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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Housing Element directs the implementation of programs to address the County’s housing needs, which are
summarized in this document. Together with this Technical Background Study, the works comprise the 2003
update of the County’s Housing Element of the General Plan. This update is necessary to respond to changes in
housing needs over the past five (5) years, information provided by the Census 2000, and to comply with State
law regarding Housing Elements, which mandates that Humboldt County complete an update by December 31,
2003.
This update is consistent with the direction of the Critical Choices Report, the first phase of the County’s
comprehensive General Plan Update program, which is occurring simultaneously. In the Critical Choices
Report, the County committed to finding ways to better integrate lower income and special population housing
into the community. The Critical Choices Report also directs the County to inventory current housing trends
and critically assess the effectiveness of the County's current housing policy.
This Housing Element and the Technical Background Study include information on Humboldt’s current and
projected population, housing stock and housing affordability. The study points out that the County has seen
tremendous erosion in housing affordability recently. And while there are some dramatic local success stories
with large numbers of affordable housing being built or otherwise assisted, the efforts to keep housing
affordable by housing advocates, non-profit housing corporations, home builders, Realtors and local
government, were overshadowed by even more dramatic increases in housing costs.
There is some debate locally about what is fueling to the County’s recent housing cost spike, where our home
prices are increasing in one year an amount that used to take ten years or more. Is it due to a shortage of
developable land? New requirements that significantly increase building costs? Low interest rates for home
loans? What factors can we identify that explain how unaffordable housing has become locally? These
questions are explored in the Housing Element.
And although much attention is focused at the front-page headline nature of rising home prices locally, the
Housing Element also describes other housing needs of residents, such as seniors, owner-builders, disabled
persons and the homeless.
The findings that emerge from analyzing the housing information direct the policies and programs in this
Element, which is a commitment to implement new measures to meet the County’s housing needs as well as to
maintain the most effective programs that are presently in operation. For example, an option is presented to
modify the development criteria for multifamily structures to better integrate them into neighborhoods. There
are also measures to further reduce permit requirements for second units, and to continue programs to provide
adequate nomadic housing sites across the County.
The Element also captures many policies of previous Housing Elements that don't lead to specific programs and
are currently being implemented. Many of these policies present the preferred principles of governance for the
County to follow in reviewing and supporting housing construction, improvements and maintenance.
The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) identified four topics in the 2003
Housing Element that require additional description and analysis: land inventory, governmental constraints,
farmworker housing, and development in the Coastal Zone. Accordingly, text was added in 2004 to address the
concerns of HCD.
While it is rather unlikely this Element will turn the tide of rising housing costs Countywide, its policies and
programs have been crafted to meet the housing needs of many people in many ways.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1100 INTRODUCTION TO THE TECHNICAL BACKGROUND STUDY
In 1973 the State Legislature mandated that each County prepare a General Plan to assist in
guiding future growth in California. This mandate included the preparation of a series of
component "elements" to deal specifically with the issues of land use, circulation
(transportation), housing, conservation, open space, seismic safety, noise, scenic highways,
and (public) safety. The purpose of the Housing Element, is to identify and prioritize the
significant issues associated with housing in Humboldt County and to implement programs
which address these issues. This document, the Technical Background Study compliments
the Housing Element by providing more detail of housing information in the Element.
It should be recognized that any element of the General Plan is of limited value unless it is
tied in with a clear set of priorities as set forth in the Plan itself. In order to plan effectively
for future growth in Humboldt County while at the same time preserving the unique ruralurban nature of the County, attention must be focused on general planning with regard to
balancing growth and development with preservation of our environmental and economic
resources. It is not sufficient to simply bemoan circumstances beyond our control; we must
have a sense of where we are trying to go - of what kind of place we want our County to be.
A realistic set of priorities that are truly reflective of the needs and desires of the citizens of
the County must be established. To this end, the Housing Element sets as one of its highest
objectives the involvement of the citizens of Humboldt County in all aspects of planning and
at all levels, starting at the very outset of each planning process and continuing throughout
that process. This objective is continued in Chapter 3 of this document.
It is further recognized by the authors of this document that it's policies and programs take
place in the context of a broader background of societal policy. Homes and other buildings
cannot address the underlying causes of poverty and homelessness. Our community needs to
make a commitment to enable everyone to be productive participants, and to provide
opportunities for meaningful work. We should also remember that people are assets, not
liabilities in a healthy community. There is clearly a need for a Social Element to the
General Plan to address these issues in a broader, more appropriate context rather than as
they relate to housing.
We urgently call upon the others involved to make their own necessary contributions toward
confronting these problems: elected officials must minimize politics and rhetoric; bureaucrats
must act creatively and decisively, and the public must exercise compassion and
understanding. Only with the support of community is the Element likely to have significant
results.
This document relies upon an analysis of currently available demographic and housing stock
data. Because of ongoing demographic changes and constantly fluctuating economic
conditions which impact the housing market, as well as the fact that work on the General
Plan is still an ongoing process, it will be necessary to periodically update the material
j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2004\2004tbs1.doc
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contained herein. We will have to accumulate more hard data on the amount of land
available in the County for development, and we must make difficult decisions with regard to
the kinds of development that are truly in the long-range interest of the general citizenry of
our County.
1200 NEW CHANGES TO THE ELEMENT
Perhaps the most striking change from the 1998 Element is the consolidation of on-going
goals and policies in a "Statement of Resolve" in Chapter 3 of this document. These are
goals and policies are currently being implemented to address housing needs identified in
previous Housing Elements. Also, there are numerous important goals and policies that have
not yet risen to a level of commitment of resources by the County; these are captured in
Chapter 3 of this document in an "Idea Bank" where they await future implementation with
successive Housing Element Updates. Consolidating the goals and policies in this manner
focuses Housing Element users on the issues before us at this moment.
Chapter 2 of this document contains the updated background data and analysis of the
County's population and housing needs and the identification of resources and constraints
relevant to meeting these needs. Included here is information on population, households and
housing characteristics for the unincorporated area of Humboldt County (drawn primarily
from the 2000 census), a residential land use inventory, and information on housing costs.
Also included are discussions of governmental constraints to affordable housing and special
housing issues including, but not limited to, manufactured housing, owner-builders and
energy conservation.
This information provides a focal point for the formulation of the housing policies and
programs in Chapter 3 and the new programs identified in the Housing Element. Incumbent
upon any planning process is a sifting and analysis of data, together with consideration of
apparent community housing concerns yet to be statistically quantified.
1300 EVALUATION OF THE PREVIOUS ELEMENT
Generally, the County did fairly well meeting its housing goals and implementing the policies of the
previous Housing Element. Following are some of the more important highlights of the County's
performance over the past five (5) years:
•

There were a total of 1,408 building permits issued for new residences since 1998; 68 of the
units were in larger apartments and 60 units were in fourplexes. Figure 1 shows the
distribution of building permits across the county through most of the past decade. These
figures are somewhat lower than anticipated by the previous Element.

•

Seventy-nine secondary residences were issued building permits, 41 of these involved no
discretionary permit requirements.

•

Building permits were issued for 117 Alternate Owner Builder (AOB) residences.

•

Building permits were issued for 4,531 residential additions/remodels/repairs.
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FIGURE 1 Distribution of Building Permits - Humboldt County, 1993 - 2001
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•

There is a 48 unit assisted living facility being constructed in McKinleyville which will
provide housing for disabled seniors.

•

Twenty-four units were constructed by the non-profit Humboldt Bay Housing Development
Corporation in McKinleyville that are affordable to very low income households. Table 1
provides the income limits for very low income households in 2003 from the State Housing
and Community Development Department.

•

Habitat for Humanity developed an affordable self-help residence in McKinleyville, and
Mendocino County-Rural Community Housing Corporation developed 29 self help housing
units in McKinleyville.

•

There is presently a 20 unit senior housing project under construction in Garberville that is
being developed by the Southern Humboldt Senior Resource Center. These units will
likewise be affordable to very low income households. This project was assisted by more
than $2 million in State and Federal grants.

•

A $1,000,000 Community Development Block Grant was awarded, and a General Plan
Amendment, Zone Reclassification and Conditional Use Permit granted by the County for the
development of a 36 unit senior housing facility in Willow Creek; with 32 of the units
targeted for very low income households. However the nonprofit developer cancelled those
plans upon determining the project may be too much of an economic liability. (The Plan and
Zone changes are still in place should the market become more favorable in the future.)

•

Another $1,000,000 Community Development Block Grant was awarded and plans are being
considered for a 20 unit apartment building in Redway which will be made available to very
low income households.

•

Redwood Community Action Agency secured funding for 191 rehabilitation loans, a number
of these were within unincorporated areas.

•

The County significantly reduced governmental constraints by adopting all of the zoning
ordinance changes that were proposed in the 1998 Housing Element, including changes to the
second unit ordinance to simplify the permit process.

TABLE 1
INCOME CATEGORIES, 2003
Income Category
Very Low Income
Other Low Income
Median Income
Moderate Income
Above Moderate Income

Annual Household Income Percent of Median Income
$22,700
<50%
$22,700 - $36,300
51 - 80%
$45,400
100%
$36,300 - $54,500
81 - 120%
$54,500+
>120%

Source: California State Department of Housing and Community Development

The limits for the various income categories for Humboldt County in 2003 are based on a four person
household.

In addition to the above quantified objectives that were met, the County was also very successful in
continuing the implementation of on-going policies. For example, Policy 3.19 states "The County
shall encourage the development of presently under-utilized residential parcels served by public
sewer and water for optimum development potential under the zoning ordinance." The County has
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consistently ruled that subdivision of properties critical for the County to meet its fair share of the
regional housing need should be done at densities consistent with meeting those needs.

Following is a detailed evaluation of each of the programs cited in the 1998 Housing
Element:
IMPLEMENTATION 1:
PLANNING FOR HOUSING IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY.
1.
Establish and maintain a housing site inventory for all unincorporated community planning
areas that identifies specific areas planned and zoned for residential use, particularly
multifamily residential use.
2.

Establish and maintain a housing stock inventory."

The County completed the housing site inventory as part of the General Plan Update program, which
is happening concurrent with this effort. The data from the inventory are used in the Residential Land
Inventory in Chapter 2 of this document.
3.

Collect necessary information and establish and maintain a housing needs inventory which
anticipates the needs for 5 years ahead for both rehabilitation and new construction.

The land inventory anticipates the needs for the next 20 years for both rehabilitation and new
construction.
4

Provide sufficient sites through zoning to meet the County's identified housing needs in the
revised Land Use Element of the General Plan.

The land inventory demonstrates there are adequate sites to meet the County's housing needs for at
least the next 5 years for both rehabilitation and new construction.
5.

During the community planning phase of the General Plan Revision Program, seek maximum
opportunities to apply the Residential, Multiple Family designation (RM 7 to 30 dwelling
units/acre) within urban core areas with ample public services (sewer, water, roads, and fire
protection).

The McKinleyville Community Plan, adopted in 2002 includes sites designated RM 7 - 30, although
there could have been more sites given that designation. In the year 2000, the County applied an RM
designation to a five acre site in the Willow Creek planning area to encourage a 36 unit affordable
housing development.
6.

After the adoption of the last community plan, the Planning Department, in coordination with
the cities, shall prepare a summary report on the amount of residential lands planned and
zoned for multiple family dwellings within each of the communities and cities within the county.

The land inventory includes a summary report on the amount of residential lands planned and zoned
for multiple family dwellings within each of the unincorporated communities. The cities are required
by State housing element law to likewise publish reports showing multifamily zoned areas within
their jurisdiction.
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Community Plans, in the course of formulation or revision should henceforth designate
adequate sites to accommodate the proportionate nomadic housing site needs for each
community.

The 1998 Housing Element identified that 80 new sites were needed to accommodate the projected
growth in nomadic households countywide. The McKinleyville Community Plan adopted in 2002
identifies 1.5 acres planned and zoned for Commercial Recreation, which can accommodate special
occupancy parks. There is no discussion in the adopted Plan comparing the supply of land and the
proportionate need for the McKinleyville area.
The Avenue of the Giants Community Plan, adopted in 2000 includes the following
discussion regarding nomadic households:
"The Planning Area contains slightly less than 1% of the total County
population: there are 1000 people in the planning area and 124,000 in the
County total. The Housing Element estimates that space for at least 80
nomadic households would accommodate the needs of these households
County-wide (Housing Element, page 5). Therefore, the percentage that
should be accommodated in the planning area is less than one nomadic
household.
The planning area contains a number of existing RV parks in Stafford,
Redcrest, Weott, Myers Flat, Miranda and Phillipsville. Several of these
accommodate low-income persons. All of these sites are planned and zoned
for continued use and possible expansion, except those sites in the flood
plain which are only accommodated as seasonal (dry-weather) use parks.
Also, the site in Miranda (APN 212-191-12) has been planned for Residential
Low Density, which would make it non-conforming. This was recommended
based on community concerns about the dilapidated condition of the site and
problems arising from park tenants. It is under new management and has
been cleaned up to an extent. It’s continued use as an RV park is an issue
that warrants public discussion in this hearing draft.
The Commercial Recreation land use designation has been extensively
applied in this Plan and can accommodate limited stay special occupancy
parks. The flood plain area designations can accommodate seasonal parks."

8.

The Planning Department shall present to the Board of Supervisors proposed amendments to
this Element to include the housing needs for the years 1997 - 2002 projected by HCAOG when
they become available.

Housing projections by HCOAG were not made for that time period.
9.

Concurrent with the adoption of the Housing Element, the Planning Department shall present
to the Board of Supervisors amendments to the Framework Plan (Volume I of the General
Plan) to make the policies in the Framework Plan consistent with those in the Housing
Element."

The Board of Supervisors adopted those changes concurrent with the adoption of the Housing
Element in 1998.
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ENCOURAGE BROADER PUBLIC EDUCATION ON HOUSING.

1.

The Board of Supervisors hereby encourages the local Boards of Education to broaden
curriculum objectives to include more emphasis on housing information.

2.

The Board of Supervisors should ensure that ample opportunities are afforded the Humboldt
County Office of Education and local school districts to either co-sponsor or endorse the
concept of broader public education on housing and to actively participate in the study phase
of the program

3.

The Board of Supervisors should then appoint a Housing Education Advisory Committee to
investigate the means by which broader public education on housing may be achieved in
Humboldt County. It is the County's objective to establish the Committee by January 1, 1999.
The Committee shall be given an opportunity to prepare a work program and schedule for
completing its report on recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. It is the objective of
the County to present this report to the Board of Supervisors no later than July 1, 1999.
After review of the Committee report and recommendations, the Board of Supervisors will
decide how best to disburse this information.

The 1998 Housing Element acknowledged the main reason this program had not been implemented at
that time was the person pushing to make it happen left the County. Despite the attempt made in the
1998 Element to quantify an objective with a specific date, the program never made its way onto the
list of tasks for the Planning Division. The current Element maintains the program as part of the Idea
Bank described later in this document (Chapter 3), but does make a commitment of resources.
IMPLEMENTATION 3:

NON-PROFIT HOUSING CORPORATION.

1.

An ad-hoc technical advisory committee composed of public and private sector persons
generally qualified or knowledgeable in the subject of finance, law, housing programs,
corporate structure, etc. (including two members of RCAA) should be created to advise the
Board of Supervisors what programs RCAA is presently not involved in, but are
demonstrated needs that may best be addressed with a non-profit housing corporation. The
objective of this Element is to establish such a committee by July 1, 1999, and to have that
committee report to the Board with recommendations on whether or not RCAA's existing
programs sufficiently fulfill the role of the non-profit housing corporation as described in this
Element. If not, the committee shall also report on how to best have RCAA modify its
direction to suit the housing needs of the County by January 1, 2000.

2.

The County shall coordinate efforts to compete for Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) funds and other State and Federal funds to help meet the County's housing needs.

3.

The County shall coordinate applications for (and administration of) housing-related State
and Federal funding with RCAA, the Housing Authority and other housing providers to
ensure consistency with the County's General Plan.

While the County did not create the technical advisory committee envisioned by this program, it went
about achieving the objective in another way: the main office in County government responsible for
applying for and administering housing grants (the Economic Development Department) was
expanded and brought into the Planning and Building Department (now “Community Development
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Chapter 1 Page 7

Chapter 1- Introduction

1300 Evaluation Of The Previous Element

Services”). The results have been dramatic: the Economic Division has been able to secure literally
millions of dollars in Federal and State grants for housing programs since 1998. There is also
presently an unprecedented level of coordination between the County, the Housing Authority and
RCAA on housing programs.
IMPLEMENTATION 4:
1

ARTICLE 34 REFERENDUM

The County shall put an Article 34 Referendum on the ballot upon request of a government
agency, or a citizens group willing to campaign for such a measure.

The County has been hugely successful getting around the requirement for an Article 34 Referendum
by coordinating with non-profit groups in the use of public funding for affordable housing
production. It is unlikely an Article 34 Referendum will be necessary during the time frame of this
Element, but the program is maintained in the Idea Bank in Chapter 3 of this Element.
IMPLEMENTATION 5:
1.

SIMPLIFY AND SPEED UP THE PERMIT PROCESS

Contract with a consultant well-versed in systems analysis to complete a thorough analysis of
the building permit and subdivision process.

The County hired a consultant in 1988 for the analysis. Recommendations from the report have been
implemented over the years. The latest measure in the report to be put into effect is the consolidation
of public information services in the Planning and Building Divisions that took place in the summer
of this year (2003).
2.

Provide the staffing necessary to process building permits and subdivision applications in a
timely fashion.

The County continues to struggle with this. Staffing shortages are nearly a constant threat due to
turnover in personnel, the long time frame for hiring and training staff, and the dismal State budget
picture that causes uncertainty is the fiscal outlook for County departments.
3.

Adopt fees for service which support the cost of the permit and land use review processes.

Every year the County studies its fee structure to cover the cost of the permit process. In 1998 the
Planning Division became a full cost recovery unit to ensure the fees cover the cost of the permit and
land use review process.
4.

County departments shall thoroughly review building and development codes and ordinances
with an eye to eliminating requirements not necessary to the protection of public health,
safety and welfare.

This is being done systematically every five years with the review and approval of implementing
ordinances that are carried along with Housing Element updates.
5.

There shall be a specific time frame within which building permit applications are approved
or denied. If there is no decisive action on a completed application within 30 days for
construction of a project consisting of 4 or less units, the applicant's permit is automatically
approved (a completed application is defined as in compliance with all affected County
Agency requirements--i.e., septic tank clearance, lot split clearance, soils reports,
encroachment permits, etc.)
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The Building Division offers a “fast check” building permit review process for contractors able to
submit complete applications. The time frame for approval of such permits is generally less than 30
days.
6.

Once a final building, sanitation or subdivision permit is issued, it cannot be retroactively
denied, unless the permit was issued on the basis of false information of a substantial nature
or significant information is obtained subsequent to the issuance of the permit.

During the time frame of the 1998 Elements, no building permits were not retroactively denied.
7.

In order to develop greater interdepartmental cooperation in permit processing, to increase
efficiency, and to reduce costs, County should institute a comprehensive one-step pre
inspection for all concerned departments involved in processing permits.

The Planning and Building Divisions combined many of their services together since 1998 including
their public information counter. Although an admirable goal, it is not feasible to coordinate
inspections among all the various departments as the inspectors are short staffed as it is, and having to
wait on a job site to coordinate with inspectors from other departments would reduce the number of
inspections to unacceptable levels.
One measure the County has taken since 1998 to develop greater interdepartmental cooperation in
permit processing, to increase efficiency, and to reduce costs is to coordinate the review of
discretionary permits with a Planning Review Team. This group has representatives from Planning,
Building, Public Works and Environmental Health (and occasionally other guest Departments). They
meet together once every two weeks to review recent application submittals.
8.

The County shall prepare a comprehensive development handbook which explains the permit
and subdivision process. This handbook should outline the necessary information each
department will need to render a timely decision. All permit applicants will be provided with
a copy of this handbook.

Although this is a great idea, a handbook of this nature is way beyond the scope of the Planning and
Building Division. For instance, it takes months to explain the permit and subdivision process to new
personnel; it would take many more months, maybe years to translate this into a form understandable
to the lay person. On the other hand, the Planning and Divisions have managed to develop a wide
array of handouts that provide useful information regarding permit and subdivision review processes.
9.

During the subdivision or building permit process, an applicant may choose any one of the
agencies that he or she feels creates the greatest obstacle to approval and receive a do-pass
or a rejection from that agency before proceeding (this includes public hearings).

The County offers this option, however during the time frame of this Element, there have been no
documented occurrences of persons formally taking advantage of this program.
10.

When requested by applicants, permitting agencies shall make appointments for on-site
inspections. If agency representatives cannot keep appointments, they should make
reasonable efforts to inform the person who made the appointment.

County agencies regularly perform this task.
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11.

All ministerial permit denials shall include in writing specific statutes applicable. If possible,
discretionary permit denials should include, in writing, specific statutes, regulations and
policies applicable.

12.

During building inspections, all noncompliance items must be listed and all subsequent
inspections shall be limited to new work and verification of corrections of prior noted
deficiencies.

County agencies also regularly perform these tasks.
13.

A comprehensive land data system should be developed with on-line data terminals in each
County department. The data system should collect and display pertinent information
relating to each parcel and should be available to members of the public as well as the
County staff. Consideration should be given to developing a system whereby this information
can be provided to each person purchasing property.

The County has established this system and is continually refining it. Perhaps the most recent
investment in this system is joining it with a Geographic Information System (GIS) to enable spatial
display of this information. A program is included in the Element to provide a GIS terminal at the
public information counter by the end of this year (2003).
14.

Refer any review of changes to the subdivision application process to the ad hoc committee
for revision of the subdivision ordinance for their comments and suggestions.

The Subdivision Committee performed services for the County for many years, but not the time frame
of this Element. It is unlikely such a committee will be created in the future without a grassroots
community effort to make that happen.
15.

The County shall annually review the permit process to identify measures to minimize time
delays, to maximize administrative efficiency, and foster greater cooperation and
understanding between the permitting agencies and the public.

16.

The County shall annually implement measures according to the findings made in #16 above.

The audit of the Planning and Building permit review systems done in the late 1980’s contains
programs that continue to be implemented today. An example is the consolidation of the Planning
and Building public information counter which began in 2001 and was completed earlier this year
(2003). Annual reviews of measures to minimize time delays and maximize efficiency are a part of
the strategic plan for both these divisions.
IMPLEMENTATION 6:
OWNER BUILDER REGULATIONS
1
Regulatory changes that cumulatively enhance the ability of Humboldt County's citizens to
build and repair their own homes for their own use in a manner suited to their needs and
desires shall continue to be encouraged. (Board of Supervisors Resolution #79-122 adopted
September 11, 1979).
As mentioned previously in this chapter, the County approved 117 Owner-Builder residences since
1998.
2.

Building permit requirements for owner-built housing should be minimized consistent with the
reasonable protection of health and safety.
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No changes were made to the Owner-Builder codes since 1998.
3.

The County shall maintain ordinances which allow the Building Inspection Division to approve
building permits for residences and accessory structures in rural areas that are constructed to
meet standards less restrictive than the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

The Alternate Owner-Builder regulations allow the Building Inspection Division to approve building
permits for residences and accessory structures in rural areas that are constructed to meet standards
less restrictive than the Uniform Building Code (UBC).
4.

The County shall issue building permits for residences and accessory structures pursuant to the
above ordinance.

See response to 1. above.
5.

If revisions to any of the Alternative Owner-Builder Ordinances are warranted, a formal
Regulations Committee shall be officially constituted pursuant to the Board of Supervisors
Policy on Committees and Commissions to perform ordinance review and revision tasks as
outlined in an approved work program.

See response to 2. above.
IMPLEMENTATION 7:
REFORM BUILDING APPEALS PROCESS.
1.
The appeals process shall be clearly noticed upon the building permit. (not a separate
handout).
2.

The Appeals Board shall be convened after normal working hours to ensure that the appellant
and the voluntary members of the Appeals Board are not losing work days due to the appeal.

3.

The Appeals Board shall meet on neutral ground, such as the County Courthouse.

4.

The Appeals Board shall be able to exercise its finding authority to limit potential abatements
of structures to clear cases of danger to health and safety.

5.

Appeals Board shall meet within ten working days of filing. In the event the Appeals Board
does not meet within the allotted time frame, it will be deemed that the appeal is granted by
default.

6

At least two members of the Appeals Board shall be owner-builders.

The appeals process for building permits was modified with the adoption of the Grading Ordinance in
2002 to designate the Planning Commission as the hearing officer on building permit appeals.
IMPLEMENTATION 8:
HOUSING CONDITION ADVISORY SERVICE.
1.
The Building Inspection Division and the Health Department shall provide inspections of
homes to determine whether the structure complies with minimum health and safety
requirements.
2.

The Building Division shall publicize the availability of a voluntary building condition
inspection to be conducted for a fee commensurate with the service rendered.
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3.

The Health Department shall also publicize the availability of a comparable service.

4.

Information on the availability of the inspection service should focus on communities
containing a significant number of dwellings in need of repair.

5.

The inspections service shall be strictly non-punitive, and shall be publicized as such.

The Building Division regularly performs this service.
IMPLEMENTATION 9:
ON-SITE SANITATION
1.
The County Health Department will initiate a study of the efficiency of alternating leachfield
system designs when grant funding or other means of conducting a study are available. The
Health Department shall actively pursue the necessary funding for this study.
The Health Department did not secure funding necessary for the study.
2.

Before January 1, 1999, the Health Department shall modify the Experimental Sewage
Disposal Program (ESDP) to make it consistent with the Basin Plan and new plumbing code
to facilitate participation by interested applicants.

3.

The County shall use Appendix G of the 1994 Uniform Plumbing Code (“Greywater Systems
for Single Family Dwellings”), or a more recently adopted version, as the guidelines for
approving alternative greywater sewage disposal systems.

According to Brian Cox, the Director of Environmental Health, the Experimental Sewage Disposal
Program (ESDP) is consistent with the Basin Plan and new plumbing code.
WET WEATHER TESTING CRITERIA
4.
A committee should be formed which includes representatives from the Health Department,
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, engineers and contractors to make recommendations to the Board of
Supervisors on how to best change the soils testing criteria. This Committee should be
formed before January 1, 2001, and shall provide ample opportunity for public input.
5.

If the committee decides that changes are necessary, before January 1, 2002, the Health
Department shall seek approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board to modify its
criteria for accepting wet weather soils tests to better link the testing period to actual soil
conditions in different parts of the County. It is recommended by CACHE that unless a more
accurate measurement can be found, the testing criteria should be based on rainfall data
collected at CDF stations dispersed throughout the County.

The Health Department does not recognize a need for modifying the soil testing criteria used by the
County, and there is not a grassroots community effort pushing for those changes. Accordingly, this
program was not implemented.
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IMPLEMENTATION 10: ZONING AND SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE REVISIONS.
1.
Density Bonuses. Concurrent with the review of this Element, Planning Department staff shall
present and make recommendations to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors
on a draft zoning amendment to grant a 25% density bonus over the otherwise maximum
allowable density for housing developments of 5 or more units which provide: 1) 20% of total
units for lower income households, or 2) 10% of the total units for very- low income
households, or 3) 50% of the total units for seniors. Where feasible, Housing Element policies
and/or the zoning ordinance shall be amended to provide the incentives deemed necessary to
encourage the provision of affordable units under the density bonus program.
2.

Encourage Housing Development Which Meets the County's Housing Needs. Concurrent
with the review of this Housing Element, Planning Department staff shall present and make
recommendations to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors on draft zoning
and subdivision ordinance amendments to do the following.
a. Allow Cottage Industry as a principally permitted or Specially permitted use when
certain criteria are met
b. Allow Second Units on a hardship basis with a Special Permit rather than a Use Permit
c. Encourage the development of Planned Unit Developments.
d. Allow caretaker apartments in commercial areas as a principally permitted use when
subordinate to and supportive of the existing commercial use.
e. Conserve existing multifamily housing by allowing non-conforming multifamily
structures to be rebuilt with a Special Permit, and to not count them or existing single
family structures towards density in the review of subdivisions.
f.

Facilitate the development of adequate sites to meet the needs of the very low to
moderate income nomadic population by:
Requesting the Humboldt Transportation Authority to direct/request CalTrans to conduct
a recreational/nomadic housing travel study of Humboldt County and the NorthCoast
region to assist in assessing the current and future needs for sites,
Revising the definition of trailer park to accommodate nomadic housing structures, and
Develop special occupancy park standards to minimize capital costs of new park
development while protecting neighboring land uses from potential adverse impacts from
the parks.

g. Allow second units with Special Permits in some areas zoned Agricultural General where
General Plan densities are exceeded.
h. Modify the Coastal Zoning Ordinance to exclude test water wells from coastal permit
requirements when specific criteria are met.
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Special consideration should be given to the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Requirements for orientation for solar heating, etc.;
Requirements for wind generation of electricity;
Aesthetic characteristics of the surrounding neighborhood;
Preservation of significant vegetation, i.e., large trees, native rhododendron or azaleas.

