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Introduction 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Purpose of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA 
GHG Emissions Thresholds (Project) consists of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), comments 
received on the DEIR, the County of Humboldt’s (County; Lead Agency) responses to comments, and 
revisions to the DEIR (Errata). The DEIR identified the likely environmental consequences associated with 
the Project, and recommended mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. 

To certify the FEIR, the County must find that: 

- The FEIR has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

- The FEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency and that the decision-
making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to approval of a 
project.  

- The FEIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15090).  

1.2. Environmental Review Process 
CEQA requires a lead agency to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project, 
and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the DEIR. This FEIR has been 
prepared to respond to written comments received on the DEIR. 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was made available for a 30-day public review period on August 30, 2024. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 (b) requires a 30-day public review period for input on the scope and 
content of the EIR. The NOP review period ended on September 30, 2024. A public scoping meeting was 
held on September 17, 2024. An agency scoping meeting was held on September 17, 2024. The purpose 
of the two public scoping meetings was to inform agencies and interested parties about the Project, and to 
solicit input on environmental issues germane to the Project, as well as potential alternatives to the Project. 
Section 1.2 the DEIR summarizes the public scoping process, and lists the comments received. 

The DEIR was made available for a 45-day public review on February 14, 2025. The review period ended at 
5:00 pm on April 5, 2025. The document was made available for review online at: 
https://humboldtgov.org/Climateactionplan. The DEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse and was 
published on February 14, 2025, for distribution to State agencies, and was distributed to local, State, and 
federal responsible and trustee agencies and tribal governments. The general public was advised of the 
DEIR through a Notice of Availability posted at the County Clerk as required by law, and through a posting 
in the local newspaper, the Times Standard, on February 18, 2025.  

This FEIR was prepared and posted publicly on February 14, 2025.  

1.3. Document Organization of the FEIR  
The FEIR is organized into the following chapters: 



Introduction 

- Chapter 1 – Introduction. This chapter discusses the use and organization of this FEIR and the 
environmental review process. 

- Chapter 2 – Comments and Responses. This chapter includes a list of persons, organizations, 
and public agencies who commented on the DEIR, reproductions of the letters received from the 
public on the DEIR, and responses of the Lead Agency to those comments.  

- Chapter 3- Comments Received Following the Close of Public Circulation. This chapter 
summarized the comments received by the County pertaining to the Project following the close of 
public circulation.  

- Chapter 4 – Errata. This chapter includes text modifications to the DEIR. Proposed text additions 
are signified with underlined bold text (example), and stricken text is signified with strike through 
(example). 
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2. Comments and Responses 
During the public comment circulation period for the DEIR, the County received two organizational 
comments, one individual comment, and one regional agency comment in the form of letters/emails. A 
list of the comment letters and comments provided is shown below in Error! Reference source not 
found., 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.  

The comment letters provided by non-governmental organizations are listed below in Table 2. 

Table 2.1 Organizational Comments Received on the DEIR 

Letter Organization/Business Letter Date 

101 Biofuelwatch  March 27, 2025 

102 Environmental Protection Information Center | Coalition for 
Responsible Transportation Priorities | 350 Humboldt | Friends of 
the Eel River | North Coast Chapter of the California Native Plant 
Society | Northcoast Environmental Center | Humboldt 
Waterkeeper | Surfrider Foundation | Climate 911 | Humboldt 
Coalition for Clean Energy | Redwood Coalition for Climate & 
Environmental Responsibility 

April 4, 2025  

The comment letters provided by individuals not representing specific organizations are listed below in 
Table 2. 

Table 2.2 Individual Comments Received on the DEIR 

Letter Last Name  First Name Letter Date 

201 Dodd and White Annje and Praj March 21, 2025 

The comment emails provided by regional agencies are listed below in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3 Local Agency Comments Received on the DEIR 

Letter Local Agency Email Date 

301 Humboldt Bay Harbor District March 17, 2025 

-

-
-
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The comment letter received after the close of the public comment period is identified in Table 
2.4 

Table 2.4 Late Comments Received on the DEIR 
Letter Local Agency Letter Date 
401 Advocates for the Environment May 29, 2025 

 

2.1. Master Responses 
Some comments on the DEIR were made repeatedly by various commenters, demonstrating a 
common concern. To allow presentation of a response that adequately addresses all aspects of 
these related comments, a selection of 2 Master Responses have been prepared. The Master 
Responses are structured to allow a well-integrated response addressing all facets of a 
particular common concern and/or issue.  

The Master Responses are referenced throughout this section where applicable, in lieu of piece-
meal responses to each individual comment, in order to acknowledge the full complexity of the 
issues being raised. The use of a Master Response is in no way intended to minimize the 
importance of an individual comment; on the contrary, each Master Response is intended to 
provide a thorough response to each comment sharing a common concern.  

The Master Responses and their respective topics are listed below in Table 2. 

Table 2.5 Summary of Master Responses 

Master 
Response 
Number 

Response Topic 

1 Tiering off the RCAP EIR 

2 GHG Streamlining Checklist 

 

MR-1 Master Response 1 – Tiering off the RCAP EIR 
Concern has been expressed that the RCAP EIR could be used to address environmental impacts for 
future projects not related to the RCAP.  There is a common desire to see streamlining of projects 
known to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, but there is concern that other development could 
attempt to tier off this EIR.   

In CEQA Guidelines section 15152(a) tiering is defined as follows:  “Tiering“ refers to using the 
analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or 
policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects; incorporating by 
reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or negative 
declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project.”  Subsection (b) of the same section goes 
on to say: “Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of analysis is from an EIR prepared for a general 
plan, policy, or program to an EIR or negative declaration for another plan, policy, or program of lesser 
scope, or to a site-specific EIR or negative declaration. Tiering does not excuse the lead agency from 

-
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adequately analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant environmental effects of the project and does 
not justify deferring such analysis to a later tier EIR or Negative Declaration”. 

It is clearly appropriate for a Program Level EIR for a policy document (such as the RCAP) to evaluate 
potential environmental effects that could be expected if the goals, objectives and envisioned projects 
of the policy document are achieved.  The RCAP DEIR refers to “impacts from Infrastructure facilitated 
by the RCAP” as the cause of the potential environmental impacts.  As in all tiering cases, the 
subsequent project receiving the benefit of tiering must be envisioned by the policy document 
envisioned in the Programmatic EIR.  In this case the projects being envisioned are infrastructure 
related to carrying out the RCAP.   

In the impact analysis of each section the type of infrastructure considered is listed.  Under Aesthetics 
the RCAP related projects identified include Large Scale Organic Waste Processing Facilities, 
Renewable Energy, and Renewable Fuel production projects.  Each of the impact determinations are 
related to implementation of the RCAP.  It has been requested that a specific list of projects be 
developed.  The list of projects considered in the impact area is identified.  Those are the projects that 
would receive the benefit of tiering for that particular impact. 

The RCAP EIR evaluates the impacts of implementation of the RCAP.  Implementation of the RCAP 
envisions new facilities to produce renewable power and address the waste stream.  These projects 
are foreseeable and as addressed in the CEQA Guidelines section quoted above, need to be 
evaluated to the extent feasible.  Comments have been made that this analysis lacks substantial 
evidence and are concerned that other projects will attempt to tier off this EIR.  Consistent with CEQA 
the RCAP EIR identifies the type of projects that could result and discloses the impacts that could 
result based upon what is known.  If future projects are proposed, there will be specific information 
about the setting, project operation and potential impacts that cannot be known now.  Tiering requires 
that the site and project specific information be examined in a subsequent document, the impacts 
disclosed, and mitigation provided as necessary.  If the mitigation contained in this RCAP EIR is 
adequate for the situation then it can be applied without modification.   

Prior to undertaking or considering any project, the project will need to be evaluated to determine if this 
Program Level EIR adequately addresses the potential environmental effects associated with the 
project.  If not, additional environmental review will be required.  There may be projects contemplated 
in the EIR, but unidentified impacts have not been evaluated or mitigated.  In those cases, a 
subsequent environmental analysis will be needed.  For example, if a project has a high potential to 
cause objectionable odors, then that will need to be evaluated in the subsequent environmental review.   

It is important to emphasize that other types of projects that do not implement the RCAP have no 
coverage from the RCAP EIR.  While the RCAP does look at the use of Renewable Diesel and Bio-
diesel as transition fuels, the EIR does not provide environmental coverage under CEQA for 
development of facilities to produce these fuels.  Future residential, commercial and industrial projects 
cannot tier of this EIR.  They may be able to Tier off the General Plan EIR, but not the RCAP EIR.  The 
RCAP grants no land use entitlements, so the EIR for the RCAP cannot be used to allow land use 
entitlements that are not strictly related to implementation of the RCAP.  It is a foreign concept to posit 
that a development project not related to the RCAP could be tiered off the RCAP EIR.  The RCAP 
project description for the RCAP revolves around reducing GHG emissions. It would be outside the 
bounds of credibility to attempt to tier other types of development off the PEIR. 

Even though a project may have a resiliency component, greenhouse gas reduction component, 
refrigerant leakage component it does not mean it is a project that is envisioned by the RCAP.  
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Projects with these components can be found consistent with the RCAP but that does not mean 
environmental review of these can be tiered off the RCAP EIR.   

A comment was also made relative to the case Hilltop Group v. County of San Diego (2024) 99 
Cal.App. 5th 890 as an example of why it is important to be clear on the types of projects that can be 
permitted.  It is important to understand that while this case did relate to a recycling center the issue 
was whether the applicant needed to conduct additional environmental review when it could be found 
consistent with the General Plan or Community plan for which an EIR was prepared in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.  This is not analogous to the RCAP and is not an example of tiering.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 is a provision the Legislature added to streamline the CEQA process, 
if the General Plan or Community Plan EIR adequately addresses impacts associated with granting the 
land use, no additional environmental review is needed.  There is not a similar provision to exempt 
CEQA review using an EIR for a Climate Action Plan.   

 

MR-2 Master Response 2 – GHG Streamlining Checklist 

Concern that the proposed CEQA GHG Checklist is not available during the comment period on the 
DEIR.  Another comment made that the project description is not completed and the public cannot 
understand and meaningfully consider the issues raised by the project. 

The Checklist is not a separate component of the RCAP and is not a different part of the project.  
Fundamentally it is a staff tool to implement the RCAP.  It must be consistent with the RCAP and 
cannot set any different standards or deviate from the policies of the RCAP in any way.  The Checklist 
does not set GHG thresholds, the RCAP does.   

The comment was made that Figure 2-6 of the DEIR shows that adopting the Checklist is analogous to 
setting quantitative GHG thresholds.  This is misconstruing what is said in that table.  The text in 
question states: “Can the project tier from the County’s RCAP per CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5 
by illustrating compliance with the CEQA GHG Emission Analysis Compliance Checklist.”  The 
operative language here is can the project tier from the County’s RCAP using the GHG Emission 
Analysis Compliance Checklist.   

CEQA Section 15183.5 allows streamlining and tiering the analysis of Greenhouse Gas emissions.  
This allows compliance with the RCAP to be used as the threshold of whether additional environmental 
analysis of GHG emissions is necessary.  This does not extend beyond analysis of GHG emissions.  If 
the project is found to be in compliance with the RCAP no additional analysis is needed.  If the project 
cannot comply then additional analysis must be performed to determine the level of significance. 

The checklist is a tool to simplify demonstrating compliance with the RCAP.  It is not a separate policy 
document that may change the policy guidance of the RCAP.  The RCAP is the project and the project 
description is complete.  The RCAP is not dependent on the GHG Emissions Checklist, the prescriptive 
requirement for screening is consistency with the RCAP, not the Checklist.  The Checklist is simply a 
tool to aid in that determination. 

It should be made clear that the CEQA GHG Emissions Checklist is not being used as a mitigation 
measure of the RCAP, it is being used as an internal planning tool to assist in the assessment of 
projects consistency with the RCAP, and some projects that show compliance through the checklist 
may still be required to conduct further GHG emissions analysis. 
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2.2. Organizational Comments Received During Circulation 
This section includes copies of the comment letters and emails received from organizations during the 
45-day public review period for the DEIR. Responses to individual comments are provided after each 
letter.  
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Letter 101 – Biofuelwatch 

 

March 25, 2025 

Planning & Building Department 
Long Range Planning Division 
County of Humboldt 
3015 H St., Eureka CA, 95521 

Submitted electronically via email to CEQAresponses@co.humboldt.ca.us 

Re: Undeclared Conflicts of Interest Undermine Viability of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan 

To responsible officials: 

Our organization Biofuelwatch appreciates the opportunity to submit this brief letter to the 
Humboldt County Planning & Building Department (the County) as comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan 1 (HRCAP). 
Biofuelwatch2 is an international organization that works to increase public understanding and 
civic engagement on the land-use implications of climate policy. We work internationally and have 
extensive experience in Sacramento on a large variety of energy, biodiversity and climate policy 
matters. 

We have a particular focus on the environmental harms and social inequities of large-scale 
industrial bioenergy projects, and we work extensively on addressing the negative ecologica l and 
social outcomes of policy and actions that are justified as being beneficial to the global climate, 
yet carry with them risks and threats to public health, economic stability and natural resources. 

This letter is not the first time that Biofuelwatch has engaged on the HRCAP. However, it is clear 
that our previous comments and submitted evidence have been totally disregarded. 

We will briefly expose the deficiencies of the DEIR in this letter. Unfortunately, if brought to 
fruition, the HRCAP promises to do more harm than good. The HRCAP will exacerbate global 
climate problems rather than address or mitigate them. It is troubling that our previous 
comments have been so brusquely pushed aside, the County seem intent on exporting harms and 
greenwashing climate damaging activities taking place in the County while failing entirely to 
address the root causes of climate change. 

1 https://humboldtgov.org/2464/Humboldt-Regional-Climate-Action-Plan 
2 http://www.biofuelwatch.org.uk/ 

101-1 
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DEIR Fails in the Most Basic Sense of Providing Accurate Information 
In reviewing the DEIR our conclusion is that the absence of accurate information, the presence of 
inaccurate information, and the failure of the interests involved in preparation of the DEIR and 
the HRCAP to reveal their conflicts of interests are fata l flaws. It is evident that the DEIR wi ll need 
at a minimum to be recirculated to correct these serious deficiencies. The truth of the matter is IO 1-2 
that the entire HRCAP needs to be reformulated . As it stands, and using only the singular matter 
of 'renewable diesel' as an example, the DEIR is not viable. It is lacking in accurate information 
about the existing legal and policy landscape governing the development of a regional climate 
action plan, and what information that is provided is incomplete, confused, and lacking context. 

Renewable Diesel as A Singular Example of the Flaws of the HRCAP 
Our previous comments on the HRCAP were focused on several broader themes for the problems 
that we identified in the HRCAP. The comments in this letter on the DEIR however are focused 
singularly on the fai lure of the DEIR to provide accurate information about 'renewable diesel' Io I -
(RD). The HRCAP and the DEIR fail to even properly define and describe 'renewable diesel,' much 
less adequately assess the local, regional and global impacts of the HRCAP prioritizing this liquid 
energy product as a supposed mechanism to ach ieve emissions reductions. 

Complete Failure to Declare Existing and Future Conflicts of Interest of Preparers of the DEIR 
Compounding the problem, the company Rincon Consultants3, which has a lead role in the 
development of the DEIR, completely fails to describe their conflicts of interests and their 
commercial relationship with the product 'renewable diesel,' as well as other 'alternative fuels,' 
such as hydrogen, that are elevated in the HRCAP. The failure to identify th is conflict of interest 
raises serious concerns as to why the DEIR is so deficient in providing accurate information about 
energy products like ' renewable diesel .' 

Rincon Consultants conflicts of interest arise from their status as a california Air Resources Board 
(CARB) accredited third-party Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) verification body,4 which Rincon 
Consultants completely fails to mention anywhere in the DEIR or HRCAP documentation. Rincon 
Consultants has never, during the entirety of their involvement in the preparation of the HRCAP, 
declared their conflicts of interest or articulated their commercial relationship with the LCFS. This 
is inexcusable. 

Rincon is accredited by CARB to verify LCFS fuel pathway applications and reports, LCFS quarterly 
fue l reports for alternative fuels, and carbon capture and sequestration reports under the LCFS5

• 

These are all commercial activities that are related to the proposed actions in the HRCAP, and 
from which Rincon Consultants is positioned to benefit from monetarily. 

The fact that Rincon Consultants has this professional and revenue generating experience with 
the LCFS makes the failure of the DEIR to adequately describe the LCFS and Renewable Diesel 

3 tmps://www.rinconconsultants.com/ 
' hnps://www.rlnconconsultants.com/2020/ 03/0S/low< arbon•fuel•standard-lcfs•accreditatlon/ 
5 hnps://ww2.arb.ca.gov/lds-veriflcat ion 

101 -4 
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(RD) all the more problematic. If Rincon Consultants are not competent enough to cover the 
material related to the LCFS adequately that is a serious problem. If Rincon Consultants are 
purposely not informing Humboldt County decision makers and residents about a crucial matter 
such as the LCFS that they full well know about in detail, that is also a serious problem. Both of 
these possibilities make the DEIR unviable, and raise heated questions as to the motives of Rincon 
Consultants to contribute to such a problematic DEIR that contains inaccurate information while 
in other instances abstains from including key information. 

Biofuelwatch inquired of County staff about the role of Rincon Consultants in the preparation of 
the DEIR, and this is the response we received: 

'-'Rincon Consultants hos coordinated with the county, incorporated cities, HCAOG, HTA, 
HWMA, and RCEA through extensive interviews to draft the RCAP and refine the measures 
and actions identified. They also developed the Administrative DEIR which was updated 
per RCAP partner's review. They hove also consulted the RCAP partners on the CEQA 
process for RCAP adoption and recommended CEQA GHG thresholds necessary to reach 
the identified targets for GHG emissions reductions. 611 

Apparently not even County staff seem to recognize that Rincon Consultants is a CARB accredited 
third-party verification body for the LCFS. But the response does expose and confirm how Rincon 
Consultants has indeed had a major role in the development of the DEIR and the HRCAP. 

Unfortunately, the failure of the DEIR to adequately assess the impact of an energy product like 
RD also reflects on entities like Redwood Community Energy Authority {RCEA), who should know 
better and should have provided feedback to avoid these crucial errors. 

This issue of undeclared conflicts of interest completely undermines the reliability of the DEIR 
and the HRCAP, and raises serious issues about whether the public should trust the information 
presented in the DEIR. It is the advice of our organization to the Board of Supervisors and the 
residents of Humboldt County that they should not trust the DEIR to have provided accurate 
information. The DEIR is fatally flawed. 

Failure to Properly Describe the Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
Doing a key word search of the DEIR for the term 'Low Carbon Fuel Standard' turns up four (4) 
results. Notably, despite the importance of the LCFS at a state level, and despite the relevance of 

1-4 

nt. 

the LCFS to several of the proposed measures in the HRCAP, the LCFS is not itself described once Io 1 _ 
in the entire CAP. This oversight is made more egregious by the fact that Rincon Consultants, as 
described above, is accredited by CARB as a LCFS verification body. The failure to properly and 
accurately describe a high profile and relevant climate policy mechanism from which the company 
Rincon Consultants benefits monetarily and which has a key relationship to numerous measures 
proposed in the HRCAP is unfathomable. 

' Email from Megan Acevedo, Associate Planner th Humboldt County. 
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Failure to Accurately Define or Describe Renewable Diesel 
Despite having received comments during the Scoping of the HRCAP, as well has having received 
extensive comments on the Draft HRCAP that specified the need of the DEIR to fully define, 
describe and assess the known impacts of RD, the DEIR still fa ils to describe RD, to articu late how IOI­
it is made or where it comes from, or to address current known dynamics such as the conversion 
of refineries in the San Francisco Bay Area to operating as liquid biofuel manufacturing faci lities. 
How it is that Rincon Consultants fai ls to even offer a viable definition of RD in the HRCAP while 
prioritizing the uptake of this product as a supposed emissions reduction measure is beyond 
comprehension. 

Confusion of Biodiesel and Renewable Diesel Exposes Deficiencies in the DEIR 
To make matters worse, and reflecting very badly on Rincon Consultants and the County, is the 
incoherence in the DEIR about RD. There are blatant errors in the DEIR that are either purposefully 
meant to confuse the reader, or indicate total incompetence. As a specific example, a key word 
search for the term 'biodiesel' turns up four (4) resu lts in the DEIR, all of them in one singular 
paragraph in Section 3.5 (see page 3.5-13) on the Environmental Impact Analysis of Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions and Energy in a section on "Alternative Vehicle Fuels." 

This paragraph reads: 

" Biodiesel is a renewable alternative fuel that can be manufactured from vegetable oils, 
animal fats, or recycled restaurant grease. Biodiesel is biodegradable and cleaner-burning 
than petroleum-based diesel fuel. Generally, biodiesel con run in any diesel engine without 
alterations, but fueling stations have been slow to make i t available. There is one biodiesel 
refueling stations in Eureka and one in Arcata and a total of six within Humboldt County." 

To be clear, this is not factually accurate. What makes RD different from 'biodiesel' is that RD is 
actually the 'drop in' diesel fuel, not 'biodiesel .' RD is chemica lly identical to petroleum-based 
diesel. RD can indeed be used in a diesel engine with no modification of the engine. Th is is 
different from 'biodiesel' which cannot run in any diesel engine without significant blending with 
either petroleum-based diesel or RD, unlike that which is stated in the DEIR. The cla im that 
biodiesel or RD is 'cleaner burning' is also unsubstantiated, and contrad icts information from 
CARB itself regarding the emissions impacts from burning these fuel products7. The DEIR is 
presenting tota lly false and confused information about these products. 

This is an inexcusable error. The DEIR totally fa ils to accurately describe an energy product upon 
which emissions reduction measures are based. The statement about biodiesel refueling stations 
is also lacking in veracity. Biodiesel is not Renewable Diesel, and Renewable Diesel is not Biodiesel. 
The fact that the DEIR makes these factua l errors is indicative of the total failure of the DEIR to be 
rooted in the real world. Compound th is with the undeclared conflicts of interests of Rincon 
Consultants, with their financial stake in the increased need for verification of energy products 
under the LCFS that are promoted in the HRCAP, and the questions about why this inaccurate 

7 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sltes/default/flles/2021·11/Lo _Em sslon_O esel_Study_Final_Report.pdf 
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information ,is in the CAP become even more troub1lesome. The inaccurate and unprofessional 
manner in which the matter of RO is treated in the DEIR makes a mockery of the entire process. 

Failure to Adequately Describe EO N-79-20 
The DEIR complete fails to descr,ibe EO N-79-208 at any juncture in the document, even though 
Measure T-8 stated objectives for uptake of renewable diese.l are justified as being in alignment 
with this EO. But the EO is never explained in relation to the other measures of the HRCAP beyond 
RD that are related to this EO. The DEIR is confusing to the reader and throws around many 
technica l terms without definitions and repeatedly out of context, as was done with EO N-79-20. 
This is another indication of either incompetence, or a purposeful attempt to confuse and mislead 
the reade,r: Neither is excusable. The DE,IR ,is not viable. 

Conclusion: The DEIR Is Insufficient for Future Streamlining of CEQA Permitting 
It is not on'ly the complete failure of the DEIR to describe RD, or to accurately assess the impacts 
of such an energy product that ra,ises alarms about the flawed climate plan. For our organization 
it is extreme:ly disturbing to think that the purpose of doing an Environmental Impact Report 
under the California Environmental Quality Act for the HRCAP is intended to streamline further 
CEQA permitting processes in ,the future. As it stands right now the HRCAP has numerous 
~ceptionally faulty premises. 

Despite public pressure to approve a plan, any climate plan, there is dear evidence that the 
HRCAP remains far from being a ,reliable foadmap for reducing emissions in the ,region. This p'.lan 
and the DEIR require substantial revision before moving forward with the development of the 
F,ina1I Environmenta l Impact Report (FEIR). We find the current version of the HRCAP to be a recipe 
for d.isaster, and we implore the Board of Supervisors to correct course immediate:ly. 

Residents of Humboldt County deserve much more than the factually inaccurate, scientificaHy 
deficient and conflict of interest !laden document that is currently out for review and public 
comment. 

Making corrections is an imperative. 

Thank you for your attention to these comments. 

Gary Graham Hughes 
Co-Director / Americas Program Coordinator 
Biofuelwatch 
EmaH: garyhughes.bfw@gmail.com 
Phone: +1-707-223-5434 

8 https://www.gov.ca.gov/ wp-contem/ uploads/ 2020/09/9. 23. 20·EO· • 79-20.0 imate.pdf 

10 I-
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My word I Renew bit diesel I. not renew ble - Times-Stand rd 12/7122, 9 :20 AM 

My word I Renewable diesel is not 
renewable 

101- 14 

.G.acy Graham Hughes December 1, 2022 at 5:45 a.m. 

My word I Renewable diesel is not renewable 

As the annual United Nations global climate talks have ground to another 

polluter-friendly conclusion, one is forced to ask themselves "what is being 

done to address the root causes of climate change on the North Coast of 

California?" 

Though it is out of sight and out of mind, and moving slower than melting 

glaciers are retreating, Humboldt County does indeed have a regional 

"climate action plan" in the works. 

In early June the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors unambiguously 

https:/fwww.1imes-s1andard.comf2022/12/01/my- d-1enewablt-d es I-is-not-renewable/ Page 1 of 4 
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My word I' Renewable diesel 1, not renew ble - Times-Standard 12/7/22, 9:20 A 

approved advancing the draft Humboldt Regional Climate Action Pl'an (CAP) 

to the beginning of review under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA). 

As the county describes it , the "Climate Action Plan is a comprehensive road 

map that outlines the specific activities a local government will undertake to 

reduce GHG emissions within their jurisdiction:' 

For our organization Biofuelwatch, which works to address the human rights, 

climate and environmental impacts of industnial bioenergy, the lack of 

urgency with which the county 1is moving the CAP is only one of our 

concerns. 

One of the big elements of the greenhouse gas emissions reduction 

roadmap described in the draft CAP is a 'drop-in' liquid biofue:I that is called 

Renewable Diesel,. 

Regardless of the "green" sounding name, renewable diesel is not 

renewab'le. 

To be dear, renewable diese:I is considered a ''drop- in" biofue,1 because it can 

be used in a diesel engine without blending with petroleum-based diese:I, nor 

does it require modifications of the diesel engine. Hence, the "drop-in" 

moniker. 

Though feedstocks for renewable diesel include used cooking oit, animal 

tallow and other "fats, o,iils and greases" :(FOGs), by far the predominant 

feedstock for making renewable diesel in California is soy oit Renewable 

diese:1 is essentially a " food to fuel" phenomena whose rise in manufacture 

and use is being directly connected with r,ising global food prices. 

Another element of renewable diesel that concerns frontline commun,ities in 

https:/{'Nww.tlmes-stal'ld rd.comf2022/12/01fmv•w«d-,1enewable•dlesel-is-noI-renewableJ Page 2 of 4 
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Cy wcwd I Renewobte die.cl not tCIMW - ,me=•StAnd d l'l/7/22, 9 'lO AM 

places like Rodeo, on San Francisco Bay, where Phillips 66 is converting their 

refinery to be one of the largest biofuel refineries on the planet, is that the 

manufacture of renewable diesel is a high-intensity greenhouse gas 

emissions refining process. The 11hydrocrack1ing" required for making fuel 

from vegetable oils like soy requires massive amounts of hydrogen, which 

comes from the steam reforming of fossil gas. 

Basically, the manufacture of renewable diesel re:lies on huge amounts of 

fossi 1l fuels. 

Unfortunately, the elevating of renewable dieseJ as a climate solution for 

Humboldt County failed to take into account how many of the most common 

forms of bioenergy are not only associated with significant increases in food 

prkes, but also with deforestation, industrial pollution, pesticide and 

herbicide poisoning, degraded water resources, biodiversity loss and 

increased overalli greenhouse gas emissions. These trends are at risk •Of 

cont,inuing unabated due to well-intentioned but poorly conceived clean 

energy targets, public subsidies, markets-based mechanisms - and county­

leve1l climate "action11 plans. 

A hard truth is that we are living on a land-constrained planet, and the 

moment has passed for assuming that bioenergy is inherentily an option for 

supporting climate stability. 

Though there do exist some industrial efficiencies, prooessing technologies 

and feedstock streams that offer bioenergy products that might have a 

climate "benefit," the scale of these options is extremely limited. 

Bioenergy must be scrutinized with skepticism, as much bioenergy, such as 

so-called renewable diesel, actually presents severe thre.ats to food security, 

forest protection, public health, air quality, ecosystem protection, and social 

justiice. 

hllp•:/,-...w. o•-st•nd.,,d.coll'l/2022/l'l/01/my•word•renc :able-cfiesct•i• • not•.renc Poge 3 of 4 
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12(7(22, 9 20 AM 

A course correction is needed. Pivoting strongly to convert emissions­

intensive petroleum infrastructure to function as emissions-intensive 

bioenergy infrastructure is a climate dead end. To achieve the core objective 
of energy policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to protect air 

quality, greater efforts are needed to exclude high-carbon forms of energy 

from cl imate action plans and incentives mechanisms. What is needed are 

policies to avoid infrastructure "lock-in" and the extension of the economic 

life of toxic "stranded assets" and to instead move away not only from fossil 

fuels but to also move away from .land-intensive bioenergy. 

It is this kind of deep structural change that is most needed in the Humboldt 

Regional Climate Action Plan. We implore county staff and supervisors to 

have the courage to stand up to the wealthy and powerful interests pushing 

for bioenergy false solutions in California climate policy, and instead promote 

alternatives that will protect public health and secure advances in the 

stewardship of the environment while centering equity and social justice. 

Gary Graham Hughes is the Americas Program Coordinator for Biofuelwatch 

and a Redway resident. 
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Le er 
101 

Biofuelwatch – Response to Comments 

 

101-1  The comment expresses concern that Biofuels previous comments have not resulted in 
changes to the RCAP, and the leƩer seeks to expose the deficiencies of the DEIR.  

Introductory comment which does not need to be responded to in this secƟon, but 
separately there will be responses to Biofuelwatch’s comments on the RCAP. 

 

101-2  This comment states “In reviewing the DEIR our conclusion is that the absence of 
accurate informaƟon, the presence of inaccurate informaƟon, and the failure of the 
interests involved in preparaƟon of the DEIR and the HRCAP to reveal their conflicts of 
interests are fatal flaws. It is evident that the DEIR will need at a minimum to be 
recirculated to correct these serious deficiencies. The truth of the maƩer is that the 
enƟre HRCAP needs to be reformulated. As it stands and using only the singular maƩer 
of ‘renewable diesel’ as an example, the DEIR is not viable. It is lacking in accurate 
informaƟon about the exisƟng legal and policy landscape governing the development 
of a regional climate acƟon plan, and what informaƟon that is provided is incomplete, 
confused, and lacking context. 

The reference to inaccurate informaƟon and the lack of accurate informaƟon are not 
supported with examples of either what is inaccurate or missing and accordingly it is 
not possible to respond to this comment.  Even the one reference to ‘renewable 
diesel’ not being viable is not supported by evidence as to why it is not viable in the 
context of the RCAP.  The legal and policy landscape for climate acƟon is built on a 
foundaƟon of state laws, execuƟve orders, and a robust regulatory framework that is 
primarily overseen by the California Air Resources Board. A descripƟon of applicable 
California policies governing climate acƟon is included in the RCAP under SecƟon 2.2 
Public Policy Context and is further elaborated on in Appendix A Climate Regulatory 
Context of the RCAP. Furthermore, a detailed list of the policy framework for GHG 
emissions is provided in Chapter 3.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy under 
SecƟon 3.5.3 Regulatory Framework. 

