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-----Original Message----From: Patty Clary <patty@tanoakhill.com>
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To: CEQA Responses <CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us>
Subject: Humboldt Wind Energy Project EIR
Humboldt Wind Energy Project Planner
County of Humboldt
Planning and Building Department, Planning Division
3015 H Street, Eureka CA 95501
Sent via email: CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us
Regarding: Humboldt Wind Energy Project Environmental Impact Report
June 14, 2019
To Whom It May Concern,
I write on behalf of the membership of Californians for Alternatives to Toxics (CATs), a public interest nonprofit organization operating under the IRS rules as a 501(c)(3). We have maintained a presence in
Humboldt County since 1982, and in this capacity research and analyze facts and scientific data to bring
reliable information to, and advocate on behalf of, our membership and the general public on issues as
described in our Mission Statement. Concern for preservation and improvement of the environment as it
supports the activities, health, enjoyment, culture, education and other aspects of the well-being of our
membership underlies our Mission, particularly, but not limited to, as it relates to pollution by toxic
pesticides and other toxic chemicals. I have been executive director since 1988 and am authorized to
speak and act on behalf of CATs.
CATs's interest in the project has been drawn to description in the current draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) of herbicide use to maintain infrastructure, the use and containment of 500 gallons of oil in
each wind turbine, the addition of tons of potentially contaminated gravel to the environment and other
introductions of toxins and toxic chemicals into the environment such as those used to operate heavy
equipment and other machines and operations from which leakage and spills are likely to occur.
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On perusal of this EIR, however, we cannot see where an analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts for
many aspects of the complex project has been made. We are not given an analysis in the DEIR, as
required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), we have instead a project description and that
often incomplete as other commenters make clear with numerous examples.
However, the project description "is the foundation upon which an environmental analysis is
constructed...An impact analysis should "tell a story" about how the actions comprising the proposed
project will or will not lead to impacts, and why those impacts are either significant or less than
significant...The impact analysis then flows from the detailed description of project features contained in
the project description, combined with other sources of information and scientific analysis." CEQA Portal
Topic Paper, Project Description. Association of Environmental Professionals.
One question that arises here is whether Humboldt County, as lead agency for this CEQA process, has
developed a consistent threshold of significance or is it arbitrarily applying a threshold specific to the
Humboldt Wind Energy Project? Please reveal the threshold of significance set by Humboldt County.
Let's be clear: Thresholds of significance are not conclusive and do not excuse the lead agency from
considering evidence that a significant impact may still occur. Lead agencies must address evidence
submitted by a commenter that an impact may still occur despite the significance thresholds used in an
EIR.
In Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App.. 4th 645, in which CATs was a plaintiff, the
appeals court rejected an EIR on the grounds that the EIR included "environmental commitments" as part
of the project description without fully analyzing the impacts of the project prior to inclusion of these
measures. The court ruled that Caltrans short-circuited the analysis of impacts in the EIR by including
these measures and then jumping to the conclusion that impacts were less-than-significant, without
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providing a threshold of significance or evaluating the significance of the impacts. Aren't the descriptions
of laws and regulations and deferred design level analysis of project elements in the current EIR the
same as "environmental commitments?" It's essentially saying that design level analysis, outside the
CEQA process, will actually work as an environmental commitment for what will be the activity, which as a
future action is unknown to the public via the EIR because it's actual description and analysis is not
provided in the EIR. We expect better from the Humboldt County Planning Department, we expect an
adequate CEQA process.
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Using 3.7 Geology and Soils appendix as an example, we find an over reliance on regulatory guidelines
and commitment to future analysis and under-analysis of the potential of impacts. Let's get down to the
nitty gritty: not even Caltrans can keep its highly engineered roads intact through a rainy season, or even
in drought. This is the Franciscan complex. Huge wind turbines are towers placed on massive concrete
foundations of non disclosed weight will be subject to the vagaries of the Franciscan Complex geology
PLUS almost constant seismic activity and the potential of the most intense earthquakes experienced in
the world. What impact can be expected when one of these scenarios occurs? The towers could very well
lean or fall and release as much as 30,000 gallons of oil on the hills on which they would stand. What is
the potential environmental impact of that? We don't see it in the EIR because such analysis does not
exist. It isn't even mentioned in 3.7.