4.

The County should consult with former members of the Citizens Advisory Committee on the
Housing Element (CACHE), other organizations and agencies concerned with housing in
Humboldt County during the preparation of the revised zoning ordinance.

5.

During the preparation of the revised zoning ordinance the County shall provide for
mobilehome parks as a permitted land use on all land planned and zoned for residential land
use as designated by the applicable general plan by means of the use permit process as
appropriate and consistent with general plan densities.

Concurrent with the adoption of the 1998 Housing Element, the Board of Supervisors made all the
changes to the zoning ordinance described above.
The County did not request the Humboldt Transportation Authority to direct/request CalTrans to
conduct a recreational/nomadic housing travel study of Humboldt County and the NorthCoast region
to assist in assessing the current and future needs for sites. A program is included in the 2003
Element to inventory the nomadic housing sites in the County. This information will be used to
develop programs to better address the housing needs of nomadic persons in the 2009 Housing
Element update.
6.

The County should develop replacement housing provisions for the coastal zone in accordance
with the requirements of Government Code Section 65590. Until these provisions are formally
adopted, the County will require low and moderate income and replacement housing on a caseby-case basis only when feasible on the same site

These changes to the zoning ordinance were not a part of those adopted concurrent with the 1998
Housing Element. They will be taken up as a minor amendment to the zoning ordinance during the
time frame of the 2003 Housing Element. In the meantime, these provisions of State law will be
implemented on a case by case basis.
IMPLEMENTATION 11
1.

2
3.

TAX CONSTRAINTS ON REHABILITATION AND/OR
CONVERSIONS.
The County should study the provisions of A.B. 1488 regarding reassessment rules on
rehabilitation or additions to existing dwellings which may tend to discourage or inhibit
upgrading of the County's existing housing stock.
The County should study and pursue legislation that might remove any tax disincentive to
maintenance or rehabilitation of the County's housing stock.
Any pending legislation related to property tax relief for residential rehabilitation efforts
shall be analyzed by the County Assessor and reported to the Board of Supervisors. By June
30, 1999 the Planning Division shall draft a letter for signature by the Chairperson of the
Board of Supervisors requesting the Assessor include in their analysis of pending legislation
1) reiteration of relevant County housing policy, and 2) an analysis of the potential impact of
such legislation on rehabilitation efforts within the County.
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It is recognized that such changes require legislation at the State level that would affect all 58
counties. Humboldt County cannot accommodate the foregoing independently.

It would make an interesting study to compare the increased assessed value of a remodeled home with
the increase in appraised value. It is known that 4,531 building permits were issued for residential
additions/remodels and repairs. This level of activity suggests that there are benefits to such work
that exceeds the cost, including the cost of the additional assessment. A concerted and forceful
community effort would be necessary to reverse the practice of increasing assessments of new
construction, including repairs. There does not seem to be that initiative among County residents at
this time.
IMPLEMENTATION 12:
CONDOMINIUM CONVERSIONS ORDINANCE.
The County should, by ordinance when necessary, limit the amount and rate of rental conversions to
condominium ownership. Such an ordinance should ensure that a minimum number of rental units
proportional to the need be maintained.
There have been no such conversions during the time frame of the 1998 Housing Element.
IMPLEMENTATION 13:
SOLAR RIGHTS ORDINANCE.
1.
The County should establish a solar rights ordinance to protect structures built to use solar
energy from being shaded.
2.

The County should refer this matter to the Energy Advisory Committee for review and
recommendation.

The Energy Advisory Committee is not presently active. No complaints were received by the
Planning or Building Division since 1998 regarding solar rights issues. The County's Solar Shading
Ordinance ensures residences on new lots will have sufficient separation to allow adequate sun during
all times of the year.
IMPLEMENTATION 14:
DISCRIMINATION.
The County shall continue to distribute and post information on the enforcement program of the State
Fair Employment and Housing Commission.
The County's Housing Authority posts in their offices information on the enforcement program of the
State Fair Employment and Housing Commission.
IMPLEMENTATION 15:
TENANT/LANDLORD RELATIONS.
By July 1, 1999, the Planning Division shall draft a letter for signature by the Chairperson of the
Board of Supervisors asking the Human Rights Commission to review this issue and make
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.
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Despite the attempt made in the 1998 Element to quantify an objective with a specific date, the
program never made its way onto the list of tasks for the Planning Division. The current Element
maintains the program as part of the Idea Bank described later in this document (Chapter 3), but does
make a commitment of resources.
IMPLEMENTATION 16:

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING DESIGN AND OWNERSHIP
PATTERNS.
The County should encourage the Planned Unit Development, Condominium, Limited Equity
Cooperative, and Stock Cooperative housing as four methods to achieving more affordable housing.
The County adopted changes to the planned Development Ordinance in 1998 to encourage these
alternative housing types. Several Planned Developments have been permitted pursuant to the new
rules, including a 28 unit affordable housing development in McKinleyville.
IMPLEMENTATION 17:
ENCOURAGE HOUSING FINANCE PROGRAMS.
The County should explore various financing methods, such as creating tax increment districts,
establishing land trusts and leveraging private money with public money for housing construction
and rehabilitation.
The County established a Redevelopment Agency in the Economic Division earlier this year (2003),
which allows tax increment financing to be used for affordable housing development. Programs in
the 2003 Element further support this effort.
IMPLEMENTATION 18:
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS (CDBG)
1.
The County shall annually compete for CDBG funds as a means of developing local
communities.
2.

The County should also work with the California Department of Housing and Community
Development to reduce the discrimination toward rural counties and cities inherent in the
current CDBG programs.

3.

The County should coordinate with cities to develop an integrated program to secure CDBG
funding for homeless shelters and transitional housing.

4.

The process for soliciting potential CDBG projects for the general allocation proposal process
should begin in the spring with decisions on the following years projects to be made by
September 1 of each year.

5.

The County shall consider contracting with RCAA and other appropriate agencies to perform
the task identified above.

The Economic Division of Community Development Services was very successful competing for
CDBG funds since 1998. As mentioned previously in this chapter, the County secured several
million dollars worth of funding from the CDBG (federal) and HOME (State) programs. The County
coordinated with the City of Eureka's Multiple Assistance Center (MAC), which will provide
homeless shelter when it opens its doors in the spring of 2004. The County committed $300,000 over
the next three years in social service support.
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HOMELESSNESS

Within budget constraints, the County shall facilitate implementation of the following shortterm recommendations and eventually, long-term recommendations as they affect the County’s
homeless populations:

Short-Term
a.
Facilitate the cooperation between public and private agencies serving the homeless.
b.

To insure that information/referral and other services are created for the homeless, facilitate
the cooperation of public and private entities and the acquisition of funding for the
development, siting and staffing of 24 hour shelter, support and self help centers in Eureka,
Garberville, and Arcata/McKinleyville. These centers would provide volunteer and peer
support; scheduled professional services: e.g. information and referral, mental and public
health services, social services, career development and job services, and access to showers,
locker space, child care, mail receipt, tools, etc.

c.

Develop a community educational program and a consensual process to assist in enlisting
the cooperation of the general public and especially neighbors of the centers, in creating
programs that will assist the homeless.

d.

Develop an eviction prevention and intervention program which would identify and assist low
income people in danger of losing their homes. Work with community agencies serving this
population and with the Real Estate Board and providing institutions to make a viable
program possible. Other responsible agencies include Mental Health, the Human Rights
Commission, and RCAA.

e.

Continue to have a representative and alternate from Southern Humboldt on the Task Force
to lead in exploring the particular needs of the rural homeless and in reporting back to the
Board of Supervisors with recommendations.

f.

Extend the mandate of the Humboldt County Homeless Task Force in order to provide
information and contribute their divers access to resources to the implementation of both the
short-term and long-term recommendations.

g.

Locate and staff with full eligibility workers satellite Social Service centers with posted hours
and days of operations in Southern Humboldt and the North East portion of the County. In
this way, the requirement of centralized services will be reduced, thus reducing the influx of
the homeless to Eureka, while preserving the needs of rural areas of Humboldt County.
There will be numerous local and State agencies involved with this measure.

h.

Locate transitional facilities for specific sub-groups of the homeless that are small, and
scattered into communities where people feel at home, combined with case management or
other social service supervision would help alleviate the need for mass emergency or
transitional shelter space. Numerous other agencies will likewise take part implementing this
measure.

i.

Apply for and administer planning and technical assistance grants to study the most effective
way to provide the transitional housing and support system. Possible options are vouchered
campgrounds, women's supported housing developments, non-profit and tenant owned
mobilehome parks, non-profit motel with support services, therapeutic care communities,
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residential/work programs, sweat equity development projects, and limited equity
cooperatives.
j.

Identify zoning and General Plan amendments necessary to allow these transitional housing
and service programs to be developed, and direct Planning Department staff to implement
such changes.

k.

Identify sites appropriate for housing homeless persons

m.

Support existing programs for the homeless, and ensure that shelter services are provided in
northern and southern Humboldt for winters.

n.

Develop the capacity to provide, locate, manage, and fund campgrounds/safe zones in
Humboldt County.

o.

Help educate the community regarding who the homeless are and how we can best assist
them through the use of the media, a County Newsletter and by targeting various
communities for special outreach.

Long-Term
p.

Facilitate the securing of funding for the development, siting and staffing of secure
transitional housing facilities appropriate to different populations of the homeless for
overnight stays and where services of longer duration may be provided.

q.

Promote job training for the homeless, including remedial education, where needed.
Coordinate with the Greater Avenues for independence (GAIN) Program. Work with
community programs versed in ways of enhancing one's sense of self, and other rehabilitation
programs to minimize the need for sanctioning of GR, AFDC, and Food Stamp recipients and
maximize chances of breaking the cycle of poverty. Other responsible agencies include
Mental Health, the Department of Social Services, the Employment Development Department
and RCAA.

r.

Develop a family recovery program that addresses the nexus of issues of domestic violence,
alcohol and there drug abuse, sexual molestation and homelessness so as to help them
develop life-sustaining skills. Include a healthy parenting program that would subsequently
bring the family back together so as to maximize the possibility of keeping families intact.

s.

Support and coordinate the development of affordable housing for low income citizens,
including multifamily, single family, and single room occupancy (SRO) units. Promote
legislation on the local, State and Federal levels to aid in the funding of these developments.
There will be various other responsible agencies involved with this measure.

t.

Promote legislation aimed at securing State funding for the General Relief Program and at
equalizing payment levels of General Relief throughout the State.

u.

Support and encourage the development of Transitional Housing

v.

Encourage the establishment of a family recovery program.

w.

Encourage the creation of an eviction prevention program and a revolving loan fund.
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Encourage the development of job training/employment development programs.

Since 1998, the County funded an emergency shelter during the winter months and funded social
programs serving homeless persons. In a cooperative agreement with the City of Eureka, the County
also committed $300,000 over three years to provide social programs for the Multiple Assistance
Center (MAC). When it opens its doors in the spring of 2004, the MAC will provide housing,
training and care of homeless persons and their families, and those at risk of homelessness, including
children, aged, indigent, disabled and underprivileged persons beginning in 2004. Moreover, the
MAC will provide a more efficient and effective distribution of existing homeless services by
combining on-site specialized care and supportive services with on-site transitional housing and
multiple-step programs designed to assist families and individuals in breaking their cycle of
homelessness, ultimately directing them toward achieving self-sufficiency.
IMPLEMENTATION 20:
1)

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS

The next comprehensive Housing Element Update should include a housing affordability
survey to supplement the affordability data provided by the Census.

In April, 2003, Planning staff, along with members of the Northern California Association of Home
Builders and Humboldt Association of Realtors, began a survey of randomly selected vacant
properties in the Eureka and McKinleyville areas to help understand factors influencing the housing
market. The study (described more fully in Chapter 2 of this document) found that in addition to the
mapped natural resource and hazard constraints precluding development potential on 43% of the
acreage of vacant parcels, other properties are constrained by other factors, including financial
concerns.
2)

The County will continue to implement the following programs to meet the housing needs of
Humboldt County residents.

Building permits Based on the fact that 433 single family units and 12 multifamily units were
constructed at market rates each year between 1985 and 1992, the objective of the County is to
facilitate the construction of 3,030 additional single family units and 84 multifamily units by 2002.
Two-thirds of the single family units will be affordable to above moderate income households, and
the remainder will be affordable to moderate income households. Eight-five percent (85%) of all
market rate multifamily units will be affordable to low income persons, and 15% will be affordable to
very low income persons, and all moderate and below moderate income units constructed in the past
ten years under this program will be conserved as affordable units over the next seven years.
As described earlier in this chapter, there were only 1,280 single family residences constructed in the
past five years (since 1998); about half the projected number. There were 128 multifamily units
constructed during this same time frame, 36 of them at market rates. That number is forty eight units
shy of the projected figure. Forty four of the other multifamily units were developed with assistance
from the CDBG and HOME programs; they are targeting very low income households. The other
multifamily structure is an assisted living facility for disabled seniors.
Also there were 4,531 building permits issued for remodeling, repair and rehabilitation of residences
between 1998 and 2003.
Alternative Owner Builder (AOB) program. Based on past trends, all of the AOB units constructed
under this program during the next seven years (between 1995 and 2002) will be affordable to
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moderate income households. The objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of 260 units
under this program in the next seven years.
There were 117 building permits issued for new residences under the AOB program in the past five
years, about two thirds of the projected number.
Mortgage Credit Certificates. The Housing Authority issued 76 Mortgage Credit Certificates to firsttime homebuyers in unincorporated areas between 1991 and 1992; the objective of the County is to
secure funding of an additional 54 Certificates in the next seven years. Based on historical data, half
of the Certificates will be awarded to low income households, and the remainder will be awarded to
moderate income households. Given the restrictions of the program, those Certificates funded
between 1991 and 1992 will be conserved as affordable units.
The County was unsuccessful in its pursuit of continued funding for this program since 1998.
Second Units. The objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of 190 additional second
units between 1995 and 2002. This projection is based on historical trends. Consistent with
historical trends, one-third of the second units will be affordable to low income households, and the
remainder will be affordable to very low income households. It is expected that those units
constructed during the past ten years will be conserved as affordable units in the future.
Seventy nine second units were constructed in the five years between 1998 and 2003. This is about
58% of the projected figure.
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). Based on information from the Farmers Home
Administration, 259 new multifamily units were constructed, and mortgages were funded for 237
single family residences between 1985 and 1992 Assuming this level of activity continues, there will
be 259 multifamily units constructed, and 236 mortgages for single family residences funded through
this program between 1995 and 2002. Based on restrictions of the program, all of the multifamily
units and 25% of the single family units assisted through this program will be affordable to very low
income households (the other 75% will be affordable to low income households). Further, all units
assisted under this program during the previous ten year time period will be conserved as affordable
units during the following seven years.
The FmHA (now Rural Development Assistance) did not construct any multifamily units during the
time frame of this Element. It is assumed they were successful in funding 169 mortgages since 1998,
which is the same level of activity as documented in the 1998 Element.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Housing Preservation Grant (HPG), California
Housing Repair Program (CHRP) and Self Help Housing Programs. Based on information from
the Redwood Community Action Agency, the County's objective is to assist the rehabilitation of an
additional 55 units through the CDBG program, and 95 units through the HPG program (funding for
the CHRP and Self Help Housing programs may not be available in the future). All units
rehabilitated through these programs will likely be single family, and will be affordable to low
income households. All units assisted through these programs over the previous ten year time period
will be conserved as affordable units during the next seven years.
As stated earlier in this chapter, RCAA secured funding in the past five years to rehabilitate 191
homes in the County. It is assumed half of these units were located in cities. RCAA did not identify
which programs were used for these rehabilitation efforts, so it is assumed they were all funded
through the CDBG program.
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Section 8 Rental Assistance. If funding continues at previous levels, there will be an additional 110
units funded through the Section 8 programs in the next seven years (between 1995 and 2002). All
units provided through this program in the next seven years will be affordable to very low income
households. The units funded through this program in the past will be conserved as affordable units
over the next seven years.
The 1998 Element projected the County would have 560 Section 8 units by 2002; the County actually
exceeded this goal by 20 units.
Weatherization. According to officials at Pacific Gas and Electric Company, funding for the
weatherization program is likely to be cut back. The best estimate is that PG&E will weatherize
1,600 units between 1995 and 2002. As before, half of these units will be affordable to low income
households, and the remainder will be affordable to very low income households.

According to the contractor for this program (Atlas Systems), the program was not funded
for several years before 2000. However since that time, they have managed to weatherize
2,100 homes in Humboldt County. It is assumed that half of these occurred in
unincorporated areas.
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TABLE 2
NUMBER OF UNITS CONSTRUCTED, REHABILITATED AND CONSERVED
UNDER HOUSING PROGRAMS
UNINCORPORATED AREAS, 1998 - 2002
(Single Family / Multifamily Units)
Income
Category

Program

Above Moderate

Building Permits

New
Construction

Rehabilitation

858 / 0

3,386

Conservation

Total

2,033

6,277 / 0

422 / 0

1,000 / 0

1,422 / 0

117 / 0
539 / 0

267 / 0

384 / 0
1,806 / 0

Building Permits
Moderate
A.O.B. Permits
Building Permits
Low

0 / 31

0 / 31

Mortgage Credit
Second Units
FmHA

0/0
26 / 0
178 / 0
204 / 31

CDBG
HPG
Self Help
CHRP
Weatherization

95 / 0
0/0
0/0
0/0
525 / 0
620 / 0

76 / 0
52 / 0
178 / 0

76 / 0
78 / 0
356 / 0

40 / 0
72 / 0
36 / 0
40 / 0
1,350 / 0
1,844 / 0

135 / 0
72 / 0
36 / 0
40 / 0
2,400 / 0
2,668 / 31

0 / 12
100 / 0
59 / 259
0 / 450

0 / 17
153 / 0
118/ 259
0 / 580

1,350 / 0
1,509 / 721

1,875 / 0
2,146 / 856

Building Permits
Very Low
Second Units
FmHA
Section 8

0/5
53 / 0
59 / 0
0 / 130
112/ 135

Weatherization

525 / 0

Source: Community Development Services, 2003

The figures for units conserved between 1998 and 2003 were derived by taking the number of units
constructed and rehabilitated through the various programs during the time frame of the previous
Element (Table 2 of the 1998 Element). Other assumptions made in the above table are described as
follows:
Building permits It is assumed about 2/3 of the 1,280 single family units constructed at market rates
were affordable to above moderate income households, and the remaining were affordable to
moderate income households. It is assumed 85% of all market rate multifamily units (31 units) were
affordable to low income persons, and 15% (5 units) were affordable to very low income persons.
This assumption is based on a survey for the 1998 Housing Element.
Alternate Owner Builder (AOB) permits. All of the AOB units constructed under this program
were assumed to be affordable to moderate income households. (For a more complete discussion of
the AOB program, please refer to "Special Issues: Owner Builders" in Chapter 2.)
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Second Units. It is assumed one-third of the second units built are affordable to low income
households, and the remainder are affordable to very low income households. This assumption is
based on a telephone survey for the 1998 Housing Element. For further discussion, please refer to the
section titled "Special Issues: Secondary Dwelling Units” in Chapter 2.
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). It is assumed that 25% of the single family units assisted
through the mortgage program were affordable to very low income households, the same percentage
used in the 1998 Element. There were no multifamily structures developed through this program
during the time frame of the 1998 Element.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Housing Preservation Grant (HPG), California
Housing Repair Program (CHRP) and Self Help Housing Programs. Based on information from
the Redwood Community Action Agency, it is assumed that all rehabilitated units were funded
through the CDBG program, and that they are all affordable to low income households.
Section 8 Rental Assistance and Voucher Programs. According to the Housing Authority, the
Voucher program was folded into the Section 8 program. All units provided through this program
were assumed to be multifamily, and affordable to very low income households.
Weatherization. Half of the units rehabilitated through the weatherization program were assumed to
be affordable to low income households, and the remainder were affordable to very low income
households. This is based on information from PG&E that appeared in the 1998 Element.
1400 TEACHINGS FROM THE 1998 HOUSING ELEMENT
Evaluation of the 1998 Element in the previous section highlights some adjustments necessary for the
2003 effort. First, the number of units constructed/rehabilitated and conserved was less than what we
projected it would be. To correct for this, the projections should incorporate the most current trend
data.
Recognizing that some carefully described programs were not done means that we need to refine the
focus of the Element. The 2003 Element acknowledges important programs that are not likely to be
carried through to implementation in Chapter 3 of this Technical Background Study, where they
appear as an "Idea Bank", waiting for the right moment to be picked up and moved forward. It is
anticipated this Idea Bank will grow over the years to include newer state-of-the-art programs while
keeping those older programs that are still relevant.
This Element seeks to further refine its focus by placing the policies and programs that have already
been initiated in a Statement of Resolve, which is included in Chapter 3 of the Technical Background
study. These programs will likely need some maintenance adjustments over the years, and there may
be new programs and policies added.
And of course there were many successes with the 1998 Element that are pursued again with the
current Element, such as concurrent changes to the zoning ordinance to reduce governmental
constraints, and securing several millions of dollars in grant funding for new affordable housing
construction.
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CHAPTER 2
POPULATION AND HOUSING: DATA AND ANALYSIS
2100 POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
2110 Population Trends
Humboldt County's population growth rate fluctuated greatly between 1920 and 2000 (Table
3). Moderate growth during the 1920's was followed by slow growth during the Great
Depression Era of the 1930's. The County's timber dependent economy grew in response to a
statewide housing boom in the post-war period. As a result, between 1940 and 1960, the
County's population more than doubled.
Between 1960 and 1970 the County's total population experienced a drop of more than 5%.
This was mostly due to the combined effects of a weaker housing market, log shortages, park
expansion, and loss of jobs due to mechanization. The total population of Humboldt County
rose to 108,525 in 1980 from 99,692 in 1970, representing an increase of 8.8%. The total
population continued to grow during the 1980's, increasing from 108,525 to 119,118 persons
in 1990. This represents a growth of close to 10%. All portions of the County experienced
growth during this time, with the exceptions of Ferndale and Trinidad. During the decade
from 1990 to 2000 the population continued to grow to 126,500, an increase of 6%.
TABLE 3
HISTORICAL POPULATION
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 1920 - 2000
Number of Persons
1920
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000

37,413
43,233
45,812
69,241
104,892
99,692
108,525
119,118
126,500

Percentage Increase
n/a
15%
6%
51%
51%
-4%
9%
10%
6%

Sources: 1920-1970, U.S. Department of Commerce, Decennial Census; California Department of
Finance, Population and Housing Data (Report E-8090City) , Census 2000
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2120 Population Projections
Based on population projections prepared by the California Department of Finance,
Humboldt County should increase in population to over 131,000 by year 2005 (Table 4).
TABLE 4
POPULATION PROJECTIONS
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 1990 - 2025
Year

Number of Persons

1990
1995
2000
2005
2010
2020
2025

119,118
122,800
126,518
131,600
135,600
141,100
143,100

Annual Percent Increase
n/a
0.6%
0.6%
0.8%
0.6%
0.4%
0.28%

Source: California Department of Finance, Population Projections (Report 91 P-1);
Communities Report Dyett & Bhatia, 2002

Building

2130 Population Distribution
About 66% of Humboldt County's population live in the Humboldt Bay area, with
approximately 20% of the County's population living to the north, and 24% living to the
south of this area. Most of the County's towns and cities lie on or near the U.S. Highway
101 corridor. Of Humboldt County's 126,518 persons in 2000, 53% live in the
unincorporated portion of the county: (Tables 5 and 6, Figures 2 and 3).
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TABLE 5
POPULATION OF COUNTY AND INCORPORATED CITIES
1980 - 2000
1980
Persons

% of
Total

1990
Persons

% of
Total

Arcata
Blue Lake
Eureka
Ferndale
Fortuna
Rio Dell
Trinidad
Subtotal

12,338
1,201
24,153
1,367
7,591
2,687
379
49,716

11%
1%
22%
1%
7%
2%
<1%
46%

15,197
1,235
27,025
1,311
8,788
3,012
362
56,950

Unincorp.
Total
County

58,308

54%

108,525

100%

Change in
Population

Change in
Population

80 to '90

2000
Persons

% of
Total

13%
1%
23%
1%
7%
3%
<1%
48%

39%
8%
-1%
1%
81%
5%
26%
15%

16,714
1,093
25,929
1,421
10,363
3,173
331
59,024

13%
1%
20%
1%
8%
3%
0%
47%

9%
-13%
-4%
8%
15%
5%
-9%
4%

62,168

52%

3%

67,494

53%

8%

119,118

100%

8%

126,518

100%

6%

90 to '00

Source: California Department of Finance, Report E - 8090CITY, 1992; Building Communities Report Dyett
& Bhatia, 2002
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TABLE 6
CENSUS DIVISION POPULATION
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 1980-2000
County Census Division

1980
Population

1990
Population

2000
Population

Arcata Division
Arcata City
Unincorporated

18,888
12,338
6,550

20,687
15,197
5,490

22,668
16,714
5,954

Eureka Division
Eureka City
Cutten
Myrtletown
Pinehills
Other Unincorporated

42,876
24,153
2,375
3,959
2,686
9,703

45,834
27,025
1,516
4,413
2,947
9,933

40,647
25,929
2,935
4,459
3,108
4,216

3,296
1,367
1,929

3,299
1,311
1,988

3,245
1421
1824

Fortuna Division
Fortuna City
Hydesville
Other Unincorporated

12,809
7,591
933
4,285

14,316
8,788
1,131
4,397

16,078
10,363
1,209
4,506

Garberville Division
Rio Dell City
Redway
Scotia
Other Unincorporated

10,962
2,687
1,094
884
6,297

12,168
3,012
1,212
2,076
5,868

3,173
1,188
*
7,832

North Coast Division
Blue Lake City
Trinidad City
Fieldbrook
McKinleyville
Orick
Westhaven-Moonstone
Other Unincorporated

15,141
1,201
379
698
7,765
442
808
3,848

17,929
1,235
362
-10,749
1,109
4,474

1,093
331
*
13,599
*
1,044
4,326

Trinity-Klamath
Division
Willow Creek
Other Unincorporated

4,553

4,885

5,437

---

1,565
3,320

1,743
3,694

108,525

119,118

126,518

Ferndale Division
Ferndale City
Unincorporated

Total

Source: Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing, 1980, 1990, 2000
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2140 Age and Sex Characteristics
Table 7 shows Humboldt County's young people of 0-17 years comprised 23% of the total
population in 2000. The age group of 18-34 years represented 25% and the 35-64 group
represented 40% of the total population. Seniors (65+) composed 13% of the total
population. The age group showing the greatest increase between 1990 and 2000 was the 4554 year group, with an increase of 72%. The 30-34 age groups showed the greatest decrease
(-28%); the 0-4 year old group also declined 17% in population over the last ten years.
TABLE 7
AGE DISTRIBUTION
HUMBOLDT COUNTY 1990-2000
Age
Group

1990
Total

2000
Total

% Change
('90-'00)

2000
% Total

Male

Female

0-4
5-17
18-24
25-29
30-34
35-44
45-54
55-59
60-64
65-84
85+

8,538
20,659
14,634
9,337
10,156
20,261
11,473
4,566
4,863
13,327
1,304

7,095
22,116
15,806
8,620
7,282
18,782
19,784
6,531
4,598
13,947
1,957

-17%
7%
8%
-8%
-28%
-7%
72%
43%
-5%
5%
50%

6%
17%
12%
7%
6%
15%
16%
5%
4%
11%
2%

3,702
11,367
8,003
4,433
3,768
9,071
9,889
3,194
2,299
6,123
647

3,393
10,749
7,803
4,187
3,514
9,711
9,895
3,337
2,299
7,824
1310

Total

119,118

126,518

N/A

100%

62,496

64,022

Source: Department of Commerce, Census of Population and Housing, 1990, 2000

2150 Racial Composition
Humboldt County's population is predominantly white, which makes up approximately 85%
of the total count. (This compares to a State percentage of about 59%). The percentage of
American Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts in the County is substantially greater at 6% than the
State average, while the percentage of blacks is considerably less. The percentage of Asian
and Pacific Islanders in the county compared to the State is about seven times less. "Other
Races made up "2% of the County's total population ,compared to the State total of 16%. As
shown in Figure 4, most of those in the "other races" group are of Hispanic origin (86%).
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FIGURE 4
RACIAL COMPOSITION
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 2000

Asian &Native Hawaiian or
other Pacific Islander 2%
(4% Hispanic)

Some Other Race Alone
2%
(86% Hispanic)