 

101-3  The comment states that the DEIR does not provide accurate informaƟon about 
renewable diesel and the local, regional and global impacts from uƟlizing renewable 
diesel as a supposed mechanism to achieve emission reducƟons.  

The comment makes the accusaƟon that there is a lack of accurate informaƟon, but 
does not provide examples of where the DEIR has not provided accurate informaƟon.  
The one reference in the comment is to lack of accurate informaƟon on Renewable 
Diesel.  Renewable Diesel is idenƟfied in Measure T-8 of the RCAP as a replacement for 
diesel in off road equipment in order to implement the Governor’s ExecuƟve Order EO 
N-79-20.  The reference to Renewable Diesel in T-8b is to R99 and R100 Renewable 
diesel which is diesel that is either 99% or 100% from renewable material.   



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-21
 

Le er 
101 

Biofuelwatch – Response to Comments 

 

101-4  This comment expresses concerns regarding Rincon Consultants role as a California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) accredited third-party Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) 
verificaƟon body, claiming that this is a conflict of interest with their parƟcipaƟon in 
draŌing the RCAP and DEIR, which incorporate the use of renewable diesel to shiŌ 
away from fossil fuels. The comment states that Rincon has the experience to 
adequately address Renewable Diesel in the context of the State of California’s Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). 

Much of this comment is a personal aƩack on Rincon without producing evidence that 
there is a conflict of interest.  Rincon is a large enough firm that they have different 
teams working on different assignments.  The people working for CARB are not the 
same team working on the RCAP for Humboldt County.  When it comes to renewal 
diesel, as explained above, the objecƟve was to take direcƟon from the state and 
provide mechanisms to ensure this transiƟon is occurring and track the success.  
Without that it is unlikely these GHG reducƟons will be realized.   

The LCFS is a key part of a comprehensive set of programs in California to cut GHG 
emissions and other smog-forming and toxic air pollutants by improving vehicle 
technology, reducing fuel consumpƟon, and increasing transportaƟon mobility 
opƟons. The LCFS is designed to decrease the carbon intensity of California's 
transportaƟon fuel pool and provide an increasing range of low-carbon and renewable 
alternaƟves, which reduce petroleum dependency and achieve air quality benefits.  
Renewable diesel has a lower carbon intensity than petroleum based diesel and is 
consistent with the LCFS.  Both the RCAP and the DEIR address this as a measure for 
off-road vehicles with a raƟng of more than 25 horsepower. 

 

101-5  The comment states that the DEIR does not properly describe the Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard. 

The DEIR menƟons the Low Carbon Fuel Standard on page 2-7, under California 
Climate Change Scoping Plan (2008), as a GHG reducƟon measure that is included in 
the Scoping Plan, and later includes it under SecƟon 3.5.3 Regulatory Framework, on 
page 3.5-13, as a Statewide regulaƟon that encourages alternaƟve fuel use to reduce 
GHG emissions and criteria pollutants. 

The Low Carbon Fuel Standard is regulated through the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) and is a program designed to reduce GHG emissions from the transportaƟon 
sector by lowering the carbon intensity of fuels sold in California. It is unclear how 
elaboraƟng on the program to this level would enhance the accuracy, adequacy or 
conclusions of the DEIR. 
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Le er 
101 

Biofuelwatch – Response to Comments 

 

101-6  The comment states that the DEIR fails to accurately define, describe, or assess the 
impacts of renewable diesel. The comment further states that the DEIR fails to explain 
how renewable diesel is made or address the refineries in the San Francisco Bay area. 

As discussed above in 101-3 the use of Renewable Diesel is referred to as either R99 or 
R100 in Measure T-8 where is it being called for as a replacement for petroleum-based 
diesel in off-road seƫngs.  As a replacement fuel it is a drop in fuel meaning that it can 
be used instead of petroleum diesel or in a mixture with petroleum diesel.  So that 
there is no confusion a definiƟon has been added to the RCAP for Renewable Diesel as 
follows: 

Renewable diesel is a fuel made from fats and oils, such as soybean oil or 
canola oil, and is processed to be chemically the same as petroleum diesel. It 
meets the ASTM D975 specificaƟon for petroleum.  Renewable diesel can be 
used as a replacement fuel or blended with any amount of petroleum diesel. 

There should be no confusion about what is meant by Renewable Diesel. 

In terms of evaluaƟng the producƟon of Renewable Diesel, it needs to be understood 
that in accordance with the state guidelines, Renewable Diesel is being proposed as a 
replacement for the use of petroleum diesel.  The baseline is that petroleum diesel is 
already being produced.  Some will be replaced with the Renewable Diesel.     

The concern with renewable diesel is that it is primarily made from food crops like 
soybean and canola oil. Crop-based biofuels compete with food producƟon and 
increase land-use impacts, including deforestaƟon, that may not be accurately 
captured by the State of California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard program’s carbon 
intensity scores. 

 

101-7  This comment states that the DEIR confuses biodiesel and renewable diesel, and fails to 
accurately describe an energy product which is used as a measure to reduce GHG 
emissions in the RCAP. 

A definiƟon for biodiesel and renewable diesel have been added to the RCAP for some 
clarity. While these two biofuels are made from different processes and are not 
chemically equivalent, they are both alternaƟve fuels that can be used in diesel 
engines, and the descripƟon for biodiesel in the DEIR was taken directly from the US 
Department of Energy’s website on biodiesel. Biodiesel and renewable diesel are 
included as strategies for GHG emissions reducƟons in the RCAP measures BE-3 Rural, 
T-8, T-10 and T-11. However, these are mainly supporƟve measures that do not 
quanƟfy GHG emissions reducƟons, minus Measure T-8 which aims to “electrify or 
otherwise decarbonize 12% of applicable SORE off-road equipment by 2030 and 100% 
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Le er 
101 

Biofuelwatch – Response to Comments 

 

by 2045 and replace fossil diesel consumpƟon with renewable diesel in 55% of 
applicable large diesel”. 

 

101-8  This comment states that the DEIR fails to describe ExecuƟve Order EO N-79-20, which 
is included in Measure T-8 objecƟves for replacing fossil fuel consumpƟon with 
renewable diesel in large diesel equipment. The comment further states that EO N-79-
20 is not explained in relaƟon to other measures of the RCAP beyond this measure in 
relaƟon to renewable diesel, which is out of context and confusing to the reader. 

Measure T-8: “Electrify or otherwise decarbonize 12% of applicable SORE offroad 
equipment by 2030 and 100% by 2045 and replace fossil diesel consumpƟon with 
renewable diesel in 55% of applicable large diesel in alignment with EO N-79-20 by 
2030.”  

The RCAP treats renewable diesel as a transiƟonal fuel which is in alignment with EO 
N-79-20 which says “WHEREAS clean renewable fuels play a role as California 
transiƟons to a decarbonized transportaƟon sector”  

 

101-9  The comment concludes with staƟng that the RCAP DEIR is insufficient for future 
streamlining of GHG emissions analysis under CEQA due to its failure to accurately 
describe renewable diesel or assess the impacts of transiƟoning from fossil fuel use 
with renewable diesel.  

Please see Master Response 1. 

 

101-10  Email aƩached to the leƩer summarizes the comments in the comment leƩer 
submiƩed and includes references for news arƟcles and radio episodes on renewable 
diesel and biofuels. Detailed responses to these comments have been provided above. 
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Letter 102 – Environmental Protection Information Center et al 

 

  

AUFOR IA 

ATIVE Pl.ANT 

~ ~ 
SURFRIDER 
FOUNDATION 

Sent Electronically to CEQAresponses@co.humboldt.ca.us 

April 4, 2025 

Megan Acevedo 
Humboldt County Planning and Building Department 
Long Range Planning Division 
3015 H Street 
Eureka , CA 95501 

Re: Humboldt County Regional Climate Action Plan Environmental Impact Report Comments 

I. Introduction & Executive Summary 

On behalf of the Environmental Protection Information Center, Coalition for Responsible 
Transportation Priorities, 350 Humboldt, Humboldt Waterkeeper, Northcoast Environmental 
Center, Surfrider Foundation, Friends of the Eel River, and the North Coast Chapter of the 
California Native Plant Society we respectfully submit the following comments on the Humboldt 
County Regional Climate Action Plan (RCAP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
Adoption of a RCAP was a measure in the Humboldt County General Plan adopted in 2017, and 
we are glad to see the County making progress on that promise. 

Our organizations advocated for the creation of an RCAP because we believe Humboldt County 
ought to do its part to mitigate climate change. We advocated for a Qualified RCAP because we 
wanted the greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions in the RCAP to be based on substantial 
evidence, and we wanted lo expedite permitting for projects that were known to substantially I 02-1 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. However, as written, the EIR implies that other CEQA 
impacts, including aesthetics and vehicle miles travelled, could also tier off the analysis in the 
RCAP for future projects. If this is to be the case, the EIR must be clear and consistent 
regarding when that future tiering may occur. Otherwise, the EIR could be used to analyze far 
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more kinds of impacts, and streamline or tier far more kinds of projects, than was ever 
understood by the public or County. We ask that the County provide a clear and concise list of 
projects and impacts that can tier to the RCAP EIR. We also ask that the County create a bright 
line threshold for impacts over which tiering and streamlining may not occur. 

Heightening our concern regarding misapplication of the RCAP and EIR to future projects is the 
County s failure to provide the CEQA GHG Checklist while the DEIR is circulating for public 
comment. Because the CEQA GHG Checklist will be used to streamline the GHG analysis of 
future projects it is an essential component of the RCAP and therefore needs to be analyzed in 
the DEIR. We ask that you provide the CEQA GHG Checklist and provide sufficient opportunity 
for public comment on the Checklist prior to certification of the EIR. 

Finally, the RCAP and EIR retain several errors which we highlighted in our scoping comments 
and in other comments to staff. In order to ensure the legal viability of the RCAP and EIR, we 
ask that these errors, listed below in Sections V & VI be addressed. 

For these reasons we ask that you do not certify the EIR for the RCAP until its deficiencies 
have been remedied. 

II. The County should provide a specific list of projects that may tier from the RCAP and 
also provide clear thresholds of impacts over which future projects cannot tier from the 
RCAP. 

The CEQA Regulations state that "any lead agency for a later project pursuant to or consistent 
with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on the 
later project to effects which:{1} Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in 
the prior EIR; or (2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of 
specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means." (Cal. Code 
Regs. Tit. 14, § 15152(d)). This EIR currently purports to examine as significant effects on the 
environment a wide array of impacts including air quality, vehicle miles travelled, and aesthetics. 

102-1 
ont. 

102-2 

102-

As discussed in Section V, we believe that much of that analysis is lacking substantial evidence. I 02-4 
We are therefore concerned that future projects will attempt to tier off of the limited analysis in 
the EIR regardless of staffs current intentions. 

As currently drafted, the EIR is vague as to what kinds of projects will tier from its analysis in the 
future. County staff have indicated that only projects related to the RCAP or implementing the 
RCAP would be eligible for tiering, but it is not at all clear from the EIR as written how that 
determination would be made. Does a project need to be explicitly included in the RCAP to be 
considered for CEQA tiering, or can it just be a project whose effects can be argued to support 
one or more of the RCAP's targets? And even if a project has to be explicitly included in the 
RCAP to be eligible for tiering , that still does not provide clarity, because the RCAP itself is so 
vague on many key points. Reviewing Table 32 of the RCAP, we find a large number of 
implementation actions which are vaguely defined and will require multiple sub-actions by 
multiple lead agencies. Are all the actions in Table 32, and all of the potential unmentioned sub­
actions, subject to CEQA tiering? As currently drafted, the answer is unclear. 
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Given the uncertainty over what kinds of projects may be proposed in the future and exactly 
how they would tier from the RCAP, the EIR should further refine and darify the types of 
projects for which it is actualty assessing impacts. To solve this problem we encourage the 
County to create a list of specific kinds of projects that can tier off of the RCAP, rather than a list 
of projects that cannot. In addition, the County should create :specific threshotds of ,impacts over 
which future projects cannot tier to the IRCAP. While current County staff may not foresee the 
RCAP EIR being used for any future project that would not already be exempt for additional 
CEQA review, the RCAP and the EIR will exist independent of current staff interpretation going 
forward and should be written clearly enough that there is no doubt as to their future application. 
There needs to be a clear1y stated brightline ,threshold for both future tiering and sk'eam'fining. 1102-4 

The recent ,case of Hilltop Group Inc. v. County of San Diego (2024) 99 Cal. App. 5th 890 is 
illustrative of why this is important.1 In it a recycling center that would process and recycle 
trees, 'logs wood, construction debris; aspha'lt, and other inert mate~ial from construction 
projects was tiered off of the County of San Diego's General Plan. Despite considerable public 
controversy around the project, the Court held that the impacts had already been analyzed in 
the General Plan EIR and that no further environmental review was necessary. The County of 
Humboldt should consider whether it would like to see a similar result from the RCAP and how it 
can protect itself from that happening. 

Ill. The RCA:P isn't complete because there is no publiciy available GHG Streamlining 
Checldist. The County can't finalize an EIR on a project that is incomplete. 

The CEQA Guidelines define a "project" as the whole of an action with the potential for either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical 
change. (OEQA Guidelines 15378) When assessing the legal sufficiency of an EIR, the 
reviewing oourt focuses on adequacy completeness and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 
(County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency(1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931 , 954, 91 
Cal.Rptr.2d 66 (Amador)(emphasis added). An EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those 
who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues 
raised by the proposed project.' (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v . . Regents of University of 
California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 405, 253 Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278 (laureI !Heights). 
Without the Humboldt Regional CEQA GHG Emissions Checklist, the project is not complete 
and the public cannot understand and meaningfull:y consider the issues raised by this project. 
The checklist will be used to streamline greenhouse gas emission analysis ,of future projects 
and therefore plays a critical mle in how the RCAP will be implemented. The DEIR 
acknowledges that setting quantitative GHG ,thresholds is part of the project, and Figure 2-6 of 
the DEIR shows that adopting the Checklist is an analogous action to setting quantitative GHG 
thresholds. 

Future streamlining will have an effect on the environment, by more quickly approving or 
disapproving· certain projects. Without the ,checklist, the public is 'left in the dark regarding 

1 https://cases.justia .oom/california/court-of-appeal/2024,-d081124.pdf?ls= 1708110069 
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exactly what k,inds of projects will have their future GHG emissions analysis streamlined. Staff 
have indicated that the checklist will be provided prior to the Planning Commission meeting in 
June. However CEQA's informational, purpose "is not satisfied by simply stating information will 
be provided in the future." (SCOPE v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 131 Cal. Rptr. 2d 186 - Cal: 
Court of Appeal 2nd Appellate Dist. ·6th Div. 2003). 

Therefore, the project is not complete and the EIR cannot be finalized until the Checklist is 
provided for public review, and opportunity is provided for public comment on the EIR in light of 
the Checklist. 

IV. Projects must have a consistent and stable description throughout the CEQA process. 

In addition ito the CEQA Streamlining for GHG emissions discussed abov,e, staff have also 
indicated that u ure plans and projects may tier from the RCAP E:IR. Staff have indicated that 
this will be limited to projects intended to implement the RCAP. 

This goes beyond the .intended scope of the project. An accurate stable and finite project 
description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR. (County of,/nyo v. 
City of Los Angeles (1977), 71 Cal.App.3d 185). The project description in the OE I R's notice 
availability states "the County proposes to adopt quantitative CEQA GHG emissions thresholds 
for use in evaluating whether a future plan or project's GHG emissions would result ·n a 
potentially significant environmental impact under CEQA for plans or projects with pre-2030 
buildout or initial operational years." (RCAP DEIR Notice of Avail'ability) However the DEIR 
actually proposes to streamline analysis of several: other impacts in future CEQA project 
analysis by allowing future documents to tier off the RCAP. Therefore, the project description is 
not accurate. The EIR should be rejected until this deficiency is addressed. In our view the 
deficiency can be addressed by stating dear1y in the EIR what Director of :Planning John Ford 
specified in a meeting with us and Natalie Ar.royo and Mike Wilson on March 27 2025, namely: 
as in any programmatic EIR ,the ana1yses of impacts other than for greenhouse gas emissions, 
that is, those listed in Table :ES1 , are intended as resources or examples of possible ·mpacts 
and possible mitigation measures but will never be applied to a projec without consideration of 
the impacts and mitigations specific to each project that is streamlined or tiers off the RCAP. 

V. Several changes to the RCAP and the D:EIR must be made to ensure the legally validity 
of the EIR and any potential future OEQA tiering 

If the intention of the County is to have the RCA:P and DEIR remain documents that future 
projects will tier parts of their analysis from, then we recommend the following ,changes to 
ensure the legal validity of that tiering. 

A. Vehicle Miles Travelled NMT) 

The RCAP's VMT reduction measures must be strengthened to ensure consistency with 
adopted plans and po.licies, or a significant transportation 1impact must be acknowledged and 
appropriate mitigation measures adopted. The 1DEI.R asserts that the 1RCAP is Mintended to be 
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consistent with or exceed" the standards in various other adopted plans and po'licies induding 
~he Humboldt County Regional Transportation P,lan - VROOM 2022-2042 (RTP) and the 
California Climate Change Scoping Plan Update 2022 (see DEIR p.2-5 et seq.). Yet both the W2-7 
RTP and the Scoping Plan call for a 25% per capita VMT reduction by 2030, while the RCAP 0 111. 

calls for a rough'ly 3.2% per capita VMT reduction by 2,030. Following the RCAP w.ill result in a 
fa ilure to meet the RTP and Scoping Plan targets, making the RCAP clearly inconsistent with 
these plans. 

The DEliR concludes that ,the RCAP would not conflict with any adopted transportation plans 
and policies (see DEIIR p.3.8-24) despite the VMT reduction conflict described above as well 
as other significant conflicts, including the RTP's target of a 30% active transportation and 
transit mode share by 2030, in contrast with the RCAP's target of only 21 %. In fact, the plan l 02-
consistency ana·lysis does not even assess VMf or mode share goals and targets. Unless the 
RCAP VMT targets and policies are strengthened, a significant impact finding and 
accompanying mitigation is required. 

The DEIR repeatedly says that its MVMT analysis methodology utili2:es the LCI Technical 
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts 1in CEQA " catrng for a significance threshold of 
M15 percent below existing regional VMT per capita" for residential, and certain commercial 
projects (e.g., p.3.8-22). Yet despite residential and mixed-use infill development projects being 
a key strategy for RCAP implementation, the O.EIR's VMT analysis fa ils to identify the fact that 
compliance with the RCAP requires only roughly 3.2% per capita VMT reductions. Therefore, a 
future residential or mixed-use development pr:oject could attempt to tier from this OEIR's 
~ransportation analysis even if it exceeds the standard LOI -15% CEQA significance threshold, 
potentially avoiding a significance finding and the accompanying mitigation requirement. This 102-9 
end run around nonnal VMT assessment does not fulfi ll the purpose or requirements of CEQA 

The DEI.R itself admits that the cumulative VMT impacts of the project might exceed the -15% 
significance threshold (p.3.8-42) but claims that this impact wou'ld somehow be mitigated by 
VMT reducing measures in the RCAP itself. This conclusion relies on an indefensible circular 
logic and ignores the fact that the RCAP's measures, by its own admission, will result in far less 
VMT reduction ,than the -1'5% requir:ed by CEQA for certain projects. Clearly the cumulative 
impacts will be significant and additional VMT reduction mitigation measures are required. 

8 . Air Quality Impacts & GHG Emissions 

Air quality impacts of biofuels projects should be assessed in much greater detail, and mitigation 
measures specific to biofuels projects and bioenergy should be adopted. Despite the !RCAP's 
promotion of various forms of biofuels, the well-documented air quality impacts of biofuel 
production and combustion are inappropriately dismissed in the DEIR. (U.S. Environmental 
Prntection Agency, Washington, DC, 2025. Biofuels and the Environment: Third Triennial 
Report to Congress (Final Report, 2025)2 The draft currently states that the creation of biofuel 
facilities will reduce pollution by reducing smoke from wildfires. This claim is subject to serious 

2 https:J/assessments.epa.gov/biofuels/document/&deid=363940 
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scientific debate. :In particular, ·it fails to account for the fact that the odds of any given fuel 
treatment encountering wildfire in the time before regrowth makes the odds of forest trea;tment 
effectiveness exceedingly low. (:OeUaSala, 0 . A. , Baker, 8 . C., Hanson C. t, Ruediger, L. , & 
Baker, W. (n.d.). Have western USA fire suppression and megafire active management 
approaches become a contemporary Sisyphus?) 

In addition, The point of the RCAP is to ,reduce greenhouse gas emissions .. In themse·lves 
biofuels do not do so, that is they still have high G'HG emissions and some analysis indicates 
that they have higher ,emissions than fossil fuels. Proposed bio.energy harvest, which is wood 
gathered from mechanical thinning, and other fire prevention measures in West coast forests 
will create an increase of CO2 emissions compared to current methods. (Hudiburg, T.W., B.E. 
Law C. Wirth, and S. Luyssaert. 2011 . Regional carbon dioxide implications of forest bioenergy 
producfon. Nature Climate Change 1:419- 423.)3 The RCAP currently does not adequately 
analyze the GHG impacts of biofuels. AH biofuels require an individual Life Cycle Assessment. It 
is totally inappropriate to include them in the RCAP at aU and certainly not to do so without 
requiring an LCA for each plant. 

The DEIR's air quality analysis also fails to account for the adverse impacts on air quality that 
would result from a building decarbonization strategy based on electric resistance space and 
water heating. With offshore wind construction delayed by Trump's ban on federal pennits, 
Humboldt's electricity will primarily be provided by natural gas and biomass for the next decade 
or 11onger. Both emit criteria air pollutants and those emissions willl 1increase with increased 
demand from resistance heat and water heating. The reduction in fossil gas combustion in 
buildings and RCEA's purchase of clean power in other parts of the state would not nearly offset 
this increase. This is particularly true for biomass which makes up a significant proportion of 
RCEA's .renewable portfolio and is responsible for a disproportionate amount of California's 
power plant pollution. While biomass energy is only 2.7% of CPUC's projected in state electrical 
generation in 2026, iit is projected to emit 29% of the NOx, 8% of the pm2.5, and 41 % of the 
SO2 emissions from the entire power sector. Since Humboldt's sole biomass plant is :powered 
by mill was•te and not thinned forest fuel due to the distance and expense of transporting such 
fuel from high fire areas, increases in pollution from more biomass generation will not be offset 
by decreased smoke from forest fi~es. <CPUC, 2023 Pmposed Preferred System Plan and 
2024-25 Transmission Planning Portfolios Supplemental Criteria Pollutant Analysis).4 

C. Sunset Date of 2030 

3 https:Jldoi.org/10.1038/nclimate1264 
4https:/lwww.cpuc.ca.gov/-tmedia/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/ integrated­
resource-plan-and..Jong-term-procurement-plan-irp-Upp/2023-irp--cycle-events-and­
materials/supp _:criteria _poll_ analysis_ no Jc_ 20240405.pdf 
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The OEl'R must clarify that any CEQA tiering or GHG streamlining is only valid through 2030 
because the !RCAP is not consistent with state targets after that date (see for example F,igure 2-
5 of the DEIR). In apparent recognition of this fact the DEIR specifies that proposed !Regional 
CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds only apply to wpre-2030 buildout or .initial operational years .. 
(p.2-50) but this clarification has not been provided for GHG streamlining or CEQA tiering. 

Furthermore, the CEQA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds and Guidance Final Report 
which presents the documentation and justification for the CEQA GHG !Emissions Thresholds, 
includes the following inconsistent statement which suggests that the Thresholds would apply 
after 2030: , he quantitative thresho ds included in this guidance document will not need to be 
updated l[after 2030), because residential, non .. residential' and mixed-use projects with post-
2030 buildout years would still need to achieve GHG emissions equivalent to net zero MT of 
C02e per year to demonstrate consistency with the RCAP"' (p.42 emphasis supplied). 

All RCAP-related documentation must dearly and consistently state that none .of the 
Thresholds, ,tiering, or GHG streamlining can be considered valid for projects with a post-2030 
build-out date. 

D. 'Infill Housing Development 

The OEIR must clarify that its analyses cover the impacts of the infill housing and mixed~use 
development which is so central to many of the RCA.P's strategies. While the DEIR discusses 
infill development and seems to analyze it in many places, it also seems to ,imply in other places 
that the RCfo.P does not cover new housing development for example by concluding at RCAP 
p.3.6--20 that the RCAP "would not result in ne habitable development " 

E. Aesthetics 

The OEl'R must clarify that Mitigation Measures AES--1 and AES--2 only apply to industrial 
development, not infill housing or mixed-use. The text of Impact AES-1 , to which these 
measures apply, only discusses certain industrial projects. and the DEIR states at p.3.1-18 that 

102- l 

I02- 14 

",infill development facilitated by the RCAP would not result in significant impacts to scenic 102-1 
vistas .. but the wording of the measures themselves is more open-ended. This clarity is critical 
because if requirements like building step-0acks height transitions and visual screening are 
imposed on non-industrial infill development projects, they will make many projec s infeasib'le 
and substantially undermine the RCAP's goal of ,encouraging ,infin deve'lopment. 

F. Mitigation Measures Lacking Clarity 

The OEIR must clarify what kinds of projects certain other Mitigation Measures apply to. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measures 810--1 , 810--4, AG-3, and the corresponding identified impacts, 
should logically only apply to certain kinds of projects, but the text of the measures does not 
specify which types of projects they will be applied to. 

G.. Significant Noise lmpac s From New Transit Services 

J 02-16 
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The finding of a significant noise impact from new or improved transit service (part of Impact 
NOl-1 ) is unsupportable and must be removed. This finding relies on Federal Transit 
Administration screening distance guidelines, but a review of these guidelines shows that they 
are meant to be applied to transit-only facilities, not to streets and highways shared between 
buses and private vehicles. Humboldt County has no transit-only facilities, and any cognizable 
transit-only facil ities in the future would result from dedication of existing general travel lanes to 
buses not construction of new facilities. Fixed-route buses travel almost exclusively on roads 
also heavily traveled by private vehicles and do not significantly increase traffic noise. In fact, b 
reducing the number of private vehicles on such facilities they have the opposite effect. 
Furthermore, imposition of Mitigation Measure NOl-2 would pose a significant unnecessary 
obstacle to the development of new transit service, contrary to the RCAP's goals. 

H. Additional GHG and VMT reduction measures are feasible and necessary. 

The DEIR's Alternatives Assessment clearly demonstrates that additional measures to reduce 
VMT and GHG emissions from transportation and land use are feasible and would reduce many 
of the RCAP's other environmental impacts. CEQA requires the adoption of feasible mitigation 
measures for identified significant impacts. As described above, the RCAP will result in 
significant VMT impacts, and could result in significant GHG impacts without further changes or 
mitigations. As described in the DEIR several other impacts are also potentially significant. 
Therefore, additional VMT and GHG reduction measures must be adopted. 

The feasibility of including additional VMT and GHG reduction measures for new development 
in the RCAP is further supported by the CEQA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds and 
Guidance Final Report. The Report shows that the Thresholds were initially derived by 
identifying Mextra" emissions (beyond those produced by existing development) allowed under 
the 2030 target and dividing these ··extra" allowed emissions by projected residential and 
employment growth. However, the Report admits that this calculation produced indefensibly 
high thresholds, and therefore the thresholds were reduced by 50% to produce numbers more 
in line with common practice in other communities. The fact that the initial calculation, based on 
projected emission trends under RCAP implementation, resulted in inordinately high thresholds 
for future projects demonstrates that there is room for additional emissions reductions measures 
for future development under the RCAP. 

I. The distinction between rural and urban areas in the DEIR must be updated to 
ensure consistency with the updated RCAP. 

The updated RCAP dated November 21 , 2024 includes a more accurate and precise definition 
of urban and rural areas than the original draft RCAP. However, the DEIR contains several 
references to the earlier, vague and inaccurate definitions, which stated or implied that all of the 
unincorporated county and many smaller communities are ~rural." These references can be 
found in locations including p.2-50, p.3.1-1 and Note 4 to Table 2-7. These definitions must be 
updated to reflect the updated RCAP. 
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J . The GHG emissions reductions claimed in the DEl'R are too high because many 
of the measures don't meet the criteria for inclusion in a qualified CAP 

We stated this in Section X of our scoping comments but we reiterate 1it here. Measures in a 
qualified CAP must be feasible and enforceable or, if voluntary, supported by substantial 
evidence. (OPR Guidelines Climate Change Designing Healthy, Equitable, Resilient, and 
Economically Vibrant Places).5 Other CAPs across 1the State have been set aside by courts as 102-20 
unqualified for tiering or streamlining because of unenforceable mitigation measures and 
projected GHG emissions reductions not based on substantial evidence. (California River Watch 
v. County of Sonoma (2014) 55 F. Supp. 3d 1204 - Dist. Court NO California) (Golden Door 
Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (2020) 50 Cal. App. 5th 467 - Cal: Court of Appeal, 4th 
Appellate Dist. , 1st Div.) This RCAP suffers from both of these flaws. The DEIR states 
qualitatively that operational GHG emissions from the RCAP will be negligible in comparison to 
GHG reductions, but did not do the critical analysis which would expose the paucity of 
enforceable measures and substantial evidence that the projected GHG reductions will actually 
oocur. 

No evidence is provided that Measure BE-1 , increasing enrollment in !ROEA as the load serving 
entity instead of PGE would decrease GHG ,emissions. The RCAP states that ''RCEA is 
currently on track to provide a'II customers wiith electricity that is sourced from 100 percent net­
zero-carbon emission renewable sources by 2030, 15 years ahead of the state target" citing 
RCEA's 2019 RePower Plan. A document from 2019 about RCEA's aspirations cannot be 
aocepted as substantia'I evidence that RCEA is "on track" in 20.24 especially when more recent 
evidence shows that RCEA is not "on track" and is currently only meeting the minimum 
Renewable Portfolio Standard. The only c-0mmitment to increase the percentage of carbon free 
power 1is qualified with " financial conditions permitting" (IRCEA 2024). Given the lack of 
substanUal evidence that RCEA is decarbonizing power ahead of state targets, the D:EIR should 
use the conservative projection that RCEA's portfolio will conform to the RPS. 

RCEA's .power content has also not generally been lower carbon than PGE. A comparison of 
RCEA and PGE power content labels from ROEA's inception in 201.7 through 2023 reveals that 
(wi~hout counting biogenic carbon) ROEA's defauJ,t plan was lower carbon in only 2 of the 7 
years, owing to PGE's high percentage of carbon free nuclear energy (CEC Power Content 
Labe'I, 2024). Since no substantial evidence has been provided that increasing enrollment in 
RCEA as opposed to PGE will increase the percentage of local energy consumption that is 
carbon free the DEIR should not accept any GHG reductions for this strategy. 

In addition no evidence, or for that matter substantial evidence, 1is prov,ided to substantiate the 
effectiveness of proposed actions in Measure 1BE 3 to promote switching from residential gas 
use to electrid:ty. Consumer decisions regarding home electrification are described as 
voluntary, and ·82% of fuel switching for heating and 100% for hot water are assumed to be from 
gas to extremely inefficient electric resistance rather han to heat pumps based on current 
market analysis (See Appendix C, Table 7). A program that was effective or enforceable would 

5 https://lci.ca.gov/docs/OPR _:CS _final. pdfhttps://lci.ca .gov/docs/QPR_ CS _final.pdf 
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increase the use of heat pumps not resistance, because increasing the demand for electricity, 
especially during peak hours, jeopardizes goa'ls for clean energy. Given the large increase in 
utility bills that would result from switching from gas to resistance electric, it is high'ly unlikely 
that homeowners would voluntarily make such a change. 

