  can  avoid  obstacles.  This  is the  case  for

all  flighted  birds,  yet  many  experience  high  mortality  in  the  presence  of  wind  turbines.  The  Coffision  Risk

Assessment  also  posits  that  other  birds,  such  as kestrels,  exl'iibit  vatious  behaviors  that  dis5:act  them  and

put  them  at l'iiglier  risk  of  collision  while  murrelets  do  not.  We  would  argue  that  murrelets  are extremely

social  while  in  flight,  joining  as pairs  and  trios;  communicating  through  vocalization  during  botli  breeding

and  non-breeding  seasons;  and,  wie  travelling  at 50 miles  per  hour,  executing  survey  fliglits  over  vast

ai'eas  in  search  of  potential  nesting  and  resting  platforms.  Because  observation  of  the  birds  is difficult  to

impossible  during  such  activities,  we  have  no  information  on  how  "distracted"  they  may  be,  wl'iich  would

be an anthropogenic  projection  at best  anyway.  The  problem  is that  such  assumptions  are being  given

numerical  values  in  statistical  models,  an attempt  to  launder  unfounded  assumptions  into  statistical  facts.

These  models  w'll  spit  out  mmerical  answers  regardless  of  what  is iiiput.  Gaffiage  in/garbage  out  is a very

i:eal  possibility  in  this  case. There  is no  meaningful  peer  review,  other  than  public  comment,  and  many  of

the  murrelet  specialists  regionally  ate  on  the  Projects'  pay-role  and  may  feel  conflicted  about  speaking  out

against  this  Iroject.  The  YurokTribe  harbors  strong  doubts  that  this  write-up  for  this  collision  risk  analysis

would  pass  muster  if  submitted  to  a peer  reviewed  publication.

This,  finally,  brings  us to  the  question  oE what  if  the  piojections,  predictions,  and  plans  related  to

this  project  fail  or  are  found  to  be  incorrect?  There  needs  to  be adequate  contingency  plans  in  place  if  the

projections,  predications,  and  plans  fail  and  the  Project  is more  harmful  than  expected.  There  are no

contingency  plans  in  place  if  there  is a turbine  failure  and  subsequent  fire.  The  Staff  Report  section

suggesting  that  the  TAC  w'll  suggest  adaptive  mitigation  measures  if  a special-status  species  population

drops  below  self-sustaining  levels  is not  a mitigation  measure  that  will  ensure  special-status  species  will  not

be  significarxtly  harmed.  Simply  accepting  mortalit'es  of  special  status  species  until  the  population  is in  &e

condition  at  a little  understood  and  extremely  low  biological  threshold  is certainly  not  g best  management

practlce.
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The  Yurok  Tribe  undetstands  the  importance  of  finding  green  renewable  energy  as a step  to

decarbonizing  Humboldt  and addressing  the causes  of  today's  climate  crisis.  But,  new  projects  and

programs  addressing  the climate  crisis  must  be  acl'ffeved  in a way  that  is  inclusive  and addresses

environmental  justice  concerns.  Ptojects  destroying  'X7iyot  and  Yurok  cultural  feSOufCeS  and  landscapes

perpetuate  colonization,  and  thetefore  ate not  an envii:onmentally  just  solution.  We tequest  that  ffie

Humboldt  County  Planning  Commission  considet  localized  and  community-based  energy  production  and

storage,  such  as roof-top  solar  and  micro-gtids,  and  move  away  ftom  latge-scale  enetgy  production  projects

that  benefit  latge  coiapotations  and  end-usets  outside  out  region,  will  placing  Native  cultural  resources  and

environments  at tisk.

The  Yurok  Tribe  knows  that  the Humboldt  County  Planning  Commission  understands  the

importance  of  cultural  resources  and  cultural  landscapes  to Native  people.  We  have  worked  together  in

the  past  to etisure  cultural  resoutces,  sacred  spaces,  and  cultutally  important  plants  and  animals  are

protected.  It  is our  hope,  that  the  Humboldt  Corinty  Planning  Commission  will  consider  the  significant

impacts  the  Humboldt  Wind  Energy  Project  will  have  on  Wiyot  cultural  resoutces,  culiural  landscapes,  and

the  sacred  California  condors  and  will  find  tbat-in  balance-that  the  protection  of  Wiyot  and  Yutok

cultural  resoui:ces  along  with  other  plants  and  wildlife  in the  Ptoject  area  is more  in'iportant  than  the

minimal  benefits  realized  beyond  our  county's  botders.