American Indian or Alaska
Native 6%
(7% Hispanic)

Two or More Races 4%
(17% Hispanic)

White
Black or African American
1%
(7% Hispanic)

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska
Native
Asian &Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander
Some Other Race Alone
Two or More Races

White 85%
(4% Hispanic)

Source:
Housing

U.S. Department

of Commerce, 2000 Census of Population and

There was a change in the racial composition of Humboldt County between 1990 and 2000.
The percentage of whites dropped by six percent (6%) while "other races" classification
increased by 1%. and the percentage of blacks, Asians/Pacific Islanders and American
Indians remained steady.
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In 2000 there were 4,945 Native Americans living in unincorporated areas of the County.
Native Americans with special housing needs living on Reservations or Rancherias fall under
Federal jurisdiction.
2160 Household Size
In Humboldt County, household size has decreased from 2.55 persons per household in 1980,
to 2.49 persons per household in 1990 and 2.39 persons in 2000. (Table 8).
TABLE 8
NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 1970 - 2000

Humboldt County
California

1970

1980

1990

2000

3.00
2.95

2.55
2.68

2.49
2.79

2.39
2.87

Source Department of Finance Report 91 P-2 Published May, 1991, U.S. Census 2000

2170 Household Projections
In 2000 there were 51,238 households in the County. That number is projected to increase
steadily through the year 2025 to 59,874 households (Table 9).
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TABLE 9
HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 2000-2025
Year

Number of Households

2000

51,238

2001

53,307

2002

53,680

2003

54,056

2004

54,434

2005

54,815

2006

55,199

2007

55,585

2008

55,974

2009

56,198

2010

56,736

2011

56,963

2012

57,191

2013

57,420

2014

57,650

2015

57,880

2016

58,112

2017

58,344

2018

58,578

2019

58,742

2020

59,038

2021

59,203

2022

59,369

2023

59,535

2024

59,702

2025

59,874

Source: Department of Finance Report 91 P-2 published May, 1991; Department of
Commerce; Census of Population and Housing, 2000; Building Communities Report
Dyett & Bhatia, 2002

2180 Employment
Total overall employment has generally increased between 1975 and 2000, although there
was a period of declining employment between 1979 and 1986. The total employment has
increased from 36,400 jobs in 1975 to 50,700 jobs in 2000.
In 1975, manufacturing (food processing, lumber and wood products, and other
manufacturing) was the number one employment category in Humboldt County and
employed over 28% of the total work force. In 1990, the category fell to number four behind
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government, service industries, and retail trade, and employed only about 14.6% of the total
work force (Table 10). This trend has continued with government, services and retail jobs
making up the top three job categories with manufacturing continuing to decline in fourth
place position.
Traditionally, Humboldt County has an unemployment rate higher than the national and State
averages (Figure 5). Unemployment in the County tends to be highest from November
through April, and lowest from May through October.
The economic distress ratings are based on several factors, which include: unemployment
rate, employment growth rate, food stamp rate, employment stability ratio, and share of
lagging industries. Lagging industries are defined as industries having, "a higher risk of
layoffs or plant closures than those industries with higher employment forecasts". Also their
growth is expected "to be much slower than the national average or .... actually [declining] in
coming years." Of Humboldt County's total employment 13.22% is in lagging industries,
with the lumber industry (defined as a lagging industry) employing over 12 percent of the
total work force. Because of these conditions, Humboldt County is considered to be one of
the State's "most vulnerable counties" in terms of higher risk of layoffs or plant closures.
(Source: Early Warning: California's Lagging Industries and Threatened Counties, Office of
Economic Policy, Planning and Research, California Department of Economic Business
Development, November 30, 1982, and: Update to Early Warning, March 2, 1983).
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TABLE 10
WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT
HUMBOLDT COUNTY 1980-2000
(Annual Average Employees)
1980

1985

1990

2000

Agricultural

800

800

900

1,100

Construction
& Mining

1,200

1,100

1,500

1,800

Manufacturing

7,000

5,900

6,300

6,000

Transportation &
Public Utilities

2,300

2,300

2,400

1,900

Wholesale Trade

1,500

1,500

1,600

1,400

Retail Trade

7,000

7,900

9,500

10,500

Finance, Insurance
& Real Estate

1,400

1,300

1,600

2,200

Services

8,600

7,800

10,300

12,900

Government

10,600

9,800

10,900

12,900

TOTAL

40,200

38,500

44,900

50,700

Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Force, Employment, and
Unemployment 1974-1981 and Wage and Salary Employment by Industry 1972- 1981;
Building Communities Report Dyett & Bhatia, 2002
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FIGURE 5
Unemployment Rates 1985-2002
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California
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Source: Building Communities Report Dyett & Bhatia, 2002

The County's economy generally reflects the national economy; when the national economy
picks up, then so will the County's. The County's Forest Products Industry is expected to
continue its long-term trend of declining employment. The jobs lost in this sector will be
offset by gains in the Services, Retail Trade, and Government sectors of the economy.
The fishing industry has declined because of reduced catches and government regulations. If
these factors turn around, gains are possible. Also, retail and tourist trades are expected to
increase as the national economy improves and the planned Eureka Waterfront project gets
underway. The EDD does foresee a slight increase in the number of government employees
in the county.
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The food processing industry is expected to lose some employees as mechanization
increases. The closure of the Eureka to Willits stretch of the Northwestern Pacific Railroad
has affected trade, but the long-term effects of the closure are still uncertain. (Source:
Annual Planning Information Reports, Humboldt County 1984, 1985, and 1991 prepared by
the Employment Data and Research Division, California Employment Development
Department.)
2190 Special Populations
There are several groups living in Humboldt County which have been identified by the State
as having special housing needs. These groups include: large households, the elderly, farm
workers, the handicapped, female heads of households, and the homeless. Locally, nomadic
persons were identified as a population with special characteristics and housing needs.
Below is a description of these special populations. It is background material for a
discussion of the housing needs of these special populations presented in the section titled
"Housing Characteristics: Special Populations" later in this chapter.
2191 Large Households
A large household is one that has more than five persons. The Census 2000 counted 1,430
large families that owned their houses, and 839 that rented their houses in the unincorporated
County. Compared to the State figures, more of the County's large households owned
homes. Statewide, only 56% of the large families owned homes, while in the County, 63%
owned homes. In 1980 there were 916 lower income large households living in the
unincorporated county. Given the population of the unincorporated parts of the County
increased by roughly
sixteen percent between 1980 and 2000, the number of lower income large families can be
assumed to have increased by 152 households during this time period.
2192 Elderly Persons
In 1980, there were 11,103 persons aged 65 and over living in Humboldt County. This was
10.2% of the total population. By 1990, 12% of the total population was estimated by the
Census to be 65 years or older (14,631 persons). The Census 2000 indicates that the senior
population had risen to 13% of the total population.
The trend of an increasing number of seniors in the County is expected to continue.
According to projections by the California Department of Finance, the age profile of
Humboldt County residents is expected to shift toward an older population as shown in the
following graphic.
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FIGURE 6 Projected Household Population By Age Group, 2000 - 2040

2193 Farm Workers
The 2000 Census indicates that 1,100 persons were employed in farm-related occupations, or
about 2% of the total number of people. A high percentage of those employed on farms lived
in unincorporated areas. The 2003 Agricultural Background Study for the General Plan
Update said this about the farmworker population:
"While the number of farms has been in decline over the last decade, the
agricultural industry had seen an increase in employment of 37% since 1985,
accounting for 2.2% of the employment sector. This is primarily a result of the
expansion of Sun Valley Bulb Farm in the Arcata bottoms."
The report doesn't mention farmworker housing; the only reference to housing issues in the
report was directed at exploring how new housing development in or near agricultural lands
tends to crowd agricultural uses, leading to conversion of agricultural lands into large lot
rural residential development.
Recent data provided by HCD and shown in Table 11 below gives more details about the
County's farmworker population.
TABLE 11
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Humboldt County Farmworker Employment
1993 - 2000

Farm Production
Farm Services
Total

1993
Minimum Maximum
500
600
200
300
700
900

1999
Minimum Maximum
500
600
300
400
800
1,000

2000
Minimum Maximum
600
700
300
500
900
1,200

1993 – 2000
% change
16.7%
66.7%
33.3%

Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), 2004

The table shows farmworker employment has increased between 1993 and 2000 in Humboldt
County. Farm production employment increased by 16.7% to a maximum of 700
farmworkers in 2000, while employment in farm services increased substantially more,
increasing from 300 to 500 workers during this same time period, an increase of 67%.
Another source of information provided by HCD documented slightly higher farmworker
employment levels. The total number of farmworkers according to this other source was
1,345 persons. Slightly more than half of them were more seasonal, working 150 days or
less; 715 persons fell into this category. The remainder (630 persons) were employed more
than 150 days.
2194 The Disabled
The 1990 Census identified 10% of the labor force in all of Humboldt County as having a
work disability. If this trend has continued to 2000, approximately 5,100 households
countywide have workplace disability.
A number of these persons may have special housing requirements because of their
handicaps. In 1990, the County had 24 licensed homes (averaging 6 beds apiece) for the
handicapped. Since then a 54 bed facility opened in Eureka, and a 48 bed facility is currently
under construction in McKinleyville.
2195 Woman Headed Households
Women heads of family households made up 6,076 or 12% of the total households living in
unincorporated areas of Humboldt County in 2000. Single heads of households often
represent a special need due to financial responsibility based on a single source of income.
Child care is often a necessary addition to the family budget. Statistically, single heads of
households, more often female, earn incomes below the area median and are less able to find
affordable housing. In 1985 for example, 30% of this group had incomes below the poverty
level, compared to a total family level of nine percent below poverty.
2196 Homeless Persons
The 1985 Element committed the County to forming a Homeless Task Force to identify,
quantify and analyze the demographic nature of the County homeless problem, and to use
this information in future revisions of the Housing Element.
In 1987, the Board of Supervisors appointed a task force to fulfill this mandate, and
subsequently funded a Homeless Coordinator position to assist the task force in
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accomplishing its mandate. In 1991, the Task Force published a report on Humboldt County
Homelessness, which was approved by the Board of Supervisors. In 1993, the Homeless
Coordinator, working in conjunction with the Redwood Community Action Agency,
published the "Homeless and Very Low Income Housing Project Report" which contributed
further perspective regarding the County's homeless problem. This report was certified by
the State Department of Housing and Community Development in 1993.
Both of these reports are deemed to be important sources of information regarding the
homeless problem in the County. They are on file and available for your review at the
Planning Division of the Humboldt County Planning and Building Department at 3015 H
Street in Eureka. Information from these reports have formed the basis upon which parts of
this Element have been updated.
Estimates of the Humboldt County Task Force on Homelessness and Housing are that there
are 1,200 - 1,500 people who are homeless on any one day and from 6,000 - 8,000 in the
course of a year, throughout Humboldt County.
A Homeless Needs Survey was conducted for the 1993 Homeless Report A total of 150
surveys were completed representing 286 people (194 adults and 92 children). The surveys
were conducted at six locations: two Eureka sites: the Winter Emergency Shelter and Old
Town, in camps: the South Jetty in the Eel River Valley area, the River Bar in Garberville in
Southern Humboldt, and at Clam Beach outside of McKinleyville in Northern Humboldt, and
also at the Arcata Food Endeavor. The following Table 12a shows the general composition
of those surveyed. This information is supplemented by a 1997 study of homeless persons
by the Redwood Community Action Agency (RCAA) presented in Table 12b.
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TABLE 12a
HOMELESS HOUSEHOLDS
Unincorporated Areas, 1993

Single men
Single women
Women w/ children
Men w/ children
Couples w/ children
Couples alone
Disabled
Nomads
TOTAL

Number of
Persons
80
18
(10)
(2)
(24)
(17)
38
24
150

% of
Total
53%
12%
7%
1%
16%
11%
25%
16%
100%

Note: The numbers in parentheses are for households; couples are one household
unit. The last two sub-populations (Disabled and Nomads) overlap with the
family status categories and with each other.
* As with this survey, often the estimated 350 lower income nomadic households
in Humboldt County are lumped into the homeless category when actually
they view themselves as "parkless" rather than homeless. This Element treats
this group as distinct from the homeless population (see the "Nomadic Households",
Chapter 2).
** There were 92 children in the families that were surveyed.
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TABLE 12b
HOMELESS HOUSEHOLDS
Humboldt County, 1993 - 1996
Estimated Homeless Population in Humboldt County
Mid 1993-1996
Age/Sex
Males
Females
Dependent Children under 18 Years
Total Point in Time Homeless Population
Estimated Total Homeless Population in One Year
Additional Homeless Data from Drop in Program*
Male Veterans
No Income (adults)
Disability/ Social Security/ SSI
Public Assistance/AFDC
General Relief
Persons in Households with Children
Independent Teenagers
% Males 30-39
% Females 30-39
% 60 or Over
Born in Humboldt (adults)
0-30 Days in Humboldt
Camping
Rescue Mission (adults)
Motel
Of Known Disposition:
-Permanent Housing
-Left Area

Range
392-588
208-312
192-288
800-1,200
6000

% of Total
49%
26%
24%
99%

28%
43%
27%
13%
10%
40%
4%
39%
40%
2%
12%
35%
56%
18%
11%
54%
36%

of Households
of Households

Source: "Abbreviated Consolidated Plan Humboldt County 1997”, written under contract by R.C.A.A. This
data was queried from recipients in a drop in program for homeless people from 1993-1996. Total persons
sampled 2181.
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Homeless Single Men
Outside of Alcohol/Drug recovery programs, there are no transitional housing programs for
single men or women. The Eureka Rescue Mission provides shelter for up to 30 days; single
men sleep in a dormitory with 36 beds, while single women sleep with families in smaller
rooms. Most of the survey's single men outside of Eureka are scattered in individual camps
in the rural parts of the county. They are not visible on the streets because they move from
house to house, camp in their vehicles, or camp in the woods. Some live way off in the
mountains and only come into town for supplies - of this latter population, many are Vietnam
era veterans.
Homeless Single Women
In addition to the 17 single women surveyed, there are 27 mentally ill homeless women and
84 single homeless women who sought services from Redwood Community Action Shelter
Program in Eureka.. Four of the women surveyed were over 65 years old. This is 17% of
the single homeless female population and compares dramatically to only 7% of the single
homeless male population and 3% of the homeless families with children. The highest
concentration of single women surveyed are living in Southern Humboldt and at the South
Jetty.
Homeless Couples Without Children
There are relatively few people who define themselves as couples in the homeless survey
group; 11% of the total were couples. This is consistent with the number of persons seeking
assistance from Redwood Community Action Agency's Shelter Program. The vast majority
of couples surveyed (73%) lived at the South Jetty; most of the rest were staying in Eureka.
Homeless Families
The documentation of the numbers of homeless families comes from the Department of
Social Service AFDC Homeless Assistance figures, statistics from Redwood Community
Action Agency Shelter Program in Eureka, the Arcata House Transitional Shelter in Arcata,
and the Homeless Needs Survey.
In 1992 there were 2,183 AFDC families who sought Homeless Assistance from the
Department of Social Services. RCAA reports 422 homeless families seeking housing
assistance. Arcata House saw 157 families seeking shelter. The Homeless Needs Survey
interviewed 36 families, 24% of all the households surveyed. These figures include some
duplication.
Out of this number, Redwood Community Action Agency Shelter Program in Eureka
sheltered 38 families in 1992; Most of them transitioned to permanent housing in the area.
Others left with no follow-up information as to their whereabouts. Arcata House in Arcata
sheltered 12 families from May 1992-May 1993. They also report 135 families on a waiting
list during this period. The Eureka Rescue Mission provides 40 emergency shelter beds for
families per night and they are almost always full. Couples must show a marriage license to
stay there. No further information could be obtained about the families served.
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Most families without self-contained vehicles stay temporarily with friends or relatives if
they can. Others stay in motels until their money runs out, then in their cars, if necessary,
until the next AFDC check comes in.
Of the two-parent families surveyed, the vast majority of families live at the South Jetty
(60%), while 28% were staying in Eureka. All of these families on the Jetty lived in campers
or school buses.
Homeless Female Headed Families
Most homeless female headed families are fleeing domestic abuses. They are primarily
concerned with family safety, healing, and stability. Large emergency shelters and camps do
not feel safe for them, so they need a different form of shelter.
The other factors contributing to female headed households are: dissolution of relationships
from death, divorce or abandonment and pregnancy resulting from rape or casual sex. Drug
and/or alcohol abuse often play a part in these situations.
The non-profit agency, Humboldt Women for Shelter, reports that they provided 1,835
housing vouchers in 1992 to spouses fleeing domestic violence from all parts of Humboldt
County. Many (40%) move outside their own community to be safe. The high cost of
moving often leaves these families in need of transitional housing assistance.
All of the Transitional Shelters in Humboldt County report a high percentage of female
parent families in their programs. Statistics are not complete for other programs but RCAA
reports 216 or 50% of families are female parent families. Of these female headed families,
42% were fleeing domestic violence.
All of the female headed families who were surveyed lived on the South Jetty except for one
in Southern Humboldt.
Other Homeless
In addition to the family groupings, there are other homeless people who have specific needs.
One large group are the disabled, particularly the mentally disabled; another is what we are
calling nomads. (For a discussion of nomadic household population characteristics, see the
following section titled "Nomadic Households".) Of the respondents to the Homeless Needs
Survey, 25% stated that they were disabled and thus were unable to work. In response to a
different question, 21% stated that an injury/disability was what triggered their becoming
homeless, and another 12% cited a psychotic episode as triggering their becoming homeless.
Thirteen percent of the respondents cited alcohol/drug problems as standing in the way of
their having a home.
The Mental Health Homeless Coordinator reports that very often drunkenness masks the
deeper psychological problems and the detoxification and recovery programs are unable to
change the patterns of substance abuse because of the origin of the problems. There are also
many mentally ill with secondary diagnoses of Axis II Personality Disorders who display
antisocial behavior.
j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2004\2004tbs1.doc

Chapter 2 Page 21

Chapter 2 Data and Analysis

2190 Population Characteristics: Special Populations

According to the "Profile of the Mentally Ill in Humboldt County" prepared in 1992 by
County Mental Health staff, the mentally ill homeless in Humboldt County are primarily
single males without significant employment history and often raised in dysfunctional
families. Many of the men have significant histories of incarceration in jails/prisons and
unsuccessful attempts in residential drug/alcohol treatment facilities.
Single females are a growing sub-group of the mentally ill homeless. Many of these women
have a history of sexual abuse and continue to be victimized on the street. Many have had
their children permanently removed from their care by the Juvenile Court. These women
often connect with homeless men for support and protection.
Redwood Community Action Agency Shelter Program reports requests for services from 231
disabled people. They do not distinguish between mentally and physically disabled. The
County Mental Health Homeless Coordinator, reports 129 mentally ill homeless served in
1992. She also estimates that there are an additional 250-300 mentally ill homeless who are
not receiving mental health services. In 1992, 22 mentally ill homeless died.
We see a high influx of mentally ill from out of the county. Some drift from town to town,
staying here only temporarily while others are seeking a safe and less expensive place to live
and want to make Humboldt County their home. The fact that they do not have a base of
support in the community makes it more difficult to help them stabilize.
Based on the 1993 Homeless Needs Survey, most of the disabled homeless people live in
camps in Eureka.
2197 Nomadic Households
Nomadic households belong to a generally unnoticed demographic segment of our
population that resides throughout the county throughout the year in various organized RV
and trailer campgrounds, State and local parks, and various other sites both public and
private, The nomadic population distinguishes itself from other forms of housing styles by
being mobile; they stay for awhile and then move on.
There are 550 designated RV sites in mobile home parks scattered throughout the
unincorporated areas. It is not known how many of these are typically occupied, nor is it
known how many other sites exist and how often they are occupied. And even if these
numbers were known, only a percentage of that number would fall into the nomadic
household population; the others would include vacationers from within and outside the
County. Obviously, it would be helpful to have more information regarding the extent of the
nomadic household population in the County.
As with the other demographic categories, the nomadic population also has a spectrum of
socio-economic income groups from high to moderate, to low and very low income groups.
Examples of the higher income nomads include retirees on good pensions, driving state-ofthe-art "Land Yachts" or "Fifth Wheelers", and spending from a few weeks to sometimes a
year or more in established parks and campgrounds around the County with full amenities.
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The higher income nomadic population contributes to the local economy by shopping in the
local market places for food, fuel, and other needs. They tend to be financially self sufficient
and pursue independent lifestyles and are often active members of our communities.
On the other side of the spectrum, there are the lower income nomadic households that may
live in a camper shell on an old pickup truck or in a converted school bus, who park
wherever they can without having to pay much (or any) fees. During the summer months
these numbers go up to as high as 500 (according to social service personnel who visit their
encampments).
Some of these lower income nomadic households are employed temporarily or sporadically.
For those without work, as their resources diminish their vehicles often develop mechanical
problems, and they are no longer able to move on.
Many of these lower income nomads are disabled or retired workers who sold their homes
and purchased a mobile living unit, anticipating that they would not be financially able to
keep a house. They travel to where the climate and culture is beneficial to them and seek a
place they can afford to stay.
Many of them are people who have difficulty maintaining a consistent life in any setting
because of chronic mental problems or other social disease. Living in societal contexts is
periodically problematic and it is simply easier and less stressful to live in their vehicle and
move away when things fall apart.
Another segment of this low income nomadic population are the young or disenchanted in
search of self who frequently have family somewhere to fall back on. They travel in groups
and stay as long as they can find work, sell their wares, or enjoy the local culture.
Although many wish these lower income nomads would just go away, it appears that they are
here to stay. And because this significant segment of our population will likely continue to
exercise their right to choose the nomadic lifestyle as a housing opportunity realistically
affordable to them, it becomes necessary for the Housing Element to document, anticipate
and encourage the adequate provision for their housing needs throughout the County.
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2210 Housing Type
Table 13 shows that between 1980 and 2000 Humboldt County's housing stock of yearround housing units increased from 44,592 to 55,912 units, an increase in 11,320 housing
units. The percentage of the housing stock within the unincorporated area remained
relatively stable over the ten year period (52.3% in 1990 and 53% in 2000).
The most notable changes during the decade occurred within the type of housing constructed.
Although conventional single family dwellings increased by over 8,000 units countywide
from 1970 to 1990, as a percent of the County housing stock they dropped from 78.8% to
70.0%. The decade from 1990 to 2000 saw the number of single family homes rise slightly
(1%) countywide with the effect more pronounced (3%) in the unincorporated areas. The
number of mobile homes fell by 2%, countywide while the unincorporated areas dropped by
4%.
TABLE 13
Composition of the Housing Stock 1980-2000
1980

1990

2000

Humboldt
County

Unincorporated
Areas

Humboldt
County

Unincorporated
Areas

Humboldt
County

Unincorporated
Areas

Single Family
Units

30,628
69%

17,047
72%

35,805
70%

20,285
76%

39,835
71%

23,408
79%

Multiple Family
Units

9,034
20%

2,762
12%

9,054
18%

1,659
6%

10,143
18%

2,051
7%

Mobilehomes

4,930
11%

3,959
17%

6,275
12%

4,817
18%

5,481
10%

4,300
14%

Total*

44,592
100%

23,768
100%

51,134
100%

26,761
100%

55,912
100%

29,757
100%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; Summary Tape File 3 (STF 3);
1980 & 1990.
California Department of Finance; California Annual Housing and Population Data; Report E-8090CITY; 1990
U.S. Department of Commerce; Census 2000
*This figure does not include housing types such as tents, campers RV's or trailers, which is a form of housing
for an increasing number of Humboldt County residents.

2220 Vacancy Rate
The vacancy rate is defined as the percentage of year-round housing units that are vacant and
has both housing quantity and quality implications. Historically, a high vacancy rate
indicates greater choice within the housing market, which also indicates that housing quality
is generally higher.
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The Housing Element handbook considers a vacancy rate of 6% necessary to allow for
adequate choice and provide for a competitive rental market. (This assumes, of course, that
all those units identified as vacant are available for rent.) According to the information
provided in Table 14, the unincorporated areas of Humboldt should have adequate choice
available in the rental market. In 2000 there were 3,255 vacant non-seasonal housing units in
Humboldt County representing a Countywide overall vacancy rate of 11%, up from 7% in
1990. However, this Table does not include information on the number of vacant units that
are available for rent. Realtors noted during review of the 1998 Housing Element that it is
very difficult for persons to find rental units in unincorporated areas, which indicates Table
14 contains a misleading vacancy rate statistic.
The highest vacancy rates reached 15% for mobilehomes in the unincorporated area in 2000
(Tables 14 and 15).
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TABLE 14
HOUSING OCCUPANCY PROFILE
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 1990 - 2000
(Incorporated and Unincorporated Areas)
1990
51,134
49,288
1,846

Total Housing Units
Total Year Round Units
Seasonal Units

Vacant
Units
1990
2000
1,794
2,985
5%
7%

2000
55,912
54,248
1,664

Single Family
Units

Total
Units
1990
2000
34,512 39,835
100% 100%

Total
Occupied
1990
2000
32,719 36,850
95%
93%

Owner
Occupied
1990
2000
22,852 25,524
66%
69%

Renter
Occupied
1990
2000
9,867 11,326
29%
31%

Multiple Family
Units

8,156
100%

10,143
100%

7,815
96%

9,433
93%

341
4%

710
7%

271
3%

303
3%

7,544
92%

9,130
97%

Mobilehomes

6,053
100%

5,481
100%

5,372
89%

4,646
85%

681
11%

835
15%

3,994
66%

3,516
76%

1,378
23%

1,130
24%

Other

2,412
100%

453
100%

2,360
98%

309
68%

52
2%

144
32%

2,030
86%

181
59%

330
14%

128
41%

Total

51,134
100%

55,912
100%

48,266
94%

51,238
92%

2,868
6%

4,674
9%

29,147
60%

29,524
58%

19,119
40%

21,714
42%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; 1980 and 1990.
* This table does not include housing types such as tents, campers, Recreational Vehicles (RV's) or
trailers, which is a form of permanent housing for an increasing number of Humboldt County
residents.
** Note: It is assumed that the term "Seasonal Units" refers to units "for seasonal, recreational or
occasional use" as defined in Table H5 of the 1990 Census. It is further assumed that the distribution
of seasonal units among the various housing types (single family, mobilehome, etc.) follows the same
distribution as all other vacant units.
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TABLE 15
HOUSING OCCUPANCY PROFILE
UNINCORPORATED AREAS; 1990 - 2000
1990
26,761
25,047
1,714

Total Housing
Total Year Round Units
Seasonal Units
Total
Units
1990
2000
19,067 23,408
100% 100%

Total
Occupied
1990
2000
17,797 21,084
93% 90%

Multiple Family
Units

1,314 2,051
100% 100%

1,244 1,867
95% 91%

70
5%

184
9%

Mobilehomes

4,414 3,932
100% 100%

4,008 3,327
91% 85%

406
9%

605
15%

2,872 2,406
65% 72%

Other

1,966 366
100% 100%

1,948
99%

18
1%

122
33%

1,811
93%

Total

26,761 29,757
100% 100%

1,764
7%

3,235
11%

Single Family
Units

Vacant
Units
1990
2000
1,270 2,324
7% 10%

2000
29,757
28,106
1,651

244
67%

24997 26,522
93% 89%

Owner
Occupied
1990
2000
12,388 14,977
65% 71%
61
5%

100
5%

138
57%

17,132 17,621
68% 66%

Renter
Occupied
1990
2000
5,409 6,107
28% 29%
1183 1,767
89% 95%
1,136
26%

921
28%

137
7%

106
43%

7,865 8,901
32% 34%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; 1990 and 2000.
* This table does not include housing types such as tents, campers, Recreational Vehicles (RV's) or
trailers, which is a form of permanent housing for an increasing number of Humboldt County
residents.
** It is assumed that the term "Seasonal Units" refers to units "for seasonal, recreational or occasional
use" as defined in Table H5 of the 1990 Census. It is further assumed that the distribution of seasonal
units among the various housing types (single family, mobilehome, etc.) follows the same distribution
as all other vacant units.
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2230 Tenure
Within unincorporated areas, 66% of the occupied housing units were owner occupied in
2000. This is somewhat less than in 1990 when 68% of the units were owner-occupied.
2240 Housing Conditions
Housing age can provide a general indication of housing quality. As housing ages, the
quality of the housing stock tends to decrease. Table 16 shows the time period of original
construction of all year-round housing units within Humboldt County as of March, 2000 and
compares those figures to the unincorporated portions of the county. Sixteen percent (16%)
of the County housing stock was built prior to 1940. As of the 2000 census, 56% of the
housing stock in Humboldt County was built prior to 1970 as compared to 49% for the
unincorporated areas.
TABLE 16
AGE OF YEAR-ROUND HOUSING UNITS
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 2000
Construction Date

Total County

Unincorporated
Areas

1999-March 2000

644
1.2%

432
1.45%

1995-1998

2,890
5.2%

1,864
6.3%

1990-1994

4,511
8.1%

3,022
10.2%

1980-1989

6,687
12.0%

4,190
14.1%

1970-1979

9,622
17.2%

5,513
18.5%

1960-1969

8,006
14.3%

4,460
15.0%

1950-1959

9,244
16.5%

4,691
15.8%

1940-1949

5,239
9.4%

2,340
7.9%

Before 1939

9,069
16.2%

3,245
10.9%

Total
100%

55,912
100%

29,757
100%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census 2000.
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In 2003 a visual survey of housing conditions was conducted by the Redwood Community
Action Agency in the unincorporated parts of the county. The information collected by this
survey is summarized in Table 17. As shown in the table, approximately 68% of the units in
the County were in need of rehabilitation in 2003; 5.3 % of these units are considered
dilapidated, and 619 11.3% of them are in need of substantial rehabilitation.
The results from this newer survey would seem to indicate a much greater need for housing
rehabilitation than reported in the previous survey completed in 1991. According to the data
in these two reports, the percentage of housing units in need of rehabilitation increased from
about 23% to 68% in the past 12 years. However, much of this increase is attributable to
changes in the scoring technique used for assessing substandard housing and not to the actual
deterioration of the housing stock.
TABLE 17
HOUSING CONDITION SURVEY
UNINCORPORATED AREAS, 2003

TOTAL UNITS SURVEYED
PERCENT OF TOTAL
HOUSING UNITS

Type of Repair
Necessary
Minor
Moderate
Substantial
Replacement
Total
No Repairs Needed

1991
Total Number of
Units

1991
18,732

2003
2,540

70%

1991
Percent of Total

8.5%

2003
Total Number of
Units

2003
Percent of Total

923
2,596
619
139
4,266

4.9
13.9
3.3
0.7
22.8

579
733
287
134
1,733

22.8
28.8
11.3
5.3
68.2

14,466

77.2

807

31.8

Source: Redwood Community Action Agency; Humboldt County Housing Conditions Survey; 1991, 2003.