The DEl1R also accepts the RCAP's conflation of the number of charging stations needed to 
support" a given number of IEVs with the number .of charging stations needed to induce the 
purchase of the same number of revs and the RCAP's assumption that the county can credit 
GHG reductions for ,every single mile driven by an adopted EV regardless of where it charges. 
No substantial evidence is provided to justify ,this departure from standard practice. CAPCOA's 
Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas :Emission Reductions only counts GHG reductions 
from the miles of fossil fuel free driving powered by the installed chargers and caps the GHG 
reduction from chargers required by reach codes at 11.9% of GHG emissions from vehicles 
accessing the charger !location. (CAPCOA, Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emissio 
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities and Advancing Health and Equity Designed for 
Local Governments, Communities and Project Developers. 2024)6 CARS likewise only credits 
GHG reductions for the miles actually charged by the new infrastruc~ure. (CARB EV GHG 
Benefits 'Estimation Tool for Cap and T·rade).7 

,INEFFICIENT AND WASTEFUL USE OF ENERGY The DEIR states that "operation of the 
RCAP would not result in potentia'lly significant environmental effects from wasteful, inefficient, 
or unnecessary consumption of energy". The RCAP's plan for decarbonizing existing residential 
buildings via transi;tion to electric resistance heating promotes the wasteful , inefficient, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 

Vt The same CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds must apply to urban and rural areas. 

The project proposes setting separate G'HG Emissions Thresholds for projects in urban and 
rural areas. The DEIR and CEQA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Thresholds and Guidance Final 
Report exp'lain that ,this is done "to align with the RCAP," and further explains that the RCAP 
sets different urban and rural targets ,to "align with each region's specmc characteristics and 
capacity constraints" (OEIR p.2-50). !However to be valid the Thresholds must determine the 
significance of project GHG ,emissions regardless of the project's location, because climate 
change is a ,global phenomenon, and GIHGs have the same impact regardless of where they are 
emitted. (Feasibility of potential miUgation measures is assessed after a determination of 
significance under CEQA.) 

Additionally, the Report admits in notes to Tables 5, ,6 and 7, that the methodology for 
calculating he urban and rural thresholds was not based on the RCAP's actual definition of 
urban and rural areas: "Based on the 1RCAP definition, urban areas in Humboldt include 
Fortuna, Arcata, and Eureka as well as parts of unincorporated !Humboldt County. However due 

6 https:J/www.caleemod .com/documents/handbook/ch _ 3 _transportation/measure_ t-14.pdf 
7https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/cap-and-
tradeJallowancea11ocation/ghg_ benefits _estimation_ tools _instrnctions.pdf 
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to data limitations related to obtaining exact demographic data for the area, Fortuna Arcata , 
and Eureka were used as a proxy for urban areas in Humboldt for the forecast disaggregation." 
The fact that significant parts of unincorporated Humboldt County - representing a large portion I02-27 
of the county's population - were counted as ,rural instead of urban in the process of deriving the ont. 
thresholds, disregarding the nature of current development and contrary to the way the RCAP's 
rural and urban measures will be applied, completely undermines the justification for developing 
separate thresholds. 

VIL We reiterate the comments made in our Scoping rletter dated September 20, 2024, and 
particularly call the County's attention to Sections JI, VII, X, and XII . 

Our scoping comments are incorporated by ,reference8 and have been attached to these 
comments for your convenience. 

Sincerely 

Matt Simmons, Climate Attorney 
Environmental Protection 'Information Center 

Colin Fiske, ,Executive Director 
Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities 

Dan Chandler, Steering Committee Member 
350 Humboldt 

Alicia Hamann, Executive Director 
Friends of the Eel River 

Joann :Kerns, Conservation Chair 
North Coast Chapter of the Cal8fomia ative Plant Society 

Sable Odry, Advocacy Co-Director 
Northcoast Environmental Center 

Jennifer Kalt, Executive Director 
Humboldt Waterkeeper 

Carla Avila-Martinez, Climate Action Program Manager 
Surfrider Foundation 

8 Also available at https://transportationpnorities.orglwp-contenVuploads/2024/09/Climate-Action-Plan­
August-2024-Comments.pdf 
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350 Humbo.ldt I Climate 9111 Coalition for !Responsible Transportation Priorities 
Environmental Protect,ion Information Center I Humboldt Coalition for Clean Energy 

Humbo'ldt Waterkeeper I Northcoast Environmental Center 
Red ood Coalition for Climate .& Environmental Responsibility 

September 20, 2024 

Planning & Building Department 
3015 H St. 
Eureka CA, 95521 

ptannjngcterk@humboldt ca,us 
acevedo@co.humboldt.ca.us 

Sent via email on date down below 

RE: Draft Climate Action Plan and CEQA Scoping Comments 

I. Introduction 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on the draft Humboldt County Climate Action 
Plan. Please accept these comments from 350 Humboldt the Coalition for Responsible 
Transportat.ion Priorities the Env,ironmental1 Protection Information Center, Humboldt 
Waterkeeper, the Northcoast Environmental Center and the Redwood Coalrtion for Climate and 
Environmental Responsibilrty on both the draft Regional Climate Action Plan and as scoping 
comments for the forthcoming Environmental Impact Report. 

As organizations whose missions include the preservation and protection of our environment 
we believe that quick, coordinated action to reduoe our greenhouse gas emissions locally is 
imperative to combat the effects of climate change and that local governments have a 
responsibility to adopt and implement 1policies to ensure this action. Although e support most 
of the concrete actions described in the draft CA:P, we feel there are ways in which it can be 
strengthened not only wrth more concrete actions, but also with a strong implementation plan 
which includes dedicated staffing. Our organizations further stress that taking action to address 
our climate crisis need not wait for the Climate Action IP,lan to be finalized. 

11. In O.cder For A auanfied cu mate Action Plan to Work, Progress Must Be Verifiable 
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We app aud the County for undertaking the work of creating a qualified Climate Action P,lan. It is 
essential that actions to address dimate change be meaningful and measurable. Otherwise, 
jurisdictions run the risk of greenwashing and lawsuits. The county is relying on a qualifi.ed CAP 
to mitigate •significant and unavoidable" greenhouse gas emissions stemming from its 2017 
General Plan Update .. OPR defines acceptable mitigation measures as "fully enforceable", 
"capable of being accomplished successfully within a reasonabte period of time", ... and capable 
of achieving the GHG target with "a high level of confidence." CAP measures that are not 
mandatory must have •substantial evidence of effectiveness."1 

To that end we be'lieve that the RCAP must be more explicit with measurable outcomes and 
more accountable to the public. The plan currently calls for the Climate Program Manager to 
develop an "annual progress report."2 Given that there are only 5 years until 2030, and it has 
taken 7 years just to get to this draft we can't afford to waste whole years at a time if 
implementation is not going well and a course correction is needed. There should be a timeline 
on each jurisdiction's website, updated quarter,ly, displaying progress toward a due date for each 
measure. 

Another opportunrty for accountability comes from the Regional Climate Committee. The 
committee should meet regularly and publicly so that progress on the Climate Action Plan can 
be tracked by the public. 

m. The Regional Climate committee Must Be !Effective and Accountable 

The Regional Climate Committee is central to the runction of the RCAP. The term appears over 
300 times throughout the document and the Committee is charged with a variety of tasks from 
"developi[ing) and providpng) models. pilot programs and template policies or ordinances,r,i to 
"identify{ing) locations throughout the county that are prio.rity for utility-scale, nano-grid, and 
micro-grid solar, hydro,power, and/or wind energy generation"4 to "[d)evelop(ing]" and 
administer[ing)" a home energy advisory service. "5 

Yet, the RCAP contains very little specific instruction on the construction and staffing of the 
Regional Climate Committee. We believe that ,the Regional Climate Committee needs to be: (1) 

1 OPR General Plan Gu del nes, Climate Change https:/ .opr.ca .gov/docs/OPR CS 1nal.pdf OPR 
CEQA and Climate Change Advsory 2018 
htlps:J/opr.ca .qov/docs/20181228-Discussion Draft Climate Change Adivsory.pdf 
2 C-ta page 30 
3 Page 30. 
• Page 35. 
5 Page 38 

102-29 
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adequately staffed; (2) meaningfully integrated into important decisionmaking; (3) politically 
accountable. 

We believe that these goals are best achieved through housing the Regional Climate Committee I 02- 0 
under the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG}. Not only 1is HCAOG already ont. 
tasked with multjplei urisdictional coordination, it is also the lead in regional transportation 
planning, one of the prime subjects of concern in this CAP. As members of HCAOG are elected 
representatives from jurisdictions subject to the CAP, incorporation of the Regional Climate 
Committee under HCAOG also ensures that decisions made by the Committee are politically 
accountable. 

1v. Key Ingredients tor success 

The California Association of Environmental Professionals Climate Change Committee 
produced a white paper titled Best Practices in Implementing Climate Action Plans after 
reviewing the implementation and 1ladc thereof, of a number of local CAPs.6 They found that 
reliance on existing staff, lack of funding, and lack of po'litical support were the most oommon 
reasons for failure . .Sy those criteria, with the current draft, the prospects of successful 
implementat,ion are not good. 

A. Staff,ing 

Staffing appears insufficient to meet all of the obligations created by the RCAP. The RCAP 
anticipates that a significant portion of the work will: be gran:t funded. The RCAP currently 
envisions one FTE - the Climate Program Manager - who will implement the RCAP in 
coordination with staff from the County and Cities.7 Of course as the RCAP itself ackno edges, 
these jurisdictions are understaffed and climate focused policies are often an afterthought.8 For 
example, this document itse'lf is several years delayed. 

Therefore, we strongly recommend that the RCAP envision more than one FTE focused on 
RCAP implementation. A Climate Program Manager to act as a coordinator is a good start. We 
recommend the recruitment of at least two additional FTEs to help implement these policies. If 
the Regional Climate Committee is integrated with HCAOG as we recommend, not only would 
there need to be at least three FTE added but the joint organization would need to look at how 

6 AEP Climate Change Committee White Pape, Best Pirac.Uces In Implementing Climate Action Plans. 
2018. hnp. :fl , v.califa p.or /climat hang .php 

7 C-1a page 30 
1 Page 7 

102- -!I 
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to use the same staff to provide simi'lar tune ions for both agencies. Sonoma County for \ 
example has a Data Analyst position that serves both their regional climate and transportation 
organizations. 

B. Funding 

U takes money to get money. Matching funds are one of the biggest barr,iers for local 
jurisdictions to access government grants. A ballpark ratio of funded to submitted grant 
applications is somewhere between 1 in 3 and 1 in 10, so the 3-'5 grants per year in the c-Urrent 
draft are insufficient. It takes staff to write grants. and even in this time of budget shortfalls, 
successful CAP implementation depends on jurisdictions' willingness :to "prime the pump" and 
hire them. The :RCAP correcUy notes that Humboldt has the opportunity to seek grants tor more 
rural communities that may not be available to compe itors. We should take advantage of our 
unique position to receive as much funding as possible. 

C. Public and Political Sup.port 

102- I 
nt. 

102- 2 

Community support is essential for approval and implementation of this CAP. Without a broad 
base of support a few vocal naysayers can sway public officials and stall climate 1progress. 'For 
the public to support the CAP they have to understand what is being committed to, by whom, I 02-
and by when, and have a way o monitor progress. The draft in its current state does not provide 
this. We strongly suggest a thousand foot view with clear quantitative targets. 

V. Additional lnfonnatlon on the Use of CEQA Streamlining 'Must Be Provided 

The draft document describes "CEQA GHG Emissions Analysis Streamlining" for future projects 
and .plans that are consistent with the RCAP (i.e., tiering) as one of the purposes of the RCAP.9 

The draft specifies that demonstrating consistency with the RCAP for CEQA purposes will be 
accomplished with a '"GHG Emissions Analysis Com,pliance Checklist; and that future projects 
that are not consistent with the 'RCAP "must complete a different assessment utilizing 102_34 
quantitative thresholds of significance." 0 The Notice of Preparation for the ,RCAP Environmental' 
11rnpact Report (EIR) specifically includes the establishment of these quantitative thresholds as 
part of the RCAP project. 

However, the current draft document contains neither a Compliance Checklist, nor a description 
of what types of projects the Checklist might apply to, nor a set of quantitative GHG emissions 
significance thresholds. Without these critical pieces of information it is impossibte to fully 

9 Page 4 
10 Page 79 
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assess the impacts of the RCAP. It is especially critical to understand the way compliance will 
be assessed via the Checklist, since the draft RCAP relies on many vague and/or uncertain 
measures and actions (e.g., conducting feasibility studies) which do not always have a clear 
application to individual future projects. 

Compliance checklists are commonly included in city and county Climate Action Plans, generally 
as an Appendix. San Diego County, LA County, Pasadena San Luis Obispo San Mateo and 
San Jose all 1include Compliance Checklists in the draft CAPs they provided for public review. 

VI. Urbanized Parts of the County .should Be Characterized as 11Urban° Rather Than 
Rum! 

The cur.rent draft distinguishes between "rural" and ",urban" areas of the county and then 
proposes different measures for each ,of these areas. 1 The justificat.ion for this distinction is that 
it is mo.re d ifficu lt for rural areas of the county to reduce GHG emissions. However, as curren,tfy 
defined, many urbanized areas of the county are categorized as rural. This is because the 
current definition of rura'I'" is written far ,too broadly by including "the unincorporated County as 
well as some incorporated cities that have similar constraints: 12 

While they are not incorporated, areas •Of the county such as McKinleyvHle Cutten and 
Myrtletown are hardly rural." McKinleyville has the third largest population of any community in 
Humboldt. Many of the people who live in these areas are served by municipal water and sewer 
systems and commute to the nearby cities of Eureka and Arcata for work. These areas are 
effectively urbanized and should not be treated the same as truly remote areas of the county. 
Reducing VMT from these areas ,is essential to reducing the County's overall VMT, as much of 
the coun,ty's VMT is generated by these kinds of suburban commuter communities. Instead of 
giving these areas a pass by categorizing them as rural, we should be specifically targeting 
them for increased transit access, bike mobility, etc., in order to reduce VMT. Additionally 
measures to reduce building emissions in these areas are essentially the same as measures in 
larger incorporated communities, whereas "rural" measures pertaining to off-gnid propane or 
diesel have Httfe applicability. 

11 Page 25 
12 Page 25 

W2-
nt. 
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We therefore propose that the CAP adopt the 2020 Census Urban Area boundaries to define I 02-
urban communities. 3 By doing so, the communities of McKinleyville, Cutten, Myrtletown, nt. 

Humboldt Hill, Ridgewood and others would be classified as urban for purposes of the RCAP. 

VII. The RCAP Cannot Take Credit for Reduction Measures Already Mandated by Law 

Measure SW-1 is focused on meeting the requirements of SB 1383. We absolutely believe that 
Humboldt should follow State Law and reduce waste sent to landfills. However, we do not 
believe it is appropriate to attribute emissions reductions resulting from state mandates to the 
RCAP when they should be in the adjusted BAU forecast. Waste characterization studies 
provide organic waste yardage by jurisdiction, so it is not difficult to subtract out contributions 
from the few small towns with Low Population Waivers. Collection and edible food diversion 
ordinances have been passed in the rest of the county and HWMA is in the process of setting 
up an organics processing facility. 

SB 1383 doesn't require the county to develop its own compost facility. If construction of a 
compost facility is a CAP measure, then the only emissions reductions that can be counted are 102- 6 
from decreased trucking to out of county composting facil ities. 29 689 MT CO2e looks more like 
all the methane emissions avoided by diverting the county's organic waste from landfills which 
properly belongs to state action.14 

State guidance on what kinds of emissions reductions count for a qualified climate action plan, 
aligns with this approach, specifically stating: 

Reductions measured towards a reduction target should not indude the benefits 
of State programs already in force; rather these reductions should be reflected in 
the forecast. Regardless of the role State programs play in local emissions 
reductions, the focus of local CAPs should be on measures to reduce emissions 
beyond what the State programs will achieve.15 

Even when CARB modeling is not available, it is preferable to adjust the forecast with best 
estimates than to credit GHG reductions from massively influential state programs to local 
jurisdictions. SB 1383 and other mandated emission reductions-including reductions from the 

13 Available at 
https:J/cacensus.maps.arcgis.com/app ebappvie Yer/index.html?id-67f7 e4aa0bc6450e8a052176a 12d8 
6b9 
" Page 70 
15 httos:1/oor,ca,gov/docs/OPR C8 inal.odr at 228 



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-41
 

 

Advanced Clean Trucks, Advanced Clean Fl~ets Advanced C lean Cars II 1itJe 24, and Federal ,. 102- 6 
CAF:E Standards-should be moved to the adJusted IBAU and new, non-state mandated • ont. 
measures added to make up for the gap. 

VIII. ]reatment of Point Sources 

Humboldt only has two point sources required to report greenhouse gas emissions the gas 
powered Humboldt Bay Generating Station and Humboldt Sawmill Company's biomass ptant. 
Both are regulated under the Clean Air Act. The California Supplement to the National 
Community 'Protocol recommends excluding greenhouse gas emiss·ions from power plants and 
industrial facilities regulated by the Clean Air Act, along with their ,electricity use and fuel 
consumption.16 Electricity and fuel consumption from the power p·Iants and former pulp mills, 
also regulated by the Clean Air Act, were included in the inventory without any dear explanation 
of how loca·I governments could exercise authority. 

Historically Humboldt's sawmills and pulp mills burned their wood waste to provide their own 
heat and power. They produced far more electricity than they needed and exported the rest to 
the ,grid. Humboldt Sawmill Company still generates iits own electricity trom biomass instead of 
using grid power. The CO2 emissions from its electricity consumption would not be included in 102-3 7 
the RCAP inventory's Energy sector since the IPCC classifies CO2 emissions from biomass 
plants as '"Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use • and then only as information. Methane 
and nitrous oxide emissions from biomass energy are included in the ·Energy sector. 17 

HBGS is a large gas consumer but its emissions from gas consumption and power generation 
are one and the same. Fossil gas and electricity consumption in Humbo'ldt dropped significantly 
between 1990 and 2010 as sawmills and the pulp mill shut down.18 Excluding HSC and HBSC's 
energy consumption from the back cast 1990 inventory in line with the recommendations of the 
CA Supplement to the US Communrty Wide GHG Emissions Protocol would make a significant 
difference in the amount of GHG reduction the RCAP must achieve. :Excluding both emissions 
and energy use of Major Sources under the Clean Air act would not preclude measures to 
decrease energy consumption or emissions by other ,industries whose emissions are not 
federally regulated and which could, in the case of aquaculture and data centers, have a 
significant impact on the region's ability to meet its energy goals. 

111 AEP, CA Supplement to the US Community Wide GHG Emissions Protocol 
https:J/califaep.org/docs/Callfomla_Supplement_to_the_National_;Protocol.pdf 
17 2019 Refinement of the 2006 IPCC Gu delines for National Greenhouse Gas :Inventories, Volume 2. 
https:/ . pcc-ngglp. ges.or.jplpublicl2019rtipdfl2_ Volume2/19R_ V2_2_Ch02_Statlonary_Combus on. 
pdf 
18 CEC, Galifom a Energy Consumption Database https:1/ecdms.energy.ca.gov/ 
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IX. VMT Reduction Measures and Targets Are Insufficient and Inconsistent with Other 

Plans and Policies 

A. VMT Reduction Targets Are Inconsistent with CEQA Significance Threshold 

The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recommends a CEQA significance 
threshold for vehicle miles traveled (VMT) of 15% below existing VMT per capita for most 
development projects.19 The draft RCAP acknowledges this recommendation and notes that the 
county has recently adopted the same threshold of significance for evaluating the transportation 
impacts of its own projects.20 Yet the only quantified VMT reduction measures included in the 
draft RCAP, TR-1 and TR-2, cumulatively fa ll far short of this mark. For the target year of 2030, 
TR-1 Urban and TR-1 Rural each equate to a 0.2% reduction in VMT,2 while TR-2 Urban and 
TR-2 Rural each equate to a 3% reduction.22 Assuming the population is roughly stable over the 
next 5 years the RCAP measures collectively equate to a 3.2% reduction in per capita VMT, 
which is 11.8% short of the CEQA significance threshold. (Note that part of the problem may be 
faulty assumptions, such as the assumption that even rural transit trips only average 3.8 miles,23 

despite many of the common transit trips in the region being much longer, and the assumption 
that only biking and not walking rates can be significantly increased,24 despite walking being 
already much more common than biking.) 

Although the RCAP is not explicitly a residential or office project subject to the 15% VMT 
reduction threshold, it is meant to streamline CEQA approval of such projects. If the VMT 
anatysis of subsequent plans and projects is subjected to such streamlining, it will result in 
violations of the county's own adopted significant threshold for VMT which is unacceptable. 
Furthermore, missing the 15% VMT reduction threshold means that the RCAP itself should be 
considered to have a significant VMT impact requiring additional mitigation. This is illogical and 
counterproductive. 

Furthermore, the proposed reductions to regional VMT are so small that they are likely within 
the margin of error of any tool that could be used to estimate VMT in the region. The VMT 
reductions are therefore not only inadequate, they are also unmeasurable and therefore 
unenforceable, which undermines the RCAP's status as a qualified" Climate Action Plan. 

19 Governor's Office of Planning and Research. December 2018. Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts In CEQA. 
20 Page 42 
21 Appendix c. Pages 46, 50 
22 Appendix C, Pages 54, 60 
23 Appendix C, Page 56 
2
• Appendix C, Table 21 
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The draft RCAP describes its measures multiple times as wconservative'" relative to the 15% 
reduction threshold, but that is not true. The measures fai to ensure that the RCAP's VMT 
impacts are less than significant, and are therefore the opposite of "conservative." To comply 
with CEQA and ensure a "qualified" RCAP, measures must be added and strengthened to 
ensure at least 15% reductions in per capita VMT. 

B. V.MT Reduction ,& Mode Share Targets Are Inconsistent with .Regional 
Transportat,ion Plan Targets 

Humboldt County's adopted Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) calls for even greater VMT 
reductions than the CEQA threshold. Specifically, the IRTP calls for a 25% per capita by 2030.25 

Clear1y, the draft RCAP does not come anywhere near complying with this target either. 

I02-
ont. 

The RTP further calls for increasing the combined active transportation and transit mode share IO - 9 
to 30% by 2030.2'6 In contrast, the draft RCAP calls for achieving an active transportation mode 
share of 8%27 and a transit mode share of 13%,28 for a collective active and transit mode share 
of 21 %, well short of the RTP's target. Since mode share is closely tied to VMT, this lack of 
consistency is also deep'ly troubling. 

The draft RCAP cites the RTP's VMT and mode share targets many times, and describes the 
RCAP measures as -consistent with" or "aligning with" these targets but that is not accurate. 
The draft RCAP simply calls for much less VMT reduction, and much less mode shift, than does 
the adopted RTP. To ensure consistency across regional planning documents, to support RTP 
implementation, and to avoid significant CEQA impacts caused by a conflict with another 
adopted local plan, the RCAP should add and strengthen measures in order to achieve the VMT 
and mode share targets found in the RTP. 

C. VMT Reduction Measures Are Not Sufficient to Achieve Targets 

The measures included in the draft RCAP to increase active transportation and transit mode 
share and reduce VMT are not sufficient to achieve even the extremely limited targets currently 
included in the draft document. 

25 Humboldt County Association of Governments. Regional Trans,porta on Plan: Variety In R:ural Option ,of 
Mobility (VROOM): 2022-2042: Page 2-13. 
26 :Ibid. 
27 Pages 45 49 
28 !Pages 53 58 

102-40 
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The main barriers to ,implementing active transportation infrastructure are funding, staffing. 
shortages, and lengthy and ineffective public processes. These obstacles combine to both 
dramatically reduce the number of projects built and ,increase the timeline for completion. Yet for 
funding, the RCAP suggests merely applying for 3 grants each year 29 and continuing to seek 
funding from other competitive •external sources - measures already regularly met and exceeded 
by local agencies. And the RCAP is silent on staffing and public process. To ensure adequate 
active transportation infrastructure is built in a timely manner that could conceivably allow the 
targets to be met, additional measures must be added to the RCAP. These measures must 
include at a minimum: 

• Development of additional, substantial sources of local funding for active t-rans,portation, 
or a commitment to devote a significantly greater share of street and road funds to bike 102-40 
and pedestrian infrastructure. ont. 

• Universal adoption and implementation of enforceable complete streets policies which 
require complete streets features to be automatically included in routine road 
maintenance and repair projects, and any other project that affects the right-of-way, 
including when such features require portions of the right-of-way to be reallocated away 
from vehicle travel or parking. 

• Development of a regional, quick-build program for bike and pedestrian infrastruotur,e, 
without which there is no way that necessary bike and pedestrian networks wm be 
completed by 2030. 

Furthermore, behavioral research suggests that transportation mode shift is most effectively 
encouraged by a combination of incentives and disincentives .. 3Cl Specifically, park:ing supply has 
been shown to be a critical factor in mode choice. more significant even than walkability or 
transit access.31 Therefore, in order to achieve meaningful mode shift, the RCAP must include 
measures to either ilimit or price ,the parking supply in urban areas. Parking management 
measures also must be explicitly incorporated into employer Transportation ,Demand 
Management (TOM) Plans (see proposed Measure TR-5). 

The proposed RCAP transit measures TR-2 Urban and Rural include headway targets and 
other measures that have a more defensible ~elationship to desired mode share. However, 
funding is again the main obstacle to reducing transit headways and making other transit 
improvements, and the RCAP is silent on transit funding, other than suggesting a ~collaboration'" 

29 Page 47 
30 Platko YSkl Marshall and Krizek. 2017. Carrots vs. s cks: Assessing ,intervention effectiveness and 
Implementation challenges for active transport. Joumal of Planning Education and Research: 1-15. 
31 Millard-Ball and West. 2020. Residential parking supply has a stronger influence on household travel 
cho ces relative to a ne ghborhoocl's walkabllity and access to transit. UC Institute of Transportation 
Stud es Pe>Ucy Brief. 
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to apply for grant funding.32 The Humboldt Transit Authority (HTA) and Humboldt County 
Association of Governments (HCAOG) are already extremely effective at winning competitive 
grants, but this is not a sufficient nor sufficiently 1reliable funding strategy for long-term headway 
reductions and other necessary improvements. 

Indeed, the text of the RCAP points to other cities that have increased transit mode share, and 
identifies successful strategies induding taxes to support transit user taxes, reduced parking 
availability and transit-only lanes. The RCAP says that •jt is anticipated• that the county's urban 
areas will follow suit with similar policies, but inexplicably does not ,include any of them in the list 
-of actions to implement the measure. 33 In ,order to ensure sufficient funding, and to align 
incentives to produce ridership growth, all ,of these "key strategies• must be explicitly ilisted as 
implementation actions in the plan. 

D. Potential VMT Reductions from Land Use Changes are Vague and Underutilized 

Measure TR-3 emphasizes the importance .of land use decisions yet lacks olear language or 
actions that promote infill .. This measure only explicitly aims to increase mixed use within ,infill 
areas rather than increasing infill itself. It delegates the deve'lopment of templates and 
educational materials, working with existing agencies on their plans and pursuit of funding to 
the Regional Climate Committee but stops short of committing jurisdictions to change ,their 
zoning. We are concerned that this lack .of clarity about the planned result wm allow streamlining 
of residential projects that cont1ribute to sprawl .. The current wording would allow those projects 
to say: "We're not building in an infill prioriity area, so increasing mixed use doesn't apply to us." 

Even though this measure doesn't daim quantitative greenhouse gas reductions it is critical to 
mitigating significant and unavoidable increases in VMT caused by Humboldt County's 2017 
General Plan. The county's participation in this RCAP is required by CE,QA because quantifying 
and mitigating the increased GHG emissions from the General Plan update was deferred to this 
Regional Climate Action Plan.3,t 

E. Potential Measures that Promote Infill Development and Decrease VMT. 

32 Tables 15 and 16 
33 Append X C Page 54 
3,C Humboldt County GPU, Revised IEIR Chapter 3.13 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
2017. 
bttps·J/humboJdtgov org/DocumentCenterNlew/58842/Section-313-CltrnaIe-Change:and-Greenhouse-Ga 
s-Emjsslons-Reyjsed-DEIR-PDF 201 7. 
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The following· measures which have been instituted by other California cities and counties, have 
potential to lower transportation greenhouse gas emissions within designated zones by up to 
65%.36 

• Establish .infill and transit-oriented development (TOD) ove11lay zones with minimum 
density requirements for as-of-right ministerial approval streamlined pennitting and 
reduced fees. CAPCOA indicates that GHG reduction :in these zones could be as high as 
31 %. 

• Pass ordinances prohibiting :redesignation and rezoning of land for lower intensity land 
uses in transit-oriented development areas (areas within walking distance of basic 
services and transit). 

• Charge a transportation impact fee for projects located more than a half mile from transit 
that lac·k bike/pedestrian infrastructure to create a fund used for improving transit and 102-42 
complete streets. 

•• Have planning departments audit zoning codes for consistency with compact walkable 
development and require changes. 

• Further streamline permitting and reduce fees for construction of ADUs and affordable 
housing in targeted areas. 

• Increasing the cost and limiting the supply of parking decreases urban car •ownership 
and driving mode share whi le creat,ing the opportunity for construction of additional 
housing.38 This can be done on-street with metered parking with dynamic pr,icing and 
time limits which can decrease transportation GHG emissions by 30%, or by reallocating 
street space from parking to bik•e lanes.37 Off-street parking can be limited ,or made more 
,expensive by eliminating parking minimums, unbundling parking from rent, charging for 
workplace parking, and decreasing transit headways o less than 15 minutes triggering 
a state law that forbids parking minimums within a half mile of transit stops. 

x. Quantitative Measures that Don't Meet CEOA cr;teria 

35 CAPCOA, Handbook for Analysing Greenhouse Gas Em ss ons Reductions 2021 
https:I v.airquality.org/CllmateChangetDocuments/Flna1%20HandbQOk AB434.Qdf 

311 Spears, S. 1lmpacts of Pa~ing Pricing Based on a Review of the Empirical Literature Polley Brief. 
ht1ps11ww2.arb.ca,gov1s1tes/detauJllfiles12020-06t1mpacts of Packioq Pocioq Based on a Review or t 
he Empirical Literature Technical Background Document 0.pdf 

37 CAPCOA. Handbook .for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emlss ons Reductions 2021 
htms:11www.a1rauality.org/ClimateChangetDocumentstFinat%2oHandbook AB434.odf 
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Quantitative measures in a qualified CAP must be enforceable or accompanied by significant 
evidence of effectiveness must be additive and not mandated by pre existing law and 
ordinances and must be feasible to accomplish within a reasonable amount of time.38 

A. Measure TR-6, Increasing EV Adoption and Charging 

Action TR-6b commits the Regional Climate Committee to draft a template for an ordinance to 
streamline EV infrastructure o be distributed to applicable jurisdictions" but falls short of 
committing jurisdictions to pass it. Furthermore, AB 1236 already requires every city and county 
to adopt ordinances that expedite and streamline the EVCS permitting process. 

Action TR-6c commits the Regional Climate Committee to orking with local jurisdictions to 
modify the Municipal code to promote EV charger access in new developments, redevelopment 
and existing parking spaces. This may include [a list of possible code changes]." Listing a 
possible menu falls short of committing local jurisdictions to make specific code changes, and 
the lack of specificity makes it impossible to quantitatively predict or verify the result. A specific 
list of code changes that all jurisdictions ushall" adopt would tum this into a qualified CAP 
measure. 