The  Yurok  Ttibe  urges  the  Humboldt  Count-yr  Planning  Commission  to  riot  approve  the  Project

because  of  the  significant  and  unavoidable  harms  tlie  Project  will  have  on  the  Wiyot  cultutal  tesoutces,

culhiral  landscapes,  and  the  California  condor.

Wok-hlew'

Rosie  M.  Clayburn,  M.A.

Tribal  Heritage  Preservation  Officer,  Yurok  Tribe

PO  Box  1027

Klamath,  CA  95548

rclayburn@yuroktribe.nsn.us
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Mr.  Chairman,  I hate  to be the  bearer  of  bad  news,  but  this  DEIR  needs  to be thrown  in  the  trash.

I say this  because  another  gross  error  has come  to light.  Please  let  me elaborate:

The  FEIR  presents  alternative  5 (on  page  9 -  217),  saying  "alternative  5 would  reduce  the  total

number  of  WT  G's  from  60 to 37 and  would  avoid  placing  WT  G's  on Bear  River  Ridge".

So this  is telling  me  that  the WT  G's  would  be placed  on Monument  Mountain  only?  What  does

avoid  mean?"

Figure  2.1 in  chapter  9 says there  will  be 60 WT  G's.

Figure  2.2 in chapter  9 says there  will  be 60 WT  G's

Appendix  C figure  2.2  says there  will  be 47 WT  G's. To  be placed  on both  mountaintops

I have  thoroughly  read  both  the  DEIR  and  the  FEIR,  and  what  I get  is a thoroughly  confusing

mishrnash  of  figures,  and  an obvious  deviation  from  all  previous  plans  and alternatives.

Which  story  are the  people  of  Humboldt  County  supposed  to believe?
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Please  do not  certify  the  Final Environment  Impact  Report  as it is not  addressing  all potential  risks  of  the

Humboldt  Wind  LLC project.

Please do not  ap.prove  with  or without  conditions  the  Conditional  Use Permit  for  this  project.  This

project  needs  to be relocated  where  it will  do no harm.

Terra  Gen claims  this  is just  a Land Use decision.  Obviously,  he has not  listened  to the  people  who  have

comebeforethiscommission.  Themandateofgovernmentistoprotectitspeopleanditsassetsatthe

minimum.  Monument  Ridge  and Bear  River  Ridge will  be destroyed  by this  project.  And Humboldt

County  will  not  be protecting  its assets,  as mentioned  multiple  times,  the  historic  town  of  Scotia,  the

Avenue  of  the  Giants,  and the  Wiyot  cultural  lands,  need  to be protected.

One of  the  Commissioners  mentioned  the  "Greater  Good"  rationalization.  Politicians  must  stop  acting

like the  ends  justify  the  means.  Over  and over  again  political  decisions  based  on economic  criteria  fail.

Political  measures  defended  on the  sole basis  that  they  will  bring  about  some  good  consequence  that

supposedly  outweighs  the  costs.  There  are always  costs  and therefore  victims  of  any government  action,

however,  when  the  costs  are loss of  historic  cultural  lands,  destruction  of  a pure,  sacred  (to some),

ecological  bountiful  land,  the  argument  of  greater  good  falls  apart.  Because  you  cannot  put  a "cost"  on

the  loss of  natural  habitat,  a cost  on loss of  peace  and tranquility,  a loss of religious  and cultural  historic

sites,  so there  can not  be a justification  or cost  benefit  analysis.  The economic  advantages  cannot  offset

the  nonquantifiable  factors  that  will  make  up the  losses  to the  general  public  and  future  generations.

I would  submit  that  saving  this  property  and protecting  this  property  for  future  generations  is the  real

"Greater  Good".

