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From: Ted Weller

To: PlanningBuilding; CEQAResponses

Cc: Madrone, Steve

Subject: Comments on Humboldt Wind FEIR

Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 8:06:55 AM
Attachments: Humboldt Wind Project .pdf

Please see attached document that contains my comments.
Please also acknowledge receipt of them.

Thank you,
Ted Weller
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November 21, 2019

County of Humboldt

Planning and Building Department,
Planning Division

3015 H Street, Eureka, CA 95501
PlanningBuilding@co.humboldt.ca.us
CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

Dear Planning Commission:;

This letter is submitted as public comment on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for
the Humboldt Wind LLC Project (hereafter Project) located west of Fortuna and Rio Dell,
California.

I am writing as a private citizen of Humboldt County though | have significant experience in the
field of wildlife and wind energy, in particular bats. All of the information | share in this letter is
publicly available. | have conducted research on bats in Humboldt County since 1996 and have
been working at my principal study site in Humboldt Redwoods State Park (HRSP), just south of
the proposed project, since 2010. | have been involved in issues surrounding bats and wind
energy since 2006 having conducted research at two separate wind energy developments in
southern California.

The reason for conducting pre-construction surveys for wildlife is to help predict impacts to local
species. The premise of this is that developers can avoid areas known to be of high value to
wildlife. Typically, surveys for bats at proposed wind energy facilities are particularly important
because, in most cases, there is little pre-existing information available on bats in the open,
windy habitats favored for development. The Humboldt Wind Project is unique because we have
been conducting surveys and research on hoary bats in close proximity to the project for
multiple years. Probably the most important and foundational finding from this work is that
HRSP is a hot spot of activity for hoary bats (Lasiurus cinereus) particularly during the autumn.
Hoary bats are the most frequently killed species at wind energy developments across North
American and their fatalities peak during the autumn. In addition, silver-haired bats
(Lasionycteris noctivagans), a species also frequently killed at wind energy facilities and
western red bats (Lasiurus blossevillii) are captured and detected during autumn-spring at
HRSP. The developers acknowledge these facts and the proximity of the Project to HRSP in
the FEIR. The knowledge base that has been assembled based on both capture and acoustic
surveys for bats at HRSP and at other locations throughout Humboldt County far exceeds what
is typically available for a developer to base its decisions on avoidance of wildlife impacts.

The Project has compiled a limited, acoustic-only dataset within project boundaries that is not
entirely consistent with pre-existing information from the area. There are several methodological
and ecological explanations possible to explain these differences. However, it is likely that
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individuals, particularly of the 3 species named above, would use areas within both HRSP and
the Project. Bats are known to move long distances particularly during the fall and, indeed we
have obtained examples of an individual hoary bat making long-distance (~1000 km roundtrip)
movements during autumn, as well as others that would regularly commute between HRSP and
another site 70km away. These data are particularly hard-won for bats and we are in our infancy
of understanding seasonal movements of bats and individual variation associated with those
movements. However, a conservative approach would be to assume similarities in the bat
community and their seasonal changes between both HRSP and the Project and to assume that
some individual animals would use both areas both within and among seasons.

As to the minimization strategies suggested in the FEIR, | would suggest that it is not using the
best available science and that the suggested strategies are not conservative enough given the
prospect of locating the Project in close proximity to the only known hoary bat aggregation site
in the world. The most-studied minimization strategy for bats is to curtail turbines during periods
of low wind speeds. This strategy has been employed at least a dozen cases to date and has
always resulted in reduced fatality rates of bats. In each of the studies to date, the costs in
terms of lost annual energy output, have been low. In addition, no modifications to the turbines
themselves are required for curtailment. By contrast, deterrents have been studied in only a few
situations. While there have been promising results from these early studies they simply do not
have the academic track record of consistent decreases of bat fatalities that curtailment studies
have shown. Indeed, some recent studies have shown that fatalities of some species were
actually higher at turbines using deterrents compared to control turbines within the same wind
energy development. We do not yet know if this is a trend or a finding specific to a particular
project, so more study is required. Hence use of deterrents as a minimization strategy still
requires further research. In addition, attachment of deterrent devices to wind turbines requires
extensive consultation with engineers to ensure that they do not impact the operational
efficiency, safety, or longevity of the turbine. | believe it is simply logical to employ the
better-vetted technology of curtailment before moving to relatively under-tested deterrent
technologies. The other advantage of curtailment is that it is reversible without costs. There is
no capital investment associated with it. If conditions suggest that curtailment is no longer
necessary it can be reversed in a matter of hours.

Importantly, if the project is built and becomes operational, it is imperative that the fatality
monitoring program be particularly robust. There will be one chance to design the study of
first-year fatalities and that will come prior to the first day of operation of the facility. |
recommend that the fatality monitoring study design is peer-reviewed well in advance of its
implementation. Having conducted such studies myself, | can attest to the complexities and
challenges of doing this well. In particular, if a particular number of fatalities per turbine, per
year, is specified as a trigger for minimization activities it is imperative that the fatality monitoring
program be designed such that all parties can agree on whether or not that target has been
exceeded. The final result of such studies are a statistical range of values for number of
fatalities and it is important that the precise criteria for when to determine it has been exceeded
be clear and transparent to all parties before the study is conducted. In addition, because of the







possibility that fatality rates may trigger some form of curtailment, it will be important to
determine the weather conditions that are correlated with high and low numbers of fatalities.
This can help improve the efficiency of curtailment and can be most practically achieved via
daily searches of at least a subset of turbines. Nighttime surveys to determine with greater
resolution the weather conditions associated with fatalities are likely not practical. Consultation
with a statistician and outside review of the study design that includes the proportion of turbines
that should be searched daily, and for what duration, will lead to a more robust and efficient
study.

Thank you for consideration of my comments and your work for the County. If you have
questions or require clarification of any of these points, please feel free to contact me.

Ted Weller

2005 Ernest Way
Arcata, CA 95521
bibi_not@yahoo.com
707-499-9400
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Gavin NEwsom
GOVERNOR

........ JARED BLUMENFELD
\(‘ SECRETARY FOR

Water Boards ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

November 21, 2019

Mr. Michael Richardson

Director of Scotia Cogeneration Operations
Humboldt Redwood Company

P.O. 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. R1-2012-0065 (2012 Permit). The 2012 Permit also serves as
a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (NPDES No.
CA0006017). 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 Usage) 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
wastewater-treatment-and-cogenerationfacilities 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 | MATTHIAS ST. JOHN, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast
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Mr. Michael Richardson -2- November 21, 2019

and for manufacture of concrete Construction- related water demands would be met by
water
waetewateptreatment—faer#y—te Humboldt Redwood Company S purchased bv HRC
from the Scotia potable water supply for use in the HRC cooling towers of the
cogeneration plant. HRC discharges this water into the Log Pond. Under an
arrangement with HRC, the applicant will collect water before it is discharged into the
Log Pond. This water, prior to discharge into the Log Pond, is the property of HRC who
has rights to the use of this water and can sell the water for use in the proposed project.
(Pers. communication, Dennis Thibeault, Humboldt Redwood Company, L.L.C., June
25, 2019). Treated-effluent Water would be delivered to the project site via water truck.
The use of water to meet the demands for project construction, therefore, would not
constitute a groundwater extraction or a surface water diversion.”

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 IlII.E, Il1.1
and ll1.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.gov.

Sincerely,

W%SW

Justin McSmith
Water Resource Control Engineer

191121_JM_er_Humboldt Wind Energy Project Use of Cooling Tower Water

Certified-Return Receipt Requested
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Mr. Michael Richardson -3- November 21, 2019

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.gov

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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From: Jesse Noell

To: Planning Clerk
Subject: Humboldt Wind CUP/EIR/feasiblity/overriding considerations
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 2:55:25 PM

to: Planning Commission
regarding Humboldt Wind Project

The position expressed by Michael Winker and reliad upon by Staff is unreasonable and is a
glib and superficial misrepresentation of the facts. It provides only unsubstantiated opinion.

"According to Michael Winkler, Chair of the Board of RCEA, in statements
made to the Planning Commission on November 14, 2019, producing a
similar amount of solar energy would cost at least $800 million dollars (and
possibly up to 1.5 billion dollars), more than four times the cost of this
project. Further, solar production peaks in the summer, six months out of
sync with maximum local demand which occurs in winter. Mr. Winkler also
stated that RCEA staff is concluding negotiations with Terra-Gen for three
quarters of the output of the project. If approved, the Terra-Gen project will
produce more than 60% of the electricity used by RCEA’s customers who
represent more than 90% of the electricity customers in Humboldt County."

My 2.5 kw solar rooftop has produced 23,000 kwhours of electricity over a 15 year period, or
an average of 1533 kwhours per year. It was installed by a licensed solar installer with
permits. It has now paid itself off, in part due to afternoon peak power rates. Today this same
system would cost about 1/3 as much and rates are higher so the payback would be sooner.
The 70,000 house cost would be less than 1/3 of 980 million dollars which equals $326
million not Winker's 800 million to 1.5 Billion estimate.

Winkler glibly ignores the value of nano and micro islanding, economy of scale, equity and
ownership of rooftop systems, electric vehicle conversion that is required to eliminate 60% of
Humboldts' carbon footprint.

Winkler and the Staff's CUP conveniently forgot the 17-40% loss of power generated by the
TerraGen project due to turbine power up losses, inverters, generator and switching losses and
transmission line losses, the fact that the wind doesn't blow hard enough much or most of the
time.

Heat released into the atmosphere and ocean is a major driver of climate warming and climate
chaos; TerraGen's 17-40% electrical power losses that release heat and a direct physical
impact on the environment yet both Staff and Winkler have not declared TerraGen's
heat releases to be mitigated to less than significant or analyzed for the feasiblity of
mitigation, or overriding considerations.
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Solar panels have an albedo similar to rooftops or conifer forest so their contribution to hear
release is minimal.

FINDING: EIR-ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS MITIGATED TO LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT - "The EIR identified potentially significant impacts to

biological resources, cultural resources, hazards and hazardous materials,

hydrology and water quality, noise, transportation and traffic, and wildfire

which could result from the project as originally submitted. Changes are

incorporated into the project which avoid or substantially lessen the

potentially significant environmental effects identified in the Final EIR."

The risk of wildfire physical impacts to the environment caused by the project was not
evaluated therefore the public has not been informed of how much heat and carbon equivalents
will likely be released to the atmosphere as a result of the project. PGE typically causes about

2,000 fires per year, and as the information in public comments reveals, clusters of turbines
cause many fires over their lifetimes.






From: Judy Hagaard

To: Planning Clerk

Subject: TerraGen Wind Project

Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 12:35:28 PM
Sirs/Ms:

I sent an email to the Planning Clerk on 14 November 2019 commenting on the TerraGen
Wind Project. | would like to restate my comments with corrections:

14 November 2019
Planning Commissioners:

I am in the camp of those who say that the climate crisis is real and mostly human-generated
and am a proponent of alternative energy solutions to this problem. That said, however, | have
real concerns about the TerraGen wind project. Other commenters have addressed many of
these concerns, so | will not bring them up here. | do, however, have two points that | would
like the Planning Commission to consider:

First, wind turbine technology has been rapidly improving over the years. If wind turbines
were devised in the future to prevent mortalities or reduce the mortality rates of birds, bats,
and other wildlife, would TerraGen retrofit the wind turbines proposed in this project with
these new technologies (designs) as they become available?

Secondly, one group of wildlife that will be impacted and that has not been addressed in the
DEIR and FEIR is insect species. Studies have shown the impact that insect strikes have on
wind turbines, but I could find only one study online that has been conducted on the potential
impact wind turbines have on insect populations. That study done by the German Aerospace
Center (DLR) (26 March 2019) was a model calculation of the interactions of flying insects
and wind farms in Germany. The study stated that approximately 1200 billion flying insects
(an underestimate) are struck each year as they fly through the rotors of German wind farms.
However, they could not say exactly how much of an impact this is on insect populations
because they don’t know how big the total population is or the amount of insect reduction in
hard numbers, and cannot compare their numbers to other impacts such as climate change.

Although the impacts on insect populations are essentially unquantified and at this point
cannot be mitigated for, there has been no acknowledgment by TerraGen that this problem to
local and migrating insect populations potentially exists. Insect populations worldwide are
collapsing, so | think that this is an important subject to at least mention in the EIR.

Judy Haggard
1237 Gross Road

Fieldbrook, CA 95519
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Thank you.

Judy Haggard






From: Kit and Rebecca

To: Planning Clerk
Subject: Support for Humboldt Wind Project
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 9:31:21 AM

| support the Planning Staff recommendations regarding the Humboldt Wind Project, ie that the
Commission should certify the FEIR as adequate, and adopt the Statement of Overriding

Considerations, in order to approve the project.

Kit Mann

PO Box 567

Blue Lake, CA, 95525
707 668 5939
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| am in favor of the Terra Gen windmill project.

Everyone, | believe, recognizes that climate change is real and that the threat it poses is
existential. Nonetheless, | want to describe one effect of climate change that was written up
November 12th in The Washington Post. It is stories like this which have shaped my views on
how we should confront this crisis.

The temperature of a parts of a sea wedged between Siberia and Japan, the sea of Okhosk, is
3 degrees Celsius warmer than it was in the late 1800’s. It is one of the fastest warming spots in
the world. While the impacts of this rise in temperature are complex, one result has been to
shrink an ice sheet that forms on the sea in the winter by nearly 30%, an area larger than the
state of Arizona. This matters because according to climate scientists the ice sheet pushes a
current that travels east carrying key nutrients out into the northern Pacific where there is
abundant marine life. The conclusion of those studying this phenomenon is that the weakening
of this current is endangering the biological health of the vast northern Pacific.

This is just one example of many frightening changes climate change is bringing to our planet.
Other examples include the extraordinary temperature rise (4 degree Celsius) experienced in
parts of Pakistan (a contributor of only 1% of the world’s greenhouse gases) with the resulting
drought and collapse of food production in some areas of that country, and the loss of land,
home, and food resources due to sea level rise of the people of the Pacific island nation of
Kirbati and, in the United States, the Inuit people of Alaska.

Most of us recognize that one way of warding off the worst consequences of climate change is
to eliminate our reliance on fossil fuels and to move quickly to adopting renewable energy. The
Terra Gen project provides an opportunity for us to do this.

There are arguments that | have seen that claim other forms of renewable energy, specifically
solar, are better. However, there are numerous calculations that show that to produce the same
energy as the proposed windmills solar installations would need to involve vastly more territory
at considerably higher prices.

There have been many comments on the ways that the Terra Gen project can be improved.
When feasible these mitigations should be incorporated into the FEIR.

But to not support this project when there is such a short time frame to alter earth’s trajectory
toward a massive extinction of life as we know it is, | believe, does not make sense. Yes, this
project will have impacts. But in my mind this does not equate to the endangerment climate
change poses as illustrated by the examples | cite.

Nancy R. lhara
Manila, California






From: SUZANNE ATIYEH

To: Planning Clerk
Subject: Thank you Thank you
Date: Friday, November 22, 2019 8:05:47 AM

Thank you to you, and to everyone involved for all the hard work to get these billionaires off
our backs and out of our pristine land.
What a huge relief for now.

How do we as a county and a state, promote innovation and ideas appropriate for this new
future?

The community is a sitting duck for any “green sounding” idea until we can bring in truly
clean modern (or ancient) systems into play.

Sincerely,
Suzanne E. Atiyeh
(503) 245-0835

http://www.times-standard.com/terra-gen-wind-project-denied-by-planning-commission-in-
surprise-vote

Examples:
Passive Cooling: Responding to Electricity Demand in the UAE | Carboun: Advocating
Sustainable Cities in the Middle East

http://www.carboun.com/sustainable-design/passive-cooling-responding-to-
uae%E2%80%99s-soaring-electricity-demand/

Heating :
https://www.mnn.com/your-home/remodeling-design/blogs/naturhus-a-glass-act-from-sweden

S.E. A

S.E. A
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From: Carolyn Lehman

To: Planning Clerk
Subject: statement from Sylvie age 9 for today"s meeting
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 1:26:15 PM

Dear Planning Commission,

You need to put in the windmills. It is very important to stop climate change
sooner rather than later. If we do not stop this, THAN WHAT IS OUR FUTURE WORTH?
We need to grow up have kids, and lead a life! If climate change continues, the earth will
die. All of the birds, monkeys, sharks, fish, and us. We will die without reaching
adulthood. That’s why you need to put in the windmills.

-Sylvie Hunter, age 9, Fourth Grade

Please put me on the agenda.