2250 Housing Costs
According to the 2000 Census, the median house value in Humboldt County was $133,500.
This compares to an median house value of $88,000 in 1990. By comparison the median
value of a house statewide was $211,500 in 2000. In 2000 homeowners in Humboldt County
(including cities) were paying median monthly housing costs of $980 (including mortgage,
taxes, insurance and utilities).
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In 2000 the median monthly gross rent payment (including utilities) was $461 in Humboldt
County, and $677 in California. (Rents in the unincorporated portions of the County are
assumed to be no different than rents in the county as a whole.)
Table 18 presents additional information on comparative housing costs. Humboldt County
median monthly contract rent has climbed from $201 to $461 during the two decades ending
in 2000, compared to the statewide change from $253 to $677 . During this same time period
the median value of housing in Humboldt County increased from $57,000, in 1980 to
$133,500, an average rate of $3,825 per year.
TABLE 18
COST OF HOUSING
HUMBOLDT COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA, 1980-2000
Humboldt County
Rent
Value of Housing

1980

1990

2000

$201

$344

$461

$57,000

$88,000

$133,500*

$253

$561

$677

$84,700

$195,500

$211,500*

*owner occupied

California
Rent
Value of Housing
*owner occupied

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce; Summary Tape Files 1 and 3; 1980;
California Department of Housing and Community Development; The California Housing
Plan, Vol. II, 1982.
U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; 1990.
U.S. Department of Commerce; Census 2000
Notes: 1. Median is defined as the middle or the value that divides the total frequency of
housing values into two equal parts so that half of all houses are more and half are
less than the middle value house.
2. Rent values in the tables are for contract rent.

2260 Overpayment
Twenty-five to thirty percent is the limit generally set by government agencies on the
proportion of the monthly income a household should reasonably pay for housing. (In order
to easily compare 1990 figures with those of the 2000 Census, this discussion is based on a
twenty five percent limit.) Figures 6, 7 and 8 show the relationship between various
household income categories and the percent of income spent on housing within the
unincorporated county. (Table 1 in Chapter 1 provides the income limits associated with
each income category.)
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Figures 7, 8 and 9 indicate that in 1999:
Forty-four percent (44%) of all households spend 25% or more of their gross household
income on housing.
Thirty-six percent (36%) of all owner occupied households spend 25% or more of their gross
household income on housing.
Fifty-nine percent (59%) of all renter households spend 25% or more of their gross
household income on housing.
Fifty-six percent (56%) of all owner occupied unincorporated households with income below
$19,999 spend 25% or more of their gross household income on housing while in the income
bracket of $20,000- $34,999, the percentage falls to fifty-one (51%).
Eighty-five percent (85%) of all unincorporated renter households with income of $19,999
or below spend 25% or more of their income on housing, while 53% of renter households
with income between $20,000-$34,999 pay 25% or more for rent.
It should be noted that although the Census does not distinguish between groups paying
thirty five percent (35%) or more of their income on housing, there is likely a significant
group of people paying more than fifty percent (50%) of their income on housing; The
previous Element noted that some are paying seventy five percent (75%) of their income on
housing.
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FIGURE 7
Percent of Households Paying 25% or More of Their Income for Housing in 2000

70%

Households Paying >25% of Their Income for Housing

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

1990
1999

All Households

Owner Occupied Households

Renter Households

Types of Households

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; 1990, 2000
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FIGURE 8
INCOME PAID FOR HOUSING - RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
UNINCORPORATED AREAS, 2000
$10,000-$19,999
$20,000-$34,999
$35,000-$49,999
$50,000-$74,999
$75,000-$99,999
$100,000 or more
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9%
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%

0
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Housing per Household
less than 20%

20-24%

25-29%

30-34%

35% or more

$10,000-$19,999

81

95

198

193

1403

$20,000-$34,999

427

453

374

267

565

$35,000-$49,999

691

285

107

59

33

$50,000-$74,999

560

81

24

3

3

$75,000-$99,999

207

0

0

0

0

$100,000 or more

184

0

0

0

0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; 2000
Notes: 1) Rent includes the monthly rent agreed to or contracted for regardless of any furnishings, utilities or
services that may be included, plus the estimated average cost of utilities (water, electricity, gas) and
fuels (oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) to the extent that these are paid for in addition to the rent.
2) Rent is calculated for "specified renter-occupied" housing units, which EXCLUDE one-family
houses on 10 acres or more.
3) No cash rent units and units reporting no income or a net loss are assigned to a "not computed"
category. There were 631 households in this category that are not included or computed in the data
presented in the above table.
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FIGURE 9
INCOME PAID FOR HOUSING - OWNER OCCUPIED HOUSEHOLDS
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY 2000
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931
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1,114
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0
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717

59

15

12

7

0
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce; Census of Population and Housing; 1990, 2000.
Note: Owner Costs are the sum payments for real estate taxes, fire and hazard insurance, utilities, fuels and
mortgage. Payments for maintenance and repair are NOT included. The data is tabulated for specified
owner-occupied units, i.e., one-family houses on less than 10 acres without a commercial
establishment or medical office on the property.
The data EXCLUDES owner-occupied
condominiums, mobile homes, and trailers.
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For those at the lowest end of the pay scale, the problem of overpayment is severe. As
shown in Figure 10, those on government assistance, and even those making minimum wage
are having to pay more than 100% of their income for housing! Figure 10 shows a related set
of information, the difference between the number of homes (including studios, and
apartments) available to those at the lowest end of the pay scale, and the number of homes
that are needed to satisfy the demand. As expected, Figure 11 shows there is a great
disparity between the number of units available and the number of units needed.
FIGURE 10
COMPARISON BETWEEN
INCOME FROM VARIOUS SOURCES AND
AFFORDABLE RENT* LEVELS
(Humboldt County, 1993)

*
**

"Affordable Rent" is defined here as rent which does not exceed 30% of total household income.
For an explanation of these government assistance programs, please refer to the glossary in Appendix
E of this document.

Source: Bonnie MacGregor, Homeless Coordinator, 1993.
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FIGURE 11
COMPARISON BETWEEN
NUMBER OF GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS AND
THE NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS*
(Humboldt County, 1993)

*
**

"Affordable Housing Units" are defined here as those units which rent for less than 30% of a
household's total income.
For an explanation of these government assistance programs, please refer to the glossary in Appendix
E of this document.

Source: Bonnie MacGregor, Homeless Coordinator, 1993.
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2270 Affordability Index
In addition to overpayment, the relative affordability of a locality's housing supply is often
measured using the "affordability index", which compares average wages with the median
price of homes. In 1993, Humboldt County's affordability index was about eighty percent,
meaning that a person with an average income can afford about eighty percent of the
payment on a median priced home. The California Association of Realtors calculated that
the figure for Northern California, not including the Bay Area, Sacramento or the Wine
Country, was at 35 percent in October, 2002, which is down 7 percentage points from one
year earlier and down 45% from the 1993 value, an erosion of 4% each year on the average.
2280 Overcrowded Units
Overcrowding is defined as more than one person per room and is one of several ways of
measuring the quality of housing. According to the Census 2000, 500 owner occupied units
had more than one person per room in unincorporated areas. Those renting units were
slightly more crowded; 641 rental units had more than one person per room. This is
approximately 10 times less overcrowded than the State's population as a whole.
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2290 Housing For Special Populations
Following is a discussion of the housing needs for special populations. It is preceded by
background information presented in the section titled "Special Populations" earlier in this
chapter.
2291 Large Households
The primary housing need for lower income large families is units which are both large and
affordable. Humboldt has an ample stock of large, single-family housing units, but they are
normally more expensive to buy or rent. To meet the increased housing need of this
particular special population, the County should encourage the construction of apartment
units with three or more bedrooms at the maximum density allowed under the zoning
ordinance and General Plan.
2292 Elderly Persons
In unincorporated areas, most of the elderly persons owned their homes. The 2000 Census
counted 4,481 elderly households who owned their homes (86% of the total number of
elderly households), while only 729 rented their homes. In comparison, 75% of the elderly
households in the State owned their homes in 2000. Approximately five percent of the
elderly population in Humboldt County lived in either nursing homes or residential care
homes in 1980; by 1990, close to six percent lived in these facilities. It is assumed this figure
remained at 6% in 2000.
Given the increasing number of seniors in Humboldt, there is a need for the County to
expand its commitment to meeting housing needs of the elderly. The County has amended
development standards to allow reduced parking space requirements for senior housing
projects. The County should research other programs to reduce the cost of new senior
housing construction, and implement such programs. Continued provision of rental
assistance, rehabilitation loans, and home equity conversion programs will help ensure the
conservation of existing affordable senior housing. Integrating affordable housing with
health and social service facilities is also desirable.
2293 Farm workers
Farmworker housing is allowed by right in agricultural zones to meet the needs of permanent
farm labor. Labor camps to accommodate the housing needs of seasonal farm workers are
allowed with a conditional use permit in all agricultural zones.
2294 Disabled Persons
People with developmental and/or emotional disabilities often require social services in
conjunction with housing. The less disabled may function well in typical housing situations,
using services on an out-patient basis. The more severely disabled may require specialized
housing.
The most common type of specialized housing in Humboldt serving mentally handicapped
people are group homes in which several disabled individuals receive support from service
providers who also live in the house. According to the 1998 Housing Element, the demand
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for handicapped accessible units in Humboldt County is well beyond what can presently be
met. This is assumed to be the case in 2000 as well.
A high percentage of physically handicapped persons have muscular or skeletal problems
and as a consequence may encounter difficulties with architectural barriers in residential
units. Special housing provisions for the physically handicapped might include: special
alarms or equipment controls for the blind and the deaf, special bathroom equipment for
amputees and orthopedically disabled persons, and low cabinets and other furnishings for
persons confined to wheelchairs.
All commercial buildings and apartments are now required by State law to be accessible to
physically handicapped persons. For those single and multifamily dwelling units which are
exempt from State accessibility regulations, alterations and additions to existing housing can
provide accessibility at moderate costs. Programs in the 2003 Element encourage more
accessible housing by allowing wheelchair ramps to be located within property setbacks
without requiring a variance from zoning regulations; a Special Permit is required instead.
Physical disabilities and self-care limitations that arise in the senior population are likely to
become a more important issue in coming years with the projected increase in older age
cohorts of the Humboldt County population (see "Population Characteristics", Section 2192,
page 14).
Recent legislation (SB 520) amended housing element law to require local jurisdictions to
analyze the potential and actual governmental constraints on the development of housing for
persons with disabilities and demonstrate the County’s efforts to remove such constraints,
including accommodating procedures for the approval of group homes, ADA retrofit efforts,
and evaluation of the zoning code for ADA compliance or other measures that provide
flexibility in development of housing for persons with disabilities. In addition, provisions
of the federal Fair Housing Act and the state Fair Employment and Housing Act impose an
affirmative duty to make reasonable accommodations (i.e. modifications and exceptions) in
their zoning laws and other land use regulations and practices when such accommodations
“may be necessary to afford” disabled persons “an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a
dwelling".
Constraints can take many forms including inflexibility within zoning and land use
regulations, unduly restrictive permit processing or procedures, and outdated building
codes. The City's analysis of actual and potential governmental constraints in each of these
areas is discussed below.
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Zoning and Land Use Controls
As part of this revision to the Housing Element, the County reviewed all its zoning laws,
policies and practices for compliance with fair housing law. The compliance review revealed
in general, the land use and zoning regulations of the County support reasonable
accommodations for the disabled. The County allows group homes consistent with the
Community Care Facilities Act; those serving 6 or fewer persons, regardless of age, are
allowed in all zone as a principally permitted use where single family residences are also
permitted by right. Group homes for more than six persons, also unrestricted by age, are
permitted with a use permit in residential areas where uses of similar type (e.g., rooming and
boarding), size and density are permitted under the General Plan and zoning.
Conditional use permits involve a discretionary permit process, and requires a showing that
the proposal conforms to the General Plan, is consistent with the zoning regulations,
including development standards, and is not detrimental to public health safety or welfare or
materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. Environmental review
under provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) may also be
required. Wile this process does subject the protect to neighborhood review and involves
some added time and expense, the permitting process is a legitimate and necessary function
of local government. It is important that the County work closely with project proponents
to encourage development of a project that anticipates and addresses, through scale and
operational controls, all legitimate neighborhood concerns.
Conforming to the federal and State requirements, the zoning ordinance does not
differentiate between related and unrelated persons in the occupancy of residential units.
The term “family” is defined in the zoning ordinance to include both related and unrelated
households. There is also no limit in the zoning ordinance on the number of group homes
that may be located in an area
Zoning regulations also control the location of “uncovered porches or stairways” and
similar architectural features while providing a limited exception for setback
encroachments. This exception allows architectural features to encroach not more than six
(6) feet into a front or rear yard, and nor more than 2-1/2 feet into a side yard. It is possible
that this regulation could pose a constraint to the construction of a ramp or other facility
(e.g. wheelchair lift) necessary for access to a home occupied by a disabled person with
mobility limitations. This element will address this potential constraint by adding the
following policy, “Exempt the construction of ramps for disabled persons from zoning
setback provisions where it is the only feasible design and provides a “reasonable
accommodation” consistent with the Americans With Disabilities Act”. An implementation
program is also proposed to make the necessary changes to the zoning ordinance concurrent
with the adoption of this Element.
Parking Standards
The County’s parking standards provide for handicapped spaces in all parking lots of 40
spaces or more, and contain requirements for the location, size and appropriate signage.
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Also, there is flexibility for the County to adjust the number of spaces required for a
particular development through the Special Permit process. One of the considerations for
granting approval of an exception to the required number of spaces is “levels of anticipated
use”, and in special needs housing where the occupants have fewer cars, the level of
anticipated use would be lower.
Building Codes and Regulations
The permit process to retrofit a building to add ramps or other changes to remove
architectural barriers to access by a disabled person (e.g. widen doorways, modify bathroom
facilities and redesign kitchen sings and countertops) is the same as for other building
alterations: an application for a building permit is required; plans may be necessary
depending on the scope of the work; and the construction is inspected for conformance with
the building regulations. As noted in the preceding discussion, ramps and other changes to
the building or structure could require a sowing of conformance with zoning, including
setback requirements.
The County follows State accessibility standards and guidance regarding ADA compliance.
Structural accommodations for physically disabled persons may be accompanied in
conjunction with rehabilitation of structures of lower income households under one of the
County’s housing rehab programs for owner-occupied or rental units. A policy has been
added to encourage use of rehabilitation funds and program income from closed-out CDBG
grants, to assist qualifying residents in removal of architectural barriers to housing access for
persons with disabilities.
Procedure For Addressing Requests For Reasonable Accommodation
Finally, this Element recognizes that even with the identified changes, a process is required
for consideration of unforeseen circumstances that require consideration of “reasonable
accommodation” in the administration of the zoning and land use regulations of the County.
To this end, an implementation program has been added to establish the following process
in the zoning ordinance:
1. The party requesting the modification or exception from any zoning or land use
standard or regulation shall provide the Director of Community Development
Services a written request for “reasonable accommodation” pursuant to the federal
Fair Housing Act (FHA) and/or State Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA).
The request shall describe the nature of the disability, the impact of the existing
regulation or standard that has necessitated the request, and other methods or actions
considered by the party to provide necessary relief and why the measure or measures
were not found to be feasible.
2. Upon finding the request complete, and following consultation with any
knowledgeable party or parties as determined appropriate, the Director shall process
the request according to the procedures for Special Permits. If this determination of
modification of exception is related to a discretionary land use project, the matter
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may be taken to the hearing officer ahead of the project as a whole, so as to expedite
review and render a decision on which other permit findings may be dependant.
3. In addition to the findings for approving Special Permits, approval of a request for
reasonable accommodation shall include the findings, a) the request is the only
feasible design and b) the request provides a “reasonable accommodation”
consistent with the Americans With Disabilities Act.
2295 Woman Headed Households
Following are issues often associated with female headed housing:
Problems With Rental Housing
1.
Rents are high compared to the incomes of households. Women must direct a large
percentage of their income to rent.
Problems with Owned Housing
1.
Secure tenure is threatened by divorce. Often a divorcing couple will sell their house
as part of a settlement; then face an expensive housing market.
2.
Lower incomes for women result in high percentages of their income being spent for
mortgages, taxes, insurance, and maintenance. These burdens are more severe for
retired, elderly women with fixed incomes.
To respond to the housing needs of female headed households, there is a need for an
increased supply of low cost units, temporary shelters and transitional housing
2296 Homeless Persons
Most of the local homeless shelters and other services were described in the section titled
"Population Characteristics: Special Populations: Homeless Persons" earlier in this Chapter.
One other potential form of housing that could potentially better serve the needs of the
homeless population is the "Support Center", inspired by successful aspects of programs
operating both locally and in other communities which, when combined, are potentially more
workable in our rural community. It is a form of supportive housing; housing that also has
services provided to assist people to cope with the problems they face in learning how to
sustain their lives.
Support Center: Strengths
The strengths of this form of housing is that it creates a hub of locally accessible services,
whether they be outstationed service personnel or staff who provide information and referral
and ongoing case management support. This core staff is available to people wherever they
live without having to develop specialized housing.
If members of the community are actively involved in the planning of both services and
housing as a coordinated system, they can provide an integrated matrix of housing that does
not ghettoize the poor and they can also be effective in allaying the fears of those who
usually oppose low income housing development.
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There are rural housing facilities that are available (from motels to ranches to resorts) that
could be used both as housing and as a base for training people in the technical and social
skills they need. Most of the people participating would be considered in transition;
however, some accommodations might be made for those who want/need to stay longer.
There are technologies, processes and small business enterprises that thrive in a rural
environment such as that which Humboldt County has to offer. For example, alternative
energy products, mail order catalogs, environmentally oriented businesses, wood product
business incubators, and forest/river restoration programs are all possible here on the North
Coast. All of these endeavors require skills often not offered in urbanized areas. Participants
may not be able to stay in the County because of the limited jobs, but with their new skills,
they will be more employable in other areas.
Potential to provide the training in support of the housing also appears to exist. Local
professionals and artisans may be both resource people and potential partners who share
marketing and certain facilities, and a wider range of skills not normally sought in traditional
training/employment programs. Local young people and housed individuals going through
employment transitions can also participate, thus reducing the stigmatization of the homeless
and maximizing the use and financial viability of the programs.
Support Center: Weaknesses
The weakness of this form of housing for homeless persons is that it is dependent on
financial support from sources other than those served. There needs to be effective and
ongoing support, both financial and human resources, to insure its success.
The other potential weakness of this form of housing is that those who develop housing and
those who develop the services are different entities. Only if both providers coordinate their
efforts will this model be successful.
Support Center: Examples
This form of housing can also be adapted to provide supportive housing for some of the
mentally ill homeless - the ones who are successful in a treatment program and can maintain
themselves in housing most of the time. The Eureka non-profit agency, Transitional
Residential Treatment Facilities (TRTF), has been successful with supportive housing; they
have 10 satellite houses for 38 mental health clients in rented houses in neighborhoods
throughout Eureka.
The Non-Medical Detox Program, with nine beds, treated 581 clients in 1992, all of the
clients were very low-income people and 39% were homeless. The Detox program
(Alcohol/Drug Care Services) has successfully established a form of supportive housing by
providing support groups for former clients living in drug free rental housing units procured
by the program through arrangements with local landlords.
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The success of support centers will be dependent on their development throughout the
county. Southern Humboldt and the McKinleyville area have been identified by the Task
Force on Homelessness and Housing as the communities most in need of such housing.
Following is a discussion of what resources and housing are available and what is needed in
those areas for this housing to succeed.
Both of these communities are in the process of developing support centers: Southern
Humboldt Community Support Center/Mitchell-Redner Centers, outside of Redway; and
McKinleyville Area Human Services Center in McKinleyville. Both centers are designed to
provide the kinds of service assistance families and individuals need to stabilize their lives in
housing: access to primary health care, food supplements, family counseling, housing
advocacy, transportation and energy assistance, help filling out forms, and job referrals.
The McKinleyville Area Human Services Center is in the formative stages. There is a good
cross section of the community involved in its development. The information and
suggestions put forward in the Homeless And Very Low Income Housing Project Report will
be utilized by the board in developing their program.
In Southern Humboldt, single people and families are competing for units renting for less
than $200 because all of the units are one bedroom units. A Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
complex in Garberville or Redway would provide for that kind of housing, as would a
converted motel, or a land share with cabins or yerts. There are also no subsidized housing
units in Southern Humboldt. Southern Humboldt should be a target area for developing
subsidized housing as subsidized units seem the most efficient way to help this group of
individuals and families sustain their lives.
These housing complexes, with assistance from the support center, would help Southern
Humboldt stabilize the most vulnerable members of their community who have the means to
maintain themselves in housing.
Since there are already successful subsidized housing units in this area, and because there are
adequate sites for developing multi-family dwellings, the housing project report recommends
expanding the number of subsidized housing units through inclusionary clauses or separate
developments like Limited Equity Cooperatives discussed later in this study.
All of these considerations point to the support center concept as a way, appropriate to this
area, to help people work out problems that might interfere with the tenuous hold they have
on their homes. To better accommodate its homeless population, the County should
aggressively encourage supportive housing projects in addition to the shelters and services
already provided.
The 1998 Element noted County had already taken a large step encouraging the support
center facility in a report that was published in July, 1995. The report titled, "Rural
Residential Training Programs for Homeless Individuals and Families: A Blueprint",
assesses the specific needs for establishing support centers, identifies two possible sites
centers, and itemized the expenses and benefits of setting them up. The conclusion of the
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report, which looked at the Centerville Coast Guard facility south of Ferndale, and the Dean
Creek Resort in the Garberville area is that the start up and annual operation and
maintenance costs are high, but the benefits of reducing the need for other existing support
programs and reducing the future need for such programs will likely outweigh the costs of
the center in the long run.
The County continues its support of the support center concept, committing to providing
social services for clients at the Multiple Assistance Center (MAC), which will be under
construction in Eureka in the spring of 2004. The County committed spending $100,000
over three years on these social services.
Transportation Services for Homeless Persons
Twenty-three percent of the homeless interviewed in the Homeless Needs Survey explained
that lack of transportation was one factor that contributed to their inability to get or stay in
housing.. In the rural areas, access to affordable housing can be thwarted by the housing unit
being too far from town.
According to the Humboldt County Association of Governments, a basic intercity
transportation corridor exists on U.S. 101 between Scotia and Trinidad with services
provided five days a week. In recent years an extension was made of two round trips daily
between Trinidad and Orick.
A Southern Humboldt extension began service in the end of August, 1993. The total cost of
a round-trip ticket to Eureka is $3.60, which is a considerable savings from the former
Greyhound price of $23.00.
Inventory of Emergency Shelter Sites
Neither transitional housing nor emergency shelters are enumerated in the zoning ordinance.
As mentioned previously in the discussion of housing characteristics of disabled persons
(Section 2292), homes providing emergency shelter and transitional housing for six or fewer
persons are allowed by right in all residential zones. The residential land inventory later in
this document identifies more than 12,000 acres of vacant, single family residential and rural
residential lands and 254.74 acres of vacant, multiple family residential lands where small
emergency shelters and transitional housing facilities may be developed.
In the zoning ordinance, the use category closest to transitional housing serving more than
six persons is "Boarding houses", defined in the code as a dwelling used to allow for lodging
of 3 or more persons with or without meals for compensation on a non-transient basis (30
days or longer). Transitional housing serving more than six persons could possibly meet this
standard. Boarding houses are permitted by right in the R-4 Zone and with a conditional use
permit in several other zones. A new program proposes add transitional housing to the list of
allowed uses in the zoning ordinance to them as a specially permitted use in the zones that
allow boarding houses.
Emergency shelters for more than six persons have been established for short periods during
extreme weather conditions by the County and operated by agreement by social service
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providers. Such uses are normally transient in nature. The various commercial land use
designations where "transient habitation" is allowed could provide opportunities emergency
shelters if they are operated by a public agency, or otherwise fall into the definition of
"public use" in the zoning ordinance.
The same program mentioned above in support of transitional housing facilities is also
proposed to add emergency shelters to the list of allowed uses in the zoning ordinance and
identify them as specially permitted uses in the zones that allow transient habitation, hotels
and motels (generally multifamily, commercial and industrial areas). The program will also
cover a revision to the parking standards to accommodate emergency shelter and transitional
housing facilities. Parking standards and the other development standards will be written in
a way that encourages emergency shelter and transitional housing facilities by setting those
standards at the same level as those for rooming and boarding houses.
According to the Building Communities Report (Dyett and Bhatia, 2002), there are close to
439 acres of vacant commercial and industrial properties in the County. While this program
wouldn't necessarily add any lands to the inventory of emergency shelter and transitional
housing sites, it would clarify where they are allowed.
Multifamily Housing Sites
Development of higher density housing, which may be affordable to very low income
persons, may provide housing to some homeless persons; those with significant incomes who
are stable enough to be on their own.
The residential land inventory described in Table 20 of this study (following this section)
identifies 254.64 acres planned and zoned for multifamily uses countywide. Based on the
maximum density allowed by the general plan and zoning, there could be up to 3,721
multifamily units constructed on these properties. Development at the midpoint of the
density range would yield 2,738 units.
Existing infrastructure constraints reduce the development potential for multifamily
properties in some selected areas. A recent study contained in Appendix N of this Element,
Housing Needs, Availability and Affordability in the Eureka and McKinleyville Community
Planning Areas of the Unincorporated Areas of Humboldt County by the Planning Division
(with assistance from developers and realtors), identified infrastructure constraints that
applied to much of the multifamily zoned property in the Eureka area; 288 out of the total of
480 potential multifamily units identified by the Eureka Community Plan are not likely to be
developed during the time frame of this Element due to these infrastructure constraints.
Also, the multifamily properties in the Eel River Area Plan do not have water services. The
multifamily property in the Willow Creek Community Plan does not presently have public
sewer services available, although an experimental sewage disposal system designed to
accommodate all 36 multifamily units in the land inventory was tentatively approved by the
Health Department.
The following table provides a parcel size analysis for multifamily sites in selected areas:
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TABLE 19
PARCEL SIZE ANALYSIS FOR
MULTIFAMILY SITES IN SELECTED AREAS
Unincorporated Areas, 2003
0 to 0.49 Acres
Number
Size

0.5-4.9 Acres
Number
Size

ARCATA AREA
15 units/acre
0
n/a
1
1.35
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
16 units/acre
41
0.21
14
1.33
GARBERVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN
16 units/acre
2
0.21
2
1.0
30 units/acre
8
0.26
2
0.98
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
15 units/acre
4
0.31
3
2.02
16 units/acre
10
0.17
2
0.75
30 units/acre
2
0.23
0
n/a
MCKINLEYVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN
15 units/acre
0
n/a
0
n/a
16 units/acre
5
0.26
1
0.5
30 units/acre
4
0.21
4
2.05
TOTAL
78
0.22
29
1.39
Source: Humboldt County Community Development Services