TR-6 conflates the number of charging stations "needed to suppo a given number of EVs with 
the number of charging stations needed to induce the purchase of the same number of EVs and 
attributes 100% of the GHG reduction from the newly adopted EV miles to the installation of 
charging infrastructure. No supporting evidence is provided. CAPCOA's Handbook for Analyzing 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions caps the GHG reduction from chargers required by 
reach codes at 11 .9% of GHG emissions from vehicles accessing the charger location, counting 
only gasoline miles replaced by electric miles in PHEVs. 39 Other California CAPs have followed 
this convention. One could reasonably also attribute some GHG reductions to orkplace l2 and 
public DC chargers which shift load from predominantly gas-fired evening home charging to 
midday solar charging, but attributing all new EV miles to added charging goes too far. 

Ordinances to expedite and streamline siting and permitting are mandated by AB 1236. While 
including them in the CAP may finally get jurisdictions to comply, this should be a supportive, not 
quantitative measure. 

38 OPR, General Plan Guidelines Chapter 8. Climate Change 
39 CAPCOA, Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emlss ons Reductions 2021 
https:/ .airguality.org/CllmateChangeJDocument Final%20Handbook AB434.pdf 

co CalBO. AB 1236 Toolkit for Small Jurisd ctions 2015 
httos:11www.ca1 bQ.ora/sitesJmalnlfltesJfite-attacnmentsJa b 1236toolkitsmalliu rlsdiction ,Qdf? 152486 l 090 
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Expansion of public charging over ,the next ,6 years from these CAP measures is not likely to ,I 02-44 
produce a 55,000 MT drop in transportation emissions. The target should be scaled down and nt. 
the GHG emissions reduction decreased accordingly. 

B. Other Measures with Potentia'I to ,Increase EV Adoption 

The draft CAP projected tuture charging needs in 2030 and 2045 using EVI-Pro Ute, but a 
newer California analysis projects a higher percentage of workplace, multifamily and fast 
charging wm be needed.41 Workplaces and multifamily housing are locations where vehicles 
park long enough at an L2 charger to fully charge, so installation in these locations should have 
the greatest impact on EV adoption and on increasing PHEV electric miles. It is unlikely that 
private landowners will voluntarily add charging beyond what is required by Title 24. Humboldt 
could follow other CA jurisdictions and adopt reach codes to increase the percentage of office, 
industrial and multifami'ly off street parking in new and substant,ially remodeled buildings that is 
"charger ready" (has a 220 outlet for each stall) and the percentage of 1l2 chargers actually 
installed.42 :Employers with over .25 employees and off street parking could also be required to 
provide charging and preferred parking places for zero emission vehicles. 

C. Measure TR-8, Off Road Renewable Diesel 

While 'it makes sense to take actions to speed the retirement of existing small off-road gas 
engines, the major GHG reductions claimed in this measure are for enforcing Tirtle 1,3 Section 
2449.1 (f)(2) of the CA Code of Regulations requiring the use of renewable diesel. This fails 

rn -4 

CEQA orrteria because it relies ,on a state law. It also isn't applicable because Humboldt County 10246 
is on the list of captive attainment areas" for the ,off road diesel rule, which means that off-road 
d iesel equipment owners are exempt from the requirement to :use renewable diesel if they 
operate exclusively within Humboldt and the following counties.: Alpine, Colusa. Del Norte 
Glenn, Lake, Lassen Mendocino Modoc Monterey Plumas San Benito San Luis Obispo, 
Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, l rinity Tehama, Yuba and the portion of 
Sonoma County that lies within the boundaries of the North Coast Air Basin.43 The 42,580 MT 
CO2e of the GHG reduction claimed for off road renewable diese1 should be removed from the 
plan. 

D. Measure BE-1 , Building Energy 

.. , CEC, Assembly B111 2127 Second Elec ·c Vehlcie Charging Ilnfrastructure Assessment comm ssion 
Report 2024 
" 2 CA Energy Codes and Standards. Reach Code Paths: Electric veh cle requirements 
https:/llocalenergycodes.com/contenureach-oodes/electric-ready 
• 3 CARB Fact Sheet Renewable Diesel Fuel Requirements 
htlps:/ 2.arb.ca.gov/resourceslfact-sheetslfact-sheet-renewable•diesel--fuel-regulrements 2022 
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SB 1020 requires 90% renewable electricity by 2035 and 95% by 2040. This should be reflected 
in the Adjusted BAU forecast for 2045. Only measures and associated GHG reductions that 
exceed state targets should be included in the CAP. 

The draft states that "RCEA is currently on track to provide all customers with electricity that is 
sourced from 100% net-zero-carbon emissions renewable resources by 2030, 15 years ahead 
of the state target," citing RCEA's 2019 RePower Plan. This 5 year old document doesn't reflect 
current reality. RCEA is moving backwards cutting its renewable and zero-carbon power by 
over 50% for the next 2 years, which is the minimum required by the state, due to the RPS 
driving up the cost of renewable energy.'4 They hope to increase their percent of renewable 
energy in 2026 mancial conditions permitting," but competition and high prices in the wholesale 
market may not resolve that quickly. Given this uncertainty, the plan should use the conservative 
assumption that RCEA's portfolio will conform to the RPS. 

The draft also states that RCEA's electricity is lower carbon than PGE's and uses this as one 
justification for departing from the California average energy consumption in the inventory. 
Comparison of RCEA and PGE power content labels from RCEA's inception in 2017 to 2023 
reveals that not counting biogenic carbon, RCEAs default plan was only lo er carbon than 
PG E's for 2 years out of the 7 owing to PGE's high percentage of carbon free nuclear energy_,s 
Measures that aim to entice PGE customers to switch to RCEA or prevent RCEA customers 
from opting out to PGE will not reliably decrease carbon emissions from local energy 
consumption. 

The plan refers to the county's success in requiring cannabis growers to use renewable energy 
as evidence of the effectiveness of a potential policy requiring new industries to use renewable 
energy. We support adoption of this policy but no substantial evidence was given to prove its 
effectiveness. Cannabis license holders report their energy use and sources to the state. The 
data is incomplete, but of the 22.4 GWh/ year consumed by the reporting license holders only 
6.2 GWh were renewable . .ie There is nothing in BE-1 to support the claimed GHG reduction of 
15,403 MT C02e. 

" RCEA July 24 2024 Board Meeting 
bJtps·//rcdwoodc:oeli,Y oe~/w -coo1c:ot(uploadsf2Q24/06/JunR2Z-2Q24-Board-Mectioe·Aecoda-Pac:kct-Eio 
al.pdf 

5 CEC Po er Content Labels 
httos:1 .energy.ca.gov/programs-and-topics/programs/power-source-dlsdosure-programlpower-conte 
nt-label accessed Sept 2024 
46 Californ a Department of Cannab s Control. Elec city use reported by Humboldt cannabis permittees 
prov ded n response to publ c record request May 2024 
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E. Alternative Measures to Reduce Emissions from Buildings 

Since even renewable energy entails some emissions efficiency reduces carbon emissions 
more than replacing fossil fuel with renewables. A kwh saved in Humboldt, where the actual 
electrons come from gas and biomass, cuts GHG more than a kwh. in most of the slate, where 
the power mix is cleaner.47 

Given the area's relatively low rate of new construction, the :largest reductions in energy use 
from efficiency will come from existing buildings. With the majority of Humboldt's housing 
constructed pr:ior to 1'978 and the state energy code, there is significant potential for 
improvement. IEnve·1ope efficiency upgrades should come before heat pumps since a smaller 
appliance may be used, lowering both up front cost and subsequent electric bills while 
decreasing demand on the grid. 48 

Efficiency reach codes for new construction, renovation, and time of sale; reduced or waived 
fees, building performance standards, expedited permitting for energy retrofits, and energy 
benchmarking are measures used in other CAPs to increase building energy efficiency. 

The IRegional Climate Committee could create a Climate Corps program to do blower door tests 
and seal air 1leaks and ducts.49 These home visits might also be a way of pinpointing gas water 
heaters and furnaces nearing the end of life and prioritizing them for pre-emptive replacement. 

The Policy Studio's Cost Effectiveness Explorer has a "choose your own adventure" modeling 
tool specific to Humboldt's housing stock and climate that predicts the GHG reduction and 
financia'I impact on homeowners for various building energy policies.50 

F. Other Efficiency Measures for Local Jurisdictions 

"
7 Oates, OL Locational Marginal Emiss ons, 2021 

bttp.s·Ltwww braule eomtwp-ccnte0Vuploads12021108/LocationaI-Mar.gloaI-emIss1oos-A-E0rce•MYJliPliec-ror 
-the-Carbon-1moact::9f-c1ean-Energy-Programs odt 

"' ACEEE . . Empowering eteot~ifica on through bu lding envelope mprovements. 
https-J/www.aceee.org/sltes/defaulVfiles/pdfsJempowering_erectrification_through_bulld ng_envelope_ mp 
rovements _ -_ encrypt.pdf 
49 BtocPower bttps·llwww blocpower lolpostslcivman-dlmate-corps-warmth-comfort-skills 

§0 The Pol cy Studio. Online Cost Effectiveness Explorer hHps·/JexplorerJocaleoergyoodes.com/ 
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The CAP should encourage local jurisdiction to pass ordinances requiring conversion of street 
lights from incandescent to solar or LED. Arcata Fortuna and McKinleyville CSD own their 
street lights. Some are still incandescent. Conversion to LED decreases energy use by 65% 
and pays for itself within a few years. Solar street lights don't require wiring to an external power 
source, lowering the cost of installation. Jurisdictions could form a purchasing alliance to 
decrease cost. EV charging could be incorporated into LED light poles on blocks with 
multifamily housing.5 

XJ. Building Decarbonization Can and Should Go Further 

A. Measure BE-3, Residential Building Decarbonization 

With all the incentives available now and in the near future, a 4% increase in existing residential 
building decarbonization isn't ambitious enough. We have the following suggestions on how to 
further decrease emissions from buildings. 

An ordinance to improve indoor air quality in existing buildings by requiring replacement of gas 
stoves with electric induction at the end of life would have substantial gains for public health and 
equity. since indoor air pollutants reach higher concentrations in small homes, which often also 
don't have range hoods. Ideally this ould be paired with an assistance program to help low 
income homeowners and owners of affordable multifamily housing access all rebates and 
incentives. 

An ordinance adopting a revised version of the Title 24 Voluntary Measure for Existing Housing. 
The state version requires heat pumps when replacing air conditioners at end of life. Adding 
furnaces would make this requirement applicable in coastal Humboldt where people rarely have 
air conditioners. 

Use installation permit records to identify and reach out to building owners with appliances 
nearing end of life. 

Establish a Volunteer Home Energy Coach program in which volunteers are trained to guide 
other residents through decisionmaking about electrification and clean energy. Rewiring 
America is currently training cohorts of volunteers and 31 communities in Massachusetts have 
implemented coaching programs.52 

5' LPDD. Model Law: Mun cipat Ordinance for Using Street ght Poles for EV Charg ng 
https://lpdd.org/resourceS/1pdd-model-law-mun clpal-ordlnance-for-uslng-street-light-poles-for-electri~vehl 
cle-charg,ng/and Reducing energy use in public outdoor I ghtlng 
https:.l .aceee.orgltool 'V2015/01/reducing-energy-use-public-outdoor-llgh ng 
52 Rewiring America. Electric Coach Cohorts 2024 
https:1/homes.rewiringamerica.org/learn ng/electric--coaches and Abode Acton's Clean Energy Coaching 
Program, 2024 https://abodeem.com/homeowners/communlty-programs/acton/ 
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B. Measure BE-7, Municipal building decarbonization should have a 2045 goal of 
100% 

The draft currently sets a goal of decarbonizing 30% of municipal buildings and facilities by 
2030.53 Unlike other measures, there is currently no goal for 2045. We suggest that Humboldt I 02- I 
set the goal of decarbonizing 100% of municipal buildings by 2045. This goal' would 
demonstrate that Humboldt's jurisdictions are committed to the State's goals and would help 
them lead by example. 

XII. Measure TR-10, Renewable Fuels 

This section is entirely misguided and should be eliminated. Doing so would not affect the 
qualified status of the RCAP since it is "supportive· and does not entail any specific reductions. 
Reasons to eliminate this section indude: 

• The assumption that biofuels are carbon neutral is not correct. The Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard assigns a carbon intensity to each alternative fuel "pathway." These vary 
greatly and must be determined by an independent Life Cycle Assessment. Biogenic 
feedstocks that grow quickly have a relatively low carbon intensity. But woody biomass 
contributes directly to global heating because it takes 30 to 100 years for the trees to 
regrow. So uses of woody biomass cannot be considered close to carbon neutral in the 
time frame of the CAP.54 

• "Renewable natural gas· is primarily dairy biogas upgraded to biomethane. The LCFS 
erroneously assigns it negative carbon intensity values because dairy methane is not 
regulated. Our climate action plan cannot be predicated on the lack of regulation of the 
largest single source of anthropogenic methane in the state. 

• The current draft of LCFS regulations adds a cap to renewable diesel, and, because it 
indirectly causes deforestation, it is not considered a climate mitigation in Europe. Our 
CAP cannot be based on an industry that is contributing to loss of forest sequestration. 56 

53 Page 41 
5,l Booth M.S., 2018. Not carbon neutral: Assessing the net emissions impact of res dues burned for 
bloenergy. Environmental Research Letters 13(3), p.035001 ; Flngennan K. R.. et al. (2023). · c limate 
and air pollution Impacts of generating b opower from forest management res dues n Califom a." 
Environmental Research Letters 18(3). The CAP draft cites a 2014 RDC document that ls no longer 
currenl 
55 Das, Arpita, and Samuel Lalthazuala Ro um. · Rene able diesel and b odiesel: a comparative 
analysis.• in Renewable Diesel, pp. 123-166. Elsevier, 2024. There are US consequences too: the price 
of com has gone up, synthetic fertilizer use Increased, and water pollution Increased. 
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• Hydr,ogen is widely considered a climate-neutral energy source because when 
combusted ,it does not produce CO2. 1However, if leaked into the atmosphere it has a 
warming effect because it reacts with methane and ozone. Because 1it is such a small 
molecule, "fugitive· hydrogen is a concem.56 

• "Green hydrogen" is needed for certain very difficult to decar,bonize sectors such as 
steel and cement and aviation. The graph below, from a just released report by the 
highly respected think tank Energy Innovations makes dear hydrogen has a narrow 
pathway.67 

• However, there is virtually no green hydrogen available at this point. The Inflation 
Reduction Act contains large incentives for green hydrogen and 1it is hoped that by 2030 
that industry can take off. 58 

• The CAP should not endorse the use of any hydrogen for light vehicles including fueling 
stations for 1light vehicles. HTA will be bringing fueling stations for buses and presumably 
some trucks and perhaps port equipment 350 Humboldt supported the HTA ,grant on the 
assurance that the hydrogen would be green by 2028. 

!IG Ooko, llissa B. and Steven P: Hambur:g. •c limate consequences of hydrogen emissions: Atmo~pheri'c 
Chem str, and Phys cs 22, no. 14 (2022): 9349-9368. 
57 Energy Innovations Hydrogen Policy's Narrow Path ,Delusions and Solutions. August 2024. 
https:J/energyinnovatlon.org/publlca onlhydrogen-pollcys-narro v-path-delusions-and-salu ons-reportlhyd 
rogen-pollcys-narrow-path-delus ons-and-solut ons-21 
58 There 1is much confus on about what constitutes green hydrogen.• We believe it should be defined as it 
is n the Treasury Department's draft 45V regulations as electrolytic hydrogen made from water according 
to the ~three :pillars": a) the ·renewable energy used 1ln mak ng it Is addltlonal· :b) the 1renewable energy is 
co-located· and c) the carbon intensify of the energy is based on 24ll accounting. 
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• Hydrogen made from woody biomass is not green; the greenhouse gas emissions are 
higher than simple combustion because of the additional energy needed to pre-process 
the wood waste. The graph below shows dkect CO2 emissions from two types of 
hydrogen manufacture using gasification of biomass and two types of manufacture from 
natural gas (including steam methane reformation).59 Even with carbon capture and 
sequestrat,ion the carbon intensity of manufacturing hydrogen from biomass is 
unacceptable. In contrast to the biomass processes ,in which over 20 kg of CO2 are 
released per kg of hydrogen produced the green hydrogen to be supported by the IRA 
must be no higher than 0.45 kg of CO2 for each kg of hydrogen. 

102- 2 
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xut. Refrj.gerants are Entirely Missing from the RCAP 

Retrigerants are missing from the RCAP. When the ,improbable, unsubstantiated, inflated, and 
miscl'assified GHG reductions are weeded out ,of this draft, there's a big hole that needs filling . 
Thus far we've suggested alternatives within the same categories as the measures we 
commented on. Refrigerants are in a category of their own. 

HFC and HOFC refrigerants have Global Warming Potentials from a tew hundred to 13,000 
times greater than CO2. Reducing emissions of these extremely powerful short-lived climate 

s9 Salkuyeh Yaser Kho asteh, Bradley A. Saville, and Heather L. Maclean. "Techno-economlc analysis 
and ilife cycle assessment of hydrogen produc 0111 f~om different biomass gasification processes." 
lntemational Journal of Hydrogen Energy 43, no. 20 (2018): 9514-9528. 
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pollutants can reduce near term warming by 0.4C. The Kigali Accord will , if followed, phase 
down HFC emissions 56% by 2050 but that falls short of the 70-80% reduction required to ,keep 
warming below 1.5°C.60 

Faster action than the US is currently pursuing would buy us time to reduce CO2 levels and limit 
warming close to 1.5°C. 

The AEP Climate Change Committee's MThe California Supplement to the United States 
Community-Wide Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Protocol· - the basic protocol used for the 
emissions inventory - contains virtually no information on refrigerant emissions, but it was 
published in 2013 and is out of date.6 More recent Climate Action Plans in CA have included 
refrigerants. Local data is available through the state's Refrigerant Management Programs's 
mandatory reporting program. 

The primary source of refrigerant leaks in Humboldt County is supermar:kets, with the EPA 
estimating leaks averaging 25% a year. The phasedown in state regulations ,is slow and limited. 
Humboldt County can make much faster progress. 

Her:e are the current state standards: 

60 Purohlt, Pallav, Nathan Borgford-Par,nell, Zbigniew Kllmont, and Lena H6gtund-lsaksson. "Achieving 
Par,ls climate goals calls for increasing ambition of the Klgali Amendment." Nature Climate Change 12 
no. 4 (2022): 339-342. 
81 Rincon could request Humboldt County data on businesses with 50 lbs or more of refrigerants from 
CARB's Refrigerant Management Database, li~istan Pulido Manager. 350 Humboldt received the 2019 
data through a public records request. There are 102 supermarket refrigerant systems (sometimes more 
than one to a store) with a total GWP for the refrigerants of 131 ,329,801 metric tons of CO2e. If we use 
the EPA estimate that amounts to approximately 26 000 metric tons of CO2e leaked each year or 
roughly the same emlss ons as 2,925 622 gallons of gas consumed a year. 
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Since systems using CO2 or pmpane are available with a GWP of 1 or less there is clearly a 
large reduction possible beyond the existing regulations. It is likely that the Regional Climate 
Committee will need to apply for grants to assist independents and smaller markets. The County 
and cities can establish their own standards for chains. 

Leak prevention is an important action to take in the short run and I1eak det-ectors can be 
required. California air districts may enforce such requirements under agreements with the ARB 
using funding provided through facility registration fees. (Portable handheld detectors can be 
purchased for a few hundred dollars Recycling of HFC refrigerants can be required.) The EPA 
has a voluntary program .of leak reduction called Green Chill that markets can be urged to join. 

Beyond the supermarkets and businesses with 50 pounds or more of refrigerant, approximate'ly 
one-third of US refrigerant emissions come from air conditioners. There are relatively few in 
Humboldt County. However, there is a state and national push to install heat pumps. 
Unfortunately most of these now use HFC refrigerants, creating a 1large problem for capture and 
disposal at end of life. The Regional Climate 1Protection IBoard can publicize 1the heat pumps that 
do not use HFCs and establish fail-safe measures for capturing end of life :HFCs. It can also 
promote CO2 heat pump hot water heaters that do not use HFCs. 

New regulations in the County and CA:P cities could also require and inoentivize HFC capture 
from smaller appliances at end of life. These include older refrigerators and freezers and 
automobile cooling systems.62 

62 ew <refrigerators use iso-butane and new automobile systems use R1234yf with zero GWP. 
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An example of how Humboldt could proceed is found in the Eugene, Oregon 2020 Climate 
Action Plan. The plan called for convening owners and servicers of commercial refrigeration 
units by the end of 2021 to identify market-based and regulatory options to reduce 
community-wide refrigerant gas leaks from appliances like air conditioners refrigerators, and 
commercial refrigeration systems.63 

XIV. Other Comments 

A. Natural Gas End .Date 

The draft currently considers setting an end of natural gas flow date and then chooses not to.84 

Humboldt County should set a target for an end of natural gas flow date in 2045. 

In order to achieve this goal, the draft should more aggressively promote switching from natural 
gas to electric heating. For example the current draft proposes to require electrification of 
feasible equipment in association with major renovations" for commercial buildings but not 
residential ones.66 

B. Measure BE- 8, Local Distribution of Offshore Wind Energy 

CAISO has already approved a transmission plan which, in addition to a new Humboldt 500 kV 
substation and long distance high voltage transmission lines, also includes a 500/115 kV 

102-5 
nt. 

102- 4 

transformer a 115 kV line to Humboldt's existing 115 kV substation, and a 115 kV phase-shifting I 02-
transformer at the substation which would make offshore wind energy available to our local 
distribution system.86 

CAISO's plan makes it unlikely that wind po er will bypass the local distribution system.The 
CAP should encourage jurisdictions should advocate for an affordable PPA for RCEA as part of 
a Community Benefits package. 

153 bt • eugeoMc goy/4284/Eygenes-cnmate;-AcUoo-e1aa-20 and 
Refrigerant- anagement-Guideboo 

Please see Appendix I for more detailed Information about refrigerants n Humboldt County. 
6C Page 37 

155 Pages 37, 40. 

(,15 Californ a !ISO Greenllghts Transmission Plan for Offshore Wind Integration 
https:J vw.offshorewind.biz/2024/05/24/califomla- so-greenlights-transmlssion-plan-for-offshore-wind-lnt 
egratlon/ May 24. 2024 ). 
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C. Measure WW-1 Underestimates Methane from Wastewater Treatment 

Wastewater releases greenhouse gases primarily methane. The RCAP discusses CO2 
emissions from combustion of anaerobic digester biogas and lagoon emissions. In fact 
methane can be emitted from almost any aspect of sewage treatment. The RCAP uses 
emissions factors from the IPCC, which are in tum adopted by EPA. However in the last year 
we have learned from a Princeton University team that directly measured emissions at 63 waste 102_ 
treatment plants (the largest study yet) that methane release is underestimated by a factor of 
two by the EPA.87 

1. Digesters in particular emit far more methane as leaks than the EPA assumes.68 

2. Much more routine monitoring of methane monitoring is necessary and, in all 
likelihood all of the Humboldt wastewater treatment systems will need interventions. 
3. This is actually a significant opportunity to reduce emissions because wastewater 
treatment plants are government o ned and operated and intervention to fix leaks 
.can be directly required by entities covered in the Humboldt RCAP. 

xv. Condusjon: We Need Climate Actjon Now 

2023 was the hottest year since global records began in 1850. We need climate action now to 
forestall the worst effects of global climate change. The development of the RCAP has been 
slow and marked by delays. We encourage jurisdictions to begin work to ards implementing 
RCAP measures before the RCAP is finalized. We encourage the expeditious completion of this 
RCAP. Furthermore, we urge jurisdictions to immediately begin planning for the next iteration of 
the Climate Action Plan, as 2030 is quickly approaching. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft. We are happy to discuss any portion of these 
comments should you have any questions, concerns or comments. 

Sincerely, 

67 oore, Daniel P .. Nathan P. LI. Lars P. Wendt S erra R. Castaneda, Ma . Fatlns , Jun-Jie Zhu, 
Cuihong Song, Zhiyong Jason Ren and Ma A. Zondlo. "Underestimation of sector- de methane 
em ss ons from Un ted States waste ater treatment." Environmental Sc ence & Technology 57, no. 10 
(2023): 4082-4090. 
51 "We found plant- de CH,. emissions vary by orders of magnitude, from 0.01 to 11 0 g CHJm3 ·th h gh 
emiss ons associated with plants equipped with anaerob c dlges on or stabilization ponds.· Song, 
Culhong Jun-Jie Zhu John L. Willis . .Daniel P. Moore, Ma A. Zondlo, and Zhiyong Jason Ren. "Methane 
emlss ons from mun cl pal wastewater collection and treatment systems." Env ronmental science & 
technology 57 no. 6 (2023): 2.248-2261 . (This was a sta stical rev ew of over 310 000 articles.) 
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Dan Chandler 
350 Humboldt 

Wendy Ring 
Climate 911 

Colin Fiske 
Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities 

Tom Wheeler 
Env,ironmental Protection Information Center 

Martha Walden 
Humboldt Coalition for Clean Energy 

Jen Kalt 
Humboldt Waterkeeper 

Sable Odry 
Northcoast Environmental Center 

Matt Simmons 
Redwood Coalition for Climate & Environmental Responsibility 

25 



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-60
 

 

.APPENDIX I: HOW MUCH GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ARE DUE TO RE1FRIGERANTS 
IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY? 

The state Air !Resources Board keeps a database, updated annually of every business using 
HFCs that has equipment needing a refrigerant charge of 50 Ilbs or more. This is called the 
Refrigerant Management System. We obtained by public records request RMS data from 2019, 
2021 and 2022. Like many administrative databases where he information required is not of 
use to those supplying it, compliance is somewhat inconsistent. This appears to be the case for 
2020 data as 811 of 103 supermarkets reported zero refrigerant having to be replaced due to 
leaks whidh is not plausible. Additionally, the leak rate data for the 2021 data was also not 
plausible (far too many systems ere listed as having leaked several times the full charge 
amount) The data from 2022 ,look p·1ausible but he number of sources was reduced from 103 to 
63 which appears to be a mistake.89 In the table betow we show the number of businesses 
(overwhelmin,gly supermarkets) in the data from each year, the percentage with .zero ,reported 
leaks and the overall leak rate with and without the organizat,ions reporting no leaks. We also 
show the total Global Wanning Potential (GWP100) as used by CARB for the county 
supermarkets; and finally we estimate the likely GWP of leaked supermarket HFCs .. The 
estimate for leakage ·s taken from the 2022 data and applied to the total from each year to 
provide a range -of the metric tons of CO2e leaked eadl year. We can be fairly sure that the 
metric tons of CO2e !leaked annually is between 19,000 and 45,000. 

Humboldt County HFC Systems and Leaks: Annual C02e Emissions 

*Not plausible 

103 
86 
63 

84%* 
13% 
44% 

131 ,000,000 
89,700,000 
56,400,000 

It ould obviously be useful to have reliable data, and perhaps Rincon can obtain it from CARB. 
However, it is simple to describe the goal: as many supermarkets as ,possible should switeh to 
CO2 or propane-based systems by 2030. As noted above the state only requires a reduction to 

'69 IFor 2021 and 2022 we obtained statewide data. In 2021 there were 26.,977 refrigerant systems but only 
16,000 in the 2022 data. So appar:enUy not all data was supplied as requested. 
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1,400 GWP refrigerant. But this would mean since the state intends ultimately to reduce 
refrigerants to a GWP of under 150, that stores will be undergoing two remodels. It will be much 
more cost-effective and helpful to the climate if stores make only one change by 2030 - to GWP 
1 or less refrigerants. The state's F:RIP program has substantial ,incentive payments for making 
this change. 
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102-1  This comment expresses concern about what type of Ɵering will be allowed with the 
EIR for the RCAP.  This is addressed in Master Response 1. 

 

102-2  Comment expresses concern that the proposed CEQA GHG Checklist is not available 
during the comment on the DEIR.  See Master Response 2. 

 

102-3  Comment that RCAP and EIR retain errors and refers to other comments.  See 
comments and responses for 102-28. 

 

102-4  Request that a specific list of projects be provided that may Ɵer off the RCAP EIR.  See 
Master Response 1. 

 

102-5  Comment expresses concern that the project is not complete without the GHG 
Streamlining Checklist. See Master Response 2. 

 

102-6  Concern that the evaluaƟon and potenƟal Ɵering for projects implemenƟng the RCAP 
goes beyond the intended scope of the project.  See Master Response 1. 

 

102-7  Comment expresses concern that the RCAP’s VMT reducƟon measures must be 
strengthened to ensure consistency with Adopted Plans and policies as the DEIR 
asserts the RCAP is intended to be consistent with or exceed the standards in various 
other adopted plans and the RCAP does not require the same VMT reducƟon as the 
Scoping Plan or the Regional TransportaƟon Plan.    

This is not a comment on the EIR but focuses on the RCAP. The RCAP is different than 
other policy documents which are aspiraƟonal in nature.  The Scoping Plan and RTP 
are both aspiraƟonal in the objecƟve to reduce vehicles miles traveled.  Conversely 
the RCAP must be able to demonstrate that the Greenhouse Gas ReducƟons 
envisioned can be achieved as demonstrated with substanƟal evidence.  In Appendix C 
of the RCAP “Greenhouse Gas Emissions Measure ReducƟon QuanƟficaƟon and 
SubstanƟal Evidence Report” there is discussion of what can be achieved in terms of 
Mode Share and the relaƟonship to VMT reducƟon.  The current mode share for 
transit in Humboldt County is 1.74 percent.  The RCAP idenƟfies an objecƟve of 20 
percent mode share in the urban areas and 10 percent mode share in the rural parts 
of the county.  Each of these mode share increases represents a 3 percent reducƟon in 
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VMT.  These mode share objecƟves are ambiƟous.  For comparison, San Francisco 
public transit has a mode share of 26 percent.  The RTP mode share goal is 30 percent 
which is greater than the City of San Francisco mode share for transit.  The RCAP seeks 
to increase transit availability, reduce distance from transit stops, and improve 
infrastructure as a means of increasing mode share.  This is consistent with the 
objecƟves of the RTP and the Scoping Plan based on the context of a rural county with 
low current ridership.  These objecƟves of the RCAP uses the Regional Climate 
CommiƩee to increase funding and collaborate with the local agencies to achieve the 
RTP goals.  

 

102-8  Comment expresses the DEIR is incorrect when it states the RCAP would not conflict 
with an adopted transportaƟon plans and policies despite the conflict described in 
102-7 above and the other conflicts including the RTP’s target of 30% acƟve 
transportaƟon and transit mode share by 2030.  The comment goes on to say that 
unless the RCAP VMT targets and policies are strengthened, a significant impact 
finding and accompanying miƟgaƟon is required. 

As discussed above the RCAP’s objecƟve is to strengthen and support the objecƟves of 
the RTP, and the RCAP is bound by the obligaƟon to provide substanƟal evidence 
under CEQA Guidelines SecƟon 15183.5(b)(1)(D) that the objecƟves can be achieved.  
An objecƟve less than the RTP’s aspiraƟonal goals is not inconsistent with the RTP 
when the objecƟves of the RCAP are to implement the RTP.  The net result is to reduce 
VMT and correspondingly reduce GHG emissions.   

Under these circumstances ciƟng that the RCAP has a potenƟally significant impact 
because it does not completely achieve the RTP is incorrect. This can be seen in a 
couple of important perspecƟves.  First the RCAP implements the RTP, it does not 
direct efforts away from the success of the RTP, rather the RCAP through the Regional 
Climate CommiƩee brings added resources to focus on the success of the RTP.  Second 
the result of the work of the RCAP will be a reducƟon in VMT and a corresponding 
reducƟon in GHG emissions.  Any program which has a measurable net improvement 
in environmental condiƟons is not a potenƟally significant adverse impact to the 
environment. 