I want to speak this afternoon.
Thank you.

Sylvie
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Beverly Chang

2501 Monument Rd.

Rio Dell, CA 95562
redwoodshadows@gmail.com
707 764-3146

November 24, 2019

Director of the Office of International
Standards and Legal Affairs of
UNESCO

7 place de Fontenoy

75352 Paris 07 SP

France

Dear Director:

| am writing to request the form required to complete to file a complaint about a violation under Article 27, Right to
participate in cultural life and share scientific advancement.

Time is of the essence. An applicant has applied for a conditional use permit with my county to build 600 foot wind
turbines on the Wiyot Tribe’s high sacred ground. This special place is known as Tsakiyuwit. Tsakiyuwit’s prairies were
sources of food and cultural materials, and its vistas were high prayer sites from which the Wiyot could see large
expanse of the tribe’s ancestral territory, almost all of which has since been seized and subdivided.

| have enclosed an excerpt from the Final Environmental Report that will clearly demonstrate the blatant disregard given
to the rights of these people who have inhabited my community as they describe, “...since time began”.

Community members were successful in bringing compelling argument to the Humboldt County Planning Commission
and the applicant has been unsuccessful in obtaining the permits necessary to build their project. This meeting took
place on November 21, 2019. The applicant has indicated they will appeal to the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
and | expect a decision after public hearing sometime in the month of December, 2019. | know of three of the
supervisors out of five have expressed that they will overrule the decision of the planning commission and approve the
applicant’s permits.

| would like to thank you in advance for sending the necessary form(s).

Respectfully,

Beverly Chang

Cc: Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
Wiyot Tribe
Humboldt County Planning Commission
www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/contact-us.html

Encs.
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TRIBAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 6.0 This chapter provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in
the comment letters received from Tribes on the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Humboldt Wind
Energy Project, as required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132.

COMMENT LETTERS This section provides a list of all comments received from Tribes on the DEIR during the public
review period. Table 6-1 identifies the commenters and Tribes that submitted written comments, and the dates of the
comments. Table 6-1. List of Written Comments Received from Tribes Letter Number Commenter Tribe/Organization
Represented Date Received T1 Rosie Clayburn, M.A., Tribal Heritage Preservation Officer Yurok Tribe June 6, 2019 T2
Adam M. Cantor, Tribal Botanist, GIS, and THPO Cultural Assistant Wiyot Tribe June 14, 2019

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS This section provides responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comment
letters received on the DEIR for the proposed project. The comment letters received are reproduced in their entirety in
Appendix A. Revisions to the DEIR in response to comments are shown in underline and strikeout format in the
responses below. These revisions are also shown in Chapter 9, “Revisions to the DEIR.”

Letter T1 Response Rosie Clayburn, M.A., Tribal Heritage Preservation Officer Yurok Tribe June 6, 2019 6.1

T1-1

The commenter explains that the Yurok Tribe opposes the Humboldt Wind Energy Project and also supports a
neighboring tribe’s (the Wiyot Tribe’s) opposition to the project. The commenter states that the project will have a
significant impact upon the Wiyot Tribe as well as the Yurok Tribe, and will also impact the endangered California
condor. The commenter further states that Humboldt County’s DEIR does not provide adequate mitigation measures to
avoid impacts to Tribal cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and the California condor, and therefore violates the
California Environmental Quality Act. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, Humboldt County (County) initiated
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 consultation via letter on July 13, 2018, with the Big Lagoon Rancheria, the Hoopa Valley Tribe, the
Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria, the Wiyot Tribe, and the Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community of the
Trinidad Rancheria. This letter served as a formal invitation to the tribes to consult with the County regarding the
conditional use permit application for the proposed Humboldt Wind Energy Project, pursuant to Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21080.3.1. See Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources, including Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR for a
detailed summary of consultation with these tribes regarding tribal cultural resources in the project area. Tribal
consultation has been ongoing, and additional cultural resource studies have been conducted in support of project
refinements discussed in this FEIR. Section 3.6, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR identifies and
describes visual impacts to Bear River Ridge, which has been described as a sacred high place within the Wiyot territory
(Impact 3.6-4 [Change to the Significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource]). This impact would result from placement of
wind turbine generators (WTGs) on the ridge, which is a significant tribal cultural resource because of its spiritual
importance to the Tribe. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this significant impact; therefore, this impact would
remain significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 (Detect Presence of and Curtail Operations for Condors)
describes implementation of a curtailment program (Sheppard et al. 2015) that would effectively reduce the collision
risk for condors if they were released in the Bald Hills in Redwood National Park or another location with a range
overlapping the project’s WTGs. This curtailment system would involve fitting condors with functional system-specific
transmitters (i.e., tagged individuals) to alert the wind farm operators when condors are in the vicinity of the Humboldt
Wind project to inform turbine curtailment decision. Similar curtailments systems have been used with great success at
other wind farms in California where condors are common, and to date there have been no condor collisions with WTGs.
With implementation of this curtailment program the potential collision risk to condors will be very low, and this
potential impact will have been reduced to the extent feasible. Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 has been further refined in this
FEIR. Please refer to Chapter 9, “Changes to the DEIR,” for specific refinements to the measure. The DEIR contains
specific measures to minimize and avoid impacts resulting from the proposed project, or, where necessary, makes a
finding that no feasible mitigation is available, and thus the impact remainssignificant and unavoidable. This is consistent
with the requirement of CEQA and does not violate the requirements set forth in CEQA.





T1-2

The commenter states that per the DEIR, the project’s impacts upon Wiyot cultural resources and cultural landscapes is
significant and unavoidable. The commenter also states that the Yurok Tribe does not agree that the impacts are
unavoidable. The commenter notes that the placement of wind turbine generators along Tsakiyuwit ridge will destroy
the Wiyot Tribe’s view of the landscape, which is a sacred place for prayer. The commenter further states that the
project will also displace traditional and culturally significant plants. Master Response 1, “Site Planning and Avoidance
Measures,” describes refinements to the project since circulation of the DEIR to avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive
biological resources. Please also refer to “Refinements to the Project Description Since Circulation of the DEIR,” in
Chapter 1 of this FEIR for details on these refinements. These refinements have resulted in a reduction in the number of
WTGs that would be placed on Bear River Ridge and have reduced the project’s disturbance area in the ridge, but they
do not eliminate the impact, therefore the impact remains significant and unavoidable. The impact could only be
avoided by not placing any WTGs on Bear River Ridge, which would result in a project too small to generate sufficient
amounts of renewable energy to make the project financially feasible, or by no construction of the project, which would
be the “no project alternative.” Neither of these scenarios has been found to be feasible. Please also see Master
Response 7, “Special Status Plants and Sensitive Natural Communities,” and the Revegetation, Reclamation, and Weed
Control plan in Appendix B of this FEIR for a discussion of how measures will be implemented to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts on special-status plants and natural communities and for additional details on which plants may be
used in the revegetation and reclamation effort. Mitigation Measure 3.6-3c (Incorporate Plants Appropriate for the
Wiyot Tribe Ethnobotanical Area into the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed Control Plan) specifically calls for the
use of appropriate plants in the revegetation effort to compensate for the disturbance of ethnobotanically significant
areas.

T1-3

The commenter states that mitigation measure 3.6-3c, to incorporate plants included in the “Wiyot List of Plant Species
of Environmental and Cultural Concern” in the final restoration plan, is not sufficient because the Wiyot Tribe will not
have access to these culturally significant plants during and after construction. As stated by the commenter, Bear River
Ridge is privately owned. The project applicant will lease land from local landowners for the construction and operation
of the project but will not control or exert influence over the use of or access to these lands beyond what is stated in the
lease agreements. Neither the project applicant nor the County are in a position to allow access to private lands;
therefore, tribal access to ethnobotanical resources on the ridge cannot be provided as part of the proposed project.
However, Mitigation Measure 3.6-3c aims to maintain or restore the integrity of the ethnobotanically important
resources on the ridge. Additionally, the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed Control Plan specifies that plant species
found on the Wiyot Tribe List of Plant Species of Environmental and Cultural Concern will be considered for salvage
during construction. The Wiyot Tribe will be able to select up to 100 plants to be salvaged and placed into 1-gallon
containers and/or up to 200 plants fewer than 3 feet in height to be salvaged and remain bare rooted during transfer to
a location designated by the Wiyot Tribe.

T1-4

The commenter states that the destruction of the Wiyot Tribe’s sacred and cultural landscapes contributes to the
genocide of the Wiyot people. The commenter requests that the County adopt either the no project or reduced turbine
count alternative, and states that the preservation of Wiyot sacred cultural resources is more important than the
benefits that the project would provide. The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. Section 3.6, “Cultural and
Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR identifies and describes visual impacts to Bear River Ridge, which has been
described as a sacred high place within Wiyot territory. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this significant
impact; therefore, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. The impact could only be avoided by not
placing any WTGs on Bear River Ridge, which would result in a project too small to generate sufficient amounts of
renewable energy to make the project financially feasible, or by not constructing the project, which would be the “no
project alternative.” Neither of these scenarios has been found feasible.

When a lead agency approves a project that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts (i.e., impacts that
cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level) that are disclosed in the EIR, such as the impact on tribal cultural
resources on Bear River Ridge, CEQA requires the decision-making body to balance the economic, legal, social,





technological, or other benefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks and state in writing
its reasons for supporting the action (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15093). This statement of overriding considerations
must be supported by substantial information in the record. The County may approve the project even though the
project would cause a significant effect on the environment if the County makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed
decision that shows there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect and identifies how the expected
benefits from the project outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15043). The County is making every effort to achieve this balance.

T1-5

The commenter states that Humboldt County has found that impacts to the California condor from the project will be
significant, but the Yurok Tribe disagrees with the County’s conclusion that the impacts are unavoidable. The
commenter also states that the County did not discuss the project’s impacts to California condor in the Biological
Resource section of the DEIR, thereby failing to provide mitigation measures to limit significant impacts to the species.
The commenter notes that the Yurok people consider the California condor to be a sacred animal that has tremendous
cultural significance for them. The commenter explains that the Yurok Tribe Wildlife Program has been working to
develop and implement a program to reintroduce California condors to the North Coast region. The commenter
requests that there be further consideration of the project’s potential impact on California condors that are released
within the proposed project area. The commenter states that the potential harm to California condors from the project
is more significant than the potential benefits of the project. Please see the response to Comment T1-1 for a discussion
of the curtailment program that will be implemented to reduce the potential collision risk for condors. Please also see
the response to Comment T1-1 for specific responses to comments that address impacts to Wiyot cultural resources,
cultural landscapes, and the California condor. Please also see the response to Comment 165-1 regarding California
condors. The DEIR finds the impacts to condors significant and unavoidable because of the spiritual importance of the
condor, not because of the potential kill of any condors from colliding with WTGs. Condors are discussed briefly in the
environmental setting section of the biological resources section of the DEIR on page 3.5-38. However, they are not
discussed in the impact discussion of the biological resources section of the DEIR because they have long been
extirpated from Humboldt County. As such, they are not part of the environmental baseline against which project
impacts are evaluated.

T1-6

The commenter states that the Yurok Tribe asks the County to not approve the project, or at least amend the DEIR to
include measures that would reduce harm to Wiyot cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and the California condor to
a less than significant level. The tribe’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Please refer to responses T1-1 to T1-
5 above for assessments of the available measures that could reduce harmful effects to these resources.

Letter T2 Response Adam N. Cantor Wiyot Tribe June 14, 2019 6.2

T2-1

The commenter introduces the Tribe’s comments on the DEIR and notes that attachments to the letter include a photo
of a culturally important plant in the project area, a list of plants that are important to the Wiyot people, and a list of
endangered, threatened, protected, or candidate animal species that have been documented in the project area. The
information provided by the Tribe is noted. Impacts to these resources have been analyzed in the DEIR and, for many
species, additional information has also been provided in this FEIR. Please refer to Master Responses 2 through 7 for
additional information regarding sensitive species and natural communities. Additional technical studies conducted in
support of the project since circulation of the DEIR are included in Appendix B of this FEIR. None of these additional
studies changed the impact conclusion reached by the DEIR.





T2-2

The commenter states that the Wiyot Tribe has clearly explained the great importance of the cultural and natural
resources found on Bear River Ridge, a protected tribal cultural resource (TCR) during the AB 52 consultation process.
The commenter notes that the site is a “high prayer spot” for the Wiyot people, and that the “environmental, physical,
and spiritual” impacts that the wind turbine generators (WTGs) will have on the Wiyot people will be harmful and un-
mitigatable. The commenter states that the Tribe recommends that the County select the “No Project” alternative that
was unanimously favored by a vote taken at the June 10, 2019 Wiyot Tribal Council Meeting. The commenter notes that
due to the length of the DEIR and the number of potential impacts of the project, the letter only partially addresses all of
the topics, issues of concern, and negative environmental impacts that are important to the Tribe. Consistent with the
requirements of CEQA, Humboldt County initiated consultation regarding tribal cultural resources pursuant to Assembly
Bill (AB) 52 via letter on July 13, 2018, with the Big Lagoon Rancheria, the Hoopa Valley Tribe, the Bear River Band of the
Rohnerville Rancheria, the Wiyot Tribe, and the Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community of the Trinidad Rancheria. The
letters served as formal invitations to the tribes to consult with the County regarding the conditional use permit
application for the proposed Humboldt Wind Energy Project, pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section
21080.3.1. See Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources, including Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR for a detailed summary
of the consultation with these tribes regarding tribal cultural resources in the project area. Tribal consultation has been
ongoing, and additional cultural resource studies have been conducted in support of project refinements discussed in
this FEIR. Results of additional cultural resources investigations conducted since circulation of the DEIR have also been
provided to the Tribe, as requested. Section 3.6, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR identifies and
describes impacts to Bear River Ridge, which has been described as a sacred high place within the Wiyot territory
(Impact 3.6- 4. Change to the Significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource). This impact would result from the placement of
wind turbine generators (WTGs) on the ridge, which is a significant tribal cultural resource because of its spiritual
importance to the Tribe. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this significant impact; therefore, this impact has
been found significant and unavoidable.

The DEIR addresses the full suite of environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project.
Please see Sections 3.2, “Aesthetics”; 3.3, “Agricultural and Forestry Resources”; 3.4, “Air Quality”; 3.5, “Biological
Resources”; 3.7, “Geology and Soils”; 3.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”; 3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”; 3.10,
“Hydrology and Water Quality”; 3.11, “Noise”; and 3.12, “Transportation and Traffic” in the DEIR for an analysis of the
project’s impact on these resources, and for specific mitigation measures related to impacts on these resources. When a
lead agency approves a project that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts (i.e., impacts that cannot be
reduced to a less-than-significant level) that are disclosed in the EIR, such as the impact on tribal cultural resources on
Bear River Ridge, CEQA requires the decision-making body to balance the economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks and state in writing its reasons for
supporting the action (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15093). This statement of overriding considerations must be supported
by substantial information in the record. The County may approve the project even though the project would cause a
significant effect on the environment if the County makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that shows
there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect and identifies how the expected benefits from the
project outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section
15043). The County is making every effort to achieve this balance.

T2-3

The commenter writes about the negative impacts on the Wiyot Tribe resulting from the arrival of EuroAmerican settlers
in the area in 1850. The commenter states that Wiyot lands and environment were taken by force, beginning with
coastal prairies and grasslands. The commenter quotes a Wiyot ethnographer, L. Loud, who wrote in 1918 that the
prairies were “of incalculable value to the Indians.” The commenter states that the quote supports the conclusion that
the project site is culturally valuable to the Tribe and that development of the site would contribute to the negative
impacts the Tribe has experienced since 1850. This comment summarizes historic events that happened in Humboldt
County. The statement about further impacts on the tribes from development of the lands is noted. A history of the





settlement of the ridge and analysis of significant impacts on Bear River Ridge are discussed in the cultural resources
section of the EIR. The County acknowledges the Tribe’s opposition to the proposed project and the reasons behind it.

T2-4

The commenter states that a pond near the project site is named after a man who murdered native people, and that the
site itself is owned by a family whose ancestor was suspected of collaborating in massacres of Wiyot people in 1860. The
commenter states that the ancestor was a partner of another individual who, according to the letters a Wiyot tribe
member wrote in 1939, was a murderer of Native Americans. The commenter states that the development of the
project site would “seem to reinforce the colonial domination and genocide associated with these persons and their
atrocities and serve as a constant reminder to Wiyots of how their lands were violently taken for the sake of profits by
powerful, privileged, and elite Euro-Americans.” The Tribe’s comments regarding the local history of the site are noted.
The County acknowledges the Tribe’s opposition to the proposed project and the reasons behind it.