5+ Acres
Number

Size

TOTAL
Number

Size

0

n/a

1

1.35

3

7.35

58

0.85

0
0

n/a
n/a

4
10

0.49
0.41

0
0
0

n/a
n/a
n/a

7
12
2

1.04
0.27
0.23

1
0
0
4

31.00
n/a
n/a
13.26

1
6
8
111

31.00
0.30
1.13
0.99

It is necessary to find the developer and financing to make these sites usable for very lowincome households. Since they are in urban areas, these sites would be accessible to the
support centers being developed in these areas and thus make supportive housing possible to
those households. These sites would work very well for a Limited Equity Cooperative (see
the section titled "Alternative Housing Design and Ownership Patterns" later in this chapter
for a description of Limited Equity Cooperatives.
Single Occupant Room Structures (SRO's)
Usually SRO's are developed by converting hotels and are allowed under the same permits as
hotels, however, some SRO's are also being constructed and run (for a modest profit) even in
some of the most expensive areas of California (e.g. the City of San Diego). There are more
possibilities of converting motels in the rural unincorporated areas. There are currently no
motels in these areas on the market. However, with the recent decline in allowable salmon
fishing limits, many motels and trailer parks are having a hard time making ends meet.
Should this become a priority, and should the capacity and financing be available, it would
be worthwhile calling motel owners to see if there is any interest in selling their property to
allow the construction of an SRO.
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Other Emergency Shelter Sites
In addition to the existing and potential shelters identified in the above discussion,
emergency shelters and transitional housing facilities providing housing for less than six
persons are allowed by right (without discretionary permits) in all residential zoning districts.
There are literally thousands of acres of appropriately zoned parcels to accommodate small
emergency shelters and transitional housing facilities. Many of these parcels are served with
public services. (In McKinleyville for example, 80% of the homes were served with public
water and sewer in 1990.)
The main obstacle to siting small shelters in a dispersed fashion around the County is that it
is often prohibitively expensive.. However, Redwood Community Action Agency,
Alcohol/Drug Care Services, and Transition Residential Treatment Facilities have been
successful in finding willing renters and in utilizing house managers from the client
population to eliminate the need for on-site staffing, so this model remains worth pursuing.
It is impossible to discuss siting larger emergency shelters without acknowledging the fact
that there will be resistance from those who perceive themselves as being affected by such a
placement. Problems, with increased theft, drug abuse, vandalism, litter, and other indigent
behavior nearly always need to be addressed by decision makers in siting emergency
shelters. In some cases, these concerns are well justified; criminal activity in some
neighborhoods with shelters has increased. In other cases, however, opposition is rooted in
personal prejudice, and a desire for the neighborhood not to change.
Every attempt to site a facility in this county has met with open community opposition, often
resulting in having to abandon a site. Efforts have been made to involve the community in
choosing sites for emergency shelters and guarantees have been given to assure neighbors of
quick responses to concerns, but still the opposition remains, some substantiated, some not,
This document assumes the best way to resolve disputes is to involve the community early in
the planning process.
It is important to note that there has been at least one local project where care providers were
successful in resolving disputes. Objections by affected property owners to a detoxification
center diminished considerably after it was proven the program could be run successfully.
Other Emergency Shelter Site Options
Although there has been a considerable effort in developing this Element to try to address the
housing needs of the County's homeless population, more attention needs to be given to this
issue than CACHE or the others involved could afford. It is expected that those responsible
for the next update of the document will continue to find innovative ways to meet the
housing needs of homeless persons. Following are two possible areas for further
consideration:
1. The Lottery: Taking Turns to Site Homeless Emergency Shelters
The fact of the growing homeless population requires some coming to grips with the. All
communities seem to prefer to be shielded from the complex human facts of homelessness.

j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2004\2004tbs1.doc

Chapter 2 Page 48

Chapter 2 Data and Analysis

2290 Housing Characteristics: Special Populations

It is unfair to compel one community, year after year, to burden their neighborhood to
provide emergency shelter to the chronic homeless problem. Fairness would be better
assured if a lottery was prepared to include all supervisorial districts and municipalities to be
subjected to an annual official drawing to determine the host community(s) for the coming
winter homeless emergency shelter site (perhaps with public fund-raising fanfare). Once a
community has taken a turn providing the winter shelter site, it should be exempt from future
drawings until all the other communities have taken their respective turn.
Every major community and/or region by supervisorial district would take a turn to identify a
site for the winter homeless shelter. Finding a suitable vacant structure that is also suitably
located has been the historic impediment to locating emergency shelters. And rather than
expend resources on rents or leases, consideration should be given to all local governments
contributing to a fund for the purchase of a building that is easily transported and erected for
easy rotational deployment. This structure should include appurtenant facilities for basic
toilet and bathing amenities.
Each community in its turn would simply identify a site that is suitable for the placement of a
transportable emergency shelter. The mobile shelter would not only provide refuge for the
homeless during harsh weather conditions, but could also serve as a year-round contingency
back up emergency shelter for victims of earthquakes, fires, floods or other disasters.
2. Dispersed Single Family Homeless Shelters.
Perhaps the most common (albeit illegal) form of homeless shelter in the County is provided
by recreational vehicles parked on numerous landowner's properties, which are rented to
friends or acquaintances for a fee. Besides being in violation of the zoning ordinance, these
RV's are usually in violation of numerous building codes and other health and safety laws.
However, given the predisposition of many County residents for this form of emergency
shelter, it may be an important area to study.
Perhaps a compromise can be reached that would allow permitting RV's to be used as
emergency shelters on a temporary basis in appropriate areas. The advantages to finding this
compromise would be great; some of the advantages include 1) a significant portion of the
homeless population could be sheltered; 2) the shelters would be dispersed throughout the
County, which would be a more equitable way of providing emergency shelters; 3) costs to
the public of providing the shelters would be minimized; and 3) individual homeowners may
be able to make some money from the shelters.
2297 Nomadic Households
There does not appear to be a significant problem accommodating the housing needs of the
County's higher income nomadic households. There are literally thousands of sites available
with adequate amenities to serve this population. And if it is found there is an inadequate
supply of such sites, new sites could apparently be created as there are many properties
suitable for this purpose.
However, there is obviously an insufficient number of sites available to accommodate the
County's lower-income nomadic households. Over the past few years, illegal encampments
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of these persons have sprung up on the South Jetty, on the banks of the Eel River, Clam
Beach, and most recently, on Baker Beach. Most people recognize the health and safety
problems that result from them, and seek to remove the encampments.
Outside of some temporary emergency campgrounds for homeless people, such as those set
up in Marin County, CA. or in the City of Eugene, Oregon, there are very few examples of
permitted campgrounds of this nature. There are two examples, however that gave some
hope and guidance.
Camp Blodgett, run by the Community Sharing Program out of Cottage Grove, Oregon, is a
campground for 25-30 homeless people, on three acres in the Umpqua National Forest, 25
miles east of Cottage Grove. Initiated under the auspices of the Cottage Grove Ranger
Station of the National Forest Service, this project was designed to provide a safe camping
space to those in need who had been trying to live in forbidden sites scattered in the forest.
The permitted encampment lasted for a number of years, and people living there became
mutually supportive. The camp provided shelter for very low income persons and set a
precedent for utilizing other national forest land. However, all of Humboldt County's
national forest land is in the mountainous eastern county 50 miles away from the nearest
social service agency who could administer such a program, so it is infeasible to set up a
similar encampment in this County.
The second example of a permitted nomadic encampment is Point Cabrillo Camp Grounds,
on the coast in Mendocino County. This commercial campground was not originally
designed to house nomadic persons. However, it evolved from a "yuppie" campground
during the summer, to a place where nomadic people would stay, in the fall, until they could
find more suitable living arrangements. The manager then began to advertise its availability
to this new clientele and it became primarily a place for nomads.
What is notable about Point Cabrillo is the way a real community developed there, under the
unobtrusive direction of the manager. Unlike the impromptu camps in Humboldt County,
Point Cabrillo evolved to the point where campers organized potlucks, solved disputes, and
helped each other with what they needed to get their own more permanent place to live.
Developing Special Occupancy Parks
Any local project that will be workable for this population must address the fundamental
problems with the existing criteria: affordability, health and safety requirements, flexibility
of length of stay, acceptability to the community at large, compatibility with the preferences
of those who would use the facility, and compliance with zoning regulations.
The primary difference between existing (illegal) camps and the special occupancy parks
designed for nomadic persons would be its management structure. That management
structure would need to be provided in a flexible manner that did not alienate the occupants
for whom it is designed.
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There are a growing number of examples of self-managed housing complexes in
communities around the country. Most of these examples operate as Transitional Shelters or
permanent housing complexes. However, if a special occupancy park were organized so that
basic rules were adhered to as a condition of residence, and so people had a part in the
maintenance and social policies and procedures (e.g. a resident council for mediating
disputes), then people might appreciate the security and not feel a loss of autonomy.
Length of Stay
If there were more flexibility in the permitted length of stay; (e.g. up to one year) so families
could keep children in one school, then there would be an opportunity for the facility to
serve as a form of transitional housing and provide enough time for a sense of community to
develop. The sense of community may enhance the potential for more self-management.
One of the implementation measures of the 1998 Element was to extend the length of stay
allowance for special occupancy parks to better accommodate nomadic households.
Use of Public Lands
In addition to sites developed through the measures discussed above, it may also be possible
for the County to facilitate creation through the use of public lands. There are upwards of
5,000 parcels of land in Humboldt County that belong to different agencies of State
government. There are also hundreds of small scattered parcels of Federal Bureau of Land
Management land; and, in the mountainous eastern county, there are thousands of acres of
National Forest. These government entities do not need to adhere to State laws or local
zoning ordinances. Through an agreement with the County, lands could be made available
for use.
Development Costs
Affordability will be largely determined by both the development costs and management
requirements of the park and by which finance mechanism is utilized in the development.
the 1998 Element noted development costs are also impacted by the fact that the local zoning
ordinance required a five acre minimum limit for a Trailer Park. This was modified as one of
the implementation measures, and now Trailer Parks of one acre in size are permitted.
Local Humboldt County Trailer Park owners and developers concur that it costs from $3,000
to $5,000 per space to develop a park. That price does not count the cost of the land. They
concur that these, plus staff and maintenance costs, translate into the need to charge residents
from $300 - $350 per month with a full park.
These projections are based on a park size of 5 acres and on a staff necessary for
maintenance. It also assumes that the residents will utilize electricity sources for selfcontained vehicles. With a smaller piece of land, maintenance done by residents, and less
use of electricity due to a different type of vehicle (mostly not self-contained), costs to the
residents could be reduced by as much as $100 a month and be in the affordable range for all
who qualify for public assistance.
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Obtaining financing for land and infrastructure costs then become the factors to be reckoned
with to make affordable.
Since the majority of people living in their own vehicles in camps have some form of public
assistance, and, because it is far more stable in the long run if a project can be selfsupportive, these parks should be developed and run as a business.
Conversion Of Trailer Parks
In discussion with local Trailer Park owners, they believe that not only is it feasible to run a
park and at least break even, they also believe there are current park owners who would be
willing to invest in such an enterprise if there were low interest loans or permit waivers to
make it worth their while.
They would particularly be interested in doing this if there were a way to ameliorate the
social problems that usually accompany this population. One possible staffing model that
was discussed with them would include a part time business manager, perhaps someone with
a profitable park near by, who would handle the finance and licensing concerns; a full time
social coordinator with training in social service who would work with the guests/residents;
and one maintenance person who could handle major park upkeep. Some of the residents
could then serve as resident night managers with a break in monthly fees.
How Many Sites Do We Need?
Based on information collected in the 1993 Homeless Needs Survey, it is known that 56
households might avail themselves of a managed park There are also some who might avail
themselves of such a facility as a place to pitch a tent, or for camping in a camper. The
previous Element projected a need for new spaces to accommodate 80 households in
unincorporated areas between 1998 and 2003. It is assumed another 80 spaces will be
needed to meet the projected need for the time frame of this Element as well.
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2300 RESIDENTIAL LAND USE INVENTORY
Building Communities and the Natural Resources and Hazards reports discussed earlier in
this Element (Section 1.1) inventoried the County's vacant lands, and found:
• After subtracting identified resource and hazard constraints, over 10,000 acres of
residential land may be available for future development, to meet Year 2025 housing
demand of 3,120 acres (as projected in Building Communities Report).
• About 439 acres of commercial/industrial land may be available for future development,
to meet Year 2025 demand of 275 acres.
• Each Community Plan Area (CPA) and Coastal Zone Plan Area (CZPA) has potentially
available rural residential land, but several areas have very limited available land
designated for single family residential development.
In the 2002 Natural Resources and Hazards Report, the summary of constrained acreage is
divided into residential categories to show potentially available residential acreage by
planning area and by type of residential designation. As shown in these tables, each
planning area has acreage for potential future residential use, although in several areas (Eel
River and McKinleyville CZPAs and Avenues-Myers Flat, Avenues-Stafford-Redcrest, and
Hydesville CPAs) available single-family residential land has been reduced to little or no
acreage. In these areas, alternative land use strategies may be evaluated in the on-going
General Plan Update to determine how projected housing needs in these communities can
be accommodated.
The land inventory in the Natural Resources and Hazards Report is supplemented by an
inventory completed in 2004 shown in Tables 20a and 20b. The new data confirm the
previous assessment that there is generally sufficient land to meet the County's housing
demand for the time frame of this Element1. The table 20a includes estimates that 2,738
multifamily units and more than 11,000 single family homes can be built if development
were to occur at the mid point of the density range.

1 There are some important differences between the land inventory here and the one that
appeared in the Natural Resources and Hazards Report. First, the development potential in
this land inventory is based on zoning rather than Assessor's Use Code, so more accurate
assumptions about development potential can be made And rather that describing development
potential as "constrained" and "not constrained" as in the Natural Resources and Hazards
Report, this inventory identifies minimum development potential required, which is usually
the midpoint of the density range allowed by the zoning and general plan after subtracting
areas subject to mapped constraints. Finally, the newer inventory includes underdeveloped
properties, which were not accounted for in the previous inventory.
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TABLE 20a
Residential Land Inventory
Unincorporated Areas, 2004

Area

Arcata CP

Zoning

Units per
Acre
Allowed

Minimum
Development
Potential
Required

Number of Average Parcel
Properties
Size

Minimum
Acreage

Maximum
Acreage

16.00

1.35

21

15

1

1.35

1.35

1.35

Residential Low
Density

7.00

0.33

3

3

3

0.11

0.06

0.15

2.00

6.00

9

8

4

1.50

0.79

2.93

Residential Estates

1.00

22.28

20

14

4

5.57

2.98

10.15

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20

451.42
33.76
515.14

183
11
247

95
11
146

59
11
82

7.65
3.07

0.09
0.70

53.42
5.87

7.00

48.45

309

175

78

0.62

0.08

8.02

2.00

3.54

10

10

10

0.35

0.10

0.98

1.00
0.20
0.05

111.56
218.39
325.00
706.94

32
51
26
428

20
34
20
259

19
34
20
161

5.87
6.42
16.25

0.55
0.50
0.63

57.73
31.73
85.26

Residential Low
Density

2.00

5.88

13

12

12

0.49

0.11

1.06

Residential Estates

1.00

29.76

49

49

36

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20

231.92
317.60
585.15

108
57
227

76
42
179

68
42
158

3.41
7.56

0.51
2.40

42.51
28.04

Residential Low
Density

Rural Residential

Subtotal
CarlottaHydesville CP

Maximum
Development
Potential
Allowed

Residential
Medium Density

Subtotal
Avenues CP

Total
Acres

Subtotal
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TABLE 20a
Residential Land Inventory
Unincorporated Areas, 2004

Area
Eel River CZA

Zoning

Units per
Acre
Allowed

Maximum
Development
Potential
Allowed

Minimum
Development Number of Average Parcel
Potential
Properties
Size
Required

Minimum
Acreage

Maximum
Acreage

15.00

3.11

44

34

5

0.62

0.23

1.37

Residential Low
Density

7.00

4.99

34

27

20

0.25

0.05

2.13

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20

48.06
54.15
110.32

32
11
121

30
8
99

26
8
59

1.85
6.77

0.33
1.55

12.11
24.31

16.00

49.53

1,052

823

58

0.85

0.08

8.39

7.00

672.48

6,425

5,059

476

1.42

0.05

82.10

2.00

13.94

30

25

14

1.00
4.73

0.14
0.09

8.40
117.20

Residential Estates

1.00

217.49

221

173

46

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20

120.54
475.72
1,549.70

32
94
7,854

32
35
6,147

32
31
657

3.77
15.35

0.52
0.67

21.73
152.53

1.00

32.28

46

46

45

0.72

0.10

2.12

0.40
0.20
0.05

205.36
203.04
144.56
585.24

83
44
12
185

61
35
11
153

61
35
9
150

3.37
5.80
16.06

0.53
0.61
1.98

9.97
18.56
71.84

Residential Medium
Density

Subtotal
Eureka CP

Total
Acres

Residential Medium
Density
Residential Low
Density

Subtotal
Fortuna Area CP Residential Estates
Rural Residential

Subtotal
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TABLE 20a
Residential Land Inventory
Unincorporated Areas, 2004
Area
Freshwater

Zoning

Units per
Acre
Allowed

Humboldt Bay
CZA

Maximum
Development
Potential
Allowed

Minimum
Development Number of Average Parcel
Potential
Properties
Size
Required

Minimum
Acreage

Maximum
Acreage

Residential Medium
Density

7.00

16.63

115

65

2

8.31

0.99

15.64

Residential Estates

1.00

6.16

14

14

14

0.44

0.11

1.21

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20
0.10

123.59
309.60
24.55
480.53

52
81
4
266

44
68
4
195

42
68
4
130

2.94
4.55
6.14

0.31
0.10
2.65

13.59
21.54
11.78

30.00

4.06

118

72

10

0.41

0.10

1.31

16.00
7.00

3.18
49.25

46
343

37
196

5
5

0.64
9.85

0.18
1.30

1.21
40.00

Residential Low

7.00
2.00

43.82
157.29

286
303

176
255

83
176

0.53
0.89

0.06
0.06

3.85
10.49

Residential Estates

1.00

15.70

11

11

11

Rural Residential
Subtotal

0.20 1,401.42

248
1,355

80
827

56
346

25.03

0.54

199.92

1,674.72

1.43
30.00

0.45

13

7

2

0.23

0.09
0.20

12.27
0.25

16.00
15.00

3.23
7.30

46
105

30
80

12
7

0.27
1.04

0.07
0.25

0.93
3.69

7.00
2.00

276.94
34.96

1,843
65

1,115
50

436
13

0.64
2.69

0.05
0.26

23.69
8.83

311.90

1908

1165

449

Subtotal
Garberville CP

Total
Acres

Residential Medium
Density

Residential Medium
Density

Residential Low
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TABLE 20a
Residential Land Inventory
Unincorporated Areas, 2004
Area
Humboldt Bay
CZA (Cont'd)

Zoning

Units per
Acre
Allowed

McKinleyville
CP

Minimum
Development Number of Average Parcel
Potential
Properties
Size
Required

Minimum
Acreage

Maximum
Acreage

19.89

21

16

16

1.24

0.36

4.14

0.40
0.20

210.73
171.27
724.77

92
36
2,221

73
23
1,394

49
18
553

4.30
9.51

0.50
0.50

52.79
84.41

Residential Medium
Density

7.00

0.35

2

1

1

0.35

0.35

0.35

Residential Low
Density

0.20

232.15

74

74

57

4.07

0.05

45.10

Rural Residential
Subtotal
Residential Medium
Density

0.20

56
132
267

50
125
163

50
108
8

4.36

0.50

17.84

30.00

218.02
450.52
9.02

1.13

0.06

3.54

16.00
15.00

1.78
31.00

26
465

17
356

6
1

0.30
31.00

0.21
31.00

0.50
31.00

Residential Low

7.00
4.00
2.00

131.98
71.61
107.24

859
270
210

504
184
158

168
96
29

0.79
0.75
3.70

0.05
0.08
0.21

12.39
14.62
57.79

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20

309.76
80.89
790.26

136
22
2,304

102
20
1,553

57
20
418

5.43
4.04

0.56
0.56

119.48
19.33

7.00

32.21

223

127

6

5.37

0.18

26.92

2.00

75.57
107.78

158
381

134
261

95
101

0.80

0.12

6.16

Subtotal
McKinleyville
CZA

Maximum
Development
Potential
Allowed

1.00

Rural Residential

Subtotal
Jacoby Creek
CP

Total
Acres

Residential Low
Density
Subtotal
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TABLE 20a
Residential Land Inventory
Unincorporated Areas, 2004
Area
North Coast
CZA

Zoning
Rural Residential

Units per
Acre
Allowed

Shelter Cove
CPA

Shelter Cove
CZA

Trinidad CZA

Minimum
Development Number of Average Parcel
Potential
Properties
Size
Required

Minimum
Acreage

Maximum
Acreage

50.46

10

10

10

5.05

0.70

19.24

0.20
0.10
0.05

308.86
503.72
477.19
1,340.23

61
50
25
146

33
36
25
104

23
16
20
69

13.43
31.48
23.86

0.54
0.44
5.78

99.35
142.03
60.03

7.00
2.00

11.79
2.25
14.04

77
4
81

55
3
58

34
3
37

0.35
0.75

0.08
0.05

2.86
1.26

Residential Estates

1.00

11.84

13

13

13

0.91

0.19

1.23

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20

626.49
595.27
1,233.60

150
125
288

95
73
181

83
69
165

7.55
8.63

0.56
0.06

85.85
46.34

30.00

18.35

494

278

118

0.15

0.06

3.71

7.00

526.42
544.78

2,856
3,350

1,888
2,166

1,806
1,924

0.29

0.08

3.15

7.00

38.95

528

528

264

0.17

0.05

1.55

294.10
333.05

1,715
2,243

1,733
2,261

1,715
1,979

2.00

4.00

7

5

3

1.33

0.81

1.62

0.50
0.40
0.20

227.13
152.65
102.82
486.60

121
64
24
216

84
53
18
160

47
47
18
115

4.83
3.25
5.71

0.26
0.53
0.56

43.63
17.54
22.49

Residential Low
Subtotal

Outside CPA

Maximum
Development
Potential
Allowed

0.40

Subtotal
Orick CP

Total
Acres

Subtotal
Residential Medium
Density
Residential Low
Subtotal
Residential Low

Subtotal
Residential Low
Rural Residential

Subtotal
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TABLE 20a
Residential Land Inventory
Unincorporated Areas, 2004
Area
Willow Creek
CP

Zoning

Units per
Acre
Allowed

Total
Acres

Maximum
Development
Potential
Allowed

Minimum
Development Number of Average Parcel
Potential
Properties
Size
Required
36
36
1
17.09

Residential Medium
Density

2.00

17.09

Residential Low
Density

7.00

37.25

217

133

84

Residential Estates

1.00

32.84

57

53

Rural Residential

0.40
0.20
0.05

214.08
168.87
36.01
506.15

70
45
2
427

254.64

Maximum
Acreage

17.09

17.09

0.44

0.14

3.06

52

0.63

0.09

4.75

49
30
2
303

49
30
2
218

4.37
5.63
18.00

0.54
0.61
2.81

18.53
45.02
33.19

3,721

2,738

506

2,795.21

16,000

11,913

5,421

415.32

480

422

228

Subtotal
Residential Medium
Total
Unincorporated Density
Residential Low
Density

Minimum
Acreage

Residential Estates

2,271
1,498
1,249
Rural Residential
9,274.36
12,739.53
22,472
16,571
7,404
TOTAL
Source: Community Development Services, 2004.
Note: This inventory describes development potential on vacant lots and lots that are underdeveloped (lots with <$20,000 worth of improvements). It excludes lots that
are < 0.05 acres in size Values for density range midpoints by plan area used in the calculations are provided in Table 27 of this chapter.
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2300 Residential Land Use Inventory

Table 20a indicates that community plans in the unincorporated portions of the county
contain more than 12,000 acres of vacant single family residential and rural residential lands
and 254.74 acres of vacant, multiple family residential lands. Assuming the midpoint of the
density range represents the true development, more than 13,000 homes can be constructed
on approximately 7,400 properties in unincorporated areas. The average parcel size, as well
as the minimum and maximum parcel size statistics show there is a range of parcel sizes
available that allow sufficient opportunities for housing to be developed in a competitive,
free-market manner.
In addition, it is estimated that about 16 secondary dwelling units will be constructed
annually over the next five years. These units are not accounted for in the previous
discussion.
2320 Ground-Truthing the Residential Land Inventory
Beginning in April, 2003, Planning staff, along with members of the Northern California
Association of Home Builders and Humboldt Association of Realtors, studied a random
sample of 100 parcels included in the residential land inventory for site visits and a quality
control check of the mapping that went into calculating development potential and
constraints. The study titled, Housing Needs, Availability and Affordability in the Eureka
and McKinleyville Community Planning Areas of the Unincorporated Areas of Humboldt
County, found that while the mapping accurately reflected acreages and constraints, a
number of the parcels that are labeled vacant are in fact already developed with homes, and
other lots have issues with access and soil percolation rates (for on-site sewage disposal
systems). In other cases, the constraints are financial; some owners are unwilling to
immediately develop the property, and prefer to hold onto the vacant lots as long term
investments.
With the targeted new housing need of 3,220 units by the year 2025 calculated in the
Building Communities Report, the number of acres needed to provide that amount of housing
was estimated to be.2,495 acres, which was bumped up by 25% to 3,120 acres to "account
for inefficiencies in the real estate market and vacant land
that might not be configured to meet specific needs." The
data from the Housing Availability Study suggest the number of acres
needed should be increased by another 22.1% in the Eureka Community Plan area, and
38.7% in the McKinleyville Community Plan area to account for inaccuracies in the vacant
land inventory and owner constraints, such as the owner's unwillingness to immediately
develop a parcel because the property is a long term investment,
Accuracy of the land inventory was one of the main concerns expressed at recent public
meetings on the General Plan Update, so there is a need to do more public outreach to
maximize the comfort level in the numbers. Accordingly, the following new policies are
proposed added to the Element:
"Quantify in a replicable format the development potential for each alternative land use
pattern evaluated in the Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan Update."
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"Develop materials for the Department’s website that clearly show the existing vacant and
underdeveloped land inventory, including thematic maps, graphs, and tables documenting
development potential and constraints on a parcel-specific level."
"Establish a procedure for updating the land inventory on annual basis to incorporate the
best available information."
"Develop procedures in the General Plan Update process that link updates of the Housing
Element to infrastructure improvements and other development timing initiatives to ensure
an adequate supply of housing to meet the County’s future housing needs."
2320 Public Services
Not all of the properties shown in the land inventory are served by public sewer and water.
All of the multifamily units are potentially serviceable except for those in Willow Creek
(water only) and Loleta, which is in the Eel River CZA (neither water nor sewer).
Subtracting these 70 units from the land inventory yields a revised development potential of
2,380 multifamily units countywide. And in the Eureka Community Plan area, the Housing
Needs, Availability and Affordability in the Eureka and McKinleyville Community Planning
Areas of the Unincorporated Areas of Humboldt County study found that only 182 of the 480
potential multifamily units were presently developable due to transmission facility
constraints.
The ability to provide water and sewer service to low density single family, residential estate,
and rural residential properties varies. Following is a summary discussion of the service
capacity of all the water and sewer service districts in unincorporated areas. (A more
complete discussion is contained in the revised preliminary draft study "Summary Report:
City and District Water and Sewer Service Capacities In Humboldt County" prepared by the
Humboldt County Department Of Community Development Services in August 23, 2004,
which is attached as Appendix N).
The following service districts have adequate capacity to service existing vacant parcels in
their service area and in their serviceable area/sphere: Humboldt Community Service
District (CSD) (although sewer in some areas may be constrained by lack of major
infrastructure), Hydesville (water only), Manila (in the Humboldt Bay CZA), McKinleyville
CSD, Orick (water only), Redway (in the Garberville CPA), Willow Creek (water - subject to
planned improvements).
Service Districts which currently do not have sufficient capacity for serving all vacant
parcels within their service area and are at or near their current capacity include Loleta,
Miranda (Avenues CPA), Palmer Creek (Fortuna CPA), Phillipsville (Avenues CPA) (water
only), Riverside CSD (Fortuna CPA), Westhaven (Outside CPA) (water only), Weott
(Avenues CPA).
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The Garberville Sanitary District may not have sufficient capacity to service existing vacant
parcels in their service area, and would need to expand to serve properties outside their
sphere.
Shelter Cove is somewhat unique in that it has a great number of underdeveloped or vacant
parcels. Within the Resort Improvement District's boundaries there is the potential for 3,906
additional units for water service and 1,895 additional units for sewer service. Available
capacities are 600 connections for water and 225 connections for sewer.
The study shows that while there will need to be service district facilities upgrades to provide
sewer and water to all the low density single family, residential estate, and rural residential
properties, there is presently sufficient capacity to meet the projected demand for 1,889 new
housing units needed between 2001 and 2008.
The following table identifies the available water and sewer capacity for selected services
districts.
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TABLE 20b
Available Water & Sewer Connections
Selected Water and Sewer Districts - Humboldt County, 2004
Service District
Humboldt CSD
Manila CSD
McKinleyville CSD
Redway CSD
Resort Improvement
District

Area Served
Eureka CPA,
Humboldt Bay CZA (part)
Humboldt Bay CZA
McKinleyville CPA,
McKinleyville CZA
Garberville CPA
Shelter Cove CPA
Shelter Cove CZA

Total Selected Service Districts

Available
Connections
2,025 (sewer)
3,214 (water)
357 (sewer)
"ample" (water)
800 (sewer)
2,300 (water)
786 (sewer)
371 (water)
225 (sewer)
600 (water)
4,193 (sewer)
6,484+ (water)

Source: Humboldt Community Development Services, 2004

It is recognized that while there is sufficient public water and sewer service capacity to meet
the County's housing needs through 2008, there are numerous infrastructure improvements
necessary to realize the buildout potential. One example is the sewer line upgrade for the
Humboldt Community Services District known as the "Martin Slough Interceptor", which is
presently being studied. Unmapped constraints and infrastructure constraints discussed in the
Land Availability Study reduce the development potential considerably. Development
potential is roughly cut in half when infrastructure constraints are taken into consideration
The Humboldt County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors acknowledged this
fact when they provided direction to staff for the draft General Plan Update, which is
scheduled to be released in the second half of 2005. Specifically, the Board of Supervisors
asserted, "The proposed project must include actionable plans for infrastructure financing
and construction."2 A new program has been added to the Housing Element to reflect this
mandate.