Thank  you,

Respectfully  submitted,

Barbara  Guest

Redcrest,  CA



Humboldt  Wind  Project  Planner

County  of  Humboldt

Planning  and Building  Deparhnent,  Planning  Division

3015 H Street,  Eureka,  CA  95501

Dear  Planner  and Planning  Commissioners,

November  21, 2019

My  name is Dr. Daniel  Baiton,  and I am an Associate  Professor  of  Wildlife  Biology  at Humboldt  State, the

director  of  HSU's  Marine  Wildlife  Care Center,  an oil  spill  response  facility,  and I study  seabirds  and other

wildlife.  I speak  today  as a private  individual.  I believe  this  project  poses significant  uiunitigated  impacts  to

Marbled  Murrelet,  raptors,  and bats that, pursuant  to CEQA,  deserve  additional  analysis  and consideration  of

mitigation  alternatives  before  project  approval.  The Califoria  Department  of  Fish  and Wildlife,  along  with

American  Bird  Conservancy,  California  North  Coast  Chapter  of  The Wildlife  Society,  and EPIC  have conducted

thorough  review  and made substantive  comments  confirming  this  statement.  Today,  I am  concerned  with  the

applicant's  claims  in  testimony  provided  to the commission.

Two  weeks  ago, the applicant  stated, and I quote:  "There  are no more  rigorous  mitigations  that  are  being

employed  on a wind  farm  in the United  States today  than  on this  project."  This  statement  is demonstrably  false.

The Skookumchuck  wind  project  (in  Washington  State) required  seasonal  curtailment  for  Marbled  Murrelet,  a

suggested  measure  that  was rejected  in this  project's  Final  EIR.  Numerous  other  wind  farms  have voluntary  and

mandatory  mitigations  for  a variety  of  species that  exceed  this project's,  yet the applicant  claimed  this  project  was

the most  rigorous  in  the nation.

The applicant  claimed  the project  would  reduce  petroleum  fuel  spill  risk  in Humboldt  Bay,  which  is unsupported

by any analysis  in the EIR. The Humboldt  Bay  Generating  Station  is a natural  gas-powered  plant  that  uses  very

small  amounts  of  pilot  diesel  fuel,  with  100%  diesel  fuel  backup  capability.  The station  is only  permitted

(NCUAQMD  Title  VOperatingPermit)  to use 1,202  metric  tons of  diesel  annually  in  its norinal  gas  mode  and

approximately  3,500  metric  tons of  diesel  annually  in diesel  mode. For  comparison,  during  2010-2016,  150,000-

200,000  metric  tons of  petroleum  products  were  received  per year  at the Chevron  Eureka  Terminal  (Humboldt

Bay  Maritime  Industrial  Use Market  Study  - Final  Report).  Even  if  this  project  completely  replaced  the HBGS  (it

will  not)  the impact  on petroleum  shipping  traffic  would  be minimal  -  I estimate,  by volume,  less than  a 2%

reduction,  or well  less than  one barge  trip  per  year. The applicant  intends  to barge  wind  turbines  and infrastructure

to Fields  Landing  in Humboldt  Bay,  resulting  in an increase  in vessel  traffic  and oil  spill  risk  (although  risk  is

low,  it is not  zero)  and will  need to use well  over  1,000  metric  tons of  imported  diesel  during  construction.  I see

no evidence  of  measurable  benefits  to Marbled  Murrelet  or other  seabirds  provided  by this  line  of  reasoning.  I

suggest  disregarding  the applicant's  spill  risk  argument  unless  analysis  demonstrating  a reduction  is proyided.

Finally,  the applicant  made a bizarre  and self-contradictory  claim  that  project  siting  on Bear  River  Ridge  resulted

from  a stakeholder-driven  process. In the same testimony,  the applicant  said, quote:  "A  key  factor  why  Bear

River  Ridge  versus  out near  Bridgeville  or Shively  or Rainbow  or Long  Ridge  the other  many  considerations

locally  that  we factored  in is that  we couldn't  deliver  turbines.  It's  a pretty  simple  answer."  Which  was  it? The

applicant  shouldn't  claim  environmental  generosity  for  their  siting  choices  if  siting  was  driven  by logistics.

I encourage  the planning  commission  to consider  all  of  the applicant's  testimony  cautiously.  I also encourage  the

commission  to consider  the Wiyot  people's  comments  ahead  of  my  own  -  their  concerns,  as a sovereign  nation  of

sunrivors  of  colonization  and genocide  diat  are now  being  asked  to bear  the burden  of  re-powering  a world

Europeans  have  so changed,  should  be paramount.  Thank  you.

Sincerely,

Daniel  C. Barton,  PhD

1230  Stromberg  Ave,  Arcata,  CA  95521
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