T2-5

The commenter states that while section 3.6-3 of the DEIR considers the significance of the potential environmental,
TCR, and cultural impacts from the project, it does not reflect an adequate level of significance. The commenter states
that site P-12-003314, recorded in 2010 (reference: Roscoe), was not relocated by Stantec archaeologist and notes that
the archaeologists who conducted the survey were not from Humboldt County, and that their archaeological assessment
is questionable to the Wiyot Tribe because the Tribe was not included in the assessment. The commenter mentions
documentation of the presence of humans in the “Wiyot ethnobotanical area.” The commenter states that because the
Stantec archaeologists could not relocate the site, it was not noted as potentially eligible under the National Register of
Historic Places (NHRP). Per the commenter, the Wiyot Tribe requests that the area be reevaluated for its eligibility for
protection under the NHRP. An additional survey of the site in question on Bear River Ridge was conducted by Stantec
and Browning Cultural Resources on August 17, 2019. At that time site P-12-003314 was relocated. Observed artifacts
consisted of Franciscan chert flakes, including edge modified flakes and one fire-affected cobble. An area of darkened
soil was also identified. Compared to the boundary previously recorded by Roscoe, the site boundary was slightly
expanded to the west by 13 meters and to the south by up to 8 meters based on the presence of surface artifacts. The
darkened soil was identified within the originally plotted location; however, it was not firmly identified as midden. The
rock outcrop was also identified within the originally plotted site location. The site is considered to be potentially eligible
for the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and will be avoided during project implementation. The report
California Register of Historical Resources Evaluation of Resource P-12-000212, Humboldt County, California, prepared
by Browning Cultural Resources, Inc., dated October 2019, was used in the preparation of this FEIR and has been
provided to the Tribe.

T2-6

The commenter states that site HUM TG 12 is also of significance to the Wiyot people and is potentially eligible for
listing on the NRHP. The commenter states that the locations of sites HUM TG 12 and HUM TG 08 were not correctly
identified in the Stantec environmental report. The commenter states that the Wiyot Tribe requests that sites HUM TG
08, HUM TG 09, and HUM TG 12 be further assessed for potential inclusion on the NRHP. The commenter also states
that there are known lithic scatters near site HUM TG 03 and that it is a historic gravel mining “feature” that also was
not identified in the Stantec report. The commenter states that the Tribe requests that site HUM TG 03 be further
assessed. The original Stantec report and the DEIR, which relied on information identified in the Stantec report,
incorrectly refer to the location of sites HUM TG 08 and HUM TG 12 as being located on Monument Ridge. Both sites are
located on Bear River Ridge. Their locations are, however, correctly identified in the figures appended to the original
Stantec cultural resources report provided to the Tribe. The correct location has been noted in Section 3.6 in Chapter 9,
“Changes to the DEIR,” of this FEIR and the mistake has also been corrected in the updated cultural resources report
provided by Stantec. As described in Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources, including Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR,
an intensive reconnaissance-level pedestrian field survey of the project area was conducted between July 7 and August
23, 2018. Table 3.6-2 of the DEIR indicates that site Hum TG 12 appears eligible for inclusion in the CRHR. AECOM





Humboldt Wind Energy Project FEIR Tribal Comments and Responses 6.2-4 Humboldt County Although the remaining
prehistoric sites (HUM TG 08 and HUM TG 09) do not appear to be eligible, all three sites will be avoided as stipulated in
Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a (Avoid Potential Impacts). Before construction permits are issued, the project applicant will
submit improvement plans to the County Planning & Building Department demonstrating that the WTG locations and
other permanent infrastructure will avoid known archaeological resources. Further assessment of the NRHP eligibility of
these sites would not be required. As described in Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources, including Tribal Cultural Resources,”
of the DEIR, an intensive reconnaissance-level pedestrian field survey of the project area was conducted between July 7
and August 23, 2018. Stantec archaeologists conducted the pedestrian field survey of the proposed WTG locations,
access roads, the right-of-way for the generation transmission line (gen-tie), and the location of the Bridgeville
substation. Stantec archaeologists surveyed a 152-meter (500-foot) radius around proposed representative WTG
locations and a corridor 152 meters (500 feet) wide around project roads and electrical collection lines (76 meters [250
feet] on either side of the centerline). Stantec archaeologists surveyed an area 152 meters (500 feet) wide around
proposed staging and temporary impact areas. Furthermore, Stantec archaeologists surveyed a corridor 60 meters (200
feet) wide around the electrical collection line and the gen-tie (30 meters [100 feet] on either side of the centerline). The
methods applied by Stantec during their intensive reconnaissance-level pedestrian field survey are consistent with
Secretary of the Interior’s standards for identifying existing archaeological resources. However, there is the potential for
the discovery of previously unidentified sites. Impact 3.6-1 (Change to the Significance of an Archaeological Resource)
discusses the potential of the project to damage or destroy documented or assumed eligible cultural resources in the
project area or previously undiscovered cultural resources. Mitigation Measures 3.6-1a (Avoid Potential Impacts), 3.6-1b
(Preserve Resources in Place), 3.6-1c (Monitor Ground-Disturbing Activities), and 3.6-1d (Prepare Treatment Plan and
Stop Potentially Damaging Work for Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Materials Uncovered during Project Construction,
Assess the Significance of the Find, and Pursue Appropriate Management) would reduce the impact of damage to or
destruction of archaeological resources during project construction to less than significant.

T2-7

The commenter states that the WTGs would mar the aesthetics of the Wiyot territory and degrade the visual character
of the area for both residents and visitors. An analysis of impacts on aesthetic resources is presented in Section 3.2,
“Aesthetics,” of the DEIR. Key observation points are shown in Figure 3.2-1 and were selected to illustrate the range of
visual settings and visual sensitivity and represent the most likely locations from which the project site would be viewed.
Figures 3.2-2 through 3.2-10 provide representative photographs showing views of the project site. The DEIR identifies a
significant and unavoidable impact on aesthetic resources from the placement of WTGs on the ridge, consistent with the
statement made by the commenter. Since the publication of the DEIR, the applicant has proposed a reduction in the
number of wind turbine generators from 60 to 47, spread across Monument Ridge and Bear River Ridge. Please see
“Refinements to the Project Description Since circulation of the DEIR” in Chapter 1 of this FEIR for specific refinements
to the project description. While these refinements reduce the impacts to some resources, they Humboldt Wind Energy
Project FEIR AECOM Humboldt County 6.2-5 Tribal Comments and Responses do not change any of the impact
conclusions presented in the DEIR. Impacts on aesthetic resources from implementation of the proposed project remain
significant and unavoidable.

T2-8

The commenter states that night air traffic safety lighting of the WTGs would be a source of light pollution in the area
and have a significant negative impact on the Wiyot Table Bluff Reservation. Section 2.4.2, “Public Access and Safety,” of
the DEIR addresses Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements for lighting on the proposed turbines. Through
its Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460.1), the FAA would conduct a review of the proposed
project before construction begins (Title 14, Part 77 of the Code of Federal Regulations). The turbines proposed would
be more than 200 feet tall and therefore would require appropriate obstruction lighting. However, the FAA may
determine that the absence of marking and/or lighting would not threaten aviation. As a result of its review process, the
FAA might recommend installing tower markings or aviation safety lighting on all or only a portion of the turbine towers.
Please see the response to Comment T2-7.





T2-9

The commenter asserts that shadow flicker is “glossed over and dismissed” in the aesthetics assessment of the DEIR. The
commenter states that shadow flicker from wind turbines has been found to potentially precipitate epileptic seizures,
even in those not near the turbines. The commenter states that the sources cited in the DEIR on the impacts of shadow
flicker are not the latest research and do not acknowledge that there is risk at frequencies below 3 Hz. The commenter
also states that wind turbine noise has been associated with other health problems and suicidal behavior. The
commenter notes that Impact 3.11-3 acknowledges the significant impact of the sound of the wind turbines, and states
that because the site is a “high prayer spot” for the Wiyot people, the noise would greatly interfere with their spiritual
activities. As noted by the commenter, the DEIR contains analyses of both shadow flicker and noise effects of the WTGs.
The commenter does not provide specific information about what latest research they consider more adequate or how
specific health impacts may be assessed. Based on the information provided, no further revisions to the language in the
DEIR are warranted.

T2-10

The commenter states that the Wiyot Natural Resources Department (WNRD) believes that the impacts of the project
have not been fully assessed because the specific planned location of each WTG is not identified in the DEIR. The
commenter states that the WNRD believes that the proposed mitigation efforts will be inadequate and “constitute
deferred mitigation,” which the WNRD finds unacceptable given the size of the project. The DEIR addresses the full suite
of environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project. Please see Sections 3.2, “Aesthetics”;
3.3, “Agricultural and Forestry Resources”; 3.4, “Air Quality”; 3.7, “Geology and Soils”; 3.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”;
3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”; 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality”; 3.11, “Noise”; and 3.12, “Transportation
and Traffic” in the DEIR for analyses of the project’s impact on these resources, and for specific mitigation measures
related to the impacts on these resources. At the time of the preparation of the DEIR, an “impact corridor” was studied
to allow for maximum flexibility during project refinement, design, and micro-siting to avoid sensitive resources to the
greatest extent feasible. This approach has been applied in the refined project description used in the preparation of this
FEIR. The refinements have resulted in a reduction of the overall impact acreage and in avoidance of specific sensitive
resources (cultural, biological). Please see Master Response 1, “Site Planning and Avoidance Measures,” and
Refinements to the Project Description Since Circulation of the DEIR in Chapter 1 of this FEIR for specific refinements to
the project description since circulation of the DEIR. Regarding impacts on wildlife, as described in Section 3.5,
“Biological Resources,” the DEIR has committed the County to the required mitigation measures, presented clear
performance standards that have been further refined in this FEIR, and described the means of mitigating impacts that
would achieve the performance standards. Please also see Master Responses 2 through 8 for additional details related
to the analysis of impacts on biological resources and discussion of the additional surveys conducted since circulation of
the DEIR and for additional refinements to the mitigation measures in the DEIR. When a lead agency approves a project
that would result in significant and unavoidable impacts (i.e., impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant
level) that are disclosed in the EIR, CEQA requires the decision-making body to balance the economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks and state in writing
its reasons for supporting the action (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15093). This statement of overriding considerations
must be supported by substantial information in the record. The County may approve the project even though the
project would cause a significant effect on the environment if the County makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed
decision that shows there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect and identifies how the expected
benefits from the project outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15043).

T2-11

The commenter notes that evaluating and commenting on the project has been a financial and time burden on the
WNRD, and that Terra-Gen has not offered to compensate the Tribe for the effort. The commenter states that Terra-Gen
could have avoided burdening the Tribe if Terra-Gen had abandoned the project based on the recommendations of the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The commenter notes that CDFW categorized the project site as





either “High or Uncertain Potential for Wildlife Impacts” or “Inappropriate for Wind Development.” The commenter also
notes that the DEIR is based on one year of survey data, which per language from the CDFW and in the opinion of the
Tribe is inadequate for identifying significant impacts and developing alternatives. The commenter requests that more
data be collected in 2019 and 2020 and that a subsequent EIR be prepared. It is not customary for a project applicant to
provide those wishing to comment on a project with the financial resources to do so. If any resources were provided, the
County would not be involved in such exchanges. The commenter is referring to the CDFW letter that cites the California
Energy Commission and CDFW California Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy
Development (Guidelines) and states that in CDFW's opinion the project falls into Guidelines Category 3 site as: “Project
Sites with High or Uncertain Potential for Wildlife Impact,” or Category 4: “Project Sites Inappropriate for Wind
Development.” Please see the response to Comment S4-4 in Chapter 4, “State Comments Responses,” in this FEIR for an
explanation as to why the project does not pose an unacceptable risk to wildlife and why the site is not inappropriate for
wind development Regarding the commenter’s statement about the need for additional studies, please note that since
circulation of the DEIR, a second year of surveys has been conducted for marbled murrelet, northern spotted owils,
eagles, bats, and special-status plants. Updated collision risk modeling was also conducted based on the second year of
marbled murrelet radar surveys. Please see the updated reports in Appendix B of this FEIR. The surveys and modeling
results did not change any of the conclusions of the DEIR; therefore, a subsequent EIR is not necessary.

T2-12

The commenter states that the project site is in a coastal grassland area that, according to the National Audubon
Society, supports the grasshopper sparrow, a State Species of Special Concern (SSC), and the California horned lark,
which is on CDFW’s watch list. The commenter states that Bear River Ridge is one of the only places to find the horned
lark in Humboldt County. The commenter states that horned larks are the most commonly killed bird by turbines on
wind farms in Wyoming and Colorado. Please see Master Response 5, “Migratory and Special-Status Birds,” and the
response to Comment S4- 11 for a discussion of the grassland habitat Cape Mendocino Important Bird Area. Please see
the response to Comment S4-12 for a specific discussion of the horned lark population on Bear River Ridge.

T2-13

The commenter lists California State Endangered (SE), Threatened (ST), Candidate (CT/E), Fully Protected (FP) species,
State Species of Special Concern (SSC), and State Watch List (WL) species that have been observed and documented
along or near Bear River Ridge. The commenter states that the Tribe is concerned about WTG- and transmission line-
caused fatalities to SE, ST, CT/E species that cannot be taken without CDFW authorization (the commenter lists these
species). The commenter notes that State Fully Protected Species cannot be taken except for scientific research or the
protection of livestock (the commenter lists these species). Please see Master Response 2, “Marbled Murrelet”; Master
Response 4, “Northern Spotted Owl”; Master Response 5, “Migratory and Special-Status Birds”; and Master Response 6,
“Eagles and Other Raptors” for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for special-status bird species, including listed and
fully protected species.

T2-14

The commenter notes that the project site is in a known flyway for the marbled murrelet, which is a Federally
Threatened Species, a State Endangered Species, and a TCR species for the Wiyot Tribe. Per the commenter, the Tribe is
concerned that the DEIR used the data of just one season to conclude that no information is available regarding whether
the birds can avoid colliding with moving turbine blades. Since the DEIR was circulated the applicant has undertaken
several refinements to the project to minimize the collision risk to marbled murrelets, including removing three turbines
that were in areas characterized by relatively high passage rates of marbled murrelets, reducing the number of turbines
from 60 to 47, and shortening the gen-tie line from 25 to 22 miles. The project applicant has conducted a second year of
marbled murrelet radar surveys in 2019 and has revised the risk assessment and take estimate based on this second
year of data since circulation of the DEIR. The Updated Humboldt Wind Energy Project Marbled Murrelet Survey Report
is included Appendix B of this DEIR, and is discussed in detail in Section 3.1, Master Response 2, “Marbled Murrelet,” of
this FEIR.





T2-15

The commenter further discusses the project’s potential negative impacts on the marbled murrelet. The commenter
states that clearcutting for the project will open 25 miles of forest to potential raven predation of murrelet nests. The
commenter states that the proposed compensatory mitigation for murrelets is uncertain. The commenter also notes
that US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) murrelet recovery guidelines were not mentioned in the DEIR. The commenter
states that more study is needed to adequately assess the potential harms to the murrelet species, and given the
species’ reliance upon adult bird survivorship, the birds’ already declining population could be significantly reduced by
the project. Since circulation of the DEIR the project applicant has made numerous refinements to the project design to
reduce impacts on marbled murrelets and other sensitive biological resources. Please see Section 3.1, Master Response
1, “Site Planning and Avoidance Measures.” Please refer to “Refinements to the Project Description Since Circulation of
the DEIR” in Chapter 1 of this FEIR for details on the refinements. The collision risk model analyzed passage in zones as a
way to identify areas of both ridges that were associated with higher marbled murrelet passage rates, and thus would
be available for use in a minimization or avoidance strategy. This analysis was used to inform a new layout with 13 fewer
turbines (reduction from 60 to 47 turbines), representing in a 21.6% decrease in the number of turbines. This reduction
included the removal of all turbines in the three zones with the greatest documented marbled murrelet passage rates.
As discussed in the Marbled Murrelet Collision Risk Assessment Associated with the Humboldt Wind Project Proposed
for Humboldt County, California: 2-Year Report by H. T. Harvey & Associates, September 2019, in Appendix B of this
FEIR, these refinements have resulted in a 55% decrease in the estimated take of marbled murrelets (4.65 birds in 30
years).