2 Record of Action, Board of Supervisors meeting September 13, 2004.
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2400 HOUSING NEEDS
2410 Projected Regional Housing Needs
State legislation enacted in 1980 requires the Humboldt County Association of Governments
(HCAOG) to determine the existing and projected housing needs for each income category
for all of Humboldt County. HCAOG determined regional housing needs primarily based on
projections of the number of households in the County by the California Department of
Finance. Local governments are not required to meet their share of the housing needs;
meeting the identified need may exceed the community's ability to finance or design
programs to meet the projected housing need. However, State law does require local
governments to provide adequate sites for the construction of housing to meet the needs.
Table 21 contains the housing needs projected by HCAOG (for a discussion of the various
income categories, please refer to Table 1 of this Element). Appendix H of this Element
contains copy of the approved Regional Housing Needs Plan.
TABLE 21
PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS
HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 2001 - 2008

Income Category
Very Low
Other Low
Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

Housing Units
Unincorporated
Areas
Total County
581
378
484
645

1,033
676
795
1,471

2,088

3,975

Source: Humboldt County Association of Governments; Regional Housing Needs Plan for Humboldt County;
November, 2002.

HCAOG has determined that by July 1, 2008, a total of 2,088 units will have to be
constructed within the unincorporated portions of the County; 959 of these will have to be
affordable to households earning below moderate income (less than 80% of the median
income). Approximately 10% of these (199 homes) will be needed to replace the retired
housing stock during this time period.
2420 Programs To Develop Housing For Higher Income Persons
It is possible for the County to meet its share of the regional housing need for units which are
affordable to moderate and above moderate income. According to the discussion of land
inventory in the previous section, there are 9,036.4 acres of very low density/rural residential
land. Assuming an average density of one unit per 2.5 acres, 3,614 units can be constructed,
which is more than three times the projected housing need of 1,129 units for higher income
persons.
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The projected housing need for higher income persons will also be met by housing
constructed in areas planned for single family uses, properties with an RL plan designation.
The land inventory in Table 20 includes nearly 3,200 acres zoned residential low density and
residential estates, which would yield 12,000+ units if development occurred at the midpoint
of the density range). Over the past five years, 1,280 single family units have been
constructed in unincorporated areas, all of which were likely affordable to moderate and
above moderate income households.
2430 Programs To Develop Housing For Lower Income Persons
While the County could meet the State's goals for meeting our overall projected housing
needs, it is unlikely the County will be able to meet its share of the regional housing need for
low income households. This was also the conclusion of the 1998 Element, and housing
affordability has eroded significantly since then (as described earlier in this chapter). There
are several programs that are designed to help meet the housing needs of other low income
persons as discussed below, but it is anticipated that these programs may not result in the
construction of all the projected lower income units.
1. Multifamily Housing Sites. The land inventory identifies a total of 506
properties with a combined 254.74 developable acres of land planned for multifamily
residential uses with public services available. Assuming the properties are built at (
the midpoint of the density range, there is land available to accommodate 2,738
multifamily units. The best the County can hope for is that most of these units will be
affordable to those at the top end of the low income group3.
The 2003 Element included the following measures to encourage the construction of
multifamily dwellings.
•

Policy 1.2a states that "(t)he County shall not approve any land use proposal to
develop any site available for multifamily housing for any use other than multifamily
except where the inventory of vacant sites planned Residential Multifamily (RM)
exceeds the acreage of July 1, 2003 (81.1 acres)."

This policy was based on the previous land inventory, which revealed a shortage of
multifamily unit development potential (less than 1,000 units). As the present land
inventory identifies 254.64 acres of multifamily acreage with an assumed development
potential of 2,738 units, Policy 1.2a is proposed to be revised as follows: “The land
inventory shall be monitored annually to maintain a development potential of at least
1,000 multifamily units with public services available.”.
•

Program 1.1b amended the general plan and zoning ordinance to allow apartments
above commercial establishments in urban areas and to allow mixed residential and
commercial uses in planned unit developments.

3

The 1998 Element documented that in a telephone survey of nine for-profit multifamily housing developers
that built new units during the time frame of that Element, 85% rented levels affordable to low income
households and the remaining 15% rented at levels affordable to very low income households..
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Program 1.1c. amended the zoning ordinance for residential zones to prohibit
development at lower densities than those used by the State for the purpose of
calculating compliance with the "fair share" Housing Element law.

•

Program 1.1j involved adoption of ordinance changes to specify that the density
standards under the General Plan are to be used in determining the number of
dwelling units permitted on lots zoned Residential Multiple Family (R-3) and
Apartment-Professional (R-4). This will allow for more than just a single four-plex
as a principally permitted use in R-3 zones, and will clarify the allowed number of
units in R-4 zones.
A new program has been added to ensure the development standards of the R-3 and R-4
zones do not preclude the ability to achieve the maximum density allowed by the general
plan, and to encourage and facilitate the development of multifamily units for lowerincome households. Another new program will assist in the development of housing for
lower- and moderate-income households by reducing fees and fast-tracking affordable
housing projects.

2. Farmers Home Administration Home Loans. Farmer's Home Administration
(FmHA) loans will likely be available in the future to meet the housing needs of some
of the other low income households. Through this program, loans are made with only
a five percent down payment, and fixed interest rates which are below market rates,
enabling low and very low income households to qualify for housing at prices
normally affordable to only moderate and above moderate income households.
Between 1985 and 1992, 33 mortgages were funded annually through this program,
According to officials with the FmHA, approximately 75% of these loans were made
to persons with low incomes, with the remainder going to very low income
households. It is assumed this same level of activity will continue during the time
frame of this Element as well.
3. Farmers Home Administration Construction Loans. FmHA programs may
also help develop multifamily housing which is affordable to some very low income
persons. During the 1985 to 1992 time period, 259 multifamily units were
constructed in unincorporated areas with assistance of this FmHA program.
However, since 1998 there have been no multifamily structures built under this
program. While this study assumes there will likewise be no multifamily units
constructed under this program in the next five years, funding for this program is
often cyclical, and opportunities may present themselves.
4. Second Units. Second units are also providing housing affordable to very low
income households. The 1998 Element documented that one-third of the second units
were affordable to low income households, and the remainder were affordable to very
low income households; this trend is assumed to apply for the duration of the 2003
Element as well. Seventy nine second units were developed during the 1998 - 2003
time frame; this same number is expected to be developed over the next five years as
well.
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5. HOME and CDBG Programs. Another potential source of very low income
units in the coming years may be those developed with the assistance of Federal
CDBG and the State HOME programs. Over the past 5 years, 44 multifamily units
affordable to very low income persons were developed under the HOME and CDBG
programs. This study assumes the same level of activity for the next five years as
well. (Appendix D of this Element contains a more detailed description of Federal
and State housing assistance programs.)
2440

Quantified Objectives

This section contains the County's statement of quantified objectives for housing programs
for the next five years. A housing element must include measurable objectives that qualify
the maximum number of housing units that can be reasonably constructed, rehabilitated, and
conserved within the time frame of the Element, based on local needs, resources, and
constraints. While ideally the housing objectives will equal the housing needs identified in
the housing element, the identified needs will typically exceed available resources.
Realistically, many of the factors that influence housing production are beyond the control of
local government.
The requirement to establish maximum objectives does not mean that local governments are
required to expand local revenues for the construction of housing, housing subsidies, or land
acquisition, but is intended to assist the community in designing and implementing housing
programs to facilitate the achievement of the stated potential for the construction,
rehabilitation and conservation of housing.
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Building permits Based on the fact that 1,280 single family residences were constructed in
the past five years (since 1998); the objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of
1,280 additional single family units by 2008. There were 128 multifamily units constructed
since 1998, 36 of them at market rates; this same rate of construction is anticipated over the
coming five years as well. And forty four of the other multifamily units were developed with
assistance from the CDBG and HOME programs; they are targeting very low income
households. The objective of the County is to construct the same number of federal and
State-assisted multifamily structures over the next five years at the densities described in the
preceding section 2300 - Residential Land Inventory.
It is assumed that over the time frame of the 2003 Element, two-thirds of the single family
units will be affordable to above moderate income households, and the remainder will be
affordable to moderate income households. Eight-five percent (85%) of all market rate
multifamily units will be affordable to low income persons, and 15% will be affordable to
very low income persons, and all moderate and below moderate income units constructed
since 1992 under this program will be conserved as affordable units over the next five years..
Also there were 4,531 building permits issued for remodeling, repair and rehabilitation of
residences between 1998 and 2003. That same level of activity is predicted for the coming
five years as well.
Alternative Owner Builder (AOB) program. Based on past trends, all of the AOB units
constructed under this program during the next five years will be affordable to moderate
income households. The objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of 117 units
under this program in the next five years. It is expected that those units constructed since
1992 will be conserved in the future.
Mortgage Credit Certificates. Since this program was not active over the past five years,
it is assumed it will remain inactive over the next five years as well. One of the new policies
of the 2003 Element (1.2c) is to pursue funding for first-time home buyer programs. It is hoped
this will enable the County secure funding for such a program during the time frame of this
Element.
Second Units. The objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of 79 additional
second units between 2003 and 2008. This projection is based on historical trends.
Consistent with historical trends, one-third of the second units will be affordable to low
income households, and the remainder will be affordable to very low income households. It
is expected that those units constructed since 1992 will be conserved as affordable units in
the future.
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Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). Based on information in the 1998 Element, it is
projected that 169 mortgages for single family residences will be funded through this
program between 2003 and 2008. Based on restrictions of the program, all of the
multifamily units and 25% of the single family units assisted through this program will be
affordable to very low income households (the other 75% will be affordable to low income
households). Further, all units assisted under this program since 1992 will be conserved as
affordable units during the following five years.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Housing Preservation Grant (HPG),
California Housing Repair Program (CHRP) and Self Help Housing Programs. Based
on information from the Redwood Community Action Agency, the County's objective is to
assist the rehabilitation of an additional 95 units through the CDBG program and the HPG
program. All units rehabilitated through these programs will likely be single family, and will
be affordable to low income households. All units assisted through these programs since
1992 will be conserved as affordable units during the next five years.
Section 8 Rental Assistance Programs. If funding continues at previous levels, there will
be an additional 130 units funded through the Section 8 programs in the next five years. All
units provided through this program in the next five years will be affordable to very low
income households. The units funded through this program since 1992 will be conserved as
affordable units over the next five years.
Weatherization. Based on the level of activity over the previous five years, it is projected
PG&E will weatherize 1,050 units between 2003 and 2008. As before, half of these units
will be affordable to low income households, and the remainder will be affordable to very
low income households. All units assisted through these programs since 1992 will be
conserved as affordable units during the next five years.
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TABLE 22
PROJECTED NUMBER OF UNITS
CONSTRUCTED, REHABILITATED AND CONSERVED
UNINCORPORATED AREAS, 2003 - 2008
(Single Family / Multifamily Units)
Income
Category
Above
Moderate
Moderate

Program
Building
Permits
Building
Permits
A.O.B. Permits

Low

Building
Permits
Mortgage
Credit
Second Units
FmHA

New
Construction

Rehabilitation

Conservation

3,386 / 0

6,277 / 0

11,666 / 0

422 / 0

1,422 / 0

1,844 / 0

117 / 0
539 / 0

384 / 0
806 / 0

501 / 0
2,345 / 0

0 / 31

0 / 31

0 / 62

0/0
26 / 0
178 / 0
204 / 31

76 / 0
78 / 0
356 / 0

76 / 0
104 / 0
534 / 0

135 / 0
72 / 0
36 / 0
40 / 0
2,400 / 0
3,193 / 31

230 / 0
72 / 0
36 / 0
40 / 0
2,925 / 0
4,017 / 62

0 / 17
153 / 0
118 / 259
0 / 580

0 / 66
206 / 0
177/ 259
0 / 710

858 / 0

CDBG
HPG
Self Help
CHRP
Weatherization
Very Low

Building
Permits
Second Units
FmHA
Section 8

95 / 0
0/0
0/0
0/0
525 / 0
620 / 0
0 / 49
53 / 0
59 / 0
0 / 130
112/ 179

Weatherization

525 / 0

2,400 / 0
2,671 / 856

Total

2,925 / 0
3,308 / 1,035

Given all the programs mentioned above, it is obvious the County is aggressively trying to
keep housing as affordable as possible. The new programs identified in Chapter 3 of the
Element underscore the County's efforts. But the problem is so pervasive, it would be a
miracle if the County successfully accommodated all of its projected low and very low
income housing needs. As shown earlier in Figure 10 of this chapter, those living on
government assistance, and even those making minimum wage, can't afford to rent a typical
studio apartment. And Figure 11 shows the dramatic shortage of units affordable to persons
living on government assistance. These figures demonstrate the only sure way the County
can meets its projected housing needs is with either a dramatic increase in government
assistance and wage levels, or a corresponding decrease in real estate values. It's unlikely
that either of these conditions will come about during the time frame of this Element.
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2500 HOUSING MARKET COSTS
Current national, state and local market trends will largely determine the type, quality and
quantity of housing that will exist in Humboldt County. Major costs and constraints
contributing to the sale price or rental cost of housing in Humboldt County include direct and
indirect market costs. Figures for the direct and indirect costs are indicated in Table 23.
2510 Direct Market Costs
A.
Land. The cost of land has risen at a fast rate, particularly since the early 1970's.
Cost of land can vary markedly by location, zoning, jurisdiction and community
amenities. The 1998 Element noted the typical urban lot with public water and sewer
facilities cost approximately $40,000. Based on County Assessor appraisals of land
for Parkland Dedication fee calculation purposes, that figure has risen by 66% in the
past 5 years4. (For rural land costs see D. below).
B.

Site Improvements. These include such items as land clearing, pad set-up, site
utilities and direct access to the house from a public or private road. Costs depend on
the type of development, parcel size and topography. To prepare a relatively flat
parcel close to public services for construction will cost close to $5,500 in 1998. The
1998 Element also noted the addition of a septic tank and well will cost an additional
$6,000 to $10,000. These figures have likely increased by @2.5% each year since
then, assuming these costs mirror costs in the overall national Consumer Price Index5.

C.

Construction. Construction costs for conventionally constructed dwellings are
between $85 and $125 per square foot according to the Northern California Home
Builders Association. This means that the construction costs for a typical three
bedroom, two bath, 1,500 square foot house which ranged from $45,000 to $60,000 in
1980, now costs $127,500 - $187,500 (strictly construction costs). This does not
include the cost of all necessary permits, which typically run about 3% of
construction costs.

D.

Rural Land Costs. The 1998 Element noted that a 40 acre parcel located more than
an hour from Eureka cost about $35,000. Assuming the same five year 66% rise in
costs as urban land, the same property would now be expected to cost $58,100.

4

In 1998, the Assessor appraised one acre of land in the McKinleyville area at $45,000; in 2003, that figure
rose to $75,000.
5 According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the national Consumer Price Index rose by 10.1% between 1998
and 2002.
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TABLE 23
DIRECT AND INDIRECT NEW HOUSING COSTS
FOR TYPICAL 3 BEDROOM, 1,500 SQUARE FOOT HOME
IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY, 1992 - 2003
1992

2003

Direct Costs
Land (6,000 square foot lot*)
Site Improvements
Construction
Sales and Marketing (6%)

$40,000
$4,500
$90,000
$8,367

Indirect Costs
Origination Fees (1.5 pt..)
Credit Check
Appraisal Fee
Document Preparation
Roof Report
Termite Report

$1,929
$50
$275
$150
$150
$150

$2,994
$65
$350
$200
$200
$200

$145,571

$215,624

Total Purchase Price

$66,400
$5,737
$127,500+
$11,978

*Not including water and sanitation systems.
Source: Humboldt County Community Development Services Department.

2520

Indirect Market Costs

A.

Financing. Interest rates are a major factor of increased housing costs. Assuming a
6% fixed interest rate on a house selling for $215,624 with a 10% down payment,
leaving a balance of $205,624, amortized over a 30 year period, the mortgage
payments amount to $1,232 per month. In order to qualify for the $1,232 per month
payment, loan applicants must have an income over $59,136 per year. According to
the State Department of Community Development, the median household income in
Humboldt County was $45,400 in 2003.
Interest rates for permanent financing have been an erratic component of total
housing costs in recent years. Interest rates have fluctuated over the last 25 years
within a range from 6 percent to over 18 percent. The interest rate on the
conventional, 30-year, fixed rate mortgage presently runs about 6 percent in 2003
with loan origination fees of around 1 1/2 percent plus $250.
Because so many families were unable to qualify for home loans at the higher interest
rates, financial institutions have invented a wide variety of new financing techniques
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such as: mortgages with balloon payments, graduated payments, shared equity and
adjustable interest rates. Presently, you can obtain an adjustable interest mortgage at
4.3 percent with a six percent cap on rate adjustments and a loan fee of 1.5 percent
plus $250.
The 1998 Element documented that in Humboldt County, half of the home purchases
involving institutional lenders are fixed rate loans and half are adjustables.
B

Sales and Marketing. Most housing and vacant land are sold through real estate
agents. Current commissions vary, but are generally between 4% and 10% (the latter
for vacant land). An average commission is generally 6%, which amounts to $11,978
on a $199,637 home.

C.

Gross Profit. The gross profit on a new house can also vary widely, but is generally
around 10% of the selling price. This means that on a Humboldt County house
selling for $199,637, approximately $19,964 would be gross profits to the contractor.

D.

Property Tax. Property taxes generally equal 1% to 1-1/4% of the total appraised
value, less the Homeowner's exemption. An appraised value is generally somewhat
lower than the actual selling price. This indicates that a house valued at $145,000
would pay approximately $1,909 per year in property taxes, which includes the
$87.50 reduction for the Homeowner's exemption.

E.

Insurance. Property insurance such as fire, hazards (winds, floods, lightning, hail,
explosion, etc.) and homeowner liability insurance premiums vary based on the value
of the home and the quality of fire protection. Statewide, based on the typical mix of
property insurance coverage, the average monthly insurance premium is calculated as
0.003/12 x House Price. Insurance costs locally can range from 2% to 3% of total
monthly homeowner costs.
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TABLE 24
SAMPLE MONTHLY COSTS OF OWNERSHIP ON A TYPICAL
3 BEDROOM, 2 BATH, 1,500 SQUARE FOOT HOME, 1992, 2003
Basic Payment Components

1992

2003

Selling Price
10% Down Payment
Balance To Be Financed

$142,000
-14,200
$127,800

$199,637
$19,964
$179,673

Mortgage Payment
at 6% interest, 30 year amortization*
Property Taxes, Insurance
Gas and Electric
Water and Sewer

$895 (7.5% interest)
$164
$100
$30

Total Monthly Payment

$1,189

$1,232
$209
$125
$38
$1,604

Source Humboldt County Community Development Services.
Note:

Table 24 is based upon a 10% down payment; increasing the down payment naturally decreases the
monthly payments. Conversely, upward adjustment in the interest rate results in increased monthly
payments. In addition, it should be noted, that maintenance and other incidental home ownership costs
are not included in this table.

j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2004\2004tbs1.doc

Chapter 2 Page 74

Chapter 2 Data and Analysis

2600 Governmental Constraints

2600 GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
Governmental constraints can and do flow from many local, regional, State and Federal
actions. While local governments are required to have a comprehensive general plan and
consistent implementation programs, State and Federal governments aren't. As a result, State
and Federal legislation and implementation programs are often inconsistent and disruptive,
and significantly increase housing costs.
Local government regulations can also significantly increase housing costs by limiting the
number of available building sites and increasing development costs. Local plans, zoning
regulations, subdivision regulations, building regulations and related ordinances can
seriously limit the number of sites that can be developed, make it difficult or expensive to
develop the available sites, and require minimum building standards which significantly
increase local housing costs.
One of the greatest difficulties that an individual citizen encounters in attempting to deal with
governmental regulations has to do with the fact that sufficient flexibility is almost never
built into these regulations. Rules are laid down which take no account of the substantial
differences between the realities of different counties (e.g. rural or highly urbanized) or of
individuals. One size is supposed to fit all. The result is that an individual sometimes comes
before a government agency with a justifiable complaint that a given regulation is harmful to
them, and upon asking for flexible standards, are told, "sorry, but there's nothing we can do
about it, it's the law."
For example, administration of State Building Code standards leads to the absurd
requirement that electrical outlets be spaced a certain distance from each other, under penalty
of possible abatement, even when the residence is not proposed to be served by electricity in
the first place. This problem is endemic throughout our system of government; it is not
confined to housing regulations, and it accounts for a tremendous amount of disenchantment
among the citizenry, who feel that their government fails to take account of their needs when
no crime has been committed.
Humboldt County is a leader in addressing this problem. The Alternate Owner Builder
program is an example where Humboldt has crafted legislation which takes account of
differing individual circumstances while protecting public health and safety. The County's
Fire Safety regulations adopted in 1992 are also a significant step in the direction toward
increased governmental flexibility. Built into the regulations are provisions to exempt
individuals from certain requirements upon showing good cause. These exemptions allow
local authorities to better respond to individual circumstances, while still achieving the
regulations. Clearly this kind of directly responsible government has many benefits; it
should be expanded not only to other housing regulations, but to other regulatory activities as
well.
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Finally, development fees and special assessments can dramatically increase housing costs.
Since the passage of Proposition 13, there has been an alarming trend towards direct charges
for public services. If this trend continues, and the State continues to mandate minimum
health, safety and environmental standards, housing costs will escalate dramatically.
The residents of Humboldt County have done an excellent job of planning for adequate new
housing sites. They have also encouraged affordable housing by adopting a variety of
creative local plans and alternative regulations in response to excessive State mandates. This
Chapter describes these local programs in detail.
2610

State and Federal Constraints

Appendix M.1 includes a listing and description of over 12,000 pages of State land use,
environmental, and special fee regulations that local agencies must implement. While 20 of
these pages require and encourage the provision of affordable housing (Government Code
Sections 65913 - 65918, and 65580 - 65590.1), most increase the cost of housing by
requiring the following for new housing projects:
Discretionary review
Coastal development permits in the coastal zone
Conformance with State building regulations
Development impact fees and special assessments.
Miscellaneous development restrictions and requirements
Housing costs are also increased as a result of:
National flood insurance
Reduction of State and Federal funding for housing
Litigation.
2611

Discretionary Review Of New Housing Projects

Because the State has required discretionary review of all community plan amendments and
implementing ordinances for over 20 years, a public hearing and environmental review has
essentially been required for all new housing development. Discretionary review of new
housing projects virtually insures significantly increased housing costs related to the:
Preparation of extensive environmental documents
Adoption and monitoring of mitigation plans
j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2004\2004tbs1.doc

Chapter 2 Page 76

Chapter 2 Data and Analysis

2630 Governmental Constraints: Response To Federal & State Constraints

Hiring of consultants
Holding costs incurred by the developer.
Appendix M.2 illustrates the processing steps and minimum time frames for completing the
discretionary review of new housing projects in Humboldt County. Appendix M.2 also
includes a survey of processing times in comparable counties, and the written procedures that
planning staff have prepared to insure compliance with the discretionary review mandates.
Humboldt County completes the discretionary review of most minor housing projects like
minor subdivisions and special permits for secondary units in the average time of 3 - 6
months from the date a complete application is received. Larger, more controversial projects
can take much longer to process, especially if an Environmental Impact Report is required.
2612

Coastal Act Requirements

The California Coastal Act (Public Resources Code Section 30000 et seq.) established
development standards and public hearing requirements for all new housing development
within the State Coastal Zone.
The Coastal Act increased housing costs for the same reasons that discretionary review
mandates increased costs. To further aggravate housing costs, a two tiered permit review
procedure was required for years. Developers were first required to secure approval of their
housing project from local agencies, and were then required to secure approval of the same
project from the Coastal Commission.
In 1985 Humboldt County's Local Program was certified by the Coastal Commission, and the
discretionary review process was simplified for most coastal development permits.
Appendix M.3 includes Humboldt County's Coastal Zone permit application review
procedures.
Discretionary permits in the Coastal Zone don't take any longer to process than discretionary
permits outside the Coastal Zone. However, with the exception of those areas which are
illustrated in Appendix M.3, virtually all new housing, including the construction of a single
house on a vacant parcel, require discretionary review in the Coastal Zone.
The Coastal Act further constrains housing with regulatory restrictions related to protecting:
Coastal access and views
Major vegetation
Wetlands, streams and riparian corridors
Natural landforms protection
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Coastal and resource dependent development
Dunes and beaches
Transitional agricultural lands
Finally, the amendment of local coastal plans and zones to allow housing projects in areas
not planned and zoned for housing still requires review and approval by the Coastal
Commission.
2613

Building Regulations

As indicated in Appendix M.1, there are over 2,000 pages of State building regulations, and
5,000 pages of California Energy Commission regulations that the County of Humboldt must
administer and implement. The Section describes the minimum requirements for building a
home in compliance with the State Uniform Building Codes.
Appendix M.2- includes a detailed description of the local building permit review process.
The County Building Division acts as the "one stop" agency for identifying all local permit
review requirements. The Building Division also coordinates the securement of all required
approvals from Planning, Health, Public Works and local Fire Protection Agencies. Any
impact fees and special assessments are also collected by the Division in processing building
permits.
Despite a high work load and large service area, Humboldt County processes building
permits to approval in 2 - 3 weeks from the date complete building plans are submitted. The
survey of comparable counties in Appendix M.2 indicates that this is an average processing
time.
2614

Fees And Assessments

The implementation of over 12,000 pages of State mandated regulations, without
corresponding State funding, results in fees and special assessments. While impact fees and
special assessments in Humboldt County are nominal compared to the urban areas in the
State, they represent the single most significant threat to housing affordability. Since the
passage of Proposition 13, there has been an alarming trend towards increased fees for public
services.
The following table compares typical fees for residential development in between the years
1997 and 2003. The table shows that total fees for construction of a single family residence
have risen from $5,719 in 1997 to $6,090 in 2003, an increase of about 6% in six years. This
level of increase is assumed to be representative of most other parts of the County as well.
TABLE 25
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TYPICAL FEES FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION
MCKINLEYVILLE, 1997 - 2003
Building and Value (in Dollars)

Unit Valuation
Typical Sample
Typical valuation
1997 & 2003

Bedroom
Addition

Detached
Garage

House with
Garage

Duplex of
3,200 sq.ft.

MultiFamily
32,000 sq.ft.