How is the proposed project consistent with the Humboldt County general plan? Goal S-G2 Reduce
Potential for Loss for property damage, how will state building codes protect tower damage and
destruction and spillage of oil? What in the world will the county do about oil spillage in a major
earthquake when lives are at stake and resources taxed to the extent that wind towers are a low priority
for responders? How can it be demonstrated that the new development will neither create nor significantly
contribute to, or be impacted by, geologic instability or hazards? These questions apply to the road and
transmission lines as well as the wind towers. Does putting massive quantities of cement in large holes
dug on ridge tops and cutting into unstable slopes to expand the road pose a significant threat of
sediment discharge through mass wasting to Jordan Creek?
Impact 3.7-1 It's almost amusing that because the Cascadia subduction is not zoned under the AlquistPriolo Act and the towers are not human habitation. Inactive faults are only so in the present moment.
The Cascadia subduction is a zone in reality and poses a very real threat, currently active faults or not.
Great Subduction Zone earthquakes are the greatest earthquakes in the world.
Put mega tons of concrete on ridge tops in the Franciscan Complex within the Cascadia subduction zone
is looking for trouble. Why isn't this very real potential for massive failure of the wind towers following
even a lesser of world class leader earthquakes and attendant ground failure due to siting in the
Franciscan complex analyzed in the EIR? See https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?
url=https%3A%2F%2Fpnsn.org%2Foutreach%2Fearthquakeresources%2FCSI&amp;data=02%7C01%7
CCEQAResponses%40co.humboldt.ca.us%7C55c0c0a8441444937d8908d6f11ebfdd%7Cc00ae2b64fe8
44f198637b1adf4b27cb%7C0%7C1%7C636961511709430659&amp;sdata=zo2T%2F%2FUtKHRUI2Tvf
WlmmAMqWMgQfwQQ%2BgdSD8fZE%2Fg%3D&amp;reserved=0.
See also the USGS map of the Cascadia subduction which ends on land not far south of the site of this
project which is on the Gorda plate. earthquake.usgs.gov/data/crust/cascadia.php
If we have an EIR that manages to fail analyze the geological, including seismic, conditions for very real
potential for catastrophic failure of the oil filled wind towers and the significant impacts to the environment
then CEQA has failed the public and is not transparent or of valid utility.
3.7-2 Here we find ludicrous construct (According to the General Plan "the county would maintain
readiness for a comprehensive response to a major earthquake" here used to prevent a significant
environmental impact in the project area in the event of a Cascadia subduction event is in reality a word
salad in regard to analysis of the triple junction of massively heavy cement foundations in massively
disturbed sites in the Franciscan complex in a known extremely seismically dangerous area, and throw in
the extreme rain events known to soak the region, (see
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https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=www.climate.gov%2Fnews-features%2FfeaturedImages%2Fanother-atmospheric-river-soaks-northern-California-April2018&amp;data=02%7C01%7CCEQAResponses%40co.humboldt.ca.us%7C55c0c0a8441444937d8908
d6f11ebfdd%7Cc00ae2b64fe844f198637b1adf4b27cb%7C0%7C1%7C636961511709440668&amp;sdat
a=9547DtR2792hbn7QETul6aVbQeI3U3tM93nRpoax%2F9Y%3D&amp;reserved=0) the public wonders
what the result could be with the various parts of the infrastructure of the project, but analysis not
provided.
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The conclusion reached that there is a less than significant impact is also based on what is in essence a
deferred analysis made outside the CEQA process in a design level geotechnical subsurface
investigation that includes site specific groundwater and soil conditions, but none of this is available to the
public in the CEQA process and is decided by the Planning Department after the CEQA process is
complete.
These factors are mentioned here as examples of what is rife in the current EIR, dependence on
regulatory processes and systems as a means to avoid analysis of the real world significant impacts in
the EIR and obscuring it from the public, and deference of investigations that provide critical description of
significant environmental conditions to permitting and other processes that remove analysis of the project
away from public scrutiny and the CEQA process and back into the back room. CEQA is a failure in the
system set up to pro forma approve this project. For shame John Ford and the Humboldt County planning
Department.
I incorporate by reference my letter asking for an extension of the comment period to 90 days sent to the
planning department and planning commissioner June 12, 2019.
Patricia M Clary, Executive Director
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics
600 F Street Ste 3 #911
Arcata CA 95521
707-834-4833
Send via email from Northern England
"Project
Sent from my iPad
Sent from my iPad
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