 

102-9  This comment quesƟons why the overall VMT objecƟves of the RCAP do not match the 
LCI Technical advisory of a 15% reducƟon in per capita VMT used for determining a 
significant impact under CEQA.  The comment also expresses concern that future 
residenƟal and or mixed-use development could aƩempt to Ɵer off the transportaƟon 
analysis in the DEIR. 
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There is a disƟnct difference between the RCAP explaining what can reasonably be 
accomplished in increasing Mode Share with a corresponding reducƟon in VMT and a 
CEQA analysis for an individual project.  As explained in 102-7 and 102-8 substanƟal 
evidence has been provided as to why the VMT reducƟons and mode share increases 
are posiƟoned in the RCAP.  It is different to evaluate transportaƟon impacts of a new 
project under CEQA.  The LCI has recommended a threshold of a 15% reducƟon in per 
capita VMT.   

RelaƟve to the ability to Tier off the DEIR please see Master Comment 1. 

 

102-10  Comment that air quality impacts of biofuels projects should be assessed in much 
greater detail, and miƟgaƟon measures specific to biofuels projects and bioenergy 
should be adopted.  Despite the RCAP’s promoƟon of various forms of biofuels, the 
well-documented air quality impacts of biofuel producƟon and combusƟon are 
inappropriately dismissed in the DEIR.  The draŌ currently states that the creaƟon of 
biofuel faciliƟes will reduce polluƟon by reducing smoke from wildfires.  It fails to 
account for the fact that the odds of any given fuel treatment encountering wildfire in 
the Ɵme before regrowth makes the odds of forest treatment effecƟveness exceedingly 
low.  

The RCAP follows the 2022 Scoping Plan prepared by the California Air Resources 
Board to use biofuels as a transiƟon away from fossil fuels.  On page 68 of the RCAP 
Measure T-10 states: “biofuels and other low-carbon alternaƟve fuels sƟll involve 
industrial processes and produce some GHGs, these fuels serve as a criƟcal bridge in 
the transiƟon towards carbon neutrality. By reducing reliance on fossil fuels, these 
alternaƟves enable immediate GHG emissions reducƟons, especially in sectors where 
electrificaƟon may be challenging in the short term.” 

The DEIR on pages 3.2-35 and 36 found that operaƟonal impacts of alternaƟve fuel 
faciliƟes contemplated by the RCAP would have a less than significant impact on Air 
Quality related to release of toxic air contaminants finding the release of TAC’s would 
be minor.  Recent publicaƟons have indicated that Biofuel faciliƟes have the potenƟal 
to release similar hazardous air pollutants as tradiƟonal fossil fuel refining faciliƟes, 
and may even emit higher levels of some hazardous compounds.  The DEIR does not 
contemplate faciliƟes with emissions that would emit those levels of toxic air 
contaminants and as such if such a facility were to be contemplated it would be 
required to conduct a complete environmental analysis including a health risk 
assessment of anything being emiƩed from the facility.  It would be difficult at this 
point to envision all the different types of plants and technologies that would be 
contemplated, so to aƩempt to develop miƟgaƟon would be speculaƟve.  



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-65
 

Le er 
102 

Coali on of Environmental Organiza ons 

Response to Comments 

The reference to reducing smoke producƟon is in the consistency analysis of the 
Humboldt County General Plan Policy AQ-P13 which states: “Provide incenƟves for 
increased carbon sequestraƟon on forest lands and encourage the reducƟon of smoke 
producƟon through the uƟlizaƟon of excess forest biomass for sustainable energy 
generaƟon and other uses”.  The policy analysis stated: “Measure T-10 includes plans 
to manage biomass and organic waste through the development of biofuel 
infrastructure, thereby reducing smoke producƟon”.  This was not an analysis of air 
quality impacts related to the use of biofuels but a statement that the RCAP intent to 
use excess biomass from the forests for biofuel producƟon is consistent with that 
policy of the Humboldt County General Plan. 

 

102-11  Comment that biofuels do not reduce GHG emissions, that is they sƟll have high GHG 
emissions, and some analysis indicates that they have higher emissions than fossil 
fuels. Proposed bioenergy harvest, which is wood gathered from mechanical thinning, 
and other fire prevenƟon measures in West coast forests will create an increase of CO2 
emissions compared to current methods.  The RCAP currently does not adequately 
analyze the GHG impacts of biofuels. All biofuels require an individual Life Cycle 
Assessment. It is totally inappropriate to include them in the RCAP at all and certainly 
not to do so without requiring an LCA for each plant. 

See comment/response 102-10.  Biofuels are included in the Carb Scoping Plan, and it 
is appropriate to follow the guidance of the state in this case. If future biofuels 
faciliƟes are proposed in Humboldt County, they will undergo separate environmental 
analysis. 

 

102-12  This is a two-part comment.  The first comment is that the DEIR's air quality analysis 
fails to account for the adverse impacts on air quality resulƟng from a building 
decarbonizaƟon strategy based on electric resistance space and water heaƟng. With 
offshore wind construcƟon delayed by Trump’s ban on federal permits, Humboldt’s 
electricity will primarily be provided by natural gas and biomass for the next decade or 
longer. Both emit criteria air pollutants, and those emissions will increase with 
increased demand from resistance heat and water heaƟng. The reducƟon in fossil gas 
combusƟon in buildings and RCEA’s purchase of clean power in other parts of the state 
would not nearly offset this increase.  The second porƟon of the comment relates to 
the use of biomass as a renewable source of power parƟcularly in RCEA’s power 
porƞolio.   

The RCAP has not been wriƩen to achieve objecƟves at the federal level, but to 
achieve the objecƟves of the state of California which has set its own goals for 
reducing GHG emissions in the producƟon of power.  It is true part of this goal is 
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related to power generated by offshore wind, but this was never likely to happen off 
the Humboldt coast prior to 2035.  The RCAP recognizes that there is the potenƟal for 
offshore power to be transmiƩed in such a manner that Humboldt County is not the 
recipient of this power which is why the RCAP calls for efforts to advocate with the 
state to ensure power is available to Humboldt.  The change in federal administraƟon 
does not have a meaningful impact on the ambiƟons of the RCAP.  In the event the 
state is unable to live up to its obligaƟons to ensure a transiƟon to renewable power, 
that will place an increased focus on the region to find other sources of power.  This is 
also within the focus of the RCAP.  There is no need to do addiƟonal analysis of Air 
Quality. 

The use of Biofuels is in the CARB Scoping Plan and is picked up in the RCAP as a 
transiƟonal fuel to relieve the need to use fossil fuels.  RCEA does have biofuels in its 
power porƞolio as a renewable source of fuel for electricity.  This is consistent the 
Scoping Plan, for which an EIR was prepared. 

 

102-13  Comment that the DEIR must clarify that CEQA Tiering or GHG Streamlining is only 
valid through 2030 this is evidenced by Pg 2-50 of the DEIR which specifies that the 
CEQA GHG Emission Thresholds only apply to “pre 20230 buildout or iniƟal operaƟonal 
years.”  This clarificaƟon has not been provided to GHG Streamlining or CEQA Ɵering.  
The commentor also idenƟfies an apparent inconsistency from the CEQA Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Thresholds and Guidance Final Report, includes the following 
inconsistent statement which suggests that the Thresholds would apply aŌer 2030: 
“the quanƟtaƟve thresholds included in this guidance document will not need to be 
updated [aŌer 2030], because residenƟal, non-residenƟal, and mixed-use projects with 
post 2030 buildout years would sƟll need to achieve GHG emissions equivalent to net 
zero MT of CO2e per year to demonstrate consistency with the RCAP” (p.42, emphasis 
supplied). 

For a discussion on CEQA Ɵering and GHG Streamlining, please see Master Response 
1.  As the commentor points out the DEIR specifies that the CEQA GHG Emissions 
Thresholds only apply up unƟl 2030.  It should be clear that if a document is not 
effecƟve beyond 2030, it cannot be used for GHG streamlining.  The EIR is a separate 
document that evaluates the environmental effects of the RCAP.  The EIR does not 
expire in 2030, but in terms of Ɵering, any projects or program contained in the RCAP 
would not be part of a current policy document and so it would not be appropriate to 
aƩempt to use the EIR as a programmaƟc document for a program that funcƟonally 
expired.  It is conceivable that the EIR could be used as part of the environmental 
analysis of the updated RCAP for post 2030. 

The quesƟon regarding the statement that the quanƟtaƟve thresholds not needing to 
be updated post 2030 because they are net zero in carbon emissions, should not be 
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interpreted to mean that the RCAP does not need to be updated.  The beginning of 
the paragraph in which this statement was taken states:  “The RCAP acknowledges 
that addiƟonal acƟons beyond those idenƟfied in the plan would be necessary to 
achieve carbon neutrality and, therefore, provides a mechanism for iniƟaƟng an 
update to the RCAP by 2029 (with regular assessment of progress) to incorporate new 
measures and innovaƟve technologies that will further the County toward meeƟng its 
goal of carbon neutrality.”  A comment that some thresholds are already set at carbon 
neutrality and would not need to be updated should not be interpreted to mean the 
RCAP does not need to be updated.   

 

102-14  The comment expresses concern that the DEIR discussion of infill housing and mixed -
use development does not mean that it will be used for new housing or mixed-use 
development. 

See Master Response 1. 

 

102-15  Comment expresses concern that AES-1 and AES-2 only apply to industrial 
development not infill housing or mixed-use.  Page 3.1-18 of the DEIR idenƟfies “infill 
development facilitated by the RCAP would not result in significant impact to scenic 
vistas”.  There is concern that the miƟgaƟon measures applied to infill projects may 
make them infeasible. 

See Master Response 1 

This sentence in context states: “…the emphasis on infill development facilitated by 
the RCAP would not result in significant impacts to scenic vistas, as infill projects 
would blend with exisƟng development.”  There are two important points to be 
addressed here.  First is the RCAP is emphasizing infill development and not 
authorizing it.  Second, this emphasis will have a less than significant impact to scenic 
vistas and thus will not require miƟgaƟon.   

The projects requiring miƟgaƟon being evaluated as idenƟfied on page 3.1-18 of the 
DEIR include:  “large-scale projects, such as a regional organic waste processing facility 
facilitated by RCAP AcƟon SW-1b, uƟlity-scale solar and wind projects facilitated by 
RCAP AcƟon BE-2f, and hydrogen and renewable fuel generaƟon faciliƟes facilitated by 
RCAP Measure T-10, could occur in rural areas of Humboldt and alter scenic views. 

 

102-16  The comment states that the DEIR does not specify what types of projects MiƟgaƟon 
Measures Bio-1, Bio-4 and AG-3 apply to. 
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MiƟgaƟon Measure Bio-1 is clear that it is a miƟgaƟon measure for any impact to 
special status species associated with construcƟon of infrastructure facilitated by the 
RCAP.  DEIR page 3.3-74 states:  “ConstrucƟon of renewable energy, electric power, 
renewable fuel, organic waste, recycled water, and transportaƟon infrastructure 
facilitated by the RCAP per RCAP Measures BE-1 through BE-4, BE-7, BE-8, T-1, T-2 
Urban and Rural, T-6, T-7, T-10, T11, SW-1, and WW-2 could potenƟally result in 
impacts to migratory birds and special status species either directly by causing 
mortality or indirectly through habitat modificaƟon or loss.”  The DEIR clearly 
idenƟfies the types of projects requiring this miƟgaƟon measure. 

RelaƟve to MiƟgaƟon Measure Bio-4 applies to protecƟon of Marine Mammals.  Page 
3.3-75 of the DEIR states: “RCAP Measure BE-8 includes acƟons related to the planned 
Humboldt Offshore Wind project, such as acƟons related to enhancing energy 
transmission infrastructure to distribute energy from the offshore wind project 
throughout Humboldt. Such acƟviƟes have the potenƟal to occur along the coast. 
Marine mammals such as blue whales, humpback whale, Steller sea lion, and killer 
whale are protected under the Marine Mammal ProtecƟon Act (MMPA). … “With 
implementaƟon of MiƟgaƟon Measures BIO-1 and BIO-4, the direct construcƟon 
impacts to marine mammals would be less than significant.”  The DEIR clearly 
idenƟfies the types of projects requiring this miƟgaƟon measure. 

RelaƟve to AG-1 the Ɵtle on page 3.3-86 indicates that infrastructure facilitated by the 
RCAP has the potenƟal to convert farmland to non-agricultural use.  Below the Ɵtle in 
the discussion it is explained: “construcƟon of renewable energy, electric power, 
renewable fuel, organic waste, and recycled water infrastructure facilitated by the 
RCAP per RCAP Measures BE-1, BE-2, BE-8, T-10, SW1, and WW-2 could potenƟally 
occur on undeveloped, rural sites and result in the conversion of Farmland54 to non-
agricultural use. In parƟcular, uƟlity-scale renewable energy projects require large 
tracts of land and present a substanƟal potenƟal impact to agricultural resources. 
Elements of uƟlity-scale renewable energy generaƟon faciliƟes may include, but would 
not be limited to, solar collector arrays, mounƟng posts, wind turbines, on-site 
substaƟons, electrical infrastructure, transmission lines, operaƟons and maintenance 
buildings, baƩery-storage faciliƟes, and other accessory structures.” The DEIR clearly 
idenƟfies the types of projects requiring this miƟgaƟon measure. 

 

102-17  The commentor states: The finding of a significant noise impact from new or improved 
transit service (part of Impact NOI-1) is unsupportable and must be removed.  Fixed-
route buses travel almost exclusively on roads also heavily traveled by private vehicles 
and do not significantly increase traffic noise. In fact, by reducing the number of 
private vehicles on such faciliƟes, they have the opposite effect. Furthermore, 
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imposiƟon of MiƟgaƟon Measure NOI-2 would pose a significant unnecessary obstacle 
to the development of new transit service, contrary to the RCAP’s goals. 

The comment focuses on miƟgaƟng the noise from the operaƟons of buses, but the 
miƟgaƟon measures are not to address the buses.  MiƟgaƟon Measure NOI-1 
addresses construcƟon noise during construcƟon of new transit faciliƟes.  These are 
fairly standard items to address construcƟon noise.  MiƟgaƟon Measure NOI-2 is 
related to the operaƟon of a transit facility and requires future environmental analysis 
to conduct a noise study to determine the actual noise impacts associated with the 
facility operaƟon.  The noise study would then idenƟfy design measures to miƟgate 
noise impacts.  The potenƟal impact from this is significant as a conservaƟve finding 
because it is not known what the future scale or locaƟon of future transit faciliƟes will 
be.  These miƟgaƟon measures are appropriate. 

 

102-18  The DEIR’s AlternaƟves Assessment clearly demonstrates that addiƟonal measures to 
reduce VMT and GHG emissions from transportaƟon and land use are feasible and 
would reduce many of the RCAP’s other environmental impacts. 

The DEIR idenƟfied 3 alternaƟves consisƟng of the No Project, Sustainable 
CommuniƟes and enhanced Carbon SequestraƟon alternaƟve.  The comment seems 
to focus on the laƩer two alternaƟves.   

The Sustainable CommuniƟes AlternaƟve builds upon the RCAP’s focus on infill 
development paƩerns and developing regional mobility hubs.  Under this alternaƟve 
these concepts would be accelerated resulƟng in changes to each jurisdicƟon’s land 
use paƩerns. This alternaƟve would meet both the State 2030 and 2045 emission 
reducƟon goals.  This was not idenƟfied as the environmentally superior alternaƟve, 
although it will be presented to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as 
an alternaƟve that can be implemented as part of the RCAP.   

The Enhanced Carbon SequestraƟon AlternaƟve would revise Measures CS-1 and CS-3 
to expedite the iniƟal analysis necessary and require the County to develop and adopt 
policies to manage Humboldt’s carbon stock such that carbon sequestraƟon occurring 
in the region would be tracked and incorporated into the RCAP’s GHG emissions 
inventory. Under the Enhanced Carbon SequestraƟon AlternaƟve would result in the 
inclusion of carbon sequestraƟon from natural working lands in the GHG inventory. 
This would demonstrate the extent to which the County’s carbon stock is offseƫng 
GHG emissions generated within Humboldt, thereby contribuƟng to the achievement 
of the County’s overall climate acƟon goals. The remainder of the RCAP would also be 
implemented as laid out in the RCAP document, and this AlternaƟve 3 would meet the 
Statewide 2030 and 2045 GHG emissions reducƟon goal. AlternaƟve 3 has been 
idenƟfied as the environmentally superior alternaƟve in the DEIR. However, 
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AlternaƟve 3 would increase Ɵmelines to complete acƟons and set deadlines that are 
currently infeasible, and this alternaƟve is not being provided to the decision makers 
for consideraƟon.  

The RCAP currently achieves the prescribed reducƟons in Greenhouse Gas consistent 
with State goals.  The Sustainable CommuniƟes alternaƟve and the Enhanced Carbon 
SequestraƟon AlternaƟve will require a higher cost to implement.  They are included 
as alternaƟves because they are post 2030 acƟons. AlternaƟve 2 can be iniƟated 
earlier and will be provided to the decision makers for consideraƟon.   

102-19  Comment that the DEIR does not use the updated definiƟons of Rural and Urban areas 
that are used in the November 21,2024 version of the RCAP. 

Chapter 4, Errata shows that the definiƟons for urban and rural have been updated 
where the definiƟons are provided on page 2-28 and 2-50.  No other changes are 
needed. 

 

102-20  Comment that measures in a qualified CAP must be feasible and enforceable, or, if 
voluntarily supported by substanƟal evidence.  Commenter finds there are 
unenforceable miƟgaƟon measures and project GHG emissions reducƟons that are not 
based on substanƟal evidence. The comment further states that the DEIR states 
qualitaƟvely that operaƟonal GHG emissions from the RCAP will be negligible in 
comparison to GHG reducƟons but did not do the criƟcal analysis which would expose 
the paucity of enforceable measures and substanƟal evidence that the projected GHG 
reducƟons will actually occur. 

The porƟon of the comment related to the enforceability of the measures in the RCAP 
is a comment on the RCAP itself and not on the adequacy of the EIR.  The RCAP does 
include substanƟal evidence to demonstrate the GHG reducƟons that will occur as a 
result of implementaƟon of the RCAP.  The DEIR does idenƟfy the sources of GHG 
emissions potenƟally resulƟng from the implementaƟon of the RCAP.  Most projects 
envisioned would be related to producƟon of renewable energy and the primary GHG 
emissions would result from the use of equipment during construcƟon and vehicle trips 
associated with construcƟon.  It would be speculaƟve to aƩempt to model this.  
OperaƟonally projects would need to comply with the RCAP and the ordinances and 
programs developed to implement the RCAP and thus significant GHG impacts 
associated with operaƟng these projects is not anƟcipated.   

 

102-21  Commenter states that no evidence is provided that Measure BE-1 increasing 
enrollment in the RCEA as the load serving enƟty instead of PG&E would decrease GHG 
emissions.  The comment represents that RCEA is not on track to meet renewable goals 
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and is currently only meeƟng the minimum Renewable Porƞolio Standard.  Comment 
that given the lack of substanƟal evidence that RCEA is decarbonizing power ahead of 
state targets, the DEIR should use the conservaƟve projecƟon that RCEA’s porƞolio will 
conform to the Renewable Porƞolio Standard. 

The current power procurement goal for RCEA are to have 100% Renewable and 
Carbon Free electricity by 2026.  This was originally 2025 but it has been moved back 
for financial reasons.  RCEA sƟll has the objecƟve to provide 100% of the County’s 
Electricity needs by 2030 (RCEA Website.)  In the substanƟal evidence presented as 
part of the RCAP (Appendix C) it is explained that by maintaining the current 
enrollment level and opt-out rates, approximately 77 percent of building electricity 
emissions in the region will be reduced to zero by 2030 as RCEA achieves its goal to 
procure electricity that is 100 percent net-zero-carbon for both REPower and 
REPower+ customers. This means that to achieve Measure BE-1 goal, an addiƟonal 13 
percent of electricity supplied to the region will need to be sourced from renewable 
and carbon-free sources.  This is something that can be clearly tracked and if it is not 
being achieved the Regional Climate CommiƩee has the ability to target resources to 
facilitate addiƟonal renewable power, or shiŌ focus to maintain the power source 
goals.  It should also be noted that the goal is 90% and not 100% renewable power in 
the event that RCEA or others fail to meet their renewable Goals.  It should also be 
noted that the source of power can be other than from RCEA, provided it is renewable 
power.  The Regional Climate CommiƩee is charged with monitoring progress, 
facilitaƟng added resources for RCEA is necessary and to modify the approach (focus 
on other power sources) and so there is substanƟal evidence in the RCAP Appendix C 
to demonstrate the likely success of this measure. 

 

102-22  Apparently, another comment related to BE-1 staƟng that RCEA’s power content has 
also not generally been lower carbon than PGE. A comparison of RCEA and PGE power 
content labels from RCEA’s incepƟon in 2017 through 2023 reveals that (without 
counƟng biogenic carbon) RCEA’s default plan was lower carbon in only 2 of the 7 
years, owing to PGE’s high percentage of carbon free nuclear energy (CEC Power 
Content Label, 2024). Since no substanƟal evidence has been provided that increasing 
enrollment in RCEA as opposed to PGE will increase the percentage of local energy 
consumpƟon that is carbon free, the DEIR should not accept any GHG reducƟons for 
this strategy. 

See 102-21 above. 

 

102-23  Comment that there is no substanƟal evidence to substanƟate the effecƟveness of BE-
3 promoƟng switching from gas use to electricity. The measure should focus on the use 
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of heat pumps rather than convenƟonal electric resistance appliances which consume 
larger amounts of electricity and are more inefficient. 

Appendix C SubstanƟal Evidence on page 20 states: 

Table 7 shows the parameters and data sources that support these 
electrificaƟon programs and incenƟves for voluntary replacement, and Table 8 
shows the GHG emissions reducƟons as outlined in EquaƟon 2 through 2.4. 
Though the primary rebate programs specified prioriƟze heat pump 
replacements due to their superior efficiency, electric resistance equipment 
currently make up the majority of the electric technology market, likely due to 
their overall lower up-front cost. As the AcƟons employed by the Regional 
Climate CommiƩee and urban areas would rely largely on voluntary 
replacement, the quanƟficaƟon of GHG reducƟons for this Measure assumes 
alignment with current market penetraƟon of available electric technologies. 

The objecƟve is clearly to see heat pumps used, but in a voluntary program it is 
important to consider what factors a consumer will use to make a decision.  Price is 
one of those.  This is a substanƟated measure, looking to achieve a 4% reducƟon 
through voluntary changes. 

 

102-24  Comment that the RCAP does not provide substanƟal evidence or follow standard 
pracƟce to demonstrate that the number of desired Electric Vehicle chargers 
accomplish the GHG reducƟons claimed and cite the CAPCOA, Handbook for Analyzing 
Greenhouse Gas Emission ReducƟons, Assessing Climate VulnerabiliƟes, and 
Advancing Health and Equity Designed for Local Governments, CommuniƟes, and 
Project Developers. 2024 and specifically refer to a transportaƟon measure ciƟng that 
only 11.9% of GHG emissions from vehicles accessing the charger locaƟon is given.   

The provision of 388 publicly accessible EV chargers will support 17,364 EVs. These 
ZEVs will also be supported by private electric vehicle chargers in new developments 
and exisƟng buildings.  This is more conservaƟve than the objecƟve of RCEA which is 
to provide capacity to support 22,000 EVs by 2030.  The calculaƟons for GHG 
reducƟon is captured in Table 28 of Appendix C.  In that table the forecasted beginning 
(baseline) total VMT is provided which is reduced by the VMT which will be reduced 
due to business-as-usual VMT reducƟons from alternaƟve transit methods.  This is 
then modified by the Zero -emission vehicle adopƟon target of 15%, but 6.31% of this 
is captured in Zero-emission vehicle increases due to business-as-usual increases.  The 
net gain from the ZEV adopƟon is 8.69%.  The concern expressed is that the adopƟon 
target is too high, but this is below what RCEA is pursuing and less than the 
percentage provided in the comment of 11.9%.  The methodology of determining how 
many EV chargers is needed comes from the work of the California Energy 
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Commission’s determinaƟon of how many EV chargers are needed in the state in 
response to AB 2127. 

The percentage reducƟon of 11.9 provided in the comment comes out of the CAPCOA 
handbook, but it is a determinaƟon of the credit given to EV charging staƟons placed 
on mulƟfamily residenƟal and commercial property that exceed the 2019 CalGreen 
addendum to the Building Code. 

102-25  The comment reads:  INEFFICIENT AND WASTEFUL USE OF ENERGY. The DEIR states 
that “operaƟon of the RCAP would not result in potenƟally significant environmental 
effects from wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumpƟon of energy”. The RCAP’s 
plan for decarbonizing exisƟng residenƟal buildings via transiƟon to electric resistance 
heaƟng promotes the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumpƟon of energy. 

See response in 102-23 

 

102-26  Comment that the use of different thresholds for urban and rural areas must first 
determine the significance of project GHG emissions regardless of the project’s 
locaƟon, because climate change is a global phenomenon, and GHG’s have the same 
impact regardless of where they are emiƩed. 

This is not a comment on the DEIR, but rather on the RCAP’s recogniƟon that there are 
differences in what can be accomplished in rural and urban areas which have different 
access to electricity, alternaƟve forms of transportaƟon and land use paƩerns.  The 
differenƟaƟon between rural and urban is not about the degree of the impact but 
rather on what is feasible to reduce greenhouse gases. 

 

102-27  The comment reads as follows:  AddiƟonally, the Report admits in notes to Tables 5, 6 
and 7, that the methodology for calculaƟng the urban and rural thresholds was not 
based on the RCAP’s actual definiƟon of urban and rural areas: “Based on the RCAP 
definiƟon, urban areas in Humboldt include Fortuna, Arcata, and Eureka as well as 
parts of unincorporated Humboldt County. However, due to data limitaƟons related to 
obtaining exact demographic data for the area, Fortuna, Arcata, and Eureka were used 
as a proxy for urban areas in Humboldt for the forecast disaggregaƟon.” The fact that 
significant parts of unincorporated Humboldt County - represenƟng a large porƟon of 
the county’s populaƟon - were counted as rural instead of urban in the process of 
deriving the thresholds, disregarding the nature of current development and contrary 
to the way the RCAP’s rural and urban measures will be applied, completely 
undermines the jusƟficaƟon for developing separate thresholds. 

It has been discussed above (comment 102-19).  The definiƟon of urban areas has 
been modified to conform to the census designaƟon of urban areas, and all else is a 
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rural area.  The revised definiƟon of rural and urban capture the disƟncƟve differences 
between the two areas and their respecƟve needs. 

 

102-28  The comment refers to a prior leƩer submiƩed on the RCAP before the DEIR was 
released. We reiterate the comments made in our Scoping leƩer dated September 20, 
2024, and parƟcularly call the County’s aƩenƟon to SecƟons II, VII, X, and XII.   

Each of these will be addressed in the following comments and responses. 

 

102-29  The comment leƩer requests that the RCAP outline more specific detail for how 
progress of its’ implementaƟon will be tracked, monitored and made available to the 
public. Specifically, a Ɵmeline on each jurisdicƟon’s website, updated quarterly, 
displaying progress toward a due date for each measure. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors.  

 

102-30 The comment leƩer requests that the Regional Climate CommiƩee be (1) adequately 
staffed; (2) meaningfully integrated into important decision making; (3) poliƟcally 
accountable. There is expressed support for the Humboldt County AssociaƟon of 
Governments (HCAOG) to take on this role and for achieving the three expressed 
criteria for the CommiƩee. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors.  

 

102-31 The comment leƩer expressed concern that the designated Program Manager for the 
RCC is insufficient staffing to fulfill the acƟons idenƟfied in the RCAP. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
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document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors.  

 

102-32 The comment leƩer expressed concern regarding the range of grant applicaƟons to be 
submiƩed by the RCC with the amount of grant applicaƟons that get approved on 
average. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-33 Comment that community support is essenƟal for approval and implementaƟon of this 
CAP. Without a broad base of support, a few vocal naysayers can sway public officials 
and stall climate progress. For the public to support the CAP, they have to understand 
what is being commiƩed to, by whom, and by when, and have a way to monitor 
progress. The draŌ in its current state does not provide this. We strongly suggest a 
thousand foot view with clear quanƟtaƟve targets. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-34 The comment leƩer requests informaƟon for the CEQA GHG Emissions Compliance 
Checklist and the quanƟtaƟve thresholds of significance. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-35 The comment leƩer recommends updaƟng the urban areas of the County and rural 
areas of the County that are idenƟfied in the RCAP to include more urbanized areas as 
urban such as McKinleyville, CuƩen, Myrtletown, etc. 
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Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-36 The comment leƩer criƟcizes measure SW-1 of the RCAP and states that including 
efforts to meet SB 1383 requirements should not be included in the GHG emission 
reducƟons, but should rather be included in the adjusted BAU forecast because it is 
mandated by State law. The comment further states that Humboldt Waste 
Management Authority (HWMA) is in the process of seƫng up a local organics 
processing facility and SB 1383 does not require the County to develop its own facility 
and the only emissions reducƟons that should be included here are the emissions 
reducƟons from transporƟng local waste to landfills. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-37 The comment leƩer states that the RCAP should exclude both GHG emissions and 
energy uses for the Humboldt Bay GeneraƟng StaƟon and the Humboldt Sawmill 
Company from the back cast 1990 inventory of the RCAP and references 
recommendaƟons from the California Supplement to the US Community Wide GHG 
Emissions Protocol (Protocol). 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-38 The comment leƩer expresses concern regarding the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
reducƟon goals of the RCAP, and states that the goals are not consistent with CEQA 
and recommendaƟons from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (now the 
Office of Land Use and Climate InnovaƟon (LCI)) of 15% below exisƟng VMT per capita. 
The comment further acknowledges that the RCAP is not a development project 
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subject to VMT thresholds, but states that the VMT reducƟons of the RCAP are 
inadequate, unmeasurable and unenforceable. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-39 The comment leƩer states that the RCAP is not consistent with the Regional 
TransportaƟon Plan (RTP) because the VMT reducƟon targets are not the same as RTP 
targets. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-40 The comment leƩer states that the RCAP measures to increase acƟve transportaƟon 
and transit mode share, and for the reducƟon of VMT are not sufficient to achieve the 
GHG emissions reducƟon targets idenƟfied. This is mainly aƩributed to targeƟng only 
3 grants applied per year, funding and staffing constraints, and lengthy and ineffecƟve 
public processes. The comment recommends a universal adopƟon of complete streets 
policies, development of a regional quick-build program for bike and pedestrian 
infrastructure, and parking management measures to either limit or price parking 
supply in urban areas. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-41 The comment leƩer states that Measure TR-3 of the RCAP lacks clear language or 
acƟons that promote infill and only aims to increase mixed-use development in infill 
areas. It further states that the RCAP comes short of commiƫng jurisdicƟons to 
change their zoning, and there is concern about not requiring new residenƟal projects 
to be in infill areas and increase mixed-use, and the potenƟal to allow streamlining of 
new residenƟal projects that contribute to sprawl. The comment finishes with staƟng 
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that the County is required to develop this RCAP to miƟgate significant and 
unavoidable increases in VMT, and to quanƟfy and miƟgate GHG emissions from the 
2017 General Plan update. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-42 The comment leƩer provides a list of addiƟonal potenƟal measures to be included in 
the RCAP to reduce local VMT. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-43 The comment leƩer states that the measures of the RCAP must be enforceable or 
accompanied by significant evidence, be addiƟve and not mandated by exisƟng law, 
and be feasible.  