T2-16

The commenter states that the bald eagle and the golden eagle are culturally important to the Wiyot people, and that
Impacts 3.5-4 and 3.5-5 note the project’s potential to significantly affect these species. The commenter states that the
mitigation measures for eagle deaths are inadequate and that there is no discussion of follow-up monitoring of eagle
fatalities. The commenter states that other raptors would be affected or killed by the project, such as the northern
spotted owl and the northern harrier, which is on the Wiyot Tribe’s List of Species of Environmental and Cultural
Concern. The commenter mentions the bird deaths predicted by “company” biologic models, and states that the Tribe
finds the numbers unacceptable. Please see Master Response 6, “Eagles and Other Raptors,” for a discussion of
potential project impacts and mitigation for golden and bald eagles and other raptor species. The DEIR includes a
thorough and detailed discussion of post-construction mortality monitoring for eagles (see pages 3.5-91 through 3.5-92)
and also provides effective compensatory mitigation of utility pole retrofits to offset eagle fatalities. This mitigation is
widely accepted and effective mitigation that is recommended by USFWS. Please see Master Response 6, “Eagles and
Other Raptors,” for a more detailed discussion of this topic.

T2-17

The commenter states that the proposed project area has been identified as suitable habitat for the planned
reintroduction of the California condor, a bird that is sacred to the Wiyot. The commenter argues that while the DEIR
states that released condors will not be at risk for harm from the WTGs because of the transponders attached to the
birds, once the condors begin to breed, there will be young birds without transponders that are at risk of turbine injury
or death. The commenter notes that the DEIR states that impact on condors from the project would be significant and
unavoidable, which is of tremendous concern to the Tribe.

The DEIR acknowledges that both the Wiyot Tribe and the Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria identified the
California condor as a TCR, and that the condor is sacred and part of the Wiyot creation story. Although the condors
have not yet been released, the reintroduction program is reasonably foreseeable in the near future, and certainly
within the 30-year project time frame. The condors will be released under the classification of “nonessential
experimental,” which means that they are not subject to the protections provided by the federal Endangered Species
Act or the California Endangered Species Act. However, the condor is a spiritual symbol for the tribes of Humboldt
County, and therefore the DEIR describes the risk of condors colliding with WTGs as significant. Mitigation Measure 3.6-
4 (Detect Presence of and Curtail Operations for Condors) would greatly reduce this potential risk. If condors are





released in the Bald Hills in Redwood National Park or another location with a range overlapping the project’s WTGs, the
project applicant will implement a detection system using the transponders attached to the condors, and will curtail
operations when condors are close to the WTGs so that the condors are not at risk of encountering operating WTGs.
This detection and curtailment system (Sheppard et al. 2015) has been used successfully at other wind farms in
California, and to date no condors fatalities have occurred. Where this program is being implemented at other wind
farms in California, young condors are trapped and tagged with system-specific transmitters, thereby providing them
with the protection afforded by this detection and curtailment system. While the risk of condor collisions with WTGs
cannot be completely eliminated, this curtailment system makes the risk of collision very low. Nonetheless, the DEIR
identifies the impact on condors as significant and unavoidable due to the spriritual significance of the species.

T2-18

Per the commenter, the Tribe appreciates that its explanation of the significance of the coastal prairie and grassland
species and habitat of the project area were included in the DEIR. The commenter states that the project is
inappropriate for such a culturally and biologically rich area, and that alternative sites for the project were not
considered. The commenter states that the Tribe’s perspective is also that of the National Audubon Society and the
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). The commenter notes the comment in Impact 3.5-24 that the project will cause
disturbance to or loss of sensitive natural communities and riparian habitat. Please see Master Response 11,
“Alternatives,” for a discussion of the alternatives that were considered, and also Master Response 1, “Site Planning and
Avoidance Measures,” for a discussion of how the project has been refined, and elements of alternatives considered in
the DEIR have been incorporated, to reduce impacts on sensitive plant communities and special-status species. Please
also see Master Response 7, “Special-Status Plants and Sensitive Communities,” for a discussion of how impacts on
sensitive natural communities and riparian habitat have been reduced from those described in the DEIR. T2-19 The
commenter notes that the DEIR states that the project could have an uncommonly large number of impacts on an
extensive natural area with many habitats and many species, and notes that it is rare that a proposed project on the
North Coast would have this magnitude of impacts. This commenter expresses an opinion about the impacts of the
project but does not raise specific questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the DEIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant
environmental issues. No further response is required. Please note that the project has been refined since circulation of
the DEIR and that the refined project results in a reduction in the impact acreage, fewer turbines, and a shortened gen-
tie line. Please see “Refinements to the Project Description since Circulation of the DEIR” in Chapter 1 of this FEIR.

T2-20

The commenter argues that the biological surveys presented in the DEIR are incomplete and do not adequately cover
the proposed project area. The commenter also argues that the DEIR does not present mitigation plans for “rare plants,
natural communities, invasive species, eelgrass, wetland, and riparian impacts” in a way that would allow the public to
effectively evaluate those plans, as is required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The commenter
states that mitigation plans that refer to pending plans are deferred mitigation and therefore not acceptable. The
commenter requests that the DEIR be revised with complete biological surveys, impact analyses, and detailed mitigation
plans, and then recirculated for comment. Since circulation of the DEIR a second year of studies have been completed
for marbled murrelets, northern spotted owls, eagles, and special-status plants. Results of these studies are provided in
Appendix B of this FEIR, as is the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed Control Plan that describes proposed measures
to control invasive weeds, protect riparian habitat, and restore or mitigate impacts to sensitive plant communities. Since
circulation of the DEIR, the project applicant has also retained a qualified consultant to further refine mapping of the
extent of eelgrass at Fields Landing and propose recommendations to ensure the project’s avoidance of eelgrass (see
Eelgrass Avoidance Recommendations for the Humboldt Wind Energy Project prepared by Merkel & Associates, Inc.,
dated June 2019 om Appendix B of this FEIR). A detailed mitigation strategy for marbled murrelets has been completed:
Compensatory Mitigation Strategy for Marbled Murrelets Impacted by Operation of the Humboldt Wind Project,
prepared by H. T. Harvey & Associates, dated September 2019, in Appendix B of this FEIR. These additional studies and





more detailed mitigation plans do not change the analysis or conclusions of the DEIR, but rather provide additional
details that were requested by commenters, and therefore recirculation is not required.

T2-21

The commenter introduces a list of concerns, comments, and recommendations regarding biological impacts, and
explains that the list was the result of collaboration between the Wiyot Tribe and the CNPS. The first item requests that
botanical surveys be completed for the entire project area and that the methods and findings of the surveys be
presented to the public in a revised DEIR. The item includes a question regarding whether project components in the
Highway 101 transportation corridor will be surveyed. As described in Master Response 7, “Special-Status Plants and
Sensitive Communities,” botanical surveys have been completed for the entire project area, including the area along the
Highway 101 transportation corridor. Please see Humboldt Wind Energy Project — 2019 Botanical Resources Survey
Results Memo prepared by Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., dated August 27, 2019 in Appendix B of this FEIR.

T2-22

The second item states that the DEIR does not adequately address whether California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 3 or 4 taxa
were evaluated for impact significance based on CEQA sections 15125(c) and/or 15830. The item states that there may
be other unique or rare species in the area that do not have a CRPR. The item requests that the DEIR provide a more
thorough analysis for the taxa and determine whether the CEQA sections apply. Please see the response to Comment
07-10 in Chapter 7 of this FEIR for a discussion of the project surveys for rare plants and consideration of California Rare
Plant Rank 3 or 4 taxa.

T2-23

The third item notes that the DEIR specifies that for impacts to Siskiyou Checkerbloom, the project applicant must
develop a mitigation strategy with a minimum 1.5 to 1 ratio. The item notes that potentially 8.86 acres of special status
plants could be impacted, so the DEIR must include a specific and feasible mitigation plan. The item requests that the
DEIR provide examples of successful Siskiyou Checkerbloom mitigation and justification for the proposed mitigation
ratio. The item requests that this process also be applied to other impacted plant species, natural communities, riparian
habitats, and wetlands, particularly coastal prairie habitats. Since circulation of the DEIR, the project has been refined to
reduce impacts on sensitive biological resources as described in Master Response 1, “Site Planning and Avoidance
Measures,” and in Chapter 1, “Refinements to the Project Description Since Circulation of the DEIR.” These refinements
resulted in reduced impacts on Siskiyou checkerbloom, from 8.42 acres to 4.57 acres (temporary impacts 3.68 acres,
permanent impacts 0.77 acres) and on other sensitive plant communities and special-status plants (see Master
Response 7, “Special-Status Plants and Sensitive Communities.” The Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed Control Plan
in Appendix B of this FEIR provides additional details on performance standards for providing compensatory mitigation
for Siskiyou checkerbloom and other special-status plant species.

T2-24

Item four notes that eelgrass habitat is essential to fish and subject to no-net-loss wetland policies, and while the project
may impact eelgrass, the DEIR did not include eelgrass surveys. Per the California Eelgrass Mitigation Policy and
implementation guidelines, pre- and post-project eelgrass surveys must occur. The item requires that the project
demonstrate the ability to mitigate impacts to eelgrass at a 4.82 to 1 ratio and include a feasible mitigation plan for the
highest impact area. Since circulation of the DEIR, the project applicant has retained a qualified consultant to further
refine mapping of the extent of eelgrass at Fields Landing and propose recommendations to ensure the project’s
avoidance of eelgrass (see Eelgrass Avoidance Recommendations for the Humboldt Wind Energy Project prepared by
Merkel & Associates, Inc., dated June 2019 in Appendix B of this FEIR). As stated in the DEIR, the project will not result in
impacts on eelgrass, and no project activity is proposed within areas of Humboldt Bay at Fields Landing that support
eelgrass. Project activities are not expected to result in excessive wake or sediment disturbance that would result in
impact on eelgrass present in the vicinity of the landing site. The Final EIR has been revised to include the following
avoidance recommendations provided in this memo. Mitigation Measure 3.5-22c: Avoid Impacts on Sediment and





Habitats in Humboldt Bay and Implement Eelgrass Monitoring and Protection Plan. The project applicant shall avoid all
impacts on sediment and adjacent habitats (such as eelgrass beds) in Humboldt Bay by using existing shipping channels
and pinning the barge against wooden piles connected to the shore by a mooring line. The barge shall not come in
contact with Humboldt Bay sediment or habitats at any time. The project applicant shall has developed an eelgrass
monitoring and protection plan AECOM Humboldt Wind Energy Project FEIR Tribal Comments and Responses 6.2-12
Humboldt County to ensure that eelgrass beds will not be adversely affected during offloading of components in
Humboldt Bay. The project applicant shall implement the following mitigation and monitoring measures in the eelgrass
monitoring and protection plan to avoid impacts on eelgrass. 1. Depths along the outer margin of the piling field, which
extends approximately 60 feet beyond the terminal wall within the project area, range from -5 feet at the northern end
of the terminal, to less than -1 ft MLLW at the gap in the piling field (see Figure 1 in Eelgrass Avoidance
Recommendations for the Humboldt Wind Energy Project prepared by Merkel & Associates, Inc. June 2019, Appendix B
in this FEIR). Eelgrass occurs at depths ranging from approximately -5.4 ft to +1.1 feet MLLW within the project area. To
avoid impacts to eelgrass, tug/barge operators shall maintain a minimum operational buffer distance of 10 feet from the
perimeter of mapped eelgrass beds with respect to barge positioning and spud leg mooring placement and be aware of
shallow shoals near the southern periphery of the piling field where the risk of grounding in eelgrass habitat is greatest
(Figure 3.5-4 in Appendix C of this FEIR). 2. Eelgrass bed margins within the APE boundary (shown in Figure 2 in Eelgrass
Avoidance Recommendations for the Humboldt Wind Energy Project prepared by Merkel & Associates, Inc. June 2019,
Appendix B in this FEIR) shall be staked with PVC posts prior to commencement of offloading activities to provide visual
guidance for operators to avoid eelgrass beds with respect to tug thrusting as well as barge and spud leg mooring
placement. To avoid grounding or tug thrust impacts during barge repositioning, the barge operators shall move the
barges out to the main channel to rotate them due to the narrow dimensions and presence of eelgrass on both sides of
the terminal channel. 3. The project applicant shall complete pre- and post-construction eelgrass surveys in accordance
with the California Mitigation Policy and Implementing Guidelines (NOAA 2014b) to confirm that impacts on eelgrass
have been avoided during the offloading operation. These guidelines require completion of pre-implementation surveys
within the project APE and appropriate reference site(s) within the active growth period for eelgrass (May—September)
60 days prior to the commencement of the project. Post-construction surveys of the APE and reference site shall be
completed within 30 days following the completion of barge offloading activities, or within the first 30 days of the next
active growth period following any project implementation that occurs outside the active growing season. All monitoring
shall be conducted by qualified biologists who are experienced with eelgrass monitoring. Survey reports shall be
submitted to the appropriate state and federal resource/regulatory agencies and to the Humboldt County Planning &
Building Department within 30 days of the completion of each survey. Implementation: Project applicant. Timing: No
less than 90 days before project component delivery. Enforcement: Humboldt County Planning & Building Department,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

T2-25

Item five expresses concern over the potential for additional invasive plant species to be brought in by project
construction and traffic. The item states that the DEIR does not provide an invasive species Humboldt Wind Energy
Project FEIR AECOM Humboldt County 6.2-13 Tribal Comments and Responses mitigation plan; does not include the
project’s pending Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed Control Plan; and does not adequately describe how invasive
species will be managed. Please see the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed Control Plan in Appendix B of this FEIR,
which provides a thorough discussion of proposed invasive weed management.

T2-26 Item six states that the DEIR should provide a thorough analysis of potential impacts on the ethnobotanical
cultural landscapes and tribal resources. Section 3.6, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” of the DEIR contains a
thorough analysis of potential impacts on cultural landscaped and tribal cultural resources. The comment does not
indicate any specific desired further analysis. No further revisions are necessary.





T2-27

Iltem seven asks that the DEIR provide a deeper analysis of the project’s potential carbon footprint, including the
possible net reduction in carbon emissions given the construction, transport, and maintenance costs of the project.
Please see Master Response 9, “Adequacy of the Greenhouse Gas Analysis.” Total project GHG emissions were
calculated for all phases of the project, including construction, transport, operations, and maintenance. Emissions
methodology and estimates are presented in section 3.8.3 and Table 3.8-1, respectively. Detailed emissions estimates
and calculations for all phases of the proposed project are provided in Appendix B of the DEIR. While the project is
proposed on land owned by Humboldt Redwood Company LLC (HRC) and is subject to harvesting in accordance with the
HRC Sustainability Plan, an estimate of the carbon sequestration potential of existing trees on the project site has been
added to the GHG analysis. These calculations are provided in Appendix B of this FEIR and shown in Table 3.8-2 in
Chapter 9, “Changes to the DEIR,” of this FEIR. Pleases also see Master Response 9, “Adequacy of the Greenhouse Gas
Analysis.” It is important to note that the trees within the proposed project footprint would count toward the HRC
lumber yield and, if they were not harvested within the project footprint, then the same volume could be harvested
elsewhere on the land, in accordance with the Sustainability Plan. As described in section 3.8, even with consideration of
carbon sequestration losses, the proposed project would still result in a less than cumulatively significant contribution to
the significant impact of climate change.

T2-28

Item eight expresses concern over the project’s potential effects on aesthetics, and states that the DEIR does not
evaluate potential impacts on botanical enthusiasts, bird watchers, and nature enthusiasts. The item concludes that
their experiences will be “greatly diminished.” The commenter expresses concern about the effects of the project on
aesthetics, and the effects on botanists, bird watchers, and nature enthusiasts, but does not raise specific questions or
request information that pertains to the adequacy of the DEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with
the project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. This comment is published in this
Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response is
requirPlease note that the majority of the project area is not currently open to recreation or general public access.
Therefore, no negative impacts on recreation are expected.

T2-29

Iltem nine expresses concern over the project’s potential impacts on recreation during project construction and
implementation and states that the project will negatively impact recreation activities by botanical enthusiasts, bird
watchers, and nature lovers in the area. The commenter expresses concern about the effects of the project on
recreation, and the effect on botanists, bird watchers, and nature enthusiasts, but does not raise specific questions or
request information that pertains to the adequacy of the DEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with
the project, nor does it contain an argument raising significant environmental issues. This comment is published in this
Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response is
required. Please note that the majority of the project area is not currently open to recreation or general public access.
Therefore, no negative impacts on recreation are expected.