150 s/f @
$46.30 per
s/f

600 s/f @
$20.60 per
s/f

House 1,350
sq ft @
$46.30
Garage 600
sf @ $20.60

3200 s/f @
$46.30 per s/f

32,000 s/f
(20 units)**

$5,500
$6,950

$6600
$12360

$70,000
$74,850

$93,360
$148,160

$933,000
$1,114,880

Typical Fees (fees will vary based on project variables)
Type of Fee

1997

2003

1997

2003

1997

2003

1997

2003

1997

2003

Bldg. Permit

163

184

217

1,420

1,054

1,347

1,321

2,384

School Impact

0

0

0

0

2,145

1,462

2,400

2,400

Street Encroachment
Typical Service Dist.
Connection Fees
Outside Fire Service
Dist. Fee
Plan User
Other Impact
(drainage)
Erosion/Sediment Control
Outside sewered area fee
(environ. health)
Application Fee (site
check)

0

0

0

110

250

110

74

110

0

0

0

0

2,000

2,320

3,400

4,460

8,393
24,00
0
250
24,00
0

9,946
24,00
0
110
37,10
5

0

117

0

117

0

117

0

117

0

117

17

28

20

50

60

300

60

592

600

4,459

0

24

0

0

210

216

512

512

5,120

5,120

0

71

0

71

0

71

0

71

0

71

0

82

0

82

0

82

0

82

0

82

0

65

0

65

0

65

0

65

0

65

180

571

237

1,915

5,719

6,090

7,767

10,79
3

62,36
3

81,07
5

Typical Total

**Does not include plumbing, electrical or mechanical permitting fees

As the following table illustrates, Humboldt County simply doesn't have the revenues
available to implement all of the mandated programs without fees and special assessments.
TABLE 26
HUMBOLDT COUNTY REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
FISCAL YEAR 2001 - 2002
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State & Federal

Amount
(X $1,000,000)
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Percent of the
Total

140

67

Property Tax

22

11

Service Charges
Fines &
Penalties
Other Revenues
Fund Forward

24
3

12
1

8
10

4
5

Total

208

100

Expenditures
Public
Assistance
Public
Protection
Public Health
General Govt.
Capital Projects
Education
Public Transit
Recreation
Ways and
Facilities
Debt Service
Contingency
Total

Amount
(X $1,000,000)

Percent of Total

65

31

47

22

43
16

20
8

2
2
1
1
21
2
8
208

1
1
0.5
0.5
11
1
4
100

Sixty seven percent of the County's revenues come from the State and Federal governments.
Ninety two percent of County expenditures are devoted to public assistance, public
protection, public health, roads, and the general government costs associated with
administering these mandated services.
In Humboldt County we are very concerned about the trend towards special assessments and
impact fees, and are doing our best to keep our fees to a minimum. Appendix M.4 includes
Planning and Building fee schedule, and a survey that was conducted in 1991 to determine
fees in comparable counties. Humboldt County's fees comparable to adjacent counties.
2615

Miscellaneous State Fees, Development Standards and Permit Requirements

Appendix M.1 also includes a detailed description of State agency regulatory requirements.
In addition to securing County approval of new housing projects, developers are often
required to secure permits and approvals from several State and Federal agencies.
Developers may also be required to conform with specific State development standards.
The miscellaneous State fees, development standards, and permit requirements which have
the most significant impacts upon the costs of building materials and housing development in
Humboldt County include:
Fish & Game environmental review fees
Department of Forestry fire safe standards
Alquist Priolo geologic report requirements
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Water Resources Control Board waste discharge requirements
Fish & Game 1603 agreements
Mines & Geology surface mining requirements
Department Of Forestry timber harvesting requirements
California Energy Commission Title 24 Requirements
2616

National Flood Insurance

Regulations within flood prone areas will curtail substantial new housing starts. Under the
Federal Insurance Program, which the County opted to enter in 1974, all structures designed
for human habitation must be elevated at or above the 100 year flood plain limits where such
information is known. The 1964 flood provided all the high water elevations throughout the
County, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development maps reflect that
information.
The insurance program is tied to any Federally chartered bank or lending institution. The
County's non-compliance or non-involvement in the program would have serious economic
side effects. Any person seeking to construct a dwelling or other structure for human
habitation in these zones with the aid of a loan from a bank or savings and loan association
would have a problem. It would appear that flood prone areas offer little in the way of
providing suitable low cost building sites.
In addition, the lowland areas adjacent to Humboldt County's rivers and streams are
predominantly planned for resource uses (i.e., timber and agriculture).
Replacement of existing structures (mobile homes and standard construction) that are
damaged by fire, flood or any other natural causes to an extent of 50% or more of the value
of the structure, may be replaced if elevated. If the damaged structure is in a "floodway" as
depicted on the Federal Insurance maps, reconstruction will be allowed under the same
criteria. Structures damaged at less than 50% of value may have the damaged portion
reconstructed with no special flood requirements.
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Federal And State Funding

Another serious constraint to providing affordable housing is the declining amount of Federal
funds for housing. Most of the housing affordable to very low income households is
subsidized by Federal programs. Popular programs which have long been mainstays of the
Federal housing effort have either been eliminated or cut back. In an era in which a variety
of factors have increased the cost of housing, cutbacks in Federal programs have severely
limited the ability of local government to assist lower income people in finding decent
housing opportunities. Due to continued Federal budget deficits, it is unlikely that there will
be significant increases in Federally funded housing programs in coming years. Rather,
cutbacks in existing programs seem more likely.
2618

Litigation

While litigation has not posed a serious historic threat to affordable housing in Humboldt
County, recent developments prove litigation can seriously delay or prohibit needed housing
projects. The County has responded to this potential threat by actively mediating between all
concerned parties. Hopefully, our mediation efforts will help minimize the delays associated
with litigation.
All of the above increase the time and costs associated with developing new housing. They
also increase housing costs by limiting the amount of land that can be developed for new
housing. The cost of new housing will continue to escalate as long as new housing projects
are subjected to discretionary review, special fees and assessments, potential litigation, and
minimum State health, safety and environmental standards, and increasingly restrictive
building code requirements.
2620

State Programs Which Respond To The Above Mandates

The State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires timely processing of
complete applications for development permits by setting an overall deadline of one (1) year
for local and State permit approvals. While most projects are processed in less time, failure
by a public agency to meet the processing deadline results in automatic approval of an
application (AB884 McCarthy, Chapter 846 of 1981 and AB 2320, McCarthy, Chapter 1152
of 1980)
The State additionally requires coordinated processing to reduce the time and expense
experienced by developers who must process applications through various state and local
government offices. Local governments must designate a single entity or person to
coordinate the review of residential development proposals, and to provide information to
applicants concerning the status of permits and requirements (AB941, McCarthy, Chapter
846 of 1981)
State policy seeks to minimize fees and exactions levied on developers in order to avoid
increased housing costs (AB 2853, Roos, Chapter 1143 of 1980). State law limits fees to the
actual costs of services for local sewer and water connections, zoning variances, use permits,
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building inspections, and similar activities. Exceptions must be approved by two- thirds of a
community's voters.
2630

Local Programs Which Respond To The Above Mandates

To help reduce the impacts of some of the above mandates upon the costs of new housing,
Humboldt County has implemented the following local programs:
2631

Discretionary Review
Coastal Planning and Zoning Authority
Minimize Building Regulations
Minimize Impacts of Fees and Assessments, National Flood Insurance, Reduction
of State and Federal Funding and Litigation

Discretionary Review Of New Housing Projects

As Section 2500 of this Housing Element documents, Humboldt County has adopted a
Framework Plan and Community Plans which set aside adequate area for needed housing.
In addition, the County has taken the following measures.
Adoption Of Local Ordinances To Allow:
Alternative road improvement and setback requirements which are less costly than what
would have been required by the State Fire Safe Regulations.
Merger only of property in Agricultural Preserves.
Waiver of zoning requirements where the adjusted lot lines are as conforming as existing
lines.
Implementation Of The Following Departmental Procedures and Programs:
An application assistance program which encourages pre - application meetings with the
planner who will be processing their project.
"Designer" application packets which specify application requirements based on the type
of project, location of the project, and the applicable plan policies and zoning regulations.
Informational handouts which describe review procedures and specific report
requirements.
Detailed, written documentation of all departmental procedures (over 500 pages).
Development of a one page tentative map checklist which specifies the environmental
information which needs to be shown on project plan maps.
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Consolidation of environmental review and staff review procedures, with concurrent
public notice and review periods.
Identification of appropriate mitigation, and preparation of mitigated negative
declarations.
Reliance on mediation to avoid litigation.
Preparation of detailed written procedures to minimize the local staff time which is
devoted to collecting State Fish & Game environmental review fees.
Use of Notices of Application to scope for potential neighborhood concerns.
Automation Of The Following Departmental Functions And Systems:
Processing all building permits.
Development of an Assessor Parcel based land information system with parcel specific
zoning, general plan, and assessor land use data for on-line public use.
Automation of the discretionary staff report process.
Specialization of staff.
2632

Coastal Commission Approval

Humboldt County has responded to the Coastal Act by securing State Coastal Commission
approval of:
The County's local coastal plans and zoning regulations (allowing the county to assume
review authority of coastal development permits).
Categorical exclusions for the construction of a single house on a vacant parcel in
specified areas
Zoning regulations which provide for administrative approval of principal permitted uses.
General use type classifications of permitted uses in the Coastal Zone to encourage more
flexibility in allowing permitted uses.
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Minimize Building Regulations

While State building and on-site sewage disposal regulations significantly increase housing
costs, Humboldt County has adopted alternative owner builder regulations which
significantly reduce housing costs. A copy of these regulations are included in Appendix
M.5.
We are fortunate to have housing advocates who have pushed the State and the County to
adopt and implement these regulations. Humboldt County leads the State in this area and
will continue to look for flexible ways to implement State Building Regulations in a way that
keeps housing as affordable as possible. The section titled "Special Issues: Owner Builders"
later in this chapter discusses the Owner Builder Regulations in detail.
Since 1998, Humboldt County issued 117 permits for alternate owner building housing.
2634 Fees And Special Assessments, National Flood Insurance, Reduction Of State
And Federal Funding, And Litigation
Humboldt County has and will continue to work with our Legislators, Legislative Advocate,
the County Supervisors Association Of California, and other local agencies in lobbying for
fewer State mandates, increased funding for mandated programs, and legislation which
reduces the threat of litigation.
2640 Local Governmental Constraints to Housing
The California Housing Element Guidelines require that local governments focus attention
on those local constraints which they can most directly control. These local governmental
constraints are the result of local zoning, building, and health and sanitation regulations. In
addition to regulatory constraints, Humboldt County's current budget crises may also
adversely impact the provision of affordable housing by delaying permit processing,
increasing fees, and decreased funding for public works projects.
2641 Zoning Regulation Constraints
Humboldt County's Zoning Regulations include housing constraints, and Appendix M.6
includes a summary of these constraints. For example, the County does not allow the
following: 1) housing as a principal permitted use in commercial and industrial zones, 2)
multi-family residential development outside of certain zones, 3) secondary dwelling units as
principal permitted uses outside areas with full urban services, 4) and community care
facilities for 7 or more people as a principal permitted use in residential zones.
The zoning regulations are generally designed to streamline approval of new residential
development in residential zones. For example, the R-3 and R-4 zones allow multifamily
housing development as a principally permitted use. Similarly, duplexes are allowed in R-2
zones as a principally permitted use and single family homes are principally permitted in R-1
zones. Second units are also principally permitted in residential zones provided they meet
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minimum development requirements. Appendix O of this document provides the list of
allowed uses in all the residential zones and the section that provides for second units in
residential zones.
By State law, residential care homes, transitional housing and emergency shelters for six or
fewer persons are considered equivalent to and are allowed in the same manner as a single
family use. Residential care facilities serving more than six persons are allowed with a
conditional use permit in all residential zones.
As mentioned previously in Section 2290 of this document in the discussion of emergency
shelter sites, neither transitional housing nor emergency shelters are enumerated in the
zoning ordinance. A program has been added to add transient habitation and emergency
shelters to the zoning ordinance and list them as allowed uses in the zones consistent with the
current practice.
There are instances where the zoning ordinance requires more scrutiny of new residential
development to ensure compatibility with neighboring uses and the general plan. Planned
developments fall into this category, where multifamily uses and even commercial uses are
allowed in R-1 zones with a Planned Development Permit. Single family homes in
multifamily zones require a conditional use permit to ensure the site remains usable for
multifamily purposes. Apartments are allowed in certain commercial zones with a special
permit. There are also some areas where design review is required for new residential
development. And as explained above in Section 2612 (Coastal Act Requirements), all new
residential development in the coastal zone requires a coastal development permit.
Chapter 2 of the zoning ordinance (Administration) identifies the following review steps for
all permit applications:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Application check: review application for completeness.
Project review: review of project by responsible and trustee agencies.
Public review: review of staff reports by public and public hearing officers.
Public hearing: a public meeting held by the hearing officer to receive staff reports.
and public testimony, and to deliberate on the project.
Project approval (or denial): the action taken on the project by the hearing officer,
which is subject to appeal.
Permit issuance: after the appeal periods have expired, the permit is issued by staff
Notice of final action: sent by staff to the interested parties after the project is
approved.

Chapter 2 also contains procedures for public notices and specifies the contents of required
public notices. Following is a more detailed discussion of each of the permit types required
by the zoning ordinance:
Conditional Use Permits are required for all development identified as "conditionally
permitted" in the zoning ordinance. Conditional use permits provide for development,
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typically with conditions of approval to ensure the use best fits the site and the neighborhood,
Public hearings are required prior to approval; the hearing officer is the Planning
Commission.
Special Permits are required for all development allowed with a special permit. Special
permits provide for development similar to use permits except that the Planning Director may
act as the hearing officer. The Planning Director may waive the formal public hearing
requirement and approve the project administratively if there is no request for a hearing.
Coastal Development Permits are required for all development in the coastal zone unless it
falls into a category that is excluded or exempted from coastal permit requirements. Coastal
permits are approved administratively by the Planning Director just as Special Permits
provided no one requests a public hearing and the project is not appealable to the Coastal
Commission.
Planned Development Permits are required for all development in areas with the "P Planned Development" combining zone. Applicants also have the option to seek approval of
Planned Development Permits for larger projects that meet certain minimum thresholds, such
as subdivisions with 4 or more lots.
Design Review is required for all new development in areas with the "D - Design Control"
combining zone. Specific permit requirements for design review are different in the inland
versus the coastal parts of the county. Inland, design review does not include a requirement
for a public hearing, and project approval is typically less than two weeks from the date of
receipt of the application. The D combining zone applies to properties in the Avenues,
Garberville, Orick, and Shelter Cove community plan areas.
Design review in the coastal parts of the County requires a Special Permit, which, unlike the
inland areas, involves a public review procedure. The D combining zone applies to areas in
the coastal zone designated coastal scenic and areas with coastal views in each of the coastal
plans.
Most of these regulations were established
1998 Element implementation resulted in
Chapter 1 of this study. The current effort
changed to better address current housing
measures (in no particular order).

for reasons that continue to apply today. The
a number of ordinance changes described in
also identified a number of areas that could be
needs, which are included as implementation

1. Density Bonuses. Recent changes in State law need to be incorporated into the
County's Density Bonus Ordinance.
2. The County could amend the general plan and zoning ordinance to allow
apartments above commercial establishments in urban areas and to allow mixed
residential and commercial uses in planned unit developments.
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3. The County must amend the zoning ordinance for residential zones to prohibit
development at lower densities than those used by the State for the purpose of
calculating compliance with the "fair share" Housing Element law pursuant to recent
changes in State law.
4. The County could adopt ordinance changes to allow encroachment into yard
setback areas with a Special Permit in residential zones.
5. The County could adopt ordinance changes to specify that the density standards
under the General Plan are to be used in determining the number of dwelling units
permitted on lots zoned Residential Multiple Family (R-3) and ApartmentProfessional (R-4).
6. The County could amend the zoning ordinance to specifically allow second units
available on roads that do not meet Road Category 4 standards provided the use is
consistent with the County's Fire Safe Ordinance and served by public water and
sewer.
7. The County could amend the zoning ordinance to allow 3,000 square foot lots in
single family residential zones in selected areas to encourage the construction of
smaller homes.
2642

Subdivision Regulation Constraints

The County's Subdivision Regulations were adopted in 1977 and need to be updated to
implement innumerable revisions in state subdivision law since that date. In updating these
regulations the county will look for ways to decrease processing times and improvement
requirements. Unfortunately, this task will become increasingly difficult as State and Federal
funding decreases and local impact fees increase.
In processing subdivision applications, several constraints to housing surface. The most
common include:
•

Mitigation of State Fish & Game Concerns.

•

State Fire Safe Standards

•

Alquist Priolo Report Requirements

•

Regional Water Quality Wastewater Requirements

•

School Impact Fees

•

Local Coastal Plan Policies and Standards

•

Flood Insurance Restrictions
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•

Resource Protection Requirements (Timberland Production Zones and Agricultural
Preserves)

•

Archaeological Reconnaissance and Mitigation

•

Environmental Review

•

Road improvement standards

And since the 1998 Housing Element, subdivisions in the urbanized parts of the County are
now required to provide detention basins, which are depressions that enable rainfall to collect
such that it doesn't flow offsite as readily.
Because the subdivision process provides the vacant parcels that support new housing
construction, all of the above constraints have a significant impact upon housing costs. The
previous Element modified the subdivision regulations to discourage, rather than encourage
the demolition of non-conforming housing units. The current effort seeks to reduce the new
constraints that detention basins create by allowing tandem parking (rather than
independently accessible parking) in residential subdivisions where detention basins are
required.
2642.1 Minimum and Maximum Allowed Densities
The 2003 Housing Element also implemented State law by requiring housing developments
to subdivide in a way that does not reduce the residential density for any parcel below that
utilized by the Department of Housing and Community Development in determining
compliance with housing element law (the mid point of the density range specified in the
plan designation) unless the following written findings are made supported by substantial
evidence:
- The reduction is consistent with the adopted general plan, including the housing element,
and
- The remaining sites identified in the housing element are adequate to accommodate the
County's share of the regional housing need pursuant to Section 65584 of the Government
Code, and
- The property contains insurmountable physical or environmental limitations and clustering
of residential units on the developable portions has been maximized.
The following table identifies the density range and mid-point of the density range for each
zoning designation by community plan area in the land inventory. In most cases, the
midpoint of the density range is calculated as you would expect: it is simply the middle of
the general plan density range. However, the figure is sometimes adjusted to take account of
other factors that influence the expected density, such as the minimum parcel size allowed by
zoning, development timing constraints, and parcel specific constraints in order to more
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accurately predict true development potential in the land inventory, which is presented in
Table 19 of this Element.
TABLE 27
Density Ranges and Density Range Midpoints
Community Plan and Coastal Zone Areas
Zoning / Land Use Designation
by Community Plan Area
Arcata Community Plan
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Estates
Rural Residential
Avenues Community Plan
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Carlotta-Hydesville Community Plan
Residential Low Density
Residential Estates
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Eel River Coastal Zone Area
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Eureka Community Plan Area
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Estates
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
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Density Range

Mid Point of the
Density Range

8 - 16 du/ac
1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

11.5 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0 - 0.05 du/ac

4.0 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
0.33 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
0.05 du/ac

1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

1.5 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

8 - 15 du/ac
1 - 7 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

11.5 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

7 - 16 du/ac
1 - 6 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

11.5 du/ac
3.5 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
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TABLE 27 (Continued)
Density Ranges and Density Range Midpoints
Community Plan and Coastal Zone Areas
Zoning / Land Use Designation
by Community Plan Area
Fortuna Community Plan Area
Residential Estates
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Freshwater Community Plan Area
Residential Medium Density
Residential Estates
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Garberville Community Plan Area
Residential Medium Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Estates
Rural Residential
Humboldt Bay Coastal Zone Area
Residential Medium Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
Jacoby Creek Community Planning
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Rural Residential
McKinleyville Community Plan Area
Residential Medium Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
Rural Residential
Rural Residential
McKinleyville Coastal Zone Area
Residential Low Density
Residential Low Density
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Density Range

Mid Point of the
Density Range

0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0 - 0.05 du/ac

1.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
0.05 du/ac

1 - 7 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0 - 0.1 du/ac

4.0 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
0.07 du/ac

8 - 30 du/ac
8 - 16 du/ac
1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

18.5 du/ac
11.5 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
0.73 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

8 - 30 du/ac
8 - 16 du/ac
8 - 15 du/ac
1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

18.5 du/ac
11.5 du/ac
11.5 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
0.33 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

1 - 7 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

4 du/ac
0.2 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

8 - 30 du/ac
8 - 16 du/ac
8 - 15 du/ac
1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 4 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac
0 - 1 du/ac
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0 - 0.2 du/ac

18.5 du/ac
11.5 du/ac
11.5 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
2.5 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
0.08 du/ac

1 - 7 du/ac
1 - 2 du/ac

4.0 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
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TABLE 27 (Continued)
Density Ranges and Density Range Midpoints
Community Plan and Coastal Zone Areas
Zoning / Land Use Designation
Mid Point of the
by Community Plan Area
Density Range
Density Range
North Coast Coastal Zone Area
Rural Residential
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.1 du/ac
0.07 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.05 du/ac
0.05 du/ac
Orick Community Plan Area
Residential Low Density
1 - 7 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
Residential Low Density
1 - 2 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
Outside Community Plan Areas
Residential Estates
0 - 1 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
Shelter Cove Coastal Zone Area
Residential Medium Density
8 - 30 du/ac
18.5 du/ac
Residential Medium Density
8 - 16 du/ac
13.6 du/ac*
Residential Low Density
1 - 7 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
Shelter Cove Community Plan Area
Residential Low Density
1 - 7 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
Trinidad Coastal Zone Area
Residential Low Density
1 - 2 du/ac
1.5 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.5 du/ac
0.25 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
Willow Creek Community Plan Area
Residential Medium Density
1 - 7 du/ac
2.0 du/ac
Residential Low Density
1 - 7 du/ac
4.0 du/ac
Rural Estates
0 - 1 du/ac
1.0 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.4 du/ac
0.27 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0.08 du/ac
Rural Residential
0 - 0.2 du/ac
0.05 du/ac
Source: Humboldt County Community Development Services
Notes: Table 20 of this Element contains calculations of development potential derived from the density range
midpoints presented here.
* Properties with R-2 zone in Shelter Cove were assumed to have a development potential of 2 units
regardless of parcel size. Since there are already a large number of small parcels in the Shelter Cove
area with an R-2 zoning, the midpoint of the density range was increased to reflect that reality.

2642.2 Site Improvement Requirements
Subdivisions are required to make infrastructure improvements to support the new
development resulting from subdivisions. Street improvements, drainage facilities, new
sewer and water service hookups, and electrical transmission, phone and cable TV facility
improvements are all normally required as part of subdivision approval and development.
Landscaping improvements are also sometimes required, if visual impacts of the subdivision
lead to the need for mitigation.
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Street Improvements
Street improvement requirements typically have the greatest impact on housing costs.
Appendix P of this document includes the specific street improvement requirements for the
six types of roads that exist in the County. The degree of improvement required of a
subdivision depends on the number of homes served by the road. A subdivision on a small
road that has the potential for serving less than eight homes would be required to construct
the access to meet the Road Category 3 standard, which has a traveled way width of 16 feet
with 4 foot shoulders on either side and a right of way width of 40 feet, A subdivision on a
larger road would trigger up to Road Category 6 standards: a traveled way width of 24 feet,
with 8' shoulders, curbs, gutters and sidewalks. The County often approves roads below the
Road Category 6 standard for local roads.
Drainage Improvements
The County requires developers to pay the entire cost of all on-site storm drainage facilities
including underground storm drain pipelines, catch basins, detention basins, and other
facilities that may be needed. In the McKinleyville Community Plan area, the County also
requires each development to maintain consistency with the McKinleyville Drainage Study
Plan and to pay drainage impact fees.
Sewage Disposal and Water Supply Systems
Developers are required to pay the entire cost of all on-site sewage disposal and water supply
systems. Also, the costs for connection to public water and sewer systems are paid by the
developer. There are a number of public water and sewer districts throughout the County.
The area served by each of these agencies is shown in Appendix N of this report.
Site Improvement Costs
Site improvement costs vary from one subdivision to the next. Table 23 of this document
identifies typical site improvement costs to be $5,737 per lot. However, this assumes a lot
with existing roads, water, sewer, electricity, phone and cable TV services. Bringing those
improvements to the subdivision were accounted for in the land cost figure, shown to be
$66,400 in the table. Assuming 25% of the land costs were directly tied to subdivision site
improvements, the total site improvement costs are estimated at $22,330 per lot, close to 10%
of the cost of a new home.
While site improvement costs are significant factors influencing the price of housing, they
are not likely to substantially affect the supply of housing. Economic theory suggests that
the supply of housing is closely tied to housing demand. In the local competitive housing
market, strong demand is likely to lead to increased housing supply, where site improvement
costs are transferred to the new home buyer.
The County can mitigate the cost of site improvement requirements by assisting affordable
housing developers in obtaining state and federal financing for their projects, providing
density bonuses, deferring or reducing fees, fast-tracking approval and minimizing site
improvement requirements in exchange for long-term affordability of the assisted housing
units, of such developments. A new program has been added to make this happen.
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2643 County Building Regulatory Constraints
The State requires that each local agency adopt a set of building code requirements to ensure
a minimum level of quality in new construction. Local agencies have the option to either
adopt the standards contained in the State Uniform Building Code (UBC), or they may adopt
more stringent construction standards. California Administrative Code also provides for the
adoption of building code requirements less restrictive than the UBC in Article 10 of Title 25
(Appendix J of the 1981 Humboldt County Housing Element). The development of housing
may be constrained if the more stringent standards increase the cost of construction, design,
materials or labor.
Humboldt County has adopted the State Uniform Building Code. The County also adopted
less restrictive Alternative Owner Builder Regulations (Appendix M.5) for all of the rural
areas in the County. The Alternative Owner Builder Regulations promote affordable housing
by allowing owners to find less expensive alternatives to conventional construction. (See
"Special Issues: Owner Builders" later in this chapter for more information on this subject).
Recent changes to the County's Building Regulations were made with the adoption of the
Grading Ordinance, Geologic Hazards Ordinance, and Streamside Management Area
Ordinance in 2002. The ordinances were adopted in response to State Water Quality
regulations that prohibit the discharge of pollutants into streams. One of the main sources of
pollutants in the streams here in Humboldt County is sediment, and erosion of sediment from
building sites was deemed to contribute a significant amount of sediment to local streams.
The changes to the building regulations increase the cost of preparing construction plans, as
they now have to include erosion control plans, and with lots on steep slopes, builders are
now required to get an engineer to make recommendations to ensure structures are built on
stable slopes, and to keep soil erosion from the site to a minimum. These constraints are
being minimized by the Building Division by providing a pre-engineered set of erosion
control plans to builders on small lots at no charge. The Planning Division also developed a
series of handouts to better explain the new regulations, which are available at the front
counter and on the County's website.
2644

Coordination And Communication Between Local Agencies

Coordination, communication and cooperation between departments, agencies and the public
facilitate new housing development. Often, agencies deal with the same issue without being
aware of what each other is doing. Greater communication between the public and private
concerns create a sharing of expertise. There is also a need for consistency and efficiency
within departments, with accountability to department heads
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2645 Tax Constraints
Passage of Proposition 13 resulted in changes in assessment procedures with regard to repair
and rehabilitation of dwellings. A.B. 1488 was subsequently passed to define the parameters
for reassessment under Prop. 13. Under Prop. 13 and A.B. 1488, full reassessment is
required upon: 1) completion of the complete renovation of an older structure; 2) conversion
of a single family dwelling to multi-family units; and 3) sale of the dwelling. Reassessment
of new construction only is required upon (examples): 1) conversion of a garage to a living
area; 2) addition of a bathroom; or 3) completion of any new construction outside the
perimeter of the existing structure.
Currently reassessment laws tend to discourage major rehabilitation and upgrading of
existing dwellings and conversion of single to multi-family units.
2650

Programs Which Respond To Local Constraints

Since the update of Humboldt County's Housing Element, the County has taken the
following measures to reduce or eliminate some local housing constraints.
- Update Community Plans
- Update Zoning Regulations
- Coordinate Between Local Agencies
- Automate the Permit Review Process
- Develop Handouts to Clarify the Permit Process
2651 Updating Community Plans
In 2000, the County embarked on a four year process to update the County's General Plan,
including community plans. The new plan will undergo an economic analysis as well as the
standard environmental review. The economic analysis will focus on constraints to housing
development resulting from policies considered under the Plan. The scoping effort for the
General Plan Update revealed broad public support for finding ways to integrate affordable
housing into existing communities.
2652 Zoning Regulatory Constraints
On April 8, 1986 the Board of Supervisors adopted a comprehensive zoning ordinance for all
unincorporated lands within the coastal zone (the County had already adopted a zoning
ordinance for all the inland areas in the 1960's). The zoning ordinance has been approved by
the State Coastal Commission as adequately implementing the adopted County local coastal
plans. The adopted coastal zoning regulations include current definitions, and use types
This effort was enhanced with the adoption of a new zoning ordinance in 2000 which
clarified ambiguities in the previous ordinance, made the inland and coastal ordinances more
consistent, and made the ordinance generally more readable and easy to use.
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With implementation of the 1998 Housing Element, the County made a number of changes to
the zoning ordinance described in Chapter 1 of this study (Implementation #10), including
ordinance changes to allow caretaker's residences as principally permitted uses in
commercial areas, changes to better provide for the County's nomadic housing needs, and
changes to allow secondary residences as principally permitted uses more often.
The current Housing Element continues this implementation measure, including proposed
new changes to allow apartments in commercial areas, make it easier for homeowners to get
relief from setback standards, and measures to further encourage secondary residences.
2653