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-44 The comment leƩer states that Measure TR-6 (now T-6) AcƟon TR-6b (now T-6b) 
commits the RCC to draŌ an ordinance to streamline EV infrastructure but does not 
commit local jurisdicƟons to adopt an ordinance. The comment further states that the 
adopƟon of an ordinance is already required by AB 1236. AcƟon TR-6c (now T-6c) 
commits the RCC to “working with local jurisdicƟons to modify the Municipal code to 
promote EV charger access in new developments, redevelopment and exisƟng parking 
spaces. This may include [a list of possible code changes].” LisƟng a possible menu falls 
short of commiƫng local jurisdicƟons to make specific code changes, and the lack of 
specificity makes it impossible to quanƟtaƟvely predict or verify the result. A specific 
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list of code changes that all jurisdicƟons “shall” adopt would turn this into a qualified 
CAP measure. 

The comment finishes staƟng that the acƟons of Measure T-6 conflate the number of 
charging staƟons needed to support increased EV procurement and states that no 
supporƟng evidence is provided in the RCAP. It also states that the AcƟon T-6b should 
be supporƟve and not included in the quanƟtaƟve acƟons for reducing GHG emissions 
for the measure and further states that the 55,000 metric tons (MT) of CO2 emissions 
reducƟons should be reduced because of this. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-45 The comment leƩer explains that promoƟng charging staƟons in workplaces and 
mulƟfamily housing would have the greatest impact on EV adopƟon and recommends 
including the adopƟon of reach codes to increase the percentage of workplace and 
mulƟfamily housing off-street of new and substanƟally remodeled buildings to be 
charger ready or have Level-2 chargers installed. The comment also recommends 
requiring employers with 25 or more employees and with off-street parking to provide 
charging and preferred parking for zero emissions vehicles. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-46 The comment leƩer states that the acƟons of Measure TR-8 (now T-8) and the 
associated GHG emissions reducƟons calculated are mostly from enforcing Title 13 
SecƟon 2449.1(f)(2) of the CA Code of RegulaƟons which requires the use of renewable 
diesel and was mandated by State law through ExecuƟve Order (EO) N-79-20. The 
comment then states that Humboldt County is on the list of capƟve aƩainment areas 
which exempts owners of off-road diesel equipment if they operate exclusively within 
the designated capƟve aƩainment areas. The comment concludes that 42,580 MT of 
CO2 emissions should be removed from the measures and GHG reducƟons included in 
the RCAP. 
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Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-47 The comment leƩer states that SB 1020 requires 90% renewable electricity by 2035 
and 95% by 2040, and this should be reflected in the adjusted forecast for 2045. Then 
further states that the RCAP cites RCEA’s 2019 RePower Plan and includes a target to 
provide customers with electricity sourced from 100% net-zero-carbon emission 
renewable sources by 2030, but the plan is over 5 years old, and this does not reflect 
the current RCEA target of 50% for the next 2 years. Given the high prices in the 
wholesale market there is a lot of uncertainty about what can actually be achieved, 
and the comment says the RCAP should use a conservaƟve assumpƟon that RCEA’s 
porƞolio will conform to the States Renewable Porƞolio Standards (RPS). 

The comment states that the RCAP menƟons that RCEA’s electricity is lower carbon 
than PG&E and uses this as jusƟficaƟon for deparƟng from the California average 
energy consumpƟon in the inventory. Comparison of RCEA and PG&E power content 
labels from RCEA’s incepƟon in 2017 to 2023 reveals that, not counƟng biogenic 
carbon, RCEA’s default plan was only lower carbon than PG&E for 2 years out of the 7, 
due to PG&E’s high percentage of carbon free nuclear energy. Measures that aim to 
enƟce PG&E customers to switch to RCEA or prevent RCEA customers from opƟng out 
to PG&E will not reliably decrease carbon emissions from local energy consumpƟon. 

Lastly, the comment criƟcizes the example included in the RCAP of the Department 
requiring cannabis operators to enroll in 100% energy programs as an example of 
effecƟve methods to increase the percentage of non-residenƟal customers receiving 
renewable and carbon-free electricity, and states that no substanƟal evidence was 
given for the reducƟons achieved through this program. The comment concludes that 
there is nothing in Measure BE-1 to support the calculated 15,403 MT of CO2 emissions 
reducƟons by 2030.  

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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102-48 The comment leƩer states that due to the area’s relaƟvely low rate of new 
construcƟon, the largest reducƟons in energy use from efficiency will come from 
exisƟng buildings, and recommends alternaƟve measures to include in the RCAP. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-49 The comment leƩer states that the RCAP should encourage local jurisdicƟons to pass 
ordinances to convert streetlights from incandescent to solar or LED. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-50 The comment leƩer states that the 4% increase in exisƟng residenƟal building 
decarbonizaƟon isn’t ambiƟous enough and makes suggested addiƟons to the RCAP to 
increase the target. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-51 The comment leƩer states that the RCAP sets a goal of decarbonizing 30% of municipal 
buildings and faciliƟes by 2030, and that unlike other measure, there is currently no 
goal for 2045. The comment suggests that Humboldt set the goal of decarbonizing 
100% of municipal buildings by 2045. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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Coali on of Environmental Organiza ons 

Response to Comments 

102-52 The comment leƩer criƟcizes Measure TR-10 (now T-10) on renewable fuels and 
recommends removing the measure from the RCAP on the basis that it is misguided 
and would not affect the qualified status since it is only supporƟve. The comment gives 
points of reasoning for removing the measure. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-53 The comment leƩer states that refrigerants are missing from the RCAP and 
recommends using measures to address GHG emissions reducƟons from refrigerants 
to make up the gap of improbable, unsubstanƟated, inflated, and misclassified GHG 
emissions reducƟons are removed, as recommended in the above comments. The 
primary source of refrigerant leaks in Humboldt County is supermarkets, and leak 
prevenƟon is an important acƟon to take in the short run. The EPA has a voluntary 
program of leak reducƟon called Green Chill that markets can be urged to join. Next to 
supermarkets, the next major sector of leaks comes from air condiƟoners. There is 
currently a push to replace air condiƟoners with heat pumps, however, most of these 
now use Hydrofluorocarbons (HFC’s) refrigerants, creaƟng a large problem for capture 
and end-of-life disposal. The RCC could educate and publicize on heat pumps and heat 
pump water heaters that do not use HFC’s and establish fail-safe measures for end-of-
life capture. New regulaƟons in the RCAP could also require and incenƟvize HFC 
capture from smaller appliances at end of life, including freezers, refrigerators, and 
automobile cooling systems. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-54 The comment leƩer states that the RCAP considers seƫng an end of natural gas flow 
date and then chooses not to on page 37 and recommends that the RCAP should be 
more aggressive in switching from natural gas to electric heaƟng. An example is given 
from the RCAP where electrificaƟon of feasible equipment is required for major 
renovaƟons of commercial buildings but not for residenƟal buildings. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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Response to Comments 

Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-55 The comment leƩer states that CAISO (the California Independent System Operator) 
has already approved a transmission plan that includes a new Humboldt 500 kV 
substaƟon and long-distance high voltage transmission lines, a 500/115 kV 
transformer, a 115 kV line to Humboldt’s exisƟng substaƟon, and a 115 kV phase-
shiŌing transformer at the substaƟon, which would make offshore wind energy 
available to our local distribuƟon system. This makes it unlikely that wind power will 
bypass the local distribuƟon system, and the comment recommends that the RCAP 
should encourage jurisdicƟons to advocate for an affordable PPA for RCEA as part of a 
Community Benefits package. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-56 The comment leƩer menƟons that the RCAP discusses emissions from combusƟon of 
anaerobic digester biogas and lagoons and uses emissions factors from the IPCC, 
adopted by the EPA. Then further states that studies have shown this is 
underesƟmated by the EPA and they emit far more methane than the EPA assumes, 
and more rouƟne monitoring of methane is necessary in all Humboldt wastewater 
treatment plants. The comment finishes staƟng that this is a significant opportunity to 
reduce emissions because wastewater treatment plants are government owned and 
operated, land intervenƟon to fix leaks can be directly required by enƟƟes covered in 
the RCAP. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

102-57 The comment leƩer concludes with the need for climate acƟon now and for 
implementaƟon of the RCAP as soon as possible. 
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Response to Comments 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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2.3. Individual Comments Received During Circulation 
This section includes copies of the comment letters and e-mails received during the 45-day public 
review period for the DEIR from individuals. Responses to each comment are provided after each 
letter.  
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Letter 201 – Annje Dodd and Praj White  

 

March 21, 2025 

Humboldt County Rlanning and Building Department 
Long Range Planning Division 
3015 H Street 
Eureka, CA 95501 
CEOAresponses@co.humboldt.ca.us 
macevedo@co.humboldt.ca.us 

Sent via email to these addresses 

Subject: Comments on Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan (RCAP) and CEQA GHG 
Emissions Thresholds Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEtiR) dated February 14, 2025 

Introduction 
The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on Humboldt Regional Climate Act ion Plan 
(RCAP) and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Draft Environmentail Impact Report (DEIR) 
dated February 14, 2025. Many of our clients, friends and colleagues have asked us to 
address the RCAP and provide comments. Th is letter is the culmination of our review of the 
documents and many discussions we have had with clients friends, colleagues, and the 
public. 

The RCAP purpose and objectives are to adopt a quali fied GHG reduction RCAP that may be 
utilized for streamlining CEQA GHG analyses for future projects. To qualify for CEQA 
streamlining, the RCAP must quantrfy GHG emissions and estab'lish a :level (threshold) 
below which the contribution of GHG emissions from activities covered by the RCAP woulld 
not be cumulatively considerable. 

The County has experienced llarge economic downturns, first in logging and fishing, and now 
the cannabis industry. The County is struggling iinancial1ly, is experiencing reduced 
economic capacity and diffiiculties enticing qualified professionals to relocate to the region. 
The RCAP assumes GHG emission reduction in thecountythrough the RCAPwould promote 
economic growth, funding opportunities, and expansion of renewable energy infrastiructure, 
all of which are dependent on financial backing through general funds, grants, or financing 
opportunit,ies. Ot the thirty measures proposed in the RCAP, about twenty-eight inctude 
" feasibility studies", all of which will requ ire funding. Where will the funding actually come 
from? Will fund ing come from inflat,ionary expenses such as increased agency fees, sales 
taxes, or property taxes? The cost of the plan will likely lburden residents and smal1l 
businesses already impacted by economic hardships in the County. 

The RCAP and DEIR do not address the impact on the qua'lity of life and sensitive economic 
conditions that exist in the County, or the fact that the County, although it may 1be impacted 
by climate change, is not the cause of climate change and does not contribute to climate 
change. 

201-1 

201-2 
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Comments on RCAP and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds DEIR 
April 3, 2025 

The RCAP's Premise is Misleading Regarding County Impacts on Climate Change 
The premise behind the need of the RCAP is that to avoid the 'catastrophic" effects of 
climate change, GHG emissions in the County must be reduced significantly over the next 
two decades (RCAP Section 1.1 - Vision). While this may be true on a State and national 
level, the impact of emissions from the County are miniscule {Table 1). The County 
represents 0.4% of statewide emissions and 0.02% of national emissions. 

The County s impact on GHG emissions (or lack thereof) will not correct the "catastrophe" 
or forestall the effects of climate change. Although the County may be impacted by climate 
change the county is a net sink (e.g., carbon negative - see discussion below) and is not the 
cause of the problem and should not be penalized for problems caused by the big 
contributors to GHG emissions. 

Table 1. Comparison of GHG Emissions (MMTCOie • million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent) 

2022 GHG Emissions 
(MMTC02e) Source 

Humboldt County 1.5 RCAP 
California 371.1 CARB Website 
United States 6,343 EPA Website 

It is fairly understood by the climate change community that countries with higher historical 
contributions to GHG emissions, typically wealthier nations, should bear the greater 
responsibility for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, ensuring a fai r and equitable 
approach to climate change mitigation. This should also be applied to rural areas across the 
State which have much lesser contributions as well as depressed economic capacity. Those 
jurisdictions across the State that have greater economic capabilities as well as far more 
contribution should take the lead while not stymieing places like Humboldt County. 

Using the statewide emissions (Table 1) as an estimate of the per capita emission rate and 
applying that to a county level, 97% of the GHG emissions are attributed to 33 of 58 counties 
in the state with populations over 150,000 (Table 2). Humboldt County's population is about 
136,000. 

Table 2. GHG Emission Contribution by County Population 

TotalGHG 
Emissions Number of 

Population (MMTC02e) Percent Counties 
Counties with Less than 150K 11.7 3% 25 
Counties with Greater than 150K 359.4 97% 33 

Page 12 
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Comments on RCAP and CEQA GHG E miss ons Thresholds OEJR 
April 3, 2025 

The County is IBeyond Carbon Neutral, it is Carbon Negative and Climate Positive 
The RCAP is a planning document deve1loped to help the State as a whole meet its GHG 
reduction goals, which are to ,reduce GHG emissions 1in accordance with the State's goal ,of 
40% below 1990 leveits by 2030 and carbon neutrality by 2045. The State's plan to achieve 
carbon neutraHty is to ,cr,eate a reduction of statewide anthropogenic G'HG emiss ions of 85% 
be1low 1990 levels by 2045, with the remaining 15% reduction anticipated to be achieved 
through r,emovat of carbon dio~ide from the atmosphere 1including sequestration .in tmests 
soils agriculture lands, and ,other natural landscapes, which the County has in abundance. 

Eighty percent of the County's 2.3 million acres ar,e forested; 55% Is private commercial 
timberland and 35% is State or federal public land (,DEIR Section 2.1 ). iForests act as a huge 
carbon sink. According to research at Penn State 1, pr,eventingforest toss in California on 1· 
acre •Of forestland avoids the release of 109.4 MTCO2e. Delaying harvests for 1-year on 1-acre 
of forestland helps avoid the ,release of 2.2 MTCO2e per year. This is likely a conse1rvat,ive 
estimate as coastal red oods and Dou.gtas fir can sequester 4.2 MTCO2e per acre peryear2

• 

According t,o the RCA,P and IOE,IR, the existing per-capita ,emission rate in the County is 11.2 
MTCO,e and the projected forecasted 2030 rate (with the State's mandated measures 
!incorporated) is 10.2 MTCO,e. Be een 18% and 40% of the forested land 1in the County 
would be required to offset existing and adjusted forecasted emissions at 2.2 to 4.2 MTCO2e 
peir acre per year through 2045 ,(Table 3). This does not account for the additional 
reductions/sinks achieved from the County's natural and work,inglands tha are not 1included 
In the forest inventory (e.g., 690,000 acres of agricultural land within the County wettands 
and coastat habitats). Thus the County is al ready beyond carbon neutral. The County :is 
carbon negative and climate positive because it goes beyond carbon neutral by actively 
removing more carbon than is emitted, cont,r,ibuting a net reduction. 

Table 3. County Carbon Emissions Offset by Carbon Sequestrstion of Existing Forest Lsnd (Adjusted Forecsst 
is GHG emjssions with sts s requirements implemented and no RCAP in ptsce). 

Percent 
ofTotat 

Total Forest Available 
Acres of Forest Area Forest 

Adjusted to ,Offset per 'Needed to Area to 
Forecast .Po,pulation Emissions Capita Offset Maintain 

fromRCAP (DEIR per Capita Emissions ,e.missions Carbon 
Vear CMTC02el Table3-1 l (MTCO,e/Person) [Acres/Person) (Acres) NsutraUtv 

2022 1.531,167 136,132 1.2 2.7-5.1 
364,564-

20%-38% 695,985 

2030 1,459,598 143,566 0.2 2.4 .6 
347.523-

19%-36% 
663,454 

2045 1,387.943 151..406 9.2 2.2--4.2 
330.463-

18%-34% 
630,883 
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Aprill 3 , 2025 

None of this 1is included or d.iscussed in the RCAIP or the D:E,IR because 1it would mean that 
the County is carbon negative (beyond cUmate neutral) and further reduction in ,emissions is 
not necessary to assist the State in meeting ,its goals. Thus, ec,onomic and development 
constraints are not necessary within the RCAP, the County 1is climate positive without the 
1RCAP in place. The RCAP should focus on achieving State mandated reductions and ac ions 
that allo the County to gro. while achieving carbon neutral ity. 

The RCAP stat,es under Strategy 11 - Increase Ca111bon Sequestration {CS), The State goat of 
reaching carbon neutrality by 2045 reUes on up to 15 percent of total emissions being 
removed via carbon sequestration. At this time, the technology is not available to achieve 
this level of carbon removal and further .analysis would need to be conducted to determine 
the possibility of achieving this through improved natural land management in Humboldt's 
forests and wetlands''. Under Measure CS-3, the RCAP acknowledges that the County may 
be a sink, but states that this ,cannot be veri fied without a comprehensive Inventory of carbon 
stocks in the region. ' Measure CS-3 directs the County to build off of North Coast Resource 
Partn.ership's 2017 Northern California regional natural working lands study to esta.blish an 
updated County~wide Natural and Working Lands GHG Inventory baseUne by 2027'. This 
disregards the OBVIOUS lands within the County that are already acting as sinks and mak,ing 
the County carbon negative. The premise behind these strategies appear to be based on 
strategies from larger, more densely populated counties that are high contributors to GHG 
emissions and NEEO to capitaUze on ,natu,rat and working land and mechanical methods to 
meet the State's carbon neutra.lity goats by 2045. 

The OE:IR Provides an Incorrect Determination of C·EQA ·GHG Emission Thresholds 
GHG Thresholds are introduced ,in the DEIR and are set at the levet of GHG emissions that 
ne deve'lopment would need to achieve to be consistent with the RCAP communityWide 
emissions target of 1 241,589 MT of COze by 2030. 

1First, the OEIR does not detail how he thresholds are calcu\ated. Second, the thresholds 
on'ly apply to plans or projects with pre-2030 buitdout or initial operation years. Thresholds 
beyond 2030 would need to be estab'lished later ,in conjunction with subsequent RCA'P 
updates. This makes it difficult for new projects beyond 2030 especially when the ,tand use 

201 -4 

nt. 

entitlement pmcess for new projects can take many years. Thi rd, the thr,esholds don't take 0 2 ,_ 
into account that the County is carbon negative. The threshotds should be based on aUo r.r ing 
the county to gro and prosper with the goal of maintaining carbon negativity or carbon 
neutratity. 

The majority of GHG ,emissions can be attributed to the State''s most densely populated 
cities and counties, which have grown and prospered while Humboldt County has declined 
and struggled. CEQA GHG emission thresholds provided in the DEIR imply that the County 
should have limited growth and penaUze new development. Humboldt County should be 
al'lowed to thrive, prosper and develop by utilizing its existing natural resources and ,ca1ribon 
sinks. Thresholds should be determined based on a buildout scenario that the County,is .able 

Page 14 



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-90
 

 

ConVlients on A.CAP and CEQA GHG Emiss ons Thresholds DEIR 
Apr1l3, 2025 

to achieve while maintaining carbon neutraUty with a focus on sequester,ing and optimiz.ing 
natural and work,ing ands and utilizing credits from future offshore wind projects. 

11he County should not send its carbon credits elsewhere in California, nationally, or the 
world. The County should get credit for and be alto ed to, build and grow to become a 
healthy, local economic self-sustaining region. The County and its residents should not be 
penalized for being susta,inable. 

The RCAP should account for all measures that the Stat,e already mandates communities to 
comply with, which helps the County maintain climate positiv,i ty without addit ionaI, non­
mandated penalties (e.g. taxes fees, construction costs, ,electricity costs, etc) to the 
County's residents. 

Streamlining CEQA GHG Analyses - Does it Really? 
' The overall purpose of the RCAPand CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds is to prepare, adopt, 
and imptement a qualified GHG reduction plan that may be utilized tor mitigating and 
tracking Countyvvide GHG emissions as well as for streamlining CEQA GHG analyses for 
future projects within the County that are required to undergo CEQA review". ot only does 
this include f\educing emissions (as discussed above, the County ,is beyond carbon neutral) 
it includes, demonst,ration of "a levet ofGHG emissions below which the County would have 
{.ess-than-cumulatively-considerabte GHG impacts for future environmental planning 
reviews and provide CEQA str,eamlining for projects via the Humboldt Regional CEQA GHG 
Checklist". 1lt was shown above that the County's emissions do not contiibute t,o the State 
or gtobal ,concerns,, thus the CEQA GHG Emissions Threshold presented in the DEIR 1is not 
applicabte to the County. 

The ,RCAP and DEIR state that the County's goa is to adopt GHG Thresholds and a GHG 
Anatys,is Com;pliance Checklist. If projects are not consistent with either of these the project 
would be required to conduct full CEQA GHG emiss1i,ons analysis and comparison to the 
GHG Thresholds. However, the GHG Thresholds are onty for projects/ operations through 
2030. There is no stre.amtining for projects beyond 2030 that are not consist,ent with the 
chec~tist •Or thresholds. In addition the County has yet to pr,ovide a CompUance Checktist" 
and how it will evaluate project's cons,istency with the RCAP. 

Thus, for alt otiher projects, ·u the projects need to demonstrate carbon neutrality along 
with costly mitigation measures? Especially when development c,osts and regulations 1in the 
County are aliready out of control. 

For example the RCAP does not appear to afford streamlining for deve\opment projects 1in 
,rural communities (if th,ey do not meet .the "Infill" def,inition). The RCAP does not provide a 
definition of " infill",. which would be different for a rural County compared t,o Los Angeles, 
San .Francisco or Sacramento. Streamlining infill projects within the "Urban areas is not 
sufficient and discriminates against the County's rurat communities. 

Pa G JS 
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Tourism is a major economic driver in the County. The County needs to protect ecotourism 2 1_1
0 

and destination-based tour~sm and ruraIl attractions. How will GHG thresholds and 
Compliance Checklist impact the ability to develop camping, gtamp.ing, and tourism in our 
rura l areas and urban/rural interlace'? 

Another example is the goal of RCAP Measure TR-3 which is to reduce regional VMT by 
increasing mixed-use development in infill priority ar,eas in alignment with HCAOG's 
base'line connectiv,ity score included :in the Regional Transportat ion Plan. What are infill 
priority areas? How will HCOAG's connectivity score be applied'? This is only a "supportive" 
action 'th no reduction in G:HG emissions provided. How will th is be incorporated into the 
chec~list? How will potential mixed use and residential projects located within rura l 
communit,ies, urban clust,ers, and /or lower VMT areas {refer to Humboldt County Average 
VMT on Humboldt County Web GIS) be streamlined and avoid costly environmental 
documentation and delays. 

Also, ,it should be noted that the streamlining' only applies to GHG Emissions. There are 
many other elements in CEQA that this does not apply to and would not streamline the ,entire 
CEQA process. 

There is too Much Focus on VMT Reduction 
The State is mandating electrification of vehicles. With vehicle electrification, VMT 1is 
becoming less of an important, valid paramet,er tor GHG emission 1impacts. 

Projects in rural communit ies should not be penalized due to the lack of transit or perceived 
largerVMT, considering these are small disadvantaged populatiions in an area that is already 
carbon negative. Rural areas are penalized by the VMT measurement, for example, in a ru ra l 
area, the average VMT per resident may be 27 for 100 residents this would equate io 2 700 
miles traveled. In an urban area the average VMT per r,esident may be 5, for 20 000 iresidents 
this would equate to 100,000 miles traveled. The County needs to recognize that it 1is 
infeasib'le for rural communities to significantly reduce VMT (without impacting their way •Of 
life) or reduce VMT to a level that would make a difference, especially when the County is 
al ,eady carbon negative. 

The Humboldt County 2017 General IPtan has a mitigation measur,e that the County develop 
and imp'lement a Climate Action Plan that effectively mitigates the carbon emissions 
attributable to this Plan consistent with the requirements of the state Global Warming 
Solutiions Act and subsequent implementing legislation and regulations. The General Plan 
shows a daily VMT estimate at project buildout (2040) •Of only a 6% increase from 201 0 daily 
VMT. The RCAP includes emission est,imates through 2045, and as shown above, the County 
.is carbon negative. The County emissions reported in the RCAP are insignificant when 
compared to the State and do not contribute t,o the prob'lem. 
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There is too Much Focus on Eliminating Natural Gas 
During power outages and in rural communities naturat gas compliments other energy and 
heating sources and allows for redundancy and opportun ities for more cost effect,ive and 
redundant power sources. 

A simp'le internet search shows that, although electricity is ,cheaper for certain appliances, 
natural gas ,is generally cheaper than electricity for heat ing and hot water. Natural gas is an 201-1 
,important component to t.iving rurally and forcing electrification could make it more costly 
for County residents who are already struggling with increasing electricity costs. 

According to the US Energy Information Administration (,E·IA)3 natural gas is 25% to 100% 
cheaper than etectricity and the States electriicity prices are 56% to 147% higher than the 
nationwide average. 

The RCAP Needs to Consider :Rural Communities When Designating Infill Areas 
Measurres are focused ,on increasing mixed -use and multifamily development in designated 
inflll areas to alleviate traffic congestiion, 1t,ower transportation emissions, discourage urban 
sprawl, and reduce VMT by single passenger vehicles. However, the focus of intill is on urban 
areas and excludes the County's ,rural communities. As the RCAP measures are written new 
development in rural communities will be difficult and Ukely lead to increased isolation and 
further disadvantage the rural areas in the County. 

A suggestion - Spot zoning (e.g., multifamily housing and services) for rural communities 
would U,kely help provide services that would be ,obtained with lower transportation 
requirements. 

Ther,e Has Been 1lnsufficient Outreach to !Business Owners, Developers Pro,perty 
Owners, and County Residents 
The ,communication to the public has been limited and focused on the procedure for 
approv,ing an RCAP as ell as the potential "catastrophe'' to the world i,f the County doesn't 
act. 

A summary of "how" Ule 1RCAP . l l be implemented and impact the community has not been 
p.r,ovided. For example, during the DEIR !Public Meeting (March 1 a, 2025) the entire 72.S•page 
DEIR and 308-page RCAP was summarized in 30 minutes, without any details ,o.r examples 
of how implementation will be achieved and how it may affect Business Owners 
Devel,opers, Property Owners, and County Residents. In addition, this meeting was 
advertised as a hybrid in-person and virtual meeting with dir,ections on how t,o attend the 
meeting virtually using Microso,ft Teams. However, those that attended virtually could not 
hear the presentation and those who attended ·in person could not hear the virtua'l attendees' 
comments. County staff provided a irecording of the meeting t,o the public. 
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The same thing happened to the virtual attendees during the Dratt RCAP Public Scoping 
Meeting (September 17 2024). Virtual attendance was ottered via Microsoft Teams and the 
audio as so bad that the virtual attendees could not really participate. County staff stated 
that a recording of the meeting would be provided to the public, but a recording has yet to be 
provided. 

The County should focus on better engagement with the community. 

Regional Climate Committee 
The Regional Climate Committee is a big part of the RCAP. The leadership, organization 
funding, and equitable representation is necessary tor success of the RCAP. 

In order to be fully representative of the County, the committee should include 
representatives from business agriculture, forestry, industry tribes, and landowners. 
Ranchers t imberland representatives and gas suppliers to rural areas should not be 
excluded. Also, the Program Manager should be knowledgeable and experienced in the 
construction and implementation of power production and distribution facilities. 

Inadequate Energy Infrastructure 
The DEIR, under Impact UTL-1 states that an " extensive amount of operational electric 
power generation and distribution need is not anticipated to be covered by the existing 
electric power system, and the ongoing improvement and expansion of electrical 
infrastructure would be required as energy demands increase in Humboldt due to increased 
electrification of buildings and vehicles under the RCAP". The success of the RCAP depends 
on intense electrification, which will be challenging due to grid capacity limitations in the 
County. Measures in the RCAP Include ne ordinances that impose requirements to 
decarbonize residential and commercial construction. 

_01 - 1 
nt. 

01 -1 

• What happens if RCEA and PG&E do not meet their 100% renewable energy goals? 
Will new development be on hold until these goals are met? 2 1- 17 

• What happens f the grid cannot keep up with the required electrification? If new 
construction requires all electric or to decarbonize and the infrastructure is not 
available, will new development be restricted? 

• Will the costs to upgrade the electrical infrastructure be passed onto users? 
Especially when prices are already extremely high? 

• The concerns regarding inadequate infrastructure and electrification are amplified in 
the rural parts of the County. ill rura l areas be penalized for lack of infrastructure? 

Pa 18 
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Comme.nts on DEIR Impact Summary .and Mit•igation Measures 
While e have demonstrated that the County 1is beyond carbon neutral and is climate 
negative, these comments are solely on the DEIR Mitigation Measures as presented in the 
10EIR related t•o 1impLementati.on of the current draft of the IRCAP. 

11mpact AQ-2 
I1mpact AQ-2 states, "Implementation of the RCAP would result in the generation of sir 
pollutants during construction of individual projects, which could affect toes I air quality even 
with mitigation. Implementation of the proposed plan would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase ofoperatlonal criteria pollutants". 

Operational emissions are not quant,ified, each new, individual project should quantify their 
emissions to 1identify the individual contribut,ion, using software Uke CalEEMod• or similar, 
and provide appr,opr1iate mitigation measures to ,,educe the potentia'l impact 

I1mpact AQ-3 - Air Quality 
Ilmpact AQ-3 states,• Operation of projects facilitated .by the .RCAP is not expected to expose 
sensitive receptors to significant operational sources of TACs. During construction of future 
RCAP projects, emissions of TACs would be reduced through .Mitigation Measure AQ-3, and 
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation '. 

This states that operation is not expec,ted ·to expose significant operational sources of toxic 
ai1r contaminants (TACs), however, this should be quantif.ied on a project by project basis for 
lboth construction and operation utiliizing Ca\EEMod• or other accept,ed model. The 
imit,igation measur,e should inc:tude an evaluationfquantificatio.n of project operational 
impacts.along with construction impacts. 

1lmpact AQ-4 • Odor 
I1mpact AQ-4 states " Projects under the RCAP would not create objectionable odors that 
could adversely affect a substantial number of people. Impacts related to odors would be 
tess than significant". 

A mitigation measure should be included that evaluates the operat,iona'l impacts related to 
odor. For example, biomass, compost,ing, sotid wast,e measures could have odor impacts 
and impacts could be sign'ificant without mitigation and need to be add,ressed. 

11mpact AG·1 - Loss of ·Farmland 
Ilmpact AG-1 states, "Infrastructure facilitated by the .RCAP has the potential to convert 
Farmland to non-agricultural use and conftlct with existing zoning for agricultural use or a 
Williamson Act contract. Mitigation Measures AG-1 through AG-4 w.ou.ld be implemented to 
avoid conversion of actively farmed lands and reduce the potential tar permanent toss of 
Farmland to the extent feasible. However, impacts would remain .significant and 
unavoidable '. 

Page 19 
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A mitigation measure should be included that requires individual projects to quantity and 
demonstrate that the project facilitated by the RCAP would result in lesser GHG emissions 
than natural or working land options. 

Conclusion 
The County's impact on GHG emissions (or lack thereof) will not correct the "catastrophe" 
or forestall the effects of climate change as outlined in the RCAP. Although the County may 
be impacted by climate change, the county is a net sink and is beyond carbon neutral, it is 
carbon negative. The RCAP should focus on this in order to ensure a fa ir and equitable 
approach to climate change mitigation and allow the counties with higher historical 
contributions to bear the greater responsibil ity for reducing GHG emissions. The RCAP and 
GHG thresholds should take advantage of the County's climate positivity and develop 
measures that allow the County to grow and thrive while maintaining some level of carbon 
negativity OR climate neutrality. 201 - 2 

The County is not the cause of the problem and should not be penalized for problems caused 
by the big contributors to GHG emissions. The County should be taking advantage of the 
credits of being carbon negative and benefit the population of Humboldt County, not 
punishing it. 

The RCAP, CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds, and Compliance Checklist need to take into 
account the fact that the County is carbon negative and economically disadvantaged and 
should have the abi lity to grow. The economic and development constraints are not 
necessary within the RCAP, the County is carbon negative "thout the RCAP in place and is 
already contributing to the statewide goals. The RCAP should focus on achieving State 
mandated reductions and actions that allow the County to. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RCAP and DEIR on behalf of our clients, 
friends, colleagues, and the public. 