T2-30

Item ten expresses concern over the elements of the project that will remain at the project site even after the project
ends, such as the concrete pads that support the turbines. The item states that the pads will have an impact on the local
habitats and that there must be a requirement that such infrastructure elements be fully removed upon the project’s
conclusion. Project decommissioning is discussed in Section 2.5, “Project Decommissioning and Restoration,” in Chapter
2, “Project Description,” of the DEIR. As stated in Section 2.5, decommissioning would require a separate discretionary
permit from the County and would require the removal of the WTGs, cables, and other infrastructure support facilities.
Upon decommissioning of the facility, the WTGs would be removed from the project site, and the materials would be
reused or sold for scrap. Any underground utility improvements would be abandoned in place. Restoration of disturbed
lands would occur in accordance with regulations and/or the landowner’s contractual commitments.





T2-31

Iltem eleven asks that the project further explore alternative locations and alternative designs. The item states that the
DEIR does not include the alternative sites that were evaluated. The DEIR’s alternatives analysis meets the CEQA
requirements. As stated in Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” of the DEIR, each alternative was evaluated according to the “rule
of reason” and general feasibility criteria suggested by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, as follows: “The
range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only
the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed
decision making.” The County has considered a range of alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic project
objectives identified in Section 2.2.2, “Project Objectives,” of Chapter 2, Project Description, and avoid Humboldt Wind
Energy Project FEIR AECOM Humboldt County 6.2-15 Tribal Comments and Responses or substantially lessen one or
more significant effects. Please also see Master Response 1, “Site Planning and Avoidance Measures,” and Master
Response 11, “Alternatives,” for further discussion.

T2-32

The final item in the list concludes that given the inadequacies of the DEIR, the commenters recommend the No Project
alternative. This comment does not raise specific questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the
DEIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project, nor does it contain an argument raising
significant environmental issues. This comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public
disclosure and for decision maker consideration. No further response is required.

T2-33

The commenter presents statements from researchers that describe California grasslands like the coastal prairie of the
project area as among the most highly endangered ecosystems in the U.S., while they are also host to a rich diversity of
species. The commenter refers to research that shows how California indigenous people maintained the nature of these
rich grasslands by regularly burning them, thereby preventing the growth of forests. The commenter mentions that
California’s Senior Vegetation Ecologist expressed concerns about the project’s potential impacts on the rare coastal
prairie plant community populations in the area. Please see Master Response 5, “Migratory and Special-Status Birds,”
and the response to Comment S4- 11 for a discussion of the impacts of the project on the grassland habitat in the Cape
Mendocino Important Bird Area. Please also see Master Response 7, “Special-status plant and Sensitive Communities”
for information on how potential impacts to these resources have been further reduced Since circulation of the DEIR.

T2-34

The commenter states that another major concern for the Tribe is the negative environmental impacts of the gen-tie
transmission line. The commenter states that the line as well as the WTGs would greatly increase the potential for
catastrophic wildfires and mentions that Humboldt Redwoods State Park could be vulnerable to such fires. The
commenter mentions other old-growth forest areas that could be impacted, and states that the rugged nature of the
areas would limit fire-fighting efforts. The commenter states that the rich forests and grasslands in the project area are
valuable carbon sinks, and that the damage the project would cause to these sinks would negate the project’s goal of
reducing carbon emissions. Please see Master Response 10, “Wildfire,” in this FEIR for further discussion of regulatory
requirements and mitigation measures that reduce the potential for wildfires, and Master Response 9, “Adequacy of the
Greenhouse Gas Analysis.”

T2-35

The commenter states that potential greenhouse gas emissions from the project were not fully evaluated because the
DEIR did not include emissions from the project’s maintenance and repair. The commenter also states that the emissions
generated by the project’s construction would exceed the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District’s





significance threshold for NOx, and that the impact would be significant as per Impact 3.4-1. As described in Section
3.8.3, GHG emissions from operations and maintenance activities were estimated and provided in Table 3.8-1 of the
DEIR. Sources of operational GHG emissions considered included AECOM Humboldt Wind Energy Project FEIR Tribal
Comments and Responses 6.2-16 Humboldt County energy consumption (electricity and natural gas), transportation,
and off-road, stationary, waste, and water sources. Operation of the WTGs would require a minor increase in vehicular
trips (an estimated maximum of three round trips per day) for staffing and maintenance activities at the O&M facility
and maintenance at the WTG sites. Operation of the O&M building would require electricity for power and lighting. Off-
road sources would include equipment that would be used intermittently for maintenance, such as a crane, forklift,
truck, or an emergency generator, as needed. The O&M building would also require energy for space and water heating
for the proposed employees. Electricity and natural gas consumption and related GHG emissions were estimated using
default assumptions contained in CalEEMod. Operational emissions (inclusive of ongoing maintenance activities) were
presented as total annual emissions in Table 3.8-1 of the DEIR. With respect to Impact 3.4-1, the commenter is correct
that the impact from temporary maximum daily emissions of the criteria air pollutant, NOX, was determined to be
significant and unavoidable. The discussion under Impact 3.4-1 of the DEIR provided an analysis of potential air quality
impacts associated. with emissions of criteria air pollutants during construction and operations. While NOX is a
precursor to ozone, a GHG, the analysis within the air quality section of the DEIR and specifically Impact 3.4-1 considers
emissions of NOX as a criteria air pollutant; within this context, the analysis focuses on locally increased concentrations
of NOX, which can cause adverse health effects. This analysis identified a finding of a significant and unavoidable impact
associated with short-term emissions of NOX potentially exceeding maximum daily emissions thresholds during
construction activities. As shown in Table 3.4-4, the annual emissions of NOX would not exceed the NCUAQMD annual
emissions thresholds. Unlike criteria air pollutants, which tend to have localized or regional impacts, GHG emissions tend
to disperse more broadly. GHG emissions are more of a global concern because they have longer atmospheric lifetimes
than criteria air pollutants. For the purposes of analysis, GHG emissions are typically considered on an annual or multi-
year basis. The finding of significance associated with temporary maximum daily emissions of NOX during construction
activities is not an indicator of potential impacts associated with GHG emissions. The analysis of potential impacts from
GHG emissions uses thresholds of significance unique from those used for the analysis in Impact 3.4-1 and the finding of
less than cumulatively significant for this impact is accurate and appropriate, as further detailed in Section 3.8.3.

T2-36

The commenter states that the lands designated as Timber Production Zones (TPZ) within the gen-tie corridor will take
10 years to come out of the zone and follow Humboldt Redwood Company’s Habitat Conservation Plan. The commenter
contests the DEIR’s estimate that 91 acres of forestland would be permanently converted by the corridor and presents
an alternate estimate of 303 acres of TPZ. The commenter states that the acreage number discrepancy should be further
evaluated, and requests that Impact 3.3-2 be reevaluated. Please see Master Response 1, “Site Planning and Avoidance
Measures,” which describes refinements to the project Since circulation of the DEIR to avoid and minimize impacts on
sensitive biological resources, and which resulted in a reduction in the extent of forestland that would be subject to
timber harvest from the gen-tie corridor. Please refer to the Update to the Project Description Since Circulation of the
DEIR in Chapter 1 of this FEIR for details on these refinements. For an updated summary of permanent and temporary
impacts on forest and woodlands please see Table 3.5-12, which shows a total of 35.24 acres of permanent impacts and
374.19 acres of temporary impacts. Impact 3.3-2 has been revised to reflect these updated impact acreages. Please see
Chapter 9 for a version of Impact 3.3-2 that shows the updated Humboldt Wind Energy Project FEIR AECOM Humboldt
County 6.2-17 Tribal Comments and Responses acreages. The refined project would result in 0.36 acres of permanent
impacts and 193.55 acres of temporary impacts of forests and woodlands in timber production zones for a total impact
acreage of 193.91 acres.

T2-37

The commenter states that the project site is within the vicinity of Triple Junction, an active seismic convergence area
with soils “subject to liquefaction,” per Impact 3.7-4. The commenter expresses concern about the impacts of project
construction activities and the potential for erosion. The commenter notes that because the DEIR does not include a





geotechnical subsurface report, there is no way for the Tribe to assess the project’s geotechnical impact, or its potential
sedimentation into rivers and tributaries. The commenter states that the impacts noted within the DEIR’s geology and
soils section fall into “less than significant” category because of the project’s compliance with state and local regulations.
The commenter states that this is not acceptable justification for a less than significant impact. The commenter also
states that important plans are not included in the DEIR, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
which the Tribe considers a critical assessment. Seismic activity is discussed in Impact 3.7-2 (Possible Risks to People and
Structures Caused by Strong Seismic Ground Shaking) in Section 3.7, “Geology and Soils,” of the DEIR. As discussed in
Impact 3.7- 2, in association with the building permit issued for the project, a site-specific, design-level geotechnical
report must be prepared by a licensed geotechnical engineer, per California Building Code requirements. This report is a
final, design-level geotechnical subsurface investigation report that includes subsurface testing of soil and groundwater
conditions to identify site-specific geology and soil characteristics that the final engineering design should take into
account during the preparation of grading and building plans. Recommendations of the geotechnical engineering report
are incorporated into the plans submitted for grading and building permits. The geotechnical engineering report is
subject to review by and approval of the County’s Planning & Building Department. Because the California Building Code
already provides for adequate protection to reduce the exposure of people and structures to the adverse effects of
surface fault rupture, this impact would be less than significant. Landslide hazards are discussed in Impact 3.7-3 (Possible
Risks to People and Structures Caused by Seismic-Related Ground Failure, Liquefaction, and Landslides) in Section 3.7,
“Geology and Soils,” of the DEIR. As discussed in Impact 3.7, the proposed project would comply with existing state and
local regulatory requirements to conduct a site-specific geotechnical investigation and implement the recommendations
of the study during project design and construction. Such compliance would prevent structures and people from being
exposed to landslide hazards by limiting cut and fill slope angles to produce grossly and surficially stable slopes;
incorporating benches at a set interval; and requiring placement of fill slope keyways into dense, native bedrock
materials where necessary. Incorporating engineering design measures would reduce the risk of slope instability, thus
removing the potential for the exposure of people and structures to the adverse effects of seismic-related ground
failure, liquefaction, or landslide hazards. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. As discussed in Impact
3.7-4 (Erosion during Project Construction and Operation) in Section 3.7, “Geology and Soils,” of the DEIR, to comply
with existing state and local regulatory requirements, a grading and erosion control plan must be prepared for the
project. The project applicant must retain a California-registered civil engineer who will prepare a grading and erosion
control plan that meets the requirements outlined in the County Code. The grading and erosion control plan must
contain the AECOM Humboldt Wind Energy Project FEIR Tribal Comments and Responses 6.2-18 Humboldt County
information listed in the County’s Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance, including the location, implementation
schedule, and maintenance schedule of all erosion and sediment control measures; a description of measures designed
to control erosion and dust and stabilization of the construction sites and

permanent erosion control measures for project components after construction; and a description of the location and
methods of storage and disposal of construction materials. Further, the project would implement Mitigation Measure
3.10-1 (Implement Wet-Weather BMPs Consistent with the Humboldt Redwood Company Habitat Conservation Plan) in
Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR, which requires water quality monitoring and reporting to the
County Department of Public Works as part of the erosion control plan. Given this compliance with state and local
regulations and the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, this impact would be less than significant.

T2-38

The commenter explains that the Tribe’s largest concern is the DEIR: that it has gaps, contains deferred mitigations, and
does not include a number of plans, permits, and programs. (The commenter provides a list of these documents.) The
commenter states that the absence of the plans, etc., from the DEIR casts doubt upon the applicant’s ability to “safely,
legally, and ethically” complete the project in a culturally and biologically sensitive location. The commenter states that
the DEIR does not include plans, permits, and programs. The purpose of this DEIR is to identify the significant effects of
the proposed project on the physical and natural environment and the DEIR is not intended to include specific plans,
permits, and programs beyond those used to substantiate the findings of the DEIR. Please note that additional





information to further substantiate the findings has been collected since circulation of the DEIR and these studies are
included in Appendix B of this FEIR, as appropriate.

T2-39

The commenter reiterates the Tribe’s request that the project be denied based on un-mitigatable impacts to the Tribe.
The commenter states that while the Tribe supports renewable energy, the carbon storage capacity of the location
where the project is planned makes the project counter-productive. The commenter states that there is an opportunity
to protect the cultural landscape for future generations and for the Wiyot people to be able to continue their spiritual
practices. The commenter states that the project would be “culturally devastating.” Please see Master Response 9,
“Adequacy of the Greenhouse Gas Analysis,” for additional in-depth information regarding the adequacy of the
greenhouse gas analysis, which includes a discussion of carbon sequestration. The tribe’s strong opposition to the
proposed project is noted.






From: Joel Merriman

To: Eord, John; Planning Clerk

Cc: Gail Kenny; Tom Wheeler; Larry Glass

Subject: Decision Regarding Humboldt Wind Energy Project
Date: Friday, November 22, 2019 12:33:09 PM

Dear Director Ford and Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to thank you for what | know was a very difficult decision regarding the Humboldt Wind
Energy project. As someone who deals with questions like this every day, | understand the difficulty
in seeking the balance between protection of wildlife, cultural resources, and more with our shared
urgency to combat climate change.

However, | can say with great confidence that you made the right decision. Speaking from a national
perspective on wind energy projects, this project presented an astonishing list of risks to wildlife and
other natural resources. The proposal left far too many unanswered questions and ignored too
much sound expert opinion. It was not ready for approval, and would require substantial additional
analysis and alteration to be so.

Again, our thanks for ensuring that the move toward renewable energy does not create new
problems for wildlife and other important resources. It is our strong hope that the Board of
Supervisors follows your conscientious lead.

Sincerely,
Joel

Joel Merriman, M.S.

Director, Bird-Smart Wind Energy Campaign
American Bird Conservancy

4301 Connecticut Ave. NW, Ste 451
Washington, DC 20008

(202) 888-7471

Connect with American Bird Conservancy:

abcbirds.org | Twitter | Instagram | Facebook

Y,

-

(,AMERlCAN BIRD
CONSERVANCY
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From: Eord, John

To: Elizabeth Burks; Werner, Steve; Duke, Natalie
Cc: Lippre, Suzanne

Subject: Fw: Support for Humboldt Wind Farm

Date: Sunday, December 1, 2019 7:32:37 PM

From: Ford, John <JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us>

Sent: Sunday, December 1, 2019 7:31 PM

To: Wilson, Mike <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Cc: Darren Weiss <darrenjweiss@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Support for Humboldt Wind Farm

Hi Mike:

You can send them to me, and | will make sure they are included in the packet for the Board's
consideration.

John

From: Wilson, Mike <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 5:05 PM

To: Ford, John <JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us>

Cc: Darren Weiss <darrenjweiss@gmail.com>

Subject: Fwd: Support for Humboldt Wind Farm

John,

Where should comments be sent?

M

Mike Wilson P.E.

Humboldt County Supervisor, District 3

707.476.2393

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:
From: Darren Weiss <darrenjweiss@gmail.com>
Date: November 27, 2019 at 3:23:09 PM PST

To: "Wilson, Mike" <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Subject: Re: Support for Humboldt Wind Farm
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To whom do | send it?
DJW

On Wed, Nov 27, 2019, 3:15 PM Wilson, Mike
<Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us> wrote:

Thanks for the comments. Please submit them as part of the record.

Mike Wilson P.E.
Humboldt County Supervisor, District 3
707.476.2393

Sent from my iPad

On Nov 27, 2019, at 12:55 PM, Darren Weiss
<darrenjweiss@gmail.com> wrote:

Mike,

I'm writing in support of the Humboldt Wind Farm. I'm a
mechanical engineer who's lived in Ferndale for the past 13 years.
I've also worked in the renewable energy industry as a performance
engineer for the past 16 years as both a consultant as well as my
current role of Director of Engineering for Novatus Energy. | have
no vested interest in this particular project except as a Humboldt
County resident.

In my experience, there's nothing outside the ordinary with this
project, including the NIMBY opposition. Not only is there a great
wind resource on that site, there's a private company willing to
invest their own money to build a project on private property. The
actual stake holders in this project is far smaller than the detractors,
while the direct benefit will be to all of us.

Any source of electricity has a cost and a detriment to wherever it
is placed, and as a net-importer of electricity, it's easy to let some
other community carry the weight, whether it be wind turbines,
dams, smoke stacks, or cooling towers. If the "price” we have to
pay is ~50 turbines on a ridge, it seems like a fair price to pay for
the energy we are using.