Coordination And Communication Between Local Agencies

Humboldt County has taken the following steps to improve coordination and communication
between local agencies:
Regular monthly meetings with County Planning, Building and Health
Documentation of over 500 pages of written procedures
Development of a computer network system within County Planning, Building, Health,
Public Works And The Assessor
Development of an Assessor parcel based Land Information System (LIS): (A sample of
the information in the LIS data base is included in Appendix M.8)
Department progress reports to the Board Of Supervisors
The County recently implemented an email system, which simplifies communication
between the various County departments as well as State and federal agencies.
A program included with implementation of the 2003 Housing Element will make accessible
to other agencies and the public land use mapping information provided by the Planning
Division's Geographic Information System.
2654

Automation of the Permit Review Process

Through the use of numerous computer programs, the Planning and Building Department
have, and will continue to speed up the permit review process by automating tasks. For
example, one series of computer programs is used to help planners write staff reports. Now,
the time it takes to write staff reports for Coastal Development Permits for single family
residences in the Shelter Cove area has shortened from an average of four hours to just under
one hour through the use of these computer programs. Staff expects similar savings in time
and effort as other computer programs are used in the permit review process.
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2655 Develop Handouts, a Website and Other Materials To Simplify The
Permit Review Process
The Planning and Building Department has developed an extensive set of handouts to help
people understand the permit review process. The Building Department provides sample
building plans to help identify the requirements for complete application submittal. A copy
of the sample building plans are contained in Appendix N of this Element. The Planning
Division has handouts explaining the permit review process for all discretionary permits
reviewed by that Department. The Planning Division also offers public phone access to a set
of computer programs which enable persons to receive zoning and land use information on a
parcel by parcel basis.
Over the past four years, the Planning Division has also developed a sophisticated and
powerful website (www.co.humboldt.ca.us\planning).
Website users can download
handouts, browse through the zoning ordinance and community plans, receive notice and
meeting minutes of projects reviewed at public hearings, and read press releases of public
meetings on the horizon.
2700 SPECIAL ISSUES
2701 Public Perception of the Building Permit Process
During the Spring of 1993, CACHE performed two public surveys to monitor the perception
of the County's building permit process. The first survey was left at building supply stores
and other locations where building contractors, owner-builders or other folks that may have
had some experience building in the County would be likely to pick up. The results of this
survey points to a continuing need for the County to minimize, and reduce where possible,
governmental regulation of construction. Following is a discussion of the survey results.
The survey indicated that 44% of respondents had evaded the permitting process due to
excessive regulations, cost, and delays. When asked if the permit processing problem was
eliminated would they have applied for a permit, 85% responded that they would have. The
survey showed that 90% of respondents believe that the permit process needs to be
simplified. The survey further revealed that 83% felt that home repairs, remodeling, and
minor construction should not require permits. With regard to farm and other accessory
outbuildings, 67% of the respondents believed such structures not involving the public
should be exempt from the permit process. All of the above findings are summarized in the
tabulation that 82% believe that the present laws and regulations governing home building
are too restrictive or excessive.
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The "Government Constraints" section of this Element explains that some of the reasons
local regulations are so extensive and cumbersome is because they are necessary to comply
with State and Federal mandates. The County has and will continue to minimize the impact
of new State and Federal regulations on County residents. Other constraints referred to in the
responses above are caused by local regulations and requirements. Programs in the 1998
Element, and again in the 2003 Element are designed to reduce the time and cost of obtaining
permits for many projects. It is recognized that these measures are just several of many steps
in the right direction, and that this effort should continue above and beyond the confines of
this Element.
2702

Civil Disobedience

A survey conducted by the 1979-80 Humboldt County Citizens Advisory Committee on the
Housing Element indicates that the cumbersome regulatory constraints are resulting in a very
significant increase in civil disobedience of building, planning and sanitation regulations.
It is interesting to note that a similar survey conducted in 1993 by another CACHE found
that 44% of respondents had knowingly built without permits due to cumbersome regulation,
cost and delays. The 1993 civil disobedience level of 44% compares to a civil disobedience
rate of over 80% in 1980. This may be an indication that the County's gradual introduction
of more local regulatory flexibility with some permit processing reforms has cultivated a
significant voluntary reduction in civil disobedience over the past 13 year period.
TABLE 28
LEGAL VS. ILLEGAL BUILDING ACTIVITIES
IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY - 1980
Type Of
Builder
Non Builder
(Past 2 yr.)
Contractor
Owner
other

Percent of
Total Sample
20.7%

Built With
Permits
0

Built Without
Permits
0

Built With &
Without
0

Built
Knowingly
0

7.3%
64.0%
8.7%

62.5%
19.0%
11.0%

25.1%
31.0%
22.0%

12.5%
50.0%
67.0%

37.0%
81.0%
89.0%

Note: Sample consisted of 150 respondents who responded to a questionnaire (see Appendix F of the 1981
Housing Element) circulated at building supply centers. Survey results indicate considerable concern about the
permit process and certainly warrant that a more comprehensive poll be conducted among a broader sample of
citizens in hopes of clarifying specific problem areas.

Table 28 shows a breakdown of survey results relating to legal vs. illegal building activities
in Humboldt County in 1980. These figures show not only owner-builder, but also
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contractor disenchantment with the permit process. It is interesting to note that in 1980, the
local Census Director surmised that there is much more illegal housing in the County than
previously anticipated. (Arcata Union, July 17, 1980).
The survey also indicates that the distribution of non-compliance is not isolated to any
specific social or economic segment but exists throughout Humboldt County. This further
implies excessive regulation and the cumbersome permit process are major contributors to
the increased cost of housing. Estimates made by survey respondents averaged a 24%
increased cost due to regulatory constraints. This compares with a 19% figure given by the
California State Board of Realtors and a 20% figure given by a 1977 Reuters University
nationwide study. The survey further seems to indicate that the Building, Health and
Planning Departments need to develop more helpful advisory roles to facilitate housing
production, repair and renovation. The 1974-75 Humboldt County Grand Jury concurs in its
report which "...urges that local departments assume the posture of helpful public servants.
We believe this can be done without sacrificing health and safety, the maintenance of which
is the major purpose of local departments. This requires that each department takes an active
part in solving local problems, which we believe is the higher intention of State guidelines
and which is not without legal precedent."
Table 29 shows that Humboldt County has an extraordinarily high rate of owner building as
compared to the national average.
TABLE 29
COMPARISON OF COUNTY TO NATIONAL RATES OF OWNER-BUILDING
Percentage of Building Permits Issued to Owner Builders
Percentage Responding to CACHE Survey Who Were Owner-Builders
National Average of Owner-Building
References:

57.2%
63.6%
20.0%

1. Humboldt County Building Department, 1980.
2. C.A.C.H.E. Survey, 1980
3. The Owner-Builder and the Code, 1976.

The data suggests that due to widely recognized inflation of housing costs more citizens are
opting to build for themselves as a means of obtaining adequate, affordable housing.
Survey results indicate that the growing disregard for housing regulations by citizens who
contribute to the maintenance and expansion of the County housing stock has created a
double-bind situation. The regulations are intended to protect public health and safety but in
this case they seem to be fostering epidemic civil disobedience which in turn is contributing
to an increase in health and safety hazards. Due to the prohibitively high cost of compliance,
citizens are avoiding contact with the regulatory agencies for fear of fines, abatements and
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compulsory compliance with regulations they see as excessive and beyond their economic
means.
2703

Building Appeals Process

State policy facilitates the preservation and upgrading of existing buildings by allowing
flexibility in the application of building codes. State law permits the use of original materials
and methods of construction, as long as the building does not pose a threat to health or
safety. This provision protects the public without requiring the needless replacement of
serviceable older systems which are still safe (SB 2348, Petris, Chapter 1268 of 1974).
The Uniform Building Code (Sec. 204, 1973) provides for a building appeals process "...in
order to determine the suitability of alternative materials and methods of construction and to
provide for reasonable interpretation of the provisions of the Code." Changes to the Building
Regulations in 2002 made the hearing officer for building permit appeals the Planning
Commission rather than an appointed appeals board.
In order to establish an expedient mitigating outlet for builder problems working within the
permit process, to facilitate legalization of existing structures built outside the permit
process, to demonstrate the County's intent to actively pursue identification and alleviation of
excessive regulatory constraints which increase housing costs, and to encourage responsible
voluntary compliance with reasonable controls, it is clearly in the interest of the County to
have a responsive building appeals process.
2704

On-Site Residential Sanitation

The Leachfield System
Most septic tank and soil absorption systems in Humboldt County are based on a "dual
leachfield" design for several reasons. First dual leachfields work for a long time. In theory,
leachfields could last longer than most houses, which are considered to have a life span of
about 40 years. Their longevity is based on the discovery that the organic material primarily
responsible for clogging leach lines breaks down if the line is allowed to rest for a certain
amount of time. Ideally, the leach line would rest for about the same amount of time it was
in use. The idea thus naturally evolved to using two leachfields; one leachfield would be in
use while the other rests, and after a period of time (about a year in many cases), the other
would be put into use as shown in Figure 12.
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FIGURE 12
SEPTIC TANK WITH ALTERNATING LEACHFIELDS

Source:

Environmental Protection Agency, 1985

The 1998 Element documented that in the 20 years since the systems were first approved for
use locally in, less than 1% of the permitted leachfield systems have failed. And most of
these failures were corrected simply by turning the gate valve in the valve box, opening the
second leachfield for use.
Another reason the leachfield system continues to be considered the standard is the relatively
low construction and operation costs. Their design is simple, which keeps installation costs
low, and they are usually gravity-fed, so there are no on-going energy costs,
Although it is the most commonly used individual sewage disposal system locally,
sometimes dual leachfield is not the best method of disposal. There may be site constraints
that allow alternating leachfields to work. For example, leachfield systems do not work well
in areas with high water tables or impermeable soils, and may not fit on lots where there is
insufficient land area.
All septic, require sludge and scum to be periodically pumped out. (County regulations
specify pumping of should occur once every seven (7) years). This is most often done using
a truck that pumps the effluent from the septic tank, and carries it to a plant or other facility..
However, the only currently approved sites for dumping pumped from septic tanks are the
Eureka and McKinleyville treatment plants.
Alternative Sewage Disposal Systems
Since 1975, the County has allowed alternatives to the standard leachfield system. Presently,
the County allows single leachfields, mound systems (see Figure 13), pressure distribution
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systems (Figure 14), clustered systems where a common leachfield is shared among several
households, and pit privies (outhouses).
Along with the set of sewage disposal the County allows more creative solutions through its
"Experimental Sewage Disposal Program" (ESDP), which allows property owners to propose
any type of system. Under this program, persons can use alternative methods such as
composting toilets. Despite its flexibility, only one household has obtained a permit under
the program since its beginning in the early 1980's.
FIGURE 13
MOUND SYSTEM

Source:

Humboldt County Health Department
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FIGURE 14
PRESSURE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

Source:

Humboldt County Health Department
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On-Site Field Testing Criteria
Before approving a sewage disposal system design, the Health Department requires soils
testing to be performed on the site to determine whether soil conditions are suitable for onsite sewage disposal.
2705 Urban-Level Services
Proposition 13 and Proposition A, coupled with apparent reductions in Federal spending for
local governmental purposes, have severely reduced the ability of the County to provide
water and sewer, police and fire protection, roads, and other urban services. These
constraints make it difficult for the County and other governmental entities to provide urban
level services wherever there is a demand for them. Even though there is a need for new
housing, the County lacks the resources to provide the necessary governmental services.
2706

Modular/Factory Built and Mobile/Manufactured Housing

A "manufactured" dwelling is one which is fabricated in a factory setting in a manner that all
concealed parts or processes cannot be inspected before installation at the building site
without disassembly. This general definition includes two basic types of factory built
housing: 1) modular homes, and 2) mobile homes. Both of these types of dwellings are
descendants of "travel trailer" type units and are often built in the same factory, but to
different code specifications. Another form of housing that is often considered manufactured
is housing sold as pre-cut kits. With a home kit, all of the lumber necessary for construction
is cut and delivered to the site, where it is assembled. (There are also kits that use
construction materials other than lumber.) The spiraling costs of site-built homes have
spurred interest in the increased use of manufactured housing which is represented as more
affordable.
Before proceeding with this subject, it is useful to provide a set of uniform definitions and
basic concepts. The definitions given are obtained from a preliminary draft Manufactured
Housing Residential Feasibility Study prepared by Connerly and Associates, Inc., July 29,
1980 and Readings in Mobile Home Zoning, Taxation and costs of Ownership, H.C.D.,
January 24, 1978. There is some confusion regarding terms in this industry. For example,
though the industry is trying to phase in the term "manufactured housing" to describe what
has historically been called "trailers" or "mobile homes", this public image/communications
effort has contributed to a significant amount of confusion, as even members of the industry
verbally stumble over the appropriate term to use.
A. Modular/Factory Built Housing. A dwelling unit built in a factory usually with
plumbing, heating, and electrical systems installed, designed to be transportable, and to be
used on a permanent foundation. A factory built/modular home is built to meet the
requirements of the Uniform Building Code. These units are specifically intended for
permanent siting and can be placed in residential zones just like any site-built dwelling.
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B.
Mobile/Manufactured Housing. A dwelling unit which is built in a factory, which
has all plumbing, heating and electrical systems installed, which is designed to be
transportable in one or more sections, and which may or may not be installed on a permanent
foundation. A mobile home is built to comply with the National Mobile Home Construction
and Safety Standards Act of 1976, administered by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development. The H.U.D. regulations allow mobile homes to be constructed to less rigid
standards than apply to site-built housing in California. (See Appendix H of the 1981
Housing Element for a study of Mobilehome Construction Standards.)
Legislation effective July 1, 1980 specifies that all new mobile homes sold in California are
to be taxed on the same basis as site-built dwellings. With the advent of this system, there
can no longer be a valid argument that mobile homes negatively impact the local tax base for
services. With these units thus being treated like regular houses in matters of taxation, there
has been increasing pressure to site them in R-1 zones without requiring T-overlays. This
has aroused opposition from people who consider them aesthetically unacceptable, a greater
fire risk, and detrimental to neighborhood property values.
Aesthetically, the mobile home industry has been improving the quality of construction and
design configurations in response to community compatibility concerns. A growing public
acceptance of mobile homes and the enhanced quality of the product has established them as
a sound economic investment which, if maintained, appreciates in value. Concerns of higher
fire risk in mobile homes have sufficient merit, when the California Fire Incident Reports are
carefully reviewed, to warrant further study. (See fire incident reports included in Appendix
H of the 1981 Housing Element.)
The representation of mobile homes as more affordable than site-built dwellings is rendered
questionable by the comparative analysis of Tables 30 and 31.
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TABLE 30a
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SITE BUILT HOUSING
AND MOBILEHOME FINANCING AND
MONTHLY CONSUMER COSTS
IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY: 1980
(Square Feet: 1,440)
(sited in residential neighborhood)
Mobilehome
With Lot

Site-Built
Single Family
Dwelling

Purchase Price
Improved Lot (6,000 sq. ft.)
Total Price

$35,000
20,000
$55,000

$65,000
0
$65,000

Down Payment (20%)
Amount Financed

- 11,000
$44,000

- 13,000
$52,000

Amortization Period
Interest Rate

20 years
15-1/4%

30 years
13-1/4%*

$ 589
22

$ 585
20

50
$ 661

61
$ 666

Monthly Payments
Principal and Interest
Homeowner's Insurance
Property Taxes (1-1/4% of Fair
Market Value, Less H.O
Exemption)
Total Monthly Payment

Data Source:

C.A.C.H.E. telephone interviews and surveys with lending institutions, insurance carriers,
Realtors and private appraisers, conducted during July-September, 1980.

*

Fixed Rate Mortgage interest rates during the spring of 1984 averaged about 14%. For
information on Adjustable Rate Mortgages se Section 2.62(A) Indirect Market Costs Financing.

Tables 30a and 30b show that while mobilehomes are an economically affordable product for
low and moderate income families from the standpoint of original purchase price, much of
their economic advantage is lost because of other cost factors such as site costs, higher
interest rates and shorter amortization periods than apply to site-built dwellings.
In view of these facts it does not appear that mobilehomes will be utilized as a source of
housing for those who are unable to participate in the conventional housing market; instead,
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it appears that mobilehomes will simply compete more effectively for a larger share of the
market currently dominated by site-builders. It should be noted that inasmuch as modular
and/or manufactured homes will be placed in R-1 zones and assessed in the same manner as
site-built homes, it is possible that, in the future, lending institutions may issue mortgages on
the same terms as those issued for site-built homes.
TABLE 30b
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF SITE BUILT HOUSING
AND MOBILEHOME FINANCING AND
MONTHLY CONSUMER COSTS
IN HUMBOLDT COUNTY: 1980
(Square Feet: 1,440)
(sited in mobilehome park)
Mobilehome
Without Lot
Purchase Price
Down Payment (20%)
Amount Financed
Amortization Period
Interest Rate

$35,000
- 7,000
$28,000
15 years
15-1/4%

Monthly Payments
Principal and Interest
Rental Space (pad)
Homeowner's Insurance
Property Taxes (1-1/4% of Fair
Market Value, Less H.O.
Exemption)
Total Monthly Payment
Data Source:
*

Site-Built
Single Family
Dwelling
$65,000
- 13,000
$52,000
30 years
13-1/4%*

$ 397
150
22

$ 585
0
20

31
$ 596

61
$ 666

C.A.C.H.E. telephone interviews and surveys with lending institutions, insurance carriers,
Realtors and private appraisers, conducted during July-September, 1980.

Fixed Rate Mortgage interest rates during the spring of 1984 averaged about 14%. For information on
Adjustable Rate Mortgages see Section 2610 Indirect Market Costs - Financing.
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Owner-Builders

The extraordinarily high rate of owner-building in the County--57% compared to a national
average of 20%--demonstrates one growing response to high housing costs. It is important to
take special note of this very significant contribution to the maintenance and expansion of
County housing stock. Owner-builders fall into seven distinct categories:
A.

Owner-occupant maintenance, repair and upgrading of existing dwellings. This
type of owner-builder is dispersed throughout the socio-economic community. Most
frequently citizens who can barely afford a home will purchase a low-cost, run down
or poorly maintained dwelling that is in need of varying degrees of repair and
improvement. The family on a tight budget can develop an increased equity without
increased debt by personally performing repairs as their time and budget allow (sweat
equity).

B.

Owner-occupant alteration, conversion and additions to existing dwellings. This
type of owner-builder, by refinancing an upgraded house or by having an increased
economic standing, can afford to initiate more costly improvements to existing
housing.

C.

Owner-landlord maintenance, repair and upgrading of existing rental dwellings.
This type of owner-builder is a small-scale landlord who manages and maintains one
to several rental properties.

D.

Owner-occupant new standard housing starts. This type of owner- builder is
financially secure and can realize 20 to 40 percent reduction in cost by building
himself, as well as building to custom design configurations that more directly satisfy
his specific housing needs.

E.

Alternate owner-built housing. The term "alternate" is used because this type of
housing is not conventional, for it incorporates low-consumptive, labor-intensive,
energy and resource conserving lifestyles into design configurations. Alternate
housing owner- builders approach the need for low cost housing in a carefullyconsidered and innovative manner. Investing their capital in lower-cost rural land at
$1,000 to $2,000 per acre (as opposed to $60,000 for a city lot) and building low cost,
low amenitied dwellings of innovative designs, often utilizing recycled or home
manufactured materials, they are able to provide themselves with an affordable,
comfortable, and satisfying living environment. Such dwelling units are located
predominantly beyond the reach of community services on parcels of 2-1/2 to 40
acres.

F.

Owner-built accessory buildings. Many, if not most owners of existing housing
will take on the home enhancement project of building accessory structures such as
woodsheds, shops, barns, garages, greenhouses, tool sheds, saunas, and storage
buildings.
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The owner-contractor builder who owns while he builds with the intent to sell.
This type of owner-builder typically builds in urban to urbanizing areas in established
subdivisions intended for residential development.

The Board of Supervisors has consistently gone on record since 1975 in support of the
owner-builder option of self-provided affordable housing.
From December 1976 to December 1978 the County Board enacted Ordinance 1108 which
allowed for greater flexibility in the application of building standards for ownerbuilders/owner-occupants in the rural residential sector. This ordinance was a failure
apparently due to extraordinary exclusionary standards, the reluctance of the County to
exercise its authority to permit experimental waterless toilets, and a perceived lack of
enthusiasm on behalf of staff to endorse the Board of Supervisors' intent to provide a legal
framework within which many low-income owner-builders could exist. (See Appendix S of
the 1981 Housing Element for the text of Ordinance 1108.)
In May 1979, the Board endorsed the State Housing and Community Development
Department regulations before the Housing and Community Development Commission
which eased restrictions for rural residential owner-builders. This led to the adoption of a set
of three owner builder ordinances in 1984. These ordinances established the State's Limited
Density Owner Built Rural Dwelling regulations as the primary set of codes which apply to
owner-built residential construction in rural areas of the County. The ordinances also
established an alternative set of codes that applies to some owner-builder rehabilitation work
in urban areas. The ordinances permit much more flexibility in acceptable design and
materials than what is normally allowed under the Uniform Building Code.
2708

The Smallest Homes Built To Code

A little-known housing precedent was set by local citizens in 1977-78, namely, the design,
construction and occupancy of the smallest, most compact site-built dwelling conceivable by
using imaginative interpretation of the U.B.C. by a College of the Redwoods student and the
County Building Department, United Stand Humboldt, and two volunteer Humboldt County
owner- builders.
In response to the U.B.C. requiring too large a minimum home size, the Building Department
staff got together in a laudable effort to combine minimum room requirements wherever
possible, and came up with a 165 square foot home complete with kitchen, bath, dining,
living and sleeping space. The home plans were drawn by a C.R. student, submitted by two
local first- time owner-builders and built on their property for $5,000 in materials including
phone, electric service, hot and cold pressurized water, kitchen oven, range, sink,
refrigerator, bath sink, toilet and shower and wood heater--a completely amenitied home
built to U.B.C. standards and approved by the local Building Department.
The home was designed to be added onto as the owner-builders were able, financially. This
offers a unique new approach to affordable housing for the growing wave of do-ityourselfers.
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This approach is suited to hardy singles or young couples starting out who cannot afford or
qualify for a large debt for a conventionally large size house of 1,500 square feet. This home
can be expanded over a period of time as resources allow and a larger home built within
individual budgetary constraints.
The minimum code house project is certainly in accord with low-consumptive, energy
efficient housing trends, but requires the willingness to live in a small space. The potential
of creative interpretation of the U.B.C. is also demonstrated by the success of the minimum
code house.
TABLE 31
MINIMUM CODE HOME - 1978 COSTS
Total Value
Land or Site
Building Materials
Septic System
Well and Pump
Cost Saved by Owner-building
(sweat equity)
Total Value

20,000
3,000
1,500
500
5,000
$30,000

Actual Cost
20% Down on Site
Cost of Improvements
Actual Cost
Total Value
Balance Due on Site
*Net Equity - First Year
*

4,000
5,000
$ 9,000
$30,000
- 16,000
$ 14,000

This does not include appreciation due to inflation.
2709

Federal and State Programs

The Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) program is the primary funding source for
assisting very low income housing, including emergency shelters. The State CDBG program still
targets the very low, and low income groups. However, grant applications are considered in the
aggregate. Where the federal Housing and Urban Development Department (HUD) categorized and
ranked housing only, facilities only, or economic development only projects, the State program
considers these all together. The criteria of high benefit to low-moderate income persons is easy to
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attain on a household basis. It is not easy to attain on a community-wide basis. Thus, it is possible to
improve specific housing; yet quite difficult to improve the environs where the housing is located.
Streets, drainage, pedestrian walks etc. are all essential to a desirable community.
The HUD required Housing Assistance Plan (HAP) is not a requirement of the State program. The
Housing Element of the General Plan replaces this requirement. This does require, however, the
completion of a Regional Housing Needs Plan by the Humboldt County Association of Governments.
Another issue is important to note. The State CDBG Program is strongly oriented to leveraging--to
make CDBG funds go further toward completing program objectives. This requires coordinated grant
applications, with financial institutions and other granting agencies, or local share contributions.
Accordingly, the County should coordinate with cities to develop an integrated program to secure
CDBG funding for homeless shelters and transitional housing facilities.
Presently, the Humboldt County Housing Authority administers the Housing Assistance Payments
program Section 8 Certificates (the Section 8 Vouchers is has now been folded in the Certificates
program). This program provides a rental subsidy on behalf of the recipient tenant to a participating
landlord in the amount of the difference of 30% of the tenant's adjusted gross income (the tenant's
portion), and Fair Market Rent. The Fair Market rent and Payment Standard are updated periodically.
As of September, 2003, the County Housing Authority administers 1221 Section 8 units, 580 of these
are within unincorporated areas. The waiting list of the Housing Authority as of September, 2003 is
so long the average waiting period for housing assistance is 1-1/2 to three years.
In October, 1991, the Housing Authorities made available the Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC)
program under the tax reform act of 1984. This program is designed for first time homebuyers
(anyone who hasn't owned a home in the past three years), whereupon a Federal Income Tax Credit is
granted for 20 percent of the annual mortgage interest paid. Nearly $1.7 million in MCC's were
issued in the early 1990's. In 2002, the Economic Division of the County Community Development
Services Department applied for funding for another similar first-time homebuyer program.
There is presently a 20 unit senior housing project under construction in Garberville that is being
developed by the Southern Humboldt Senior Resource Center. These units will likewise be
affordable to very low income households. This project was assisted by more than $2 million in State
and Federal grants.
A $1,000,000 Community Development Block Grant was awarded, and a General Plan Amendment,
Zone Reclassification and Conditional Use Permit granted by the County for the development of a 36
unit senior housing facility in Willow Creek; with 32 of the units targeted for very low income
households. However the nonprofit developer cancelled those plans upon determining the project
may be too much of an economic liability. (The Plan and Zone changes are still in place should the
market become more favorable in the future.)
Another $1,000,000 Community Development Block Grant was awarded and plans are being
considered for a 20 unit apartment building in Redway which will be made available to very low
income households.
A little used but excellent program for which HOME funds can also be used is the HOME Tenant
Based Rental Assistance (TBRA). This program can be used to subsidize rents for youth aging out of
the foster care system and to assist homeless people in moving out of transitional housing into
permanent housing. The program would generally permit transitional housing programs to serve
more people. A new policy is included in Chapter 3 of the Element pursue funding for this program
(Policy 1.2d).
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Public Education

All too often it is found that high school graduates have been sheltered throughout their
education experience and at home from the financial and practical realities of maintaining a
household. At present, there is a gradual trend in the upper grades to provide a modicum of
housing-related information to students. However, experience indicates that the information
provided is too limited and general to inform students of the various options open to them.
Currently, only the "school of hard knocks" provides them with any practical experience in
this field. In 1980, about 30% of Humboldt County's 112,000 population were students
attending 69 public schools (in 34 school districts), 6 parochial schools, 2 private elementary
schools, the College of the Redwoods and Humboldt State University.
The Humboldt County General Plan Volume I-Framework, encourages and provides
direction for the formation of special advisory committees to review and report on issues of
countywide significance.
State planning law regarding the implementation of the general plan states that after a county
or city has adopted all or part of a general plan, the planning agency shall consult and advise
with public officials and agencies, public utility companies, civic, educational, professional
and other organizations and citizens generally with relation to carrying out the general plan.
2711

Residential Energy Conservation

The Humboldt Bay region is an area of moderate temperatures and high precipitation. Mean
monthly temperatures vary only 5.2 degrees centigrade at most from summer to winter.
Precipitation is seasonal with fairly definite wet and dry seasons. Ninety percent of the rain
falls between the months of October and April. The mean annual amount of precipitation is
38.7 inches. Fog along the coastal areas is a dominant characteristic of this region's weather
and occurs heavily, especially in the summer and early autumn. Humidity is high throughout
the year.
The majority of Humboldt County homes use electricity and gas as their main energy source.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (P.G.&E.) solely provides this for consumers. Other
forms of energy use include wood, oil, solar, and propane. Wind generated power is also
used to a small extent.
Pacific