Sincerely, 
Annje Dodd, PhD, PE and Praj White PE 

Pa 110 
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Dodd and White Le er – Response to Comments  

201-1  The comment expresses concern regarding where the funding will come from to 
implement the RCAP, specifically, the measures which include feasibility studies. Will 
the funding come from inflaƟonary expenses such as increased agency fees, sales 
taxes, or property taxes that will burden the local economy? 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-2  The comment states that the DEIR for the RCAP does not address impacts to the 
quality of life and local economy.  

Economic and social impacts are not directly considered significant environmental 
impacts under CEQA and would have to be connected to a physical change in the 
environment to be considered significant. While some of the proposed measures of 
the RCAP would have implicaƟons to new development, this would not impact exisƟng 
development. As well, many of the measures that would impact new development are 
already on the horizon with state laws. 

 

201-3  This comment claims that since Humboldt County only represents 0.4% of statewide 
GHG emissions and 0.02% of naƟonwide GHG emissions, that the County should not be 
required to meet the same goals for GHG emissions reducƟons as wealthier 
jurisdicƟons that have a higher contribuƟon to the problem and greater economic 
capabiliƟes. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-4  The comment states that Humboldt County is beyond carbon neutral but is actually 
carbon negaƟve due to naturally occurring carbon sequestraƟon of the County’s 
natural and working lands (e.g. forestlands, wetlands, and agricultural lands), which 
should be included in our GHG emissions reducƟons to achieve carbon neutrality by 
2045. 
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Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-5  This comment claims that the DEIR provides an incorrect determinaƟon of CEQA GHG 
Emissions thresholds because: (1) no calculaƟons are provided, (2) thresholds only 
apply to plans or projects with a pre-2030 buildout or iniƟal operaƟon years making it 
difficult for new projects beyond 2030, and (3) the thresholds don’t take into account 
that the County is carbon negaƟve and should be based on allowing the County to 
grow economically with the goal of maintaining carbon neutrality or negaƟvity.  

For informaƟon on the selected GHG Emissions thresholds, reference the CEQA GHG 
Emissions Thresholds and Guidance Report.  

(1) SecƟon 5.1 Thresholds CalculaƟon Methodology of the GHG Emissions 
Thresholds and Guidance Report explains the methodology that was used to 
develop GHG Emissions thresholds for new development in urban and rural 
areas of Humboldt County, which is consistent with guidance from the 
AssociaƟon of Environmental Professionals. 

(2) While it is correct that the thresholds will only be applicable to projects with a 
2030 buildout, the thresholds will be updated through an update to the RCAP, 
which will provide applicable thresholds past 2030 to 2045. Projects with a 
post-2030 buildout can work with the County to idenƟfy future requirements 
and consistency. 

(3) While the County may be carbon neutral, there are currently no specific 
studies available to substanƟate the claim that the County is carbon neutral or 
carbon negaƟve.  

There are two different ExecuƟve Orders at play in this comment.  First is ExecuƟve 
Order B-30-15 signed by Governor Brown to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 
2030.  Second is ExecuƟve Order B-55-18 signed by Governor Brown in 2018 to 
achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.  In addiƟon AB1279 requires a 85% reducƟon by 
2045.  It is important to understand that there is a clear requirement for GHG 
ReducƟon and to achieve carbon neutrality.  Then 15% between the 85% reducƟon 
required in AB 1279 and achieving 1990 levels can be accomplished with carbon 
sequestraƟon.  Carbon SequestraƟon cannot be used to address the required 85% 
reducƟons in ExecuƟve Order B-30-15 and AB 1279. 
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201-6  The comment states that the County should not send its carbon credits elsewhere and 
should get credit for its carbon sequestraƟon capacity and be allowed to build and 
grow a healthy self-sustaining economy. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-7  The comment states that the RCAP should account for all measures that the State 
already mandates local governments to comply with without requiring addiƟonal non-
mandated measures that penalize the residents through taxes, fees, construcƟon 
costs, electricity costs, etc. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-8  The comment suggests that the County’s emissions do not contribute to the State or 
global concerns with GHG emissions, and therefore, the CEQA GHG emissions 
thresholds presented in the DEIR are not applicable to the County. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-9  The comment states that the RCAP and DEIR only provide streamlining for projects 
unƟl 2030, and that there is no streamlining for projects beyond 2030. The comment 
further states that streamlining would be allowed for projects that can show 
consistency with the RCAP through a Compliance Checklist or showing consistency with 
GHG emissions thresholds, or would otherwise require further analysis, but that the 
Checklist has not been made available to show how it will evaluate project consistency 
with the RCAP. This comment concludes with asking if all other projects that cannot 
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show consistency with the Checklist or GHG emissions thresholds need to demonstrate 
carbon neutrality with costly miƟgaƟon measures? 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
However, see Master Response 2 regarding the CEQA Compliance Checklist and 
Streamlining. Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a 
separate document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors. 

 

201-10  The comment states that the RCAP does not appear to allow streamlining for 
development in rural communiƟes if they don’t meet the definiƟon for “infill”, but that 
there is no definiƟon for infill in the RCAP. The comment further states that the 
definiƟon for infill should be different for a rural county compared to larger urban 
counƟes like Los Angeles, San Francisco, or Sacramento, and that using “urban areas” 
to define infill is not sufficient and discriminates against the County’s rural 
communiƟes. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-11  This comment addresses RCAP Measure TR-3, now T-3, which is to reduce regional 
VMT by increasing mixed-use in infill priority areas in alignment with HCAOG’s baseline 
connecƟvity score in the Regional TransportaƟon Plan. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-12  This comment states that there is too much emphasis on reducing vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) in the RCAP, and with the State’s mandaƟng the electrificaƟon of 
vehicles, VMT is becoming a less valid parameter for GHG emissions impacts. The 
comment further states that rural areas should not be penalized for the lack of transit 
or perceived VMT, and that it is infeasible for the rural communiƟes to significantly 
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reduce VMT to a level that would make a difference, especially when the County is 
carbon negaƟve and emissions are insignificant compared to the State. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-13  This comment states that there is too much focus on eliminaƟng natural gas in the 
RCAP and that natural gas is generally cheaper than electricity for heaƟng and hot 
water. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-14  The comment recommends that the RCAP consider rural communiƟes when 
designaƟng infill areas, and as the measures are wriƩen, new development in rural 
communiƟes will be difficult and likely lead to increased isolaƟon and further 
disadvantage the rural areas. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-15  This comment states that there has been insufficient outreach to business owners, 
developers, property owners, and County residents, and states that the County should 
focus on beƩer engagement with the community. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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201-16  This comment is on the organizaƟon of the Regional Climate CommiƩee and states 
that the commiƩee should include representaƟves from businesses, agriculture, 
forestry, industry, tribes, and landowners. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-17  This comment states that the success of the RCAP depends on intense electrificaƟon, 
which will be challenging due to grid capacity limitaƟons in the County. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

201-18  This comment addresses Impact AQ-2 of Chapter 3.2 Air Quality of the DEIR and states 
that operaƟonal impacts from future individual projects should quanƟfy their 
emissions to idenƟfy the individual contribuƟon to air pollutants and provide 
appropriate miƟgaƟon measures to reduce the potenƟal impact. 

See Master Response 1. 

 

201-19  This comment addresses Impact AQ-3 of Chapter 3.2 Air Quality of the DEIR and states 
that, although the DEIR considers this impact less than significant with Mi ga on 
Measure AQ-3 applied, the requirement of evaluaƟon/quanƟficaƟon of future 
projects operaƟonal and construcƟon impacts to toxic air contaminants (TACs) should 
be included in the measure. 

See Master Response 1. 

 

201-20  This comment addresses the finding of less than significant for Impact AQ-4 of Chapter 
3.2 Air Quality of the DEIR in relaƟon to odors, and states that a miƟgaƟon measure 
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should be included that requires evaluaƟon of the operaƟonal impacts related to odors 
for projects such as biomass, composƟng, and solid waste. 

See Master Response 1. 

 

201-21  This comment addresses Impact AG-1 of Chapter 3.3 Biological Agriculture Forestry 
Resources of the DEIR in relaƟon to agricultural lands, and states that an addiƟonal 
miƟgaƟon measure should be included to require future individual projects to quanƟfy 
and demonstrate that the project would result in more reducƟon to GHG emissions 
than the natural and working lands naturally occurring carbon sequestraƟon. 

The idenƟfied impact is the loss of agricultural land by projects which are intended to 
reduce GHG emissions.  The impact being addressed is loss of agricultural land and an 
analysis showing that a project will offset more GHG emissions than that being 
sequestered on the agricultural land will not miƟgate the loss of agricultural land.  This 
comment equates sequestraƟon with the requirement for an actual reducƟon in GHG 
emissions, which means that power usage related to our transportaƟon, homes and 
places of business will need to change.  As discussed above, the state requires an 85% 
reducƟon of 1990 levels by 2045.  The goal of carbon neutrality is a separate 
requirement.  To conflate these requirements in a miƟgaƟon measure for impacts to 
loss of agricultural land would be confusing and ineffecƟve. 

 

201-22  This comment concludes with staƟng that the County is a carbon sink and carbon 
negaƟve, and that the RCAP and GHG emissions thresholds should focus on taking 
advantage of our carbon sequestraƟon capacity and credits and develop measures 
that allow for economic growth.  

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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2.4. Local Agency Comments Received During Circulation 
This section includes copies of the comment letters and e-mails received during the 45-day public 
review period for the DEIR from local agencies. Responses to each comment are provided after each 
letter. 
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Letter 301 – Humboldt Bay Harbor District 

 
 

From: Rob Holmlund <rholmlund@humboldtbay.org> 

Sent: Monday, March 17, 2025 12:08 PM 

To: Acevedo, Megan <macevedo@co.humboldt.ca .us> 

Cc: Chris M ikkelsen <cmikkelsen@humboldtbay.org> 

Subject: RE: OA and OC for RCAP DEIR 

I Caution: This email was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when clicking 

links or opening attachments. 

Megan, 

Thank you for the notification. And thank you for your great work on this important topic. These are 

huge documents with an incredible amount of content. 

The documents are looking good, but some important corrections are needed regarding offshore 

wind. We exchanged a series of emails about this topic in October of 2024 (see attached). Many of 

my comments were not incorporated. The RCAP and DEIR are still inaccurate in many ways. Topics 

#1 and #2 listed below include serious errors that need to be rectified. Please make the following 

changes, which are listed in order of priority: 

1. Topic #1: BE-Sa- Inaccurate attribution: 

a. &.Ulf.--11.11..UM.· Remove the second half of the sentence of BE-Sa in Table 6 on 

page 38 of the RCAP. The policy should read as: "E-8a Partnership Dedicate Regional 

Climate Committee staff time to work with local organizations (e.g. 350Humboldt, 

Redwood Region Climate & Community Resilience Hub, COREHub) to petition the CEC 

and Humboldt Off-shore Wind developers, PG&E, the California Independent 

System Operator, the California Public Ut,ilities Commission, and other relevant 

decision makers to · implement electricity transmission and distribution 

improvements to the Humboldt region-:,r,,:::-:nm1:'lthl'""""1rfm~:mt"PT.:nnTTTTnrrinrt'TPT'mfi~ 

b. u.Jil.-liil.lil.:11.11..LM.-· Make the same change to BE-Sa on page 103 of the RCAP. 

c. u.x--1o..11..1.X&· Make the same change to BE-Sa on page 2-22 of the DEIR. 

d. Comments about Request #1: 

01-1 



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-105
 

 

ii. As written, e--sa ls lnac;c;urate. The offshore wind developers did not 

win the grant, so they cannot be petit,ioned to include etectlicity 

transmission/distribute in a grant they were not awarded. The INFRA grant 

was awarded to me Humboldt Bay Harbor District to build a port terminal, 

which wm be used to build wind turbines. The grant has nothing to do with 

transmission -or distribution. The port terminal will not generate electricity, 

transmit electricity, or distribute electricity. The Harbor District (recipient of 

the grant) has literally no autho~ity over electrical generation transmission, 

or distribution. Therefore, the INFRA grant cannot comply with this 

policy. As written this sentence conflates two entir-ely different iopics and 

puts an onerous on the INFBA grant that it cannot legally satisfy. Also ,the 

"Community Benefit Program" of the District's I FRA grant is dedicated to 

Tribes fishermen., and residents of ,the Samoa Peninsula. So, the County 

cannot petition anyone to add such a requirement to the INFRA grant 

because doing so would conflict wi,tn the purposes of the awarded grant 

Also consider the fact that the offshore wind developers may not have any 

control over transmission and distribution decisions; those decisions will be 

made by the CEC PG&E, the California Independent System Operator, ,the 

California P\:lb(,ic tltilit,ies Commission, and others. 

2. Topic #2: Measure BE-8 (.page 41 of the RCAP}: 

a. Request #2: Change the first paragraph to the following: ' Measure BE-8: 

Advocate for Off-shore Wind developers and PG&E to build electrical infrastructure to 

supply Humboldt with energy produced by the future off-shore wind project which will 

~~nH~mnnmtr. In December of 2022 two adjacent 'offshore wind tease areas' 

enty miles off the coast -of Humbold were teased to private energy companies for the 

development of offshore wind farms. Those two projects witt are estimated to produce 

over 1 GW of energy and tm,....,.,.....,.,. witl help toward the State's 2030 target to deploy 5 

GW of offshore wind. Though this energy would be produced off the coast of Humboldt 

county local jurisdictions and 1interested parties have expressed concem that, due to 

cur:rent infrastructure limitations this ,energy will be sotd outside of the county and the 

local community will not receive an equitable benefit from me project. Measure BE-8 

focuses on advocating for the development of appropriate electrical infrastructure by 

offshore wind developers and PG&E so that the community can benefit from the 

Humbotdt Offshore Wind energy-,generating projec " 
b. Comments about Request #2: 

............. ~ ........... Mu.oo.--....... <-=,._,,.......,......, .......................... The Offshore Wind projects 

have received any grants to construct a wind farm of the coast The 

Humboldt Say Harbor District's "Heavy Lift Marine Terminal" project has 

01-1 
ont. 

Ot-2 
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received over $400 million in grant funding to construct a manufacturlne 
facilil:y not a wind farm. The mar;ine terminal project (and the associated 

,grant funds) will not eeoerate or transmit electricity. This entire 

statement ,is about energy generation, so the grant to build a factory is 

irrelevant and should be removed. 

3. Topic #3: Clarity needed regarding "energy-generatio'n projects in the ocean" and 

"manufacture of tur:bines in the bay" (which do not generate or -transmit power). 

a. ReQuests related to Topic #3: 

i. Request #3a: Make the following additJon to the second 

paragraph and page 8 of the RCAP: " ... student housing expansion ,in 

~cata, the Nordic Aquafarms project the Humboldt Bay Offshore Wind 

Heavy lift Multipurpose Marine Terminal project, the Humbold,t Offshore 

Wlnd .Farm ,projects, and the associated electrical transmission 

projects au scheduled to occur in the foreseeable future." 

ii. Request #3b: Make the same change to the second parag.raph on 

page 43 of the RCAP. 

01-­
nt. 

1. Comment about Request #3a and Request #3b: There are three catego~ies O 1 _3 
of "offshore wind projects:" turbine manufacturing 1in the bay power 

generation in the ocean, and electrical transmission over land (or in the 

ocean). Each ,of these three entirely different categories of "offshore wind" 

related projects will generate new industries and jobs. By refelling to all 

three, the reader can better understand that there are multiple 

independent projects, each of which will have different effects and 

different benefits. 

m. 1,,1,M--~-...· Throughout both documents, r,emove the word 

"Bay" whenever either document is referring to the generation of 

energy or anything .about the projects that are happening In the 

ocean. 

1. RCAP 

a. Table 6: BE-8a - " ... to petition the CEC and Humboldt Off-shore 

Wind developers ... " 

b. Table 6: BE-8c - " ... the Humboldt Offshore Wind projec and 

PG&E .. . " 

c. Table 32: Page 103: BE-8c: ' ... the off Humboldt Offshore Wind 

project and PG&E ... " 

2. DEIR 

a. Page 2-22 BE-Sa - " ... to petition the CEC and Humboldt Off-

shore Wind developers ... " 

b. Page 2-22 :SE-8c- " ... the Humboldt 

PG&E ... " 

Offshore Wind project and 

01 
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c. Page 3.3-75 - URCAP Measure BE-8 includes actions related to the 

planned Humboldt , Offshore Wind projects, such as actions 

related to enhancing energy transmission infrastructure to 

distribute energy from the offshore wind project throughout 

Humboldt. 

3. Comments about Request #3c: 

a. Both documents regularly use the term "Humboldt~ Offshore 

Wind Project" when referring to the energy-generating projects in 

the ocean. According to BOEM it is the "Humboldt Wind Energy 

Area," not the "Humboldt Bay Wind Energy Area" 

(httgs:tlwww,boem eovtceoewabte-eneciYL'.state­
activities/humbold1-wiod-enecgy-area). The projects. in the ocean 

are the "Humboldt Offshore Wind Projects," not the "Humboldt Bay 

Offshore Wind Project' The projects ,in the ocean should not use 

the term "Bay." They are the "Humboldt Offshore Wind Projects.'' 

What is happening 'in the Bay is totally separate and should not be 

lumped in with those projects. The projects in the ocean generate 

electricity. The project in the bay manufactures wind turbines and 

will .not produce any energy. 

b. There is no singte "wind project." There are two planned offshore 

wind lease sub-areas that will genetate energy and there is a 

planned manufacturing facility in Humboldt Bay (the "Humboldt Bay 

Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Marine Terminal" project). They are 

completely separate projects, but both documents conflate them 

all in an inaccurate way. The project in the bay will not generate 

electricity, so any policy that ,involves the production, transmission, 

or distribution of electricity should not include the word " bay." 

The following is less critical, but still something I recommend considering: 

• Measure IBE-8 (page 41 of the RCAP) - ,Problematic sta ement: "Though this energy would be 

produced off the coast of Humboldt county, local jurisdicti.ons and interested parties have 

expressed concern that, due to current infrastructure limitations, this energy will be sold 

outside of the county and the local community will not receive an equitable benefit from the 
project.N 

o Comments: 

• There are several problems with ,this sentence. In particular, I thi k the 

statement conflates "energy transmission" with "energy generation," which .are 

c,omplet,ely separate issues. Offshore wind companies don't buHd electrica'I 

transmissfon infrastructure, they build electricaI1 generation infrastructure. The 

statement is similar to .asking a gas sta ion to build roads. A gas station supplies 

01-4 
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the fuel that vehicle use to travel on roads, but gas stations have nothiing to do 

ith construct ing roadway systems. Even ff a gas station was to contribute 

f uncling for the construction of road~ ays, the gas station would have no 

authority to decide where the '°ads were bull . That ,is the responsl'biUty of 

t,ransportatlon author,ities. like ise, of,f shore wind companies could "fund" 

transmission infrastructure, but they will have no authority at al l to plan or build 

any kind of transmtssion infrastructure. That w·11 be PG&E, the Callifornia Publ"c 

Utilities Commission ,(CPUC), and other agencies. 

• Humboldt County has a peak electrical demand of approx,imate'ly 158 . egawat.ts 

( W). So, ,if the wind farms generate 2 GW, then the enti,rety of Humboldt 

County wm onI1y need 8% of hat the wind farms generate. 11n other words, even 

if the wind farms produce aH of the energy that Humbo'ldt County needs, then 

92% of the energy generated will need to be exported out of the County. This is 

a good thing. Humboldt County will be slgni ,cantly contributing to the 

pr,oduction of renewable energy far bey,ond its own demand. 

• This part of the statement is a problem: " ... due to current infrastructure 

limitations, this energy will be sold outside of the county ... " . This impt,ies that 

the energy will be sold outside of the County because of infrastructure 

limitations. But, that's not the case. Ins ead, energy ill be sold outside of the 

County because the wind fa,rms wilil generate over 10x he amount of energy 

that Humboldt consumes. Even with the best energy distr,ibution infrastructure 

poss,ibile, the County couldn't possibly use all the power that w illl be generated. 

Either way (with or without ,infrastructure limitations), energy most de inite:ly 

will be sold outside of he County ( hich is a good thing for the climate). 

• Even though the wind farms theoretically could produce 100% of the County's 

energy demand, I don't think it can work that way because this 1is wind energy. 

There will have to be other ays to produce energy within he County. For 

instance, imagine that there is a 5-day period ithout any wind at all. In that 

case, we'd have no energy. So, e can't be exclusively on 100% Yind energy. 

There will need to be battery backup systems or other forms of energy 

production. 11 reaHy don't know much about this. I encourage you to check with 

SERC. 

• Within all of the above con ext, what does it mean to receive Nan equitable 

benefit" in terms of energy produced? We won't need more than 8% of what is 

pmduced. Is 8% equitable since that would prnv1de 100% of the County's 

needs? How about 4%? Wouild ,it be "equitable" for the wind farms to supply 

haIlf of the Coun y's energy demand? ,1 don't recommend using the term 

"equitable.N It doesn' t seem to have a dear mean,ing in this context. 

o ecommended alternative statement: "The amount of energy produced by the wind 

farms off the Humboldt coast will s;ignific<1nUy e~ceed Humboldt County's peak 

electrica1I demand. This means hat a majority of the energy produced by the wind 

farms wm need to be so'ld outside ,of the County. While th is has an overall net benefit 

for the Sta e-wide reduction of GHG, there is an opportunity for a substan 1al portion of 

he County's energy demand to be supplied by renewable offshore wind energy. 

However, this wou!ld require transmission and distribution upgrades throughout the 
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County, all of vh,ch would need to be planned, permitted, funded, and constructed by 

PG&E, the Cali fornia Public Utilit ies Commission, and other agencies." 

Call any ime if you would like to discuss. 

Best. 

R 

Rob Holmlund, AICP; Deve lopment Director 

Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recrea ion, and Conservation District 

601 Startare Drive, Eure a, CA 

Phone: (707) 443-0801 

From: Acevedo, Megan 

Sent: Friday, March 1 

Hi Chris and Rob, 

My apologies for the lateness, but I wanted to let you know that the Draft EIR for the 

Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan has been released for public review. Please see 

the Notice of Avai lability and Notice of Completion for the RCAP Draft EIR attached. 

Thank you I 

I 0 1-6 
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From: 
To: 
Subject 
Attachments: 

Megan, 

Aceyedo, Megan 
RE: Offshore \\m and RCAP 
maoe001 ono 

It looks like Measure 'BE-8 of the RCAP has been significantly modified. Thank you. One 1last 

comment: 

The word "Bay" needs to be removed from BE-Sc. It is the "Humboldt Offshore Wind project,,. 

not the "Humboldt Bay ... " . There is both a proj,ect off the Humbotdt Coast and a project w ithin 

the Bay. The Action is referring to the project in the ocean, not the one in the bay. Therefore 

the word "bay" should be removed. 

Wishing you the best. 

R 

From: Acevedo, Megan <macevedo@co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Sent: Monday, September 9, 2024 4:26 PM 

To: Rob Holmlund <rholmlund@humboldtbay.org> 

Cc: Ford, John <Jf ord@co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Subject: RE : Offshore wind and CAP 

Hi Rob, 

I have received your comments below and understand where you are coming from. We appreciate 

your feedback, and I will connect with the contacts you sent me as soon as possible. I w,iU let you 

know If myself and or John would like to discuS:s these comments further w,ith you. 

Thank you! 

J..i~Ace-ve.do­
Assoclate Planner 

Long R,ane;e Plaornae P1v1S1oa 
Planning & Bui lding Depa tment 

707-441-21634 

1From: Rob Holmlund < 1..1.1.l.w.u.w.u~=.u..i... ........ .......,;i.;i...>~> 

Sent: Monday, September 09, 2024 4:13 PM 

301-7 



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-111
 

 

To: Acevedo, Megan <mace edo@co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Cc~ Ford, John s> 

Subject: Offshore w1ind and RCAP 

I Caution: This email vas sent from an EXTER 

opening attachments. 

AL source. Please take care hen clicking links or 

Megan, 

I hope this message f1inds you wetl. The RCAP looks good. I have several comments about 

Measure BE-8, which has a few inaccurate statements and a few p.roblematic statements. My 

comments are dirncult to explain, but gene:ratly I thin'k the ent,ire measure is based on a 

misunderstanding of how offshore wind energy works. The measure conflates "energy 

generat,ion'' with •energy transmission." The measure also seems to fail to understand that 

the energy generated off the Humbo'ldt ,coast wil!l likely be Sx to 10x greater than the total 

amount of ener.gy that the entire population of Humboldt County consumes. 

I stmngly encourage you to check in wi1th elq)erts on this topic from the Schatz Energy 

Resea1r,ch Center (SERC), Vineyard Offshore Wiind, and/or RWE. And maybe PG&E. ll'll connect 
you with a few people that can help. 

I'm also happy to participate in a phone call with your team/consultants if that is helpful. 

Here are my comments about Measure BE-8 (page 41 ): 

• Problematic statement: "Lobby Off-shore Wind developers and PG&E to build electrical 

infrastructure to supply Humboldt w,ith energy produced by the off -shore wind project 

which will 1increase supply and resi'lience." 
o Comments: 

■ llhere is currenUy no problem with supply. SoHum does have a 

transmission problem, but not a supply prob'lem. 

■ Offshore wind companies don't build electr,i,cal transmission infrastructure, 

they build etectrical generation infrastructure. The statement is similar to 

asking a gas statio:n to build roads. A gas station suppUes the fuel that 

vehicle use to travel on roads, but gas stations have ,nothing ,to do with 

con.struct,ing roadway systems. 

■ Offshore wind companies could "tund" transmission in.firastructure. 
Though offshore wind companies wiU have no authority at all to plan or 

build any kind of transmission infrastrncture. That will be PG&E the 

California Publiic Utilities Commission (CPUC), and other agencies. 

o Recommended alternative statement: "Lobby PG&E, the California Pub'lic Utilities 

Commission (CPUC) and other related agencies to fund and build enhanced 

energy transmission infrastructure throughout Humboldt County to ensu;r,e that 

01-



Comments and Responses  

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 2-112
 

 

renewable energy produced by the offshore wind proj,ects can be distributed 

throughout the County. Also lobby .offshore wind developers to contribute to the 

funding of such transmission upgrades." 

• Inaccurate statement: "The Humboldt Bay Offshore Wind project recently received over 
$400 minion in grant tunding to construct a wind farm off the coast of Humboldt." 

o Comments: 

• There 1is no single "wind project." There are two ,planned offshore wind 

lease sub-areas that will generate energy and there is a planned 

manufacturing faciliity in Humboldt Bay (the "Humboldt Bay Offshore Wind 

Heavy l.ift Marine Terminal" project). They are completely separate 

projects, but this statement conflates them au .in an inaccurate way. 

• The "Humboldt Bay Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Marine Terminal" project 

received ",over $400 million in grant funding" to construct a marine 
terminal, not a wind ta:rm. The mar;ine terminal will construct wind tutbines 

that will be deployed throughout the entir•e US west coast. The offshor•e 

wind lease areas off of Humboldt's coast will liikely receive some of u,e 

turbines manufactiured in Humboldt Bay, but certainly not all of the turbines 

manufactured in Humboldt Bay. 

o Recommended alternative statement: "In December of 2022, two adjacent 

'offshore wind tease areas' twenty mi.les off the coast of Humboldt were leased to 

private energy companies for the development of offshore wind farms. In 

addition, the Humboldt Bay Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Marine Terminal project 
recently received over $400 milllion in grant funding to construct a wind turbine 

manufactur,ing facility within Humboldt Bay." The second sentence may not be 

relevant. 

• Inaccurate statement: "The project will produce 1 GW of energy and the project will he'lp 

toward the State's 2030 target to deploy 5 GW of offshore wind." 

o Comments: 

• The "Humboldt Bay Offshore Wind Heavy Lift Marine Terminal" project will 

not generate any energy at all. It will manufacture wind t,urbines. Think •of 

the prnject within the bay as being similar to a solar panel manufacturing 
facility. I 1really don't think the marine terminal (manufacturi.ng) project is 

worth mentioning in ilhe RCAP. 

• The offshore wind farms (at least two separate projects) wm liikely generate 

quit•e a bit mor.e than 1 GW. I recommend checking with SERC about that 

number. I think it is at least 2 GW. 

o Recommended alternative statement: "The Humboldt offshore wind 1lease areas 

ar,e expected t,o generate in excess of 1 or 2 GW of renewable energy and will 

contribute to the State's 2030 goat of 5 GW of offshore wind." 

• Problematic statement: "Though this energy would be produced off the coast of 

Ol­
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Humboldt ,county Ilocal jurisdictions and interested parties have expressed concern 

that, due to current infrastructure Ilimitations this energy will be sold outside of the 

county and the 'local community will not receive an equitable benefit from the project." 

o Comments: 

• There are several problems with this sentence. In particular ,, thiink the 
statement conflates the current transmission challenges of SoHum with 

energy generation, which a,re completely separate issues. I also wonder 

about the meaning .of "equ.itable. ' 

■ Humboldt County has a peak electr1ical demand of approximately 158 

Megawatts (MW). So, if the wind farms generate 2 GW, then the entirety of 

Humboldt County will on'ly need 8% ,of what the wind farms generate. In 

other words, even if the wind farms p.roduce all of the energy that Humboldt 

County needs, then 92% •Of the energy generated illl need to be exported 

out of the County. This is a good thing. Humboldt County will be 
significantty contributing to the production of renewable energy far beyond 

it's own demand. 

■ This part of the statement :is a problem: " ... due to current infrastructure 

timiitations, this energy will be sold outside of the county ... ". This implies 

,that the ,energy will be sold outside of the County because of inf1rastructure 

timitations. :But, that's not the case. Instead, energy will be sold outside of 

the County because the wind farms will generate over 1 Ox the amou.nt of 

energy that Humbo'ldt consumes. Even with the best energy distribute 

infrastructure possible, the County couldn't possibly use all the power that 
wm be generated. Either way (with or without infrasuuctute Umitations), 

en•ergy most definitely will be sold outside of the County. 

■ Even though the wind farms theoretically could produce 100% of the 

County's energy demand, I don't think it can work that way because this is 

wind energy. There will have t,o be other ways to produce energy within the 

County. For instance, 1imagine that there is a 5-day period without any w,ind 

at all. In that case, we·d have no energy. So, we can't be exclusively on 

100% wind energy. There will need to be battery backup systems or otiher 

forms of energy production. 11 really don't know much about this. 

encourage you to check with SERC. 
■ Within all of the above context, what does it mean to receive· an ,equitable 

benefit" in terms of energy pr.oduced? We won't need more than 8% of 

what .is produced. Is 8% equitable since that would provide 100% of the 

County's needs? How about 4%? Would it be "equitable" fo.r the wind 

farms to supply haU ,of the County's energy demand? I don't recommend 

usi:ng the term "equitable." It doesn't seem to have a clear meaning in this 

context. 

o Recommended alternative statement: "The amount of energy produced by the 

wind farms off the Humboldt coast will significantly exceed Humboldt County's 
peak electrical demand. This means that a majority of the energy produced by the 

01-
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wind farms will need to be sold outside of the County. While this has an overall 

net benefit for t,he State-wide reduct,ion ot GHG, there is an opportunity for a 

substantial portion of the County's energy demand to be suppli.ed by renewable 

offshore wind einergy. However this would require transmission and distribution 

upgrades throughout the County, au of which would need to be planned, 
permitted, funded and co·nstructed by PG&E the California Pubtic Utilities 
Commission, and other agencies." 