From what I can tell, most of the criticism on the environmental
front (logging, grading, wildlife impacts) are far more extreme on
the marijuana grows on *every* ridge line in Humboldt County. If
we held the wind farm to the same (low) standards, it'd be a slam
dunk approval. Fortunately, Terra-Gen will be held to much higher
standard and will also bring reliability improvements to our local
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grid.

I hope you will support the project and walk the talk on promoting
the development of renewable energy.

Best,

Darren Weiss
darrenjweiss@amail.com
707-845-3022
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From: Eord, John

To: Elizabeth Burks; Werner, Steve; Duke, Natalie
Cc: Lippre, Suzanne

Subject: FW: Terra-Gen Project

Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 6:43:58 AM
Attachments: imaqge001.png

For File and Staff Report.

From:

John H. Ford

Director

Planning and Building Department
707.268.3738

Wilson, Mike <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>

Sent: Monday, December 02, 2019 12:32 AM
To: Ford, John <JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Subject: Fwd: Terra-Gen Project

Submitting to the record.

Mike Wilson P.E.
Humboldt County Supervisor, District 3
707.476.2393

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: David McMurray <davidmcmurray81 @gmail.com>
Date: December 1, 2019 at 10:38:03 AM PST

To: Rees Hughes <rees.hughes@humboldt.edu>

Cc: "Wilson, Mike" <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Subject: Re: Terra-Gen Project

| agree with you. Rees...as we talked about | am sending a hand written note plus a
copy of your note to the chair and Mike..Bd. of supervisors. You are so well spoken.
You should feel good about that as you stand up for what | consider to be right values.
Very warmly, David

On Fri, Nov 29, 2019 at 9:48 AM Rees Hughes <rees.hughes@humboldt.edu> wrote:

Good morning Mike,

| hope that you had a pleasant work-free Thanksgiving. But, now it is Friday and I'm
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trying to work off some of my eating excesses at my keyboard.

| have been sitting on the sidelines regarding the Terra-Gen project. After reading
the account of the Planning Commission decision, | feel that my passivity is allowing
for other interests to dictate the dialogue about this project.

Certainly there may be modifications to the proposal that allow for a compromise
solution, but | support the Terra-Gen project. Here is my thinking:

1) The demand for energy will continue to increase. | believe that it is very
important that we not continue to rely on carbon-based sources for the generation
of power to meet existing and future demand. Rooftop solar panels and large solar
arrays are insufficient to generate enough power to meet our needs. We need a
multi-pronged approach that includes wind energy (see the Times-Standard ‘My
Word’ column by Peter Lehman, Director Emeritus of the Schatz Energy Research
Lab at HSU that ran on September 29, 2019). Admittedly, there is no energy project
that does not have some negative impact. It is just that this one is located in our
backyard.

2) When we flip on a light switch or plug in our car or expect streetlights to come on
each evening, how do we really think that the power gets produced? Even if is being
generated by renewables, that will come from the wind turbine on someone else’s
scenic ridge or the solar array covering acres in someone else’s open space or the
hydroelectric dam restricting someone else’s river. If we are going to walk the walk,
we have to participate.

3) Some opponents speak to the beauty of Monument and Bear River Ridges. |
certainly agree (Hike #60 in my walking guide, Hiking Humboldt: 101 Shorter Day
Hikes, Road and Urban Walks). | am a regular walker along Bear River Ridge. That
being said, the “pristine prairies” project opponents idealize are used for cattle and
sheep ranching and are periodically logged. With the exception of the thin ribbon of
a couple of county roads, the land is private and not open to the public.

4) | have visited large wind projects along I-10 and in the Tehachapi area where |
have talked with wildlife biologists charged with monitoring the impact on birdlife.
There is no question that there are bird deaths but the professionals | have spoken
with tell me that we know more and more about ways to mitigate the impact.

5) The wind farm proposed for Monument and Bear River Ridges would make a
significant contribution to meeting local energy demand. Perhaps there are
possibilities for negotiating changes related to the Bridgeville substation that would
allow Humboldt County to disconnect from the larger grid in the case of power
outages like we have had this past autumn. Having additional power generation
capabilities would greatly enhance our ability to meet our power needs locally and
be independent when necessary.





| respect the difficulty and complexity of this decision. But, this is a case when it is
imperative to take the long view. | hope that you do.

Rees Hughes
1660 Brigid Lane
Arcata, CA 95521
707.826.0163

Rees Hughes

"Tell me, what is it you plan to do
with your one wild and precious life?"
Mary Oliver

please change my email address to the following - davidmcmurray81@gmail.com
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From: Ted Weller

To: PlanningBuilding; CEQAResponses

Cc: Madrone, Steve

Subject: Comments on Humboldt Wind FEIR

Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 8:06:55 AM
Attachments: Humboldt Wind Project .pdf

Please see attached document that contains my comments.
Please also acknowledge receipt of them.

Thank you,
Ted Weller
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November 21, 2019

County of Humboldt

Planning and Building Department,
Planning Division

3015 H Street, Eureka, CA 95501
PlanningBuilding@co.humboldt.ca.us
CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

Dear Planning Commission:;

This letter is submitted as public comment on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for
the Humboldt Wind LLC Project (hereafter Project) located west of Fortuna and Rio Dell,
California.

I am writing as a private citizen of Humboldt County though | have significant experience in the
field of wildlife and wind energy, in particular bats. All of the information | share in this letter is
publicly available. | have conducted research on bats in Humboldt County since 1996 and have
been working at my principal study site in Humboldt Redwoods State Park (HRSP), just south of
the proposed project, since 2010. | have been involved in issues surrounding bats and wind
energy since 2006 having conducted research at two separate wind energy developments in
southern California.

The reason for conducting pre-construction surveys for wildlife is to help predict impacts to local
species. The premise of this is that developers can avoid areas known to be of high value to
wildlife. Typically, surveys for bats at proposed wind energy facilities are particularly important
because, in most cases, there is little pre-existing information available on bats in the open,
windy habitats favored for development. The Humboldt Wind Project is unique because we have
been conducting surveys and research on hoary bats in close proximity to the project for
multiple years. Probably the most important and foundational finding from this work is that
HRSP is a hot spot of activity for hoary bats (Lasiurus cinereus) particularly during the autumn.
Hoary bats are the most frequently killed species at wind energy developments across North
American and their fatalities peak during the autumn. In addition, silver-haired bats
(Lasionycteris noctivagans), a species also frequently killed at wind energy facilities and
western red bats (Lasiurus blossevillii) are captured and detected during autumn-spring at
HRSP. The developers acknowledge these facts and the proximity of the Project to HRSP in
the FEIR. The knowledge base that has been assembled based on both capture and acoustic
surveys for bats at HRSP and at other locations throughout Humboldt County far exceeds what
is typically available for a developer to base its decisions on avoidance of wildlife impacts.

The Project has compiled a limited, acoustic-only dataset within project boundaries that is not
entirely consistent with pre-existing information from the area. There are several methodological
and ecological explanations possible to explain these differences. However, it is likely that
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individuals, particularly of the 3 species named above, would use areas within both HRSP and
the Project. Bats are known to move long distances particularly during the fall and, indeed we
have obtained examples of an individual hoary bat making long-distance (~1000 km roundtrip)
movements during autumn, as well as others that would regularly commute between HRSP and
another site 70km away. These data are particularly hard-won for bats and we are in our infancy
of understanding seasonal movements of bats and individual variation associated with those
movements. However, a conservative approach would be to assume similarities in the bat
community and their seasonal changes between both HRSP and the Project and to assume that
some individual animals would use both areas both within and among seasons.

As to the minimization strategies suggested in the FEIR, | would suggest that it is not using the
best available science and that the suggested strategies are not conservative enough given the
prospect of locating the Project in close proximity to the only known hoary bat aggregation site
in the world. The most-studied minimization strategy for bats is to curtail turbines during periods
of low wind speeds. This strategy has been employed at least a dozen cases to date and has
always resulted in reduced fatality rates of bats. In each of the studies to date, the costs in
terms of lost annual energy output, have been low. In addition, no modifications to the turbines
themselves are required for curtailment. By contrast, deterrents have been studied in only a few
situations. While there have been promising results from these early studies they simply do not
have the academic track record of consistent decreases of bat fatalities that curtailment studies
have shown. Indeed, some recent studies have shown that fatalities of some species were
actually higher at turbines using deterrents compared to control turbines within the same wind
energy development. We do not yet know if this is a trend or a finding specific to a particular
project, so more study is required. Hence use of deterrents as a minimization strategy still
requires further research. In addition, attachment of deterrent devices to wind turbines requires
extensive consultation with engineers to ensure that they do not impact the operational
efficiency, safety, or longevity of the turbine. | believe it is simply logical to employ the
better-vetted technology of curtailment before moving to relatively under-tested deterrent
technologies. The other advantage of curtailment is that it is reversible without costs. There is
no capital investment associated with it. If conditions suggest that curtailment is no longer
necessary it can be reversed in a matter of hours.

Importantly, if the project is built and becomes operational, it is imperative that the fatality
monitoring program be particularly robust. There will be one chance to design the study of
first-year fatalities and that will come prior to the first day of operation of the facility. |
recommend that the fatality monitoring study design is peer-reviewed well in advance of its
implementation. Having conducted such studies myself, | can attest to the complexities and
challenges of doing this well. In particular, if a particular number of fatalities per turbine, per
year, is specified as a trigger for minimization activities it is imperative that the fatality monitoring
program be designed such that all parties can agree on whether or not that target has been
exceeded. The final result of such studies are a statistical range of values for number of
fatalities and it is important that the precise criteria for when to determine it has been exceeded
be clear and transparent to all parties before the study is conducted. In addition, because of the







possibility that fatality rates may trigger some form of curtailment, it will be important to
determine the weather conditions that are correlated with high and low numbers of fatalities.
This can help improve the efficiency of curtailment and can be most practically achieved via
daily searches of at least a subset of turbines. Nighttime surveys to determine with greater
resolution the weather conditions associated with fatalities are likely not practical. Consultation
with a statistician and outside review of the study design that includes the proportion of turbines
that should be searched daily, and for what duration, will lead to a more robust and efficient
study.

Thank you for consideration of my comments and your work for the County. If you have
questions or require clarification of any of these points, please feel free to contact me.

Ted Weller

2005 Ernest Way
Arcata, CA 95521
bibi_not@yahoo.com
707-499-9400
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November 21, 2019

County of Humboldt

Planning and Building Department,
Planning Division

3015 H Street, Eureka, CA 95501
PlanningBuilding@co.humboldt.ca.us
CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

Dear Planning Commission:;

This letter is submitted as public comment on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for
the Humboldt Wind LLC Project (hereafter Project) located west of Fortuna and Rio Dell,
California.

I am writing as a private citizen of Humboldt County though | have significant experience in the
field of wildlife and wind energy, in particular bats. All of the information | share in this letter is
publicly available. | have conducted research on bats in Humboldt County since 1996 and have
been working at my principal study site in Humboldt Redwoods State Park (HRSP), just south of
the proposed project, since 2010. | have been involved in issues surrounding bats and wind
energy since 2006 having conducted research at two separate wind energy developments in
southern California.

The reason for conducting pre-construction surveys for wildlife is to help predict impacts to local
species. The premise of this is that developers can avoid areas known to be of high value to
wildlife. Typically, surveys for bats at proposed wind energy facilities are particularly important
because, in most cases, there is little pre-existing information available on bats in the open,
windy habitats favored for development. The Humboldt Wind Project is unique because we have
been conducting surveys and research on hoary bats in close proximity to the project for
multiple years. Probably the most important and foundational finding from this work is that
HRSP is a hot spot of activity for hoary bats (Lasiurus cinereus) particularly during the autumn.
Hoary bats are the most frequently killed species at wind energy developments across North
American and their fatalities peak during the autumn. In addition, silver-haired bats
(Lasionycteris noctivagans), a species also frequently killed at wind energy facilities and
western red bats (Lasiurus blossevillii) are captured and detected during autumn-spring at
HRSP. The developers acknowledge these facts and the proximity of the Project to HRSP in
the FEIR. The knowledge base that has been assembled based on both capture and acoustic
surveys for bats at HRSP and at other locations throughout Humboldt County far exceeds what
is typically available for a developer to base its decisions on avoidance of wildlife impacts.

The Project has compiled a limited, acoustic-only dataset within project boundaries that is not
entirely consistent with pre-existing information from the area. There are several methodological
and ecological explanations possible to explain these differences. However, it is likely that
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individuals, particularly of the 3 species named above, would use areas within both HRSP and
the Project. Bats are known to move long distances particularly during the fall and, indeed we
have obtained examples of an individual hoary bat making long-distance (~1000 km roundtrip)
movements during autumn, as well as others that would regularly commute between HRSP and
another site 70km away. These data are particularly hard-won for bats and we are in our infancy
of understanding seasonal movements of bats and individual variation associated with those
movements. However, a conservative approach would be to assume similarities in the bat
community and their seasonal changes between both HRSP and the Project and to assume that
some individual animals would use both areas both within and among seasons.

As to the minimization strategies suggested in the FEIR, | would suggest that it is not using the
best available science and that the suggested strategies are not conservative enough given the
prospect of locating the Project in close proximity to the only known hoary bat aggregation site
in the world. The most-studied minimization strategy for bats is to curtail turbines during periods
of low wind speeds. This strategy has been employed at least a dozen cases to date and has
always resulted in reduced fatality rates of bats. In each of the studies to date, the costs in
terms of lost annual energy output, have been low. In addition, no modifications to the turbines
themselves are required for curtailment. By contrast, deterrents have been studied in only a few
situations. While there have been promising results from these early studies they simply do not
have the academic track record of consistent decreases of bat fatalities that curtailment studies
have shown. Indeed, some recent studies have shown that fatalities of some species were
actually higher at turbines using deterrents compared to control turbines within the same wind
energy development. We do not yet know if this is a trend or a finding specific to a particular
project, so more study is required. Hence use of deterrents as a minimization strategy still
requires further research. In addition, attachment of deterrent devices to wind turbines requires
extensive consultation with engineers to ensure that they do not impact the operational
efficiency, safety, or longevity of the turbine. | believe it is simply logical to employ the
better-vetted technology of curtailment before moving to relatively under-tested deterrent
technologies. The other advantage of curtailment is that it is reversible without costs. There is
no capital investment associated with it. If conditions suggest that curtailment is no longer
necessary it can be reversed in a matter of hours.

Importantly, if the project is built and becomes operational, it is imperative that the fatality
monitoring program be particularly robust. There will be one chance to design the study of
first-year fatalities and that will come prior to the first day of operation of the facility. |
recommend that the fatality monitoring study design is peer-reviewed well in advance of its
implementation. Having conducted such studies myself, | can attest to the complexities and
challenges of doing this well. In particular, if a particular number of fatalities per turbine, per
year, is specified as a trigger for minimization activities it is imperative that the fatality monitoring
program be designed such that all parties can agree on whether or not that target has been
exceeded. The final result of such studies are a statistical range of values for number of
fatalities and it is important that the precise criteria for when to determine it has been exceeded
be clear and transparent to all parties before the study is conducted. In addition, because of the





possibility that fatality rates may trigger some form of curtailment, it will be important to
determine the weather conditions that are correlated with high and low numbers of fatalities.
This can help improve the efficiency of curtailment and can be most practically achieved via
daily searches of at least a subset of turbines. Nighttime surveys to determine with greater
resolution the weather conditions associated with fatalities are likely not practical. Consultation
with a statistician and outside review of the study design that includes the proportion of turbines
that should be searched daily, and for what duration, will lead to a more robust and efficient
study.

Thank you for consideration of my comments and your work for the County. If you have
questions or require clarification of any of these points, please feel free to contact me.

Ted Weller

2005 Ernest Way
Arcata, CA 95521
bibi_not@yahoo.com
707-499-9400
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Time is running out fast

The latest report on world climate is now even more dire. We
have only 10-15 years. We must move quickly to wean
ourselves from fossil fuels. No time for NIMBYism. The
Terragen project to install wind turbine machines is needed.
Solar panels are fine as well as conservation, but alone cannot
meet our energy needs. The concerns about the danger to birds
and bats pale in relation to the wholesale loss of species to
climate change.

Yes, Terragen is a profit making company that also invests in
fossil fuels; but it, like other energy companies, see clearly the
“writing on the wall”. They must start investing in wind and
solar if they are to survive.

And, of course, it will be necessary to hook into the existing
power grid. That is how our power is distributed.

Some don'’t like the fact that these turbines will mar the
pristine view. A couple of recent cross-country trips revealed
thousands of these turbines as well as large fields of solar
panels. A trip along the Danube in Germany saw the same. The
view was fine and gratifying. Now it is our turn. As the apt
saying goes:

THINK GLOBALLY, ACT LOCALLY
Edward Webb

McKinleyville

839-3518






From: Eord. John

To: Elizabeth Burks; Werner, Steve; Duke, Natalie
Cc: Lippre. Suzanne

Subject: Fwd: Fracking Company Wind Farm No
Date: Monday, December 2, 2019 10:09:17 AM

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Wilson, Mike <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Sent: Monday, December 2, 2019 10:08:13 AM
To: Ford, John <JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us>

Subject: Fwd: Fracking Company Wind Farm No

Mike Wilson P.E.
Humboldt County Supervisor, District 3
707.476.2393

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jack Kinnear <jack@jdkinnear.com>

Date: December 2, 2019 at 10:02:34 AM PST

To: "Wilson, Mike" <Mike.Wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Subject: Fracking Company Wind Farm No

Jack Kinnear
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From: Eord. John

To: Elizabeth Burks; Duke, Natalie; Sanders, Susan; Werner. Steve
Cc: Lippre. Suzanne

Subject: Fwd: Terra-Gen power price with RCEA

Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 11:35:23 AM

Get Outlook for i0OS

From: Matthew Marshall <MMarshall@redwoodenergy.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 11:32:55 AM

To: Ford, John <JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us>; noah@landwaterconsulting.com
<noah@landwaterconsulting.com>

Cc: Richard Engel <REngel@redwoodenergy.org>

Subject: Terra-Gen power price with RCEA

Hello John and Noah,

| wanted to address an items related to RCEA that as | understand it has come up in the discussions
about the Terra Gen project, the idea of RCEA paying for increased environmental mitigation, which
would have to be in the form of an increase to the power purchase agreement (PPA) price we would be

paying Terra-Gen.

We conducted a competitive RFP process and have spent many months negotiating the PPA, and that

processes is now wrapping up and the PPA is scheduled to go to the RCEA Board for their final

consideration on December 19t - reopening the PPA and adjusting the price at this stage would not be
ideal. If the cost increase for additional mitigation are reasonable then it wouldn’t be a big deal to
adjust the price slightly, but if that is the case it seems like Terra-Gen should cover it at the price we've
agreed to -- I'm confident an experienced developer such as Terra-Gen has built contingencies into the
price they bid to have some wiggle room for this sort of thing. My understanding is that Terra-Gen

believes it can implement adequate environmental mitigations at the price they bid.

Conversely if the cost/price increase would have to be significant, that would mean we are making a
significant adjustment to one of the fundamental factors that resulted in Terra-Gen’s selection through
our RFP process. The project will meet a major part of the county’s electricity load, and the current
price results in tangible cost savings compared to what RCEA is currently paying for non-local renewable
energy--changing the PPA price would impact that cost savings (even an increase of couple dollars
equates to an RCEA cost increase of over half a million dollars per year for 15 years, which is not

trivial). We are also not going to be the only off-taker buying power from the project, so their pricing
for the project overall will need to remain cost-competitive in the larger market regardless of what

|Il

RCEA may be will to pay. But that said, while “moving the goal” on the PPA now would be problematic,
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we would want the project to move forward in the best possible way and if the County determines that
(now or in the future) additional mitigations are required that are not economically feasible within the
current PPA terms we would want to have a chance to revisit those terms and see what we could

potentially make work.

Hopefully this is helpful background on this topic; please just let me know if | can provide any additional

information.

Thank you,
Matthew

Matthew Marshall
Executive Director | Redwood Coast Energy Authority

(707) 269-1700 x302 | www.RedwoodEnergy.org
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December 2, 2019
Re: Humboldt Wind Energy Project
Dear Supervisor Wilson,

After years wasted in denial of the physical reality of climate change,
it has become obvious to almost everyone that climate change
presents a real threat to human society. The consensus among
atmospheric scientists is that we have only a dozen years or so to
reverse the buildup of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, after
that, positive feedback loops are likely to become irreversible.

In addition to climate change the UN Panel on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services has said that we are at risk of losing a million
additional species in the next couple of decades if we continue to
destroy ecosystems needed for species survival. This panel
concluded that further loss of species presents as grave a threat to
our civilization as does CO2 related climate change.

We have a lot to learn if we are to survive let alone adapt to the
accelerated global climate crisis that we are facing.

There are two major ways we in Humboldt County can contribute to
mitigations in order for our (collective) possible survival from climate
change: the preserving of our amazing biodiversity and mostly intact
landscapes and most importantly indigenous wisdom. The wisdom
that comes from living in one place for thousands of years, the
wisdom that comes from surviving physical, cultural and spiritual
genocide.

My concern is that with this project we are moving so quickly and in
emergency mode that we are willing to be reckless and short sighted.
Approval of this plan is saying we will be forced to further sacrifice the
health of the land, land that is relatively intact and contributing a
buffer against climate change. This project’s impact on wildlife is too
great. We should not place species already seriously at risk owing to
human actions at even greater risk in trying to further assure our
security.





And most importantly approval of this project disregards the needs,
concerns and objections from the Wiyot people.

To be more specific | will list the issues that | feel are problematic in
this plan besides the most important of honoring the Wiyot's
objection.

e It has NOT been shown in this plan that the energy gained from
the Terra-Gen wind project will be more than the energy spent
building and maintaining it. If there is no gain or if that gain is
minimal what is the point in all the destruction? Tax Credits?

*Roads — new roads, and enlarging existing ones. We now know that
roads are one of the most destructive impacts on a landscape.

This project will enlarge roads to 24 feet in width with a 10 -20-foot
shoulder. In steep slopes the total width of the disturbance area along
access roads could be up to 200 feet. Permanent disturbance could
be up to 60 feet wide.

There will be 9,670 heavy truck trips weighing 110 tons each — 90
feet long.

There will be a total of 29,250 truck trips.

*Clear cutting of the forest for the roads.

*The creation of high-risk fire situations from the power lines traveling
on these new roads through the forest.

*The creation of high-risk fire situations from the change in weather
brought about by the large turbines.

*The creation of high-risk fire situations from the turbines, which have
a recorded history of fire danger. Our area can have a severe dry
period (no rainfall) for almost half of the year. Taking an already very
dry landscape and putting high-risk fire elements in it is too great a
risk for our community.

*The building of 2 concrete plants — Air pollution
There will be 11,000 cubic yards of concrete used in the project. The
stands for the turbines are 10 feet deep.





*Water Use — 10,000 — 15,000 gallons of water per day. It is unclear if
the water that they plan to use is even safe for use.

*The PG&E substation will need to be enlarged and upgraded. Who
pays for that and when will that be done?

*The possible dangers on the human brain from infrasound (sub-
audible vibrations created when the wind turbine blades pass the
tower) from large wind turbines. This sound can travel 12 miles. This
needs a lot more study before we subject ourselves and the wildlife to
its potential danger.

*Very importantly this project will not allow Humboldt County to be
energy independent. This power will go into the larger grid for the
larger need.

e Local municipalities and residents of the immediate area
surrounding Monument Ridge and Bear River Ridge are
opposed to the plan for many reasons, including but not limited
to loss of property value and degradation of their view-shed.
These towns are working hard to recover from the loss of their
economic dependence on timber. Tourism is one of the main
paths open to them. The Humboldt County General Plan
requires as a necessary finding for project approval that the
projects’ permanent industrial constructs not impair the public
convenience or welfare, and not materially damage or prejudice
other property in the vicinity.

e Decommissioning responsibility, cost and impacts are not
addressed. We will not regain the health of the land. Thirty
years is the longest these towers are expected to work.

*The plan is not complete — how can you make a decision on a plan
when you do not have all the information? This includes a lack of
consultation with the federal government regarding the impacts on
birds, bats and other endangered wildlife. And the use of outdated
studies done in areas with a completely different environment. They
used studies from Europe for some of their bird “mitigations”. Terra-
Gen has repeatedly stated that more studies are not cost effective.





For example of the studies that Terra-Gen is willing to include in the
project plan they will “study” the impacts of bat mortality by counting
dead bats for one hour, once a month. Obviously this is
unacceptable.

This is not an exhaustive list of problems; these are just the most
important to me.

The objections from the community are long and serious. The
opposition to this project is overwhelming. There will be lawsuits to
stop it if it is approved. The people of Rio Dell and Scotia will have
no choice; they are desperately working to make a welcoming
community for tourism. The cost of lawsuits and public
demonstrations will have to be borne by the Humboldt County
taxpayer.

Please deny this project.

At this point the healthiest step forward is to work together on a
project that we can embrace as a community. The Humboldt Wind
Energy Project is being Fast Tracked for the financial well being of a
corporation from New York. This plan does not help us gain
energy independence, nor does it offer a measurable
gain in combating the global climate crisis.

Let’s put our community first and make decisions that we know will
not cause further division and pain. There is general positive
agreement to move forward on the Redwood Coast Off Shore Wind
Project — it has the potential to help us survive and adapt to climate
change by becoming more energy independent on renewable energy.
Let’s go all in on that one.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Robie Tenorio






Ben Shepherd
PO Box 336
Loleta, CA 95551

November 20, 2019

Honorable Chair and Members of the Planning Commission
County of Humboldt

3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Re: Objection to Humboldt 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. 1 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, | object to the Project and request that the Commission DENY
approval of the conditional use permit.

Sincerely,

Ben Shepherd






From: Angelina Lasko

To: PlanningBuilding
Subject: Re: Question: Wind Energy Project
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 6:55:14 PM

| forgot to ask this in my one minute comment tonight.
Thank you.

Angelina

> On Nov 21, 2019, at 6:53 PM, Angelina Lasko <al2369@humboldt.edu> wrote:
>

> Why wouldn’t we decouple at the Bridgeville substation?

>

>

> Angelina
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Evenson, Tasheena

From: Geneva Thompson <gthompson@yuroktribe.nsn.us>

Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 2:37 PM

To: CEQAResponses

Cc: Chris West; Rosie Clayburn

Subject: Yurok Tribe's Comments on the Humboldt Wind Energy Project

Attachments: 2014.11.14_Yurok Tribe Comment_Humboldt Wind Energy Project_Signed.pdf; 2019.11.21_Yurok

Comments Humboldt Wind Energy Project_Signed.pdf

Dear Ms. Burks,
Please see attached for the Yurok Tribe’s comments on the FEIR and Staff Report for the Humboldt Wind Energy Project.

Best,
Geneva

Geneva E.B. Thompson | Associate GENERAL COUNSEL | she/her/hers
YUROK TRIBE OFFICE OF THE TRIBAL ATTORNEY

PO Box 1027

KLAMATH, CA 95548

TeL: (707) 482-1350 ExT. 1426

CELL: (707) 732-8187

EMAIL: GTHOMPSON @ YUROKTRIBE.NSN.US

LICENSED IN CALIFORNIA AND YUROK

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION This message is intended for only the individual(s) to whom it was addressed and may contain privileged and
confidential communications. If the recipient is not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any distribution, dissemination, copying or storing of this
message by any means is strictly prohibited. You are further notified that this message should be immediately deleted.





YUROK TRIBE

190 Klamath Boulevard e Post Office Box 1027 e Klamath, CA 95548
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County of Humboldt Planning Department November 14, 2019
Attn: Elizabeth Burks, Humboldt Wind Energy Project Planner

3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

RE: Yurok Tribe’s Comments on the Humboldt Wind Energy Project Final Environmental Impact
Report.

Dear Elizabeth Burks:

The Yurok Tribe is writing in support of our neighbors, 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 natural cultural resource
of the Yurok, Wiyot, and many other Native nations and peoples. Further, the Final Environmental
Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the Project fails to provide adequate mitigation measures to avoid the
significant harms to Wiyot cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and the California condor, in violation
of the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”). The Yurok Tribe urges the Humboldt County
Planning Commission (“the County”) to not approve the Project because of these significant and

unavoidable harms.

As discussed in detail by the Wiyot Tribe and the Yurok Tribe’s previous comments, the Project
will allow for the placement of wind turbine generators along the Tsakéyuwit (Bear River Ridge) and will
destroy the Wiyot’s view of the landscape, which is a scared high prayer spot and serves as a connection
to traditional and cultural lifeways. Building fewer wind turbines or selecting a different location would
avoid this significant impact to the Wiyot cultural landscape. In response to the Yurok Tribe’s
comments, the County and Project applicants have stated “[n]o feasible mitigation is available to reduce
this significant impact; therefore, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.” (TL-1.) If so,
the Yurok Tribe request Humboldt County Planning Commission to not approve this Project because in
balance this Project will cause more harm than benefit to the Wiyot people and Humboldt County
residents.

The Wiyot and Yurok Tribes have also informed the Humboldt County Planning Commission
of the Project’s impacts to Wiyot culturally significant plants and access to those culturally significant

plants in previous comments. While Mitigation Measure 3.6-3c and the Reclamation, Revegetation, and Weed
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Control Plan attempts to address the loss of Wiyot culturally significant plants, the measures fail to address
the heart of the issue. First, the mitigation measures allow for 100 — 200 plants to be salvaged and moved
to a different location. This is not enough plants to ensure the needs of the Wiyot people are met and
requires the removal of these plants from their ecosystem.

Second, these mitigation measures do not allow for access to Tsakzuwit for plant harvesting
purposes. As noted in the responses to the Yurok Tribe’s first comments, the Project applicant does not
own the property and has a lease to use the land for construction and operation of the Project. As an
example to help mitigate the concerns of Wiyot access to culturally significant plants, the Project
applicant could have negotiated terms in the lease to allow for Wiyot people to have safe access to
designated places on the property for plant harvesting, or even seed harvesting for several seasons prior
to project implementation for seed-banking purposes. Adequate information on the genetics of these
plant communities is unavailable and retention of the gene-lines from these specific locations would be
ideal. Further, the Project applicant could have found other properties suitable for the cultivation and
harvest of culturally significant plants and purchased those properties for the Wiyot Tribe as a mitigation
measure. These mitigation measures or variations of these measures were not addressed or implemented
in the FEIR, thus the Project will still have a significant impact on the Wiyot Tribe’s access to culturally
significant plants.

As also discussed in the Yurok Tribe’s previous comment, the Wiyot and Yurok people consider
the California condor (prey-go-neesh) a sacred animal. The condor has been spiritually tied to Yurok
ceremonies since the beginning of the world. Its feathers are used and its songs are sung in World
Renewal ceremonies, in which the Yurok people pray and fast to balance the world. The condor features

very prominent in Yurok stories and dances, particularly the White Deerskin Dance.

Because of the cultural significance of the condor, the Yurok Tribe Wildlife Program has been
working tirelessly for over a decade to develop and implement a program to reintroduce California
condors to the North Coast region. The current Northern California Condor Reintroduction Program is
a joint program co-run by the Yurok Tribe and the National Park Service. This proposed, reintroduced
population of California condors would contribute to the overall recovery of the species and act as a
stepping stone to initiate recovery throughout the Pacific Northwest. The Humboldt Wind Project and
its risk of killing newly reintroduced California condors would be a violation of the Endangered Species
Act (“ESA”), and would significantly hinder recovery of this culturally and ecologically significant species
to the historical northern portion of its range. Thus, the Yurok Tribe has concerns with this proposed

Project generally and specifically has concerns the Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 (Detect Presence of and
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Curtail Operations for Condors) will not be an effective means to reduce the likelihood of collision risks
for condors in the foreseeable future.

First, there has been no official finding related to the Yurok Tribe’s condor reintroduction
program’s National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) process. The Humboldt Wind Energy Project
FEIR indicates that condors released under this project will be designated as “nonessential experimental”
under Section 10(j) of the ESA. Since one of the options available via the NEPA process is the
reintroduction of condors without any federal ESA 10(j) designation — and hence would have full
protection under the ESA — it seems inappropriate for the Humboldt Wind Energy Project’s FEIR to
indicate that conservation action would be unnecessary due to such a designation. The Project has no
alternative actions proposed in case a condor reintroduction moves forward without a 10(j) designation
and the birds having full protection under the ESA.