The second paragraph has similar problematic statements. I ,r,ecommend changing all of page 

41 tothis: 

Measure BE-8: Lobby PG&E, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), 

and other related agencies to fund and build enhanced energy transmission 

Infrastructure throughout Humboldt County to ensure that renewable energy 
produced by the offshore wind projects can be distributed throughout the County. 

Also obby offshore w ind developers to contribute to the funding of such 

transmission upgrades. 

In December of 2022 two adjacent offshore wind lease areas ' twenty miles off the 

coast of Humboldt were leased to private energy compani,es for the development of 
offshore ind farms. The Humboldt offshore wind lease areas are expected to 

generate in excess of 1 or 2 GW ot renewable energy and will contribute to the State's 30 t-
2030 goal of 5 GW of offshore wind. The amount of energy produced by the wind farms ont. 
off the Humboldt coast will significantly exceed Humboldt County's peak electrical 

demand. This means that a majority of the energy produced by the ind farms will 

need to be sold outside of the County. While this has an overall net benefit for the 

State-wide reduction of GHG, there is an opportunity for a substantial portion of the 

County's energy demand to be supplied by renewable offshore wind energy. However 

this would requi.re transmission and distribution upgrades throughout the County, all 

of which would need to be planned, permitted, funded, and constructed by PG&E, the 

California Public Utiliities Commission, and other agencies. 

Measure BE-8 focuses on advocating for the funding and development of enhanced 
electrical transmission and distribution infrastructure by offshore wind developers 

PG&E the CPUC, and other agencies so that a subst.antial portion of the County's 

energy is supplied by the Off shore Wind projects. Distributing renewable offshore wind 

energy throughout the County ould increase the region's energy resilience and 

increase capacity to meet other electrification goals outlined in the RCAP (see 

measures BE-1 through BE-7 andTR-6 through TR-8). While the GHG emission 

reductions from this measure are not quantified in the RCAP, it plays a vital role in 

supporting the region's transition to rene able energy and strengthening energy 

security. 
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11 hope that helps. Call any t ime. 

Best. 

R 

Rob Ho'lmlund, AICP; Devellopment Oirec or 

Humboldt Bay Harbor, Recreat,ion, and Conservation District 

601 Startare Oriive, Eureka, CA 

Phone: (707) 443-0801 

BDHBHD_logo_small 
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Le er 
301 

Humboldt Bay Harbor District – Response to Comments 

 

301-1  The comment requests modifying the language of AcƟon BE-8a in the RCAP and DEIR, 
as the language is inaccurate. The language has been updated and is included in the 
Errata of the FEIR.  
 
This does not change the adequacy or conclusions of the EIR. 
 

301-2  The comment requests language changes to Appendix C GHG Emissions Measure 
ReducƟon QuanƟficaƟon and SubstanƟal Evidence Report of the RCAP for Measure BE-
8 to refine the informaƟon provided. 
 
Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
 

301-3  The comment requests changes to the language included in Appendix B GHG Inventory, 
Forecast, and Targets Report of the RCAP to be more accurate about offshore wind 
projects and associated transmission projects. 
 
Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
 

301-4  The comment requests the removal of the word “Bay” from Humboldt Offshore Wind 
Project informaƟon in both the RCAP and DEIR, as this is inaccurate. This update has 
been made throughout both the RCAP and the DEIR and is included in the Errata of the 
FEIR.  
 
This does not change the adequacy or conclusions of the EIR. 
 

301-5  The comment requests calling this out the Humboldt Offshore Wind Project as the 
Humboldt Offshore Wind Projects, as there are two planned offshore wind lease sub-
areas. This update has been made throughout both the RCAP and the DEIR and is 
included in the Errata of the FEIR.  
 
This does not change the adequacy or conclusions of the EIR. 
 

301-6  The comment requests modifying and adding language to Measure BE-8 on page 41 of 
Appendix C GHG Emissions Measure ReducƟon QuanƟficaƟon and SubstanƟal 
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Le er 
301 

Humboldt Bay Harbor District – Response to Comments 

 

Evidence Report of the RCAP to accurately describe the planned Humboldt Offshore 
Wind generaƟon projects and their potenƟal contribuƟon to electrical infrastructure 
upgrades. 
 
Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
 

301-7  The comment requests the removal of the word “Bay” from Humboldt Offshore Wind 
Project informaƟon in both the RCAP and DEIR, as this is inaccurate. This update has 
been made throughout both the RCAP and the DEIR and is included in the Errata of the 
FEIR.  
 
This does not change the adequacy or conclusions of the EIR. 
 

301-8  This comment was received during the public comment period on the RCAP, and not all 
comments in the email were addressed in the updates to the RCAP in response to 
comments.  
 
This email was aƩached to the comment email submiƩed on the DEIR and summarizes 
the comments 301-1 through 301-7 above.   
 

  



Comments Received Following Circulation 

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 3-1
 

3. Comments Received Following Circulation 

This section includes copies of the comment letters and e-mails received after the 45-day public review 
period for the DEIR. Responses to each comment are provided after each letter. 
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Letter 401 – Advocates for the Environment 

 

April 28, 2025 

M an Ac vedo 
ssociace Planner 
ounty of Humboldc 

3015 H t. 

ureka, CA 95501 

Advocates for the Environment 
A non profi t pu blr mt r' l I,, ftrn 

and •m,ir nm nlal adv a org n1z, 11 n 

ia U.S. Mail and cm, ii to maccvcdo@co,humbold.g.us 

Re: Comments on Humboldt County R gionaJ Climate Action Plan, S H o. 

2024081319 

De. r s. A evedo: 

Advo ate for the Environment submits the following ommen on the Humboldt 

County Regional Climate Acrion Plan (RCAP) and the Draft Environmenral lmpacc Report 

(DI R) for the Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emission 

Thresholds, which claims o apply co both incorporated and unincorporated areas and aims ro 

achieve carbon neutrality by 2045. While che RCAP ouclines variou scra egi to me c this 

goal, th measures included in the DEIR lack clarity and could lead co inequitable outcomes 

unle s revised. W urg the County ro consider the following recomm ndacions co trengrhen 

che RC P and n urea mor robust climate action fram work. 

Th County utilized significance criteria based on Appendix G of che CEQ Guidelines, 

assessing whether the RCAP and associated GHG emissions would: (a) '"Generate greenhou e 

gas cmi ions, either dir rly orindirecrly, that may have a significant impa con the 

environm nt." And (b) " nfli t with , n applic.1bl plan, policy or r gularion . dopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emi sions of greenhou e g -:· ( Impact HG 4 1); (c) •Re ult in 

pocenrially significant environme1 cal impa t due co , a rcful, ineffi icnr, or unnc e ary 

onsumpcion of energy resources, durin project construction or operariont (Impact GHG 4 2); 

(d) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?" 

(Impact GHG-3); (DEIR, p. 3.5-32.) Based on chis, the County concluded chat the Project 

would have less rhan significant GHG emissions under Threshold GHG Emission • l. 2, and 3. 

H owever, the EIR fail to ub t ntiate ic conclu ion that th R AP mca ure will reduce 

GH emi ion ro the degre anti ipared in th R AP. F r cxampl , und r Impact HG-1. 

the EIR tare. that "the R AP conuin er t gic , me. ur , and action to reduce long-term 

m 1 ion f G "(0 JR, p. 3.5-35), i ing Mea ure BE-5, whi h , ims cod arbonize 95% 

f new re idencial building by 2027, and Me:i urc BE-6, which t rh same target for 

nonresidential building (DEIR, p. 3.5-3S). Y c , the EIR doc n t provide vidcn e howin 

how chese measures\ ill achieve che as urned GH reduction . 

1021 1 · unl, nd Blvd . · 1rndo1" lhll . 1 s> r.o oo ' 1 1 

401-1 



Comments Received Following Circulation 

County of Humboldt Humboldt Regional Climate Action Plan and CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds Final 
EIR 3-3
 

 

Co,mty of Hmnboldt 

Commems 011 Hmnboldt Cou11ty Regional Climace Aaio11 Plim 1111d EfR 
Page 2 

Apt,l 2 . 2025 

Using the Checklist to determine significance is a deferred mitigation 

measure, violating CEQA. 

The RC P r Ii heavily on it as umpri n thar ompliance with the CEQA GHG 

Emis ion Thresholds and Compliance Che kJist (R AP, Appendix . p. 35, rhc heckli t) 

will reduce the portion of the ouncy' GHG emissions that re. ubjccr co rhc he kJisr by, 
certain amounc. However, the Checklist doe nor exisr yet. According co che !:.QA GH 

Emi ion Threshold and Guidance Reporr, 'To ·er amline chis EQ GHG emissions 

analy i proc ss ch ounty is dcvclopin a EQ GH Emi i n nalysis Compliance 

he kJist" ( E A H Emis ion Thresholds and Guidan c Report, p. 2). Be . use the 

checkli r i sciJI being developed, neither rhe public or decision-maker can assc whether ir will 

be effecrive, enforceable, or consiscenc wich EQA' requirement . his u c of rhe yer ,co, be, 

developed hecklisr as CEQA mirigacion mea urc violate C QA's prohibition of deferred 

mirigarion measures wichouc a viable performanc standard. 

Furchermore, che RCA P's Implemenrarion Plan scares cl1ar projects can u e che E A 

GHG missions nalysis Compliance Checklist to demonstrate consisrency in a streamlined 

process (RCAP, p. 5). However, rhe Compli:m e Chcd<lisr ha nor been created or publi hed 

yet, so th re is no way n ur chat ir w uld be suffi ic t to h Ip a hi ve th GHG emi sions 

r. r ers. The County did n r upporr irs onclusion in the DEIR chat rhe m a urc 10 be 

implcmcntc through rhe future ompliance Checklisc would reduce GHG em · ion co che 

egree nece ary co meec rhe RCAP's climate goals. Without a completed checl<lisc, rhere is no 

enforceable mech,nism co cnsur omplian e wirh EQA' H impa r an;-ily ·i 

r quirem nts, 

Th EIR should rovi e sub cancial e idence demon tr ting how the chec isr \ ill 

function. In te:1d, the ounty's approach ob cures the criteria for evaluating project-level G IG 

mi ·ion :ind defer cricical aspects of the analysis. In relying on a check.list ch c has no yet 

b ·en reared the E.IR fail ro provide an enforceable mechani m co meet CEQA's mitiga ion 

requirement . 

Several GHG-reduction measure lack the requisite specificity and 

clarity. 

While th RCAP ouclin sever I me ur imed ac hieving rhe region's GI G 

emissions reduction goals, many of these acrions lack che specificiry and clarity co ensure their 

401-2 

effe riv implcmenracion. In particular, certain measur do not provide lear, measurable 40 t-3 

outcome or remain broad and vague, which may undermin cheir ability co guide meaningful 

tion. To max-imize the impact of rhe RC P, ic is essential rhat th c mca ur be more lcarly 

HL1 I ·u nland Blvd , Sh d , llill . , ~J\910 -1-0 I 1 >6r -0030XIOI di\• , l'llV rg 
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• 1mty of Humboldt 
om111m1 ou H11mbold1 011my Regional luni11c Action Pl n ,md fl R 

Page 3 
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defined. 'rhouc rh e derails, ir may be difficult co 3s.ses.s rhe true efFecrivene s of the prop sed I 

Measure BE-2 lacks concrete funding commitments. 

hile Measure BE,2 outline important oals for enhancin cnerb'Y ap icy 

thr ugh che devc opmcnt o m1 ro•gri torage y t m , ic la k co,1 r te fundin 

mm1cm nr co upp rr rh ambiri us initiariv . The mea ur aim ro pursue rhr funding 

opportunm s :mnu:a ly, buc the financial resources required for microgrid infrasttucture c:tn be 401-4 

costly. ith ut dear nd c urc funding, chcre i a ri k that thi me urc ould remain 

a pir tion I rarher rhan a cioo:able. i rogrid, ar xp n ive t implern nc, and rh 2b nee of 2 

definirh•c funding strategy m y undermine the me:tSure's ability to diver on its oaJ . To 

en ur ch u ful implem nm ion of 1 asure B -2, it i ricicaJ char p ift and r liabl 

funding sources be identifie and committed ro as pare of the pl:mning proce . 

Measure BE-6 lacks clarity in its exemptions and waivers and is unenforceable. 

\;\/hile lea.sure BE-6 oudin ever.:il imporr:mr a non for ec,arboni-zing new 

nonresidenriaJ buildings, che inclusion of exemptions :ind inf. ibility waiver in 8 -6:a warr2nc 

further clarifi :uion. In parricuJar, the health and safety exemption, su escin rh:tt natural :as 

ouJd be afer chan ele crifi :ari n, rais n em and hould bt m re cle.arly defined. In what 

• cnario would ga b a fer le rnac1v o ola , or orh r r newabl energy our e ! 1t is 
crucial to specify rhc circumsr.mccs under which uch e em ri n would apply to avoid 

potential misuse and en ure they do not undermine the ec:uboniz:icion goals. ddicionally, the 

pr .e fi r grancin infi a 1biliry , iver hould b tran p rent and ba cd on stri rireri to 

pm•cnc loopholes. earer dcfinirion of whar info.a ibilicy lo k lik an h Ip n ure that these 

exception re only u ed in ex e tional circumstances and rhac the ovcr:il l goal of 

dec.1rboni-zarion r m2in on c k. 

t each juri diction to adopt .. measures curtailing natural-gas 

infrascrucrurc. u chc ouncy ha n l~gal 2urhoruy co direcr th icie in ide the ounty co 

adopt such ordinanc . he dfecriven s of rhis m re i in qu tion b au ch RC P and 

ElR contain no uranccs chat the cities in Humbo de ounry will in facr a 

If rhey fail t do , che County will not mut the R AP go:als. uch a m 

b au e it i uner for eabl . 

The County ar cs char "the U. . ourc of ppe:al f. r rh inch Cir uir' d ision to 

ov rcurn Ber eley· natural rcgularion- the ordinance th:ar prohi it d rh in r2U cion of 

narur:i l piping, 1thin n ,,1y on tru ted buildin -limi rhe region's a ility to r:ibli h 

r u ation co ban new n:arur.:al g con cru tion: ( RCAP, . 34.) Yet, in liform Rtst. Ass'n 11. 

City of lkrktlry (9th Cir. 2024) 9 .4th 1094, rhc court pr v1d a n rrow holding elm d 

111, ,cl I lvd .. ~h, ( nw 111 11 . l ,\ H) 0 '(l XI I 
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P t4 
April . 202 

nor ne, rily inhibit all e ar ontzarion rrareg, . Th urt i1, liforni r R st ur,mc 

Associario11 v. 1ty of &rlulc c pr . ly nored rhac chc feder2I En rgy Poli and on erva1ion 

A r's (EP 's) prccmprion i a narrow holding rcgardin modifi a1ions ro building od 

Though EP A' pre mprion provi ion is br ad, 1c I n r u limitc . For 
in an e, our holding here h n thing o • )' abouc a Stare or I al govcmmenr 
re ul rion of uriliry's di. criburion of natural g ro prerni e wh r cover d 

r u r mi hr u ed. W only de ,de ,h , EPC • pre mp ivc ope applies 
to building codes that re ulare the as usa e o,•ercd appliances on premise.~ 
where g:i i orherwi. e a,•ailablc. 

{C.,lifomia Rest. Ass'n w. 1ty of Berkdry {9,h Cir. 2024) 9 •,4th 1094, 1103.) 

vcrall, t1fij« mia Rm111m111t Assocrat,011 v. ity of Berkeley is nor conrr lling in this c e, 

be.:au ir regard h I i larive a rh riry f mu111 1p I corporac1 n t na c building od , 

rarh r han rhc aurhomy granrcd under A co micig,ue s1gnific.1nc environmenral imp:1 r of 

projeets un er i conrrol. EQA impose · a duty n pu lie a encies ro mici re signincanr 

environm nral imp t ti rough fea ibl altern:uiv r rniti tion m a ure . Th ounr)'· • ability 

ro impl men r gubcor me::i ur is ther fore di rinct from &rktlcy's pre mpri n fram work. 

here is no egal authoriC)' holdin rhar federal preemption extends co mitig.1rion mc:tSures 

required by CE A. Further, a a I al " rnm nt entity, ti OUIIC)' ould regul te urilicy 

di triburion w,chout inrerfi ri g ,ch EP 'A o ong . 1c nor modify building, d ro 

prohi ir nacur I gas. 

Measure T-11 lacks a clear standard. 

casurc • l l include rhe phra ·e "cleccrify or orhcrwi e de arb nizc" (RCAP, p. 69,) 

whi h m )' imply fie ib1licy me the r quir menr, rhrough non-zero- nu JO ,1eh1 I ( ) 

opri ns. uch a hy rog n fud vehicles. However, the cerm "orherwise decarb nize i vague and 

la ks a clear ettnicion. lr would be helpfu co clarify whether th· allo, • for hydr en or ocher 

specific de rbonizarion c chnologi and, ,f , h , ch , , m b a m mpari on to 

Z . If hydro n or orher re hnologics re not con 1dered viable altcmativ~ to elec rifkmon, 

rhe measure should specify rhar only ZE will mcec the d .1rbonization g . Additionally, 

e,cpandin nth ocher p ibl• arboniution rypes would pro I e fi rcher rir • nd en ure 

on iscen ·yin rhe pl n' 1mplcmcnrarion. 

Measure CS-2 lacks a clear standard. 

e ur• -2a r::ic rhar jurisdicrion hould "aim to exceed the :iscline rcquircmenr 

by rablishing a minimum level f comp<>sr appli arion per year" {RCAP, p. 0} but oe n t 

spe ify, hat ch c rnfoimum I v Ii . 1chout :i defined rhreshold, iris uncle:ir ho jurisdictions 

, ill rmine whether chey have cxcec ed 8 13 3 procurement requirements. Addirionally. if 

rhc goal i co surp s the baseline, it is imp0rcanr to cl rify whac candard i b in us d ro 

h-d. "h,d "lid . A 1040 C \ ih'II\', r 
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mea ure rhi ces.s and whether it :ipplics uniformly across jurisdiccion.s. Providin a specific 

minimum level of compo c appli arion an a clear melri for ex eedin SB 13 3 rarg c w uJ 

improve them a ur ' cran aren y and It riv n 

GHG inventory lacks evidence-based emissions reduction assumptions. 

GHG invenrory is n imp rcant component of any limate a tion plan, be u e it 

form the ba i for carg t mi ion redu cions. H r , ch R AP oudin I I em ion 

as d on a methodology rh:it usc.s statewide emissions dar:i co rimare rhc 

ounry's 1990 b dine cmi.s ion . (RCAP, p. 23.) hile thi appr a h pro ide a r nable 

rimace in the ab n of accurare local at.:1 1 th rear c ncern, about chc a sumptions 

underlying rhis mechodo ogy, 

he RCAP did not provide ar.a co support its assumption thar the local GHG emissions 

de lined more rapidly than cat wide. Th RC Pa knowle e rim Humboldc' eccri icy 

and narural gas on. umpc,on have de lined 2f a fa rer r:ire than rhe scar wide trend, which is 

jusr one cx:1mple of how Humboldt's emissions profile differ from che sra e's, Given the e 

differcn , it i impor nr to further clarify the extent ro which ch e 

and h \ rh y p ifi lly apply r I lumboldr' condin n . 

We r ommen chat che R P provide more rran paren yon ho\ d1 tare-I vel han e 

m cric wa developed and how the loc:al conr r \ cak n inro a counc. A c carer expl:Ularion of 

hcse :issumptions will help ensure rhat rhe emission reduction targets :arc rounded in 

accurate, re ion• ific informacion that truly reflc t Humboldt' c:mi ion proftle. 

The RCAP EIR is ineligible as a tiering or streamlining instrument 

under CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5. 

hroughour the R AP 2nd the O IR. rh ouncy llud to it$ furure :1bility ro rier 

from chc DEIR or m:amline the an ysis in fururc environmenc:i documents and demonsruce 

le •tl1an· igni ,cane GHG impact under CE Au ing CEQA Guideline 15183.5. However, 

che DEIR do not meer rhe r quir m nt for ti ring r treamlining. For example, th R: AP 

d nor me the requirement ro set :i level which would nor b cumulatively considerabl 

b ed on submnci:il evidence. ( E A Guidelines 15 1 3.5 (b)( I )(8).) he R AP sets a m:i 

cmis ion urger of 40% rcduetion below 1990 levels, yet does nor have a 1990 emission 

inventor)' from which co tr ck redu ion from. (RC P, pp. 23-24.) Even thou h thi 40% 

redu ion carg r i in alignmenr wich S 32, che R A do nor idenrify p ific I vel ac which 

rhe ouncy's emissions would be cumul:irively considerable because rhe rarger i. ba ed on a 

me ure which i either not calculated, r incalcul ble. 

1021 1 , nl ,dB vd ' h d 1, I hll .• \ 91 40 (81 ) ·o 0C 0 0 I 
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As discu ed above, the RCA P's relian e n unsupp rted emiS5ions assumprion further 

undemun it ability ro erv a a treamhning d untent und r EQA. The RCAP did not 

provi e upport for how It re ched che ondu i thu m1 i n mu r be redu ed by 218,000 

MT 2c by 030, an did noc clarify, herher uch reducri n :ir b I rhe cur enc li ,ate 1 

unry emissions, or - rim red 1990 level emi ions. hus, rhc ounry did nor upporr he 

tar c by ub tantial evi en c. (RC P, p. 24.) 

Ad irional y, the P ocs nor demons trate chat it meecs th re~u1remenr in 

(b)(l)(D). The RCAP did not demon crate me ure that woul achieve as ified emissions 

lev I 01, a proje c-1 vd b:i i . n er che R AP, om proje r uld d.lim on i renc with th 

he klist and rhus evade furthe r GHG review under QA, buc the hecl<list h snot ycc been 

f, rrnulac d and there i rim no howin that n w pr ~e l ' n i ten y with the Che l<lisc 

, ou d result in colic ·ve reduction in GH emi ions consistent with R P goals. 

D v lopmcnt proj t , hi h coul l attempt to ti r or tr mlin from rhe RCAP do not have 

uffl i nr ~n ard t en ur chat rh y would h ve le -rh n· ig1lifi anr GH mi ion . 

ith lit more information c nform wnh th r uir m n of rrearnllnin 

in rrun enc. ch R P cinnor be relied upon ro rier or cr~mlin und r for fucure proj , :rnd 

ir is mislcadin for chc D1:IR ro reference chc future ability fo r lead :i enci o us chc A as 

tierin or srreamlinin in crumcnt. 

There should be more focus on diversity within the implementation 
team. 

The uc of the R AP relic on br ad o a oration, bur mc:mingful amap:uion 

mu r extend bey nd ovcmment net int Pow r url oritie . hiJc the plan 

e ignac 1ble p:mi . b • nd menrions rha om c 

organiza ions , ill play a role, it clarity on how ommunity voi cs, par • ularly rho e from 

historically undtrrepre enc d mmunJti , ill be in Jud in d 1 10 •makin . The RCAP 

d e I or pe ify how rn rnber of rh implement tion re.im, ill be eleae . er aring a r· k cha 

1mp:im:d communitic will lack formal role m shapin implementation de: isi n . 

umb ldr unty' cncral plan ( en ral Plan) includes an environmcntaljuscicc: 

candarcl ( • 1), which rNtuircs the ounty t n ider o ial an e onomi c ~ 

dTc on d vant g d popul:ui n ~ h n a ing nvironmencal imp c und r 

( n r;il Plan, p. 15-6). dmon:Jly, cncral Plan Policy G-P6 exp icirly directs ounty 

dccision•makin v i dispropor • , i • • ad~•ancag p pulation . (Genera! 

Ian, p. 3-9). r, the DEIR a P don t in lude a comprchen ive cr.iregy ro meer 

ch e requirements. \Vhilc me ure -9 in the P in orporate m a cment, ith 

di advanra d ommuniti , its opt i limited r tran p rmi n d rboni:acion. (R P, 67). 

1021 1 '-tu I 111 l Bh<I, '-lh 1<1 m I ,II,, \ l ()4('1 l ) bJO·O 1 'O l l 
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To ensur on j c ncy wirh che eneral Plan, che R AP hould mregr.uc environmcnul jusrice 

considcr.uions aero s all sectors and nor confine them co a single initiative. 

o align , irh the cner:il plan standards, he RCAP should require that effort to reduce 

GHG will not have di proportion te effect on I w-income, primarily Bl:i k, lndigenou.~. or are:i 

, irh a high represenr:irion of people of color. Additional )', 3ny infr:isrructure or technological 

measure wirh che potential to create localized burdens should be avoided or equitably 

distributed. Tom imiz representation, the implemencacion team hould indudecommunicy 

outre.ich chairs as represencariv from e.ich neighbor! ood in unincorporated and incorpo~red 

I lum oldr ouncy so thac each arc:i has a local voice ro represent community interests in rhe pand 

decisions. lcerin s should be accessible, scheduled oursidc traditional working hour and open 

for public pani ipacion to en ourag meaningful engag menc. 

Conclusion 

AdYo :are fo r the Env1ronmenr recognizes rh dedicuion, ch ughcfulness, :md r e:i rch 

chat goes inco preparing a Oimarc Action Plan nd sinccrdy hopes char these commcn will be 

con idcred co ct orch a policy chac can nol only h Ip achi ve Humboldr Counry' cUmacc goal 

hur al o le:id the parh forward ro a climace-neurr:il furure. 

Please pur me on rhe mreresr Ii r co receive updates :ibour che progress of chi Projecr. We 

make chis rcqucsr under Public Resources ode, section 21092.2. 

in erely, 

!!::: .. ~~ 
Execurive Direcror, Ad\'oatcs for the Environment 

I '.! 11 ·unland Bhd . h,1do,, I hll t\ llNO <81 ) · ~tHO O 101 d, aenv < rg 
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Le er 
401 

Advocates for the Environment – Response to Comments  

401-1  The comment states that the EIR does not provide evidence showing how the 
measures in the RCAP will achieve the anƟcipated GHG emissions reducƟons to 
substanƟate the conclusion that the project would have a less than significant GHG 
emission impact under Impact GHG-1, Impact GHG-2, and Impact GHG-3 of the EIR. 

The purpose of an EIR is not to illustrate how the RCAP measures will achieve the 
anƟcipated GHG reducƟon targets in the plan but rather to evaluate the potenƟal 
environmental effects of implemenƟng the RCAP and idenƟfying feasible miƟgaƟon 
measures. For informaƟon on how the measures will achieve the reducƟon targets 
idenƟfied in the RCAP, please reference Appendix C GHG Emissions Measure ReducƟon 
QuanƟficaƟon and SubstanƟal Evidence Report of the RCAP. 

 

401-2  The comment states that the RCAP relies on a CEQA Checklist to reduce the County’s 
GHG emissions and that evidence to support this is not included in the DEIR. The 
comment further states that the use of a Checklist as a CEQA miƟgaƟon measure 
violates CEQA’s prohibiƟon of deferred miƟgaƟon measures without viable 
performance standards. 

The comment that the RCAP relies on a CEQA Checklist to reduce the County’s GHG 
emissions is an incorrect statement. See Master Response 2.  

 

401-3  The comment states that several GHG emissions reducƟon measures lack the 
specificity and clarity to ensure their effecƟveness. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-4  This comment states that Measure BE-2 lacks concrete funding commitments to 
support its ambiƟous iniƟaƟves to develop micro-grids and energy storage, and to 
ensure the successful implementaƟon it is criƟcal to idenƟfy specific funding sources. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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Le er 
401 

Advocates for the Environment – Response to Comments  

 

401-5  This comment menƟons that AcƟon BE-6a of the RCAP includes exempƟons and 
feasibility waivers which warrant further clarificaƟon. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-6  The comment states that Measure BE-6 directs each jurisdicƟon to adopt measures 
that curtail natural-gas infrastructure, but that the County has no legal authority to 
direct the ciƟes to adopt such ordinances, which makes this measure unenforceable. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-7  This comment states that Measure T-11 lacks a clear standard. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-8  This comment states that Measure CS-2 lacks a clear standard for compost applicaƟon. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-9  This comment states that the RCAP GHG inventory lacks evidence-based emissions 
reducƟon assumpƟons. 
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Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-10  The comment states that the RCAP EIR is ineligible as a Ɵering or streamlining 
instrument under CEQA Guidelines SecƟon 15183.5 because: the RCAP does not meet 
the requirement to set a level which would not be cumulaƟvely considerable based on 
substanƟal evidence, it does not meet the requirements of SecƟon 15183.5(b)(1)(B) for 
substanƟal evidence, and further claims that the RCAP does not provide support for 
how it will reach GHG emissions reducƟons of 218,000 MTCO2 by 2030. 

For informaƟon on how the RCAP meets the requirement to set a level for what would 
be cumulaƟvely considerable, please reference the GHG Emissions Thresholds and 
Guidance Report of the RCAP. Table 7 on page 30 of this document sets specific GHG 
emissions thresholds for residenƟal, commercial and mixed-use development in both 
the urban in rural areas.  The RCAP does include substanƟal evidence to demonstrate 
how the support the 2030 GHG emissions reducƟon targets of the RCAP, please 
reference Appendix C GHG Emissions Measure ReducƟon QuanƟficaƟon and 
SubstanƟal Evidence Report. 

 

401-11  The comment claims that the RCAP does not meet CEQA Guidelines SecƟon 
15183.5(b)(1)(D) because it does not demonstrate how measures would achieve a 
specified emissions reducƟon on a project-level basis. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 

 

401-12  This comment states that there should be more focus on diversity within the 
implementaƟon team in the RCAP. 

Comment received and noted. This comment, however, is not related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or conclusions of the DraŌ EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
Comments on the RCAP, unrelated to the DEIR, will be responded to in a separate 
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document that will be made available to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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4. Errata 

The purpose of this Errata is to document revisions to the DEIR that are intended to clarify project details 
since it was submitted to the Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse on February 7, 2025, 
and publicly circulated between February 18, 2025, through 5:00 p.m. on April 5, 2025.  

The Errata includes excerpts of text from the DEIR that are proposed for modification and does not include 
the entire DEIR. Specifically, the entire subsection that contains the text proposed for modification is copied 
into the Errata, and newly proposed text in the Errata is underlined and bolded, deleted text from the 
original DEIR is stricken with single strikethrough, and unchanged text remains in normal font. Only the 
subsections of the original DEIR that are proposed for modification are copied into the Errata.  

 

GHG Emissions Reduction Strategies, Measures, and Actions (Page 2-18) 
 

 Measures. Measures are long-range policies that the Humboldt region has 
established to ultimately reduce GHG emissions in line with the State. Some 
Measures may be further disaggregated to set goals for “urban” or “rural” regions, 
defined as follows: 

o Urban: Urban areas in Humboldt are more densely developed areas in the 
region with greater access to energy and transportation infrastructure.  As 
defined by the 2020 US Census Bureau, “urban” areas either encompass 
at least 5,000 people or at least 2,000 housing units. 

o Rural: Rural areas in Humboldt represent the dispersed communities in the 
region with limited access to energy and transportation infrastructure. This 
includes the unincorporated County as well as some incorporated cities that 
have similar constraints. 

 

2.5.2 Regional CEQA GHG Emissions Thresholds 

Table 2-7 Humboldt Locally Applicable Plan/Project CEQA Urban and Rural GHG  
Emissions Thresholds (Page 2-50) 
 

Footnotes: 

2. Urban areas in Humboldt include Fortuna, Arcata, and Eureka are more 
densely developed areas in the region with greater access to energy 
and transportation infrastructure. As defined by the 2020 US Census 
Bureau, “urban” areas either encompass at least 5,000 people or at 
least 2,000 housing units. 
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4. Rural areas in Humboldt include Blue Lake, Ferndale, Rio Dell, Trinidad, and 
unincorporated Humboldt County represent the dispersed communities in 
the region with limited access to energy and transportation 
infrastructure. This includes the unincorporated County as well as some 
incorporated cities that have similar constraints. 