Second, while the proposed geofence protection zone may benefit condors in some respects, it
also restricts management flexibility. If mortality rates were much lower in the proposed reintroduction
population than have been observed in other areas that condors have been reintroduced, changes to
management protocols may be desirable. For instance, eliminating the need to put satellite, GPS tags on
all birds may alleviate some trapping need, saving costs and reducing stress on reintroduced or wild-bred
condors. The need to tag birds to meet the needs of the geofence protection zone would restrict the
ability to implement such a relaxation of more rigorous and onerous management methods. Additionally,
the Yurok Tribe’s condor reintroduction program is proposed as a 20-year project while the Project is
proposed to operate for at least 30 years. This discrepancy of 10 years is sizeable. If the Yurok Tribe’s
condor reintroduction program goes well, the Tribe will need to have the flexibility to go “hands off” to
allow the condors to live and breed without human involvement. A thriving and successful condor
population would be a success for the Yurok Tribe, but it will also make it difficult to implement
Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 and tag all of the condors. It is unclear if Terra Gen would be taking on the
responsibility to manage and tag the condors after the co-managing partners, the Yurok Tribe and
National Park Service, consider the reintroduction project as complete. Monitoring, trapping, and
tagging a population of 60 released plus all wild-bred offspring will require a sizeable investment of
equipment, staff, and staff related infrastructure.

Lastly, while a geofence may be effective to eliminate threat from turbines, the 60+ foot tall, 22-
mile-long gen-tie transmission lines proposed for the Project (much of which runs along ridge-tops, ideal
condor soaring areas) cannot be “shut-down” via geofence connection if a condor soars into the area.
The Yurok Tribe is concerned the condors will collide with power lines and become seriously injured or

die. The lack of adequate mitigation measures to ensure the protection of these sacred and endangered
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species is of huge concern and is likely to negatively impact the Northern California Condor
Reintroduction Program. This would hamper the return of a species that is not only significant to the
Yurok and Wiyot peoples, but also to the vast majority of tribes throughout northern California,
Oregon, and Washington.

The Yurok Tribe understands 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 achieved in a way that is inclusive and addresses
environmental justice concerns. Projects destroying Wiyot and Yurok cultural resources and landscapes
perpetuate colonization, and therefore are not an environmentally just solution. We request that the
Humboldt County Planning Commission consider localized and community-based energy production
and storage, such as roof-top solar and micro-gtids, and move away from large-scale energy production
projects that benefit large corporations and end-users outside our region, and puts Native cultural
resources and environments at risk.

The Yurok Tribe knows 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 ensure cultural resources, sacred spaces, and culturally important plants and animals are
protected. It is our hope, that the Humboldt County Planning Commission will consider the significant
impacts the Humboldt Wind Energy Project will have on Wiyot cultural resources, cultural landscapes,
and the sacred California condors and will find that -- in balance -- that the protection of Wiyot and
Yurok cultural resources and the plants and wildlife in the Project area is more important than the
minimal economic, legal, social, and technological benefits realized beyond our county’s borders.

The Yurok Tribe urges the County to not approve the Project because of the significant and
unavoidable harms the Project will have on the Wiyot cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and the

California condor.

Sincerely,

M‘%A

Joseph L. James
Chairperson
Yurok Tribe
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YUROK TRIBE
Office of Tribal Heritage Preservation
190 Klamath Boulevard e Post Office Box 1027 e Klamath, CA
95548
Phone: (707) 482-1350 e Fax: (707) 482-1377

County of Humboldt Planning Department November 21, 2019
Attn: Elizabeth Burks, Humboldt Wind Energy Project Planner

3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us

RE: Yurok Tribe’s Comments on the Humboldt Wind Energy Project Final Environmental Impact
Report.

Dear Elizabeth Burks:

The Yurok Tribe is writing in support of our neighbors, 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 natural cultural resource of
the Yurok, Wiyot, and many other Native nations and peoples. The Yurok Tribe has considerable concerns
related to the recently released Humboldt Planning Commission 11.21.19 Staff Report (“the Staff
Report”). This report purports to address comments raised at the public hearings. We find that responses
are either woefully inadequate, or missing altogether. Further, the Final Environmental Impact Report
(“FEIR”) for the Project fails to provide adequate mitigation measures to avoid the significant harms to
Wiyot cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and the California condor, in violation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Yurok Tribe urges the Humboldt County Planning

Commission (“the County”) to reject the Project because of these significant and unavoidable harms.

The Staff Report provides a long list of environmental impacts not mitigated to less than

significant level, including impacts to:

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

(2) exceeding the daily threshold of NOx in violation of the standards set by the North Coast
Unified Air Quality Management District;

(3) the threatened marbled murrelet;

(4) raptors;
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(5) the Bear River Ridge and Valley Historic Landscape;
(6) Tribal Cultural Resources of the Bear River Ridge area;
(7) ethnobotanical Tribal Cultural Resources of the Bear River Ridge area; and

(8) the Tribal Cultural Resources of the California condor.

The Commission must determine if the benefits of the Project outweigh the unavoidable, adverse
environmental impacts. For this Project, the significant environmental harms cleatly outweigh any benefits
offered 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 resources and

landscapes, harm large numbers of wildlife, or violate air quality standards.

The Staff Report also incorrectly asserts that the Bear River Ridge is “understood # have been a

sacred high prayer spot....” The use of the past tense “have been” is incorrect because this site is currently

and will always be a sacred 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 the proponents

of this project claim to have for Wiyot culture.

Further, the Staff Report identifies significant modification to the Project that trigger the necessity
to recirculate the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for public comment and review. These

significant modifications include:

(1) the creation of the Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”);

(2) the realignment 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 wind turbines;

(4) changes in the bat TAC formation, 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 Bridgeville archaeological site;

(8) the revised mitigation measures of: 3.5-1b, 3.5-2a, 3.5-2b, 3.5-2c, 3.5-3, 3.5-5a, 3.5-5b, 3.5-5c¢,
3.5-7,3.5-11, 3.5-12, 3.5-13, 3.5-14, 3.5-18a, 3.5-19¢, 3.5-21e, 3.5-22c, 3.5-23a, 3.5-23d, 3.5-22e¢,
3.5-25a, 3.6-1a, 3.6-1b, 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,
(11) The Project’s refinements in ground disturbance, 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 the full opportunity to review the changes
to the project and provide comments. The changes made to the Project are significant modifications and

require a recirculation of the DEIR.

Further, the Staff Report ignores and fails to address three specific comments submitted by the
Yurok Tribe related to the Northern California Condor Reintroduction Project. These comments are
summarized in the following section of this letter. First, although there is publicly released Environmental
Assessment related to the condor reintroduction project, three potential alternatives were proposed. 1)
The no action alternative, 2) reintroduction under a 10(j) non-essential designation, and 3) reintroduction
with full protection under the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”). No final finding has been reached related
to this proposal, hence the 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 required.

Second, the project proponent has suggested use of a geo-fence linked to birds’ satellite
transmitters to facilitate warnings and grid shut-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
flexibility should managers find lower than expected condor mortality within the reintroduction region.
Further, the condor project 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 Humboldt County propose to provide the
additional 10 years of condor monitoring, trapping, and tracking required to maintain geo-fence
effectiveness for the extra 10-year time-frame? The proponent suggested in previous discussions the
application of IdentiFlight for use later during the project period, but now indicates that this tool will not

be used. Clarification on this point is required.

Third, 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 infrastructure. Further, the newly proposed
overhead crossing of the Eel River is supposed to pose minimal risk to murrelets, but there is no evidence
in the record showing if this gen-tie line was assessed for risk to condors using the river valley winds for

soaring.
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This brings 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 issues, risks, or concerns. In other
cases, the assumptions made in the creation of the case supporting this project seem to over reach reality.
One example is the Collision Risk Assessment dependent on avoidance in murrelets that is placed at 0.98.
This is really nothing more than a guess. Perhaps an educated guess, but a guess nonetheless. The primary
basis seems to be that some other species of birds that live at sea seem to avoid collisions at certain levels,
so murrelets probably do also. The best information presented in the Assessment seems to be that
murrelets avoid trees while flying, which demonstrates that they can avoid obstacles. This is the case for
all flighted birds, yet many experience high mortality in the presence of wind turbines. The Collision Risk
Assessment also posits that other birds, such as kestrels, exhibit various behaviors that distract them and
put them at higher 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 both breeding
and non-breeding seasons; and, while travelling at 50 miles per hour, executing survey flights over vast
areas 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, which 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 will spit out numerical answers regardless of what is input. Garbage in/garbage out is a very
real possibility in this case. There is no meaningful peer review, other than public comment, and many of
the murrelet specialists regionally are on the Projects’ pay-role and may feel conflicted about speaking out
against this Project. The Yurok Tribe 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 of: what if the projections, 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 will 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 significantly harmed. Simply accepting mortalities of special status species until the population is in dire
condition at a little understood and extremely low biological threshold is certainly not a best management

practice.
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The Yurok Tribe understands 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 achieved in a way that is inclusive and addresses
environmental justice concerns. Projects destroying Wiyot and Yurok cultural resources and landscapes
perpetuate colonization, and therefore are not an environmentally just solution. We request that the
Humboldt County Planning Commission consider localized and community-based energy production and
storage, such as roof-top solar and micro-grids, and move away from large-scale energy production projects
that benefit large corporations and end-users outside our region, will placing Native cultural resources and
environments at risk.

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 ensure cultural resources, sacred spaces, and culturally important plants and animals are
protected. It is our hope, that the Humboldt County Planning Commission will consider the significant
impacts the Humboldt Wind Energy Project will have on Wiyot cultural resources, cultural landscapes, and
the sacred California condors and will find that -- in balance -- that the protection of Wiyot and Yurok
cultural resources along with other plants and wildlife in the Project area is more important than the
minimal benefits realized beyond our county’s borders.

The Yurok Tribe urges the Humboldt County Planning Commission to not approve the Project
because of the significant and unavoidable harms the Project will have on the Wiyot cultural resources,
cultural 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@vyuroktribe.nsn.us







Evenson, Tasheena

From: Joseph M Szewczak <joseph.szewczak@humboldt.edu>
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 1:03 PM

To: PlanningBuilding

Subject: Humboldt Wind Energy Project

Attachments: Dear Humboldt County Supervisors 21Nov2019.pdf
Hello John,

| sent the attached letter to the Planning Commision and Supervisors. Mike Wilson suggested that | send a copy to you
to enter into the record.

Thank you,

Joe

Joe Szewczak
Professor of Biological Sciences
joe@humboldt.edu






Dear Humboldt County Supervisor,

I wish to express my concern regarding the potential threat to hoary bats posed by the proposed
Humboldt Wind Energy Project. I have particular expertise in this issue having developed the
initial acoustic deterrent technology (PLOS ONE

2013 http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065794), authored guidance documents for

the National Wind Coordinating Committee, advised the Altamont Technical Advisory
Committee, and created the software used in the bat acoustic monitoring study of this project
(SonoBat).

Firstly, the conservation and management of bats must be anticipatory rather than reactive. Bats
have a low reproductive rate; just one birth per year and a single pup for most species. They
cannot simply bounce back from a population decline as can many other taxa. Bats, and in
particular solitary tree roosting bats as the hoary bat, have been historically difficult to study and
assess their population status. The only bat species in the continental United States that have
received Federal listing are cave roosting bats that have historical records documenting their
decline, because biologists could observe them over the decades. We have no such historical
record for hoary bats on which to base a listing, although many biologists believe they have
declined similarly to the cave roosting species that have received protection. Comments and
reports about the project have referenced the Frick et al. (2017) study that evaluated the long-
term risk to hoary bats from continental-wide wind energy development. The situation with this
species in our area poses unique concern in that the Humboldt Redwoods has the only known
mass swarming site for this species
(https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/download/41178.pdf). Large numbers of hoary bats
gather from presumably across the western United States in the fall as observed along Bull Creek
in Humboldt Redwoods State Park. We do not know the full extent of the swarming activity
beyond the study site along Bull Creek.

Hoary bats fly well above the ground, often foraging in open air above the canopy of forests.
Much of the ground-based acoustic monitoring done for this project would not detect these bats.
Only minimal rotor swept height monitoring was done during project assessment, and only one
recording station during the fall migratory period. As these bats all must travel from across the
western United States, and we do not know their routes, they may likely pass over the project site
in unpredictable numbers with large surges. The one station that recorded at height on a
meteorological tower did show one event with a large spike in passes. This could be a discrete
event captured at that one station, that may happen at other locations along the ridge on other
nights not detectable by this one station. (Bat detectors cannot detect bats from more than about
30 m away.)

With continued study, we may find our situation with hoary bats here to be similar to monarch
butterflies that gather to overwinter at just two known sites. And these hoary bats do this here in
one of the last remaining stands of the tallest forest on the planet. This creates a situation worthy
for status as a World Heritage site.

Thus the concern: giving the unique nature of the situation here in Humboldt County, the
potential impact for this project on this species remains uncertain, and could pose a





disproportionate risk to this species, moving it closer to a situation that could eventually lead to a
consideration for listing. I believe that the preconstruction bat acoustic monitoring did not
adequately assess the full potential for bat interaction at rotor swept height along the length of
the ridge, and the possibility of temporal pulses of hoary bats moving over the ridge on their way
to the Humboldt swarming site(s). Additional study could help resolve this. However, another
option would be to implement a demand sensitive curtailment system, as done elsewhere. This
would provide protection from mass fatality events from large pulses of activity that would
otherwise become known via carcass searches.

In summary, given that most of the economic and energy benefits from this proposed project
seem destined to benefit entities outside of our county, and that we have a probable unique
environmental and biological situation here (not adequately addressed by the proposal and their
responses), | encourage you to not accept this proposal in its current status.

Respectfully,

Joe Szewczak
Professor of Biological Sciences
joe@humboldt.edu







Humboldt Wind Project Planner November 21, 2019
County of Humboldt

Planning and Building Department, Planning Division

3015 H Street, Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Planner and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Dr. Daniel Barton, 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 unmitigated impacts to
Marbled Murrelet, raptors, and bats that, pursuant to CEQA, deserve additional analysis and consideration of
mitigation alternatives before project approval. The California 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 V Operating Permit) to use 1,202 metric tons of diesel annually in its normal 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 provided.

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
survivors of colonization and genocide that 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






From: Dottie Simmons
To: Planning Clerk

Subject: Terra Gen Project
Date: Thursday, November 21, 2019 12:01:12 PM
Greetings,

Thank you for your important work on behalf of our county in regards to this project. I am
afraid | have been unable to attend the meetings, including todays.

We are in favor of the project.

Watching the debate about the proposed Terra Gen wind project | am
struck that people don't seem to be working towards compromise.

At it’s core this discussion is about how to provide the power we are all
dependent upon to help supply our area when other areas are cut off
and/or how to provide a large amount of power that emits the least
amount of greenhouse gasses.

Most of our power is generated in ways continuously producing
negative effects. Coal, diesel, natural gas, petroleum emissions, nuclear
radiation. Any method on the scale required, dams for hydroelectric,
even solar and wind, have impact. So how to quickly (and time matters)
and significantly reduce electrical use if we don’t want to increase the
effects of its production?

Indigenous peoples of Island nations, in the Arctic, all around the
world, are paying for the excess of others. Ultimately we’ll all be
paying. There may be no seventh generation. To renew the world we
need to work together on a solution that will take compromise and
sacrifice.

Danger of fires from turbines as a large risk is overblown. Thinking
carbon produced now would not be recompensed over time is
disingeneuous when you consider more electrical power will be
produced somewhere, somehow, and the negative effects will manifest
here too. We’re not isolated from the rest of the planet though it may
feel like it. If wealthy investors/corporations don’t pay for renewable
energy projects, we will need to personally, in taxes or home
installations.

One of the blessings we have in Humboldt are these ridges with steady,
abundant wind. This is not the case everywhere.
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So what are we each willing TO do? TO accept? TO contribute? We
can’t just talk in negatives and solve anything.

| wish Humboldt as a whole, indigenous, multi generational, and
newcomers, felt it was an honor to have the opportunity to gift the
power of our wind to the future of our planetary habitat.

If Terra Gen could cede Bear Ridge and make their project feasible only
using Monument, that would be a great compromise. However, if that is
not possible, this is still an important project.

Respectfully yours,
Dorothy Simmons
Dinsmore

"The only devils in this world are those running around in our own
hearts, and that is where all our battles should be fought." -Mahatma
Gandhi






From: Jack Kinnear

To: Planning Clerk
Subject: Thank You for the Smart Decision on Wind Farm
Date: Friday, November 22, 2019 10:18:33 AM

Dear Humboldt Planning Commission,

Than you for coming to the correct decision on saying no to the Wind Farm in Scotia. Bear and
Monument Ridges are not your typical Wind Farm location, and should not be treated as such. Let's
focus on offshore wind development, not scar one of Humboldt's most prominent gateway
landscapes. Thank you wholeheartedly from this Humboldt resident and his family.

Jack Kinnear
707-888-5107



mailto:jack@jdkinnear.com

mailto:planningclerk@co.humboldt.ca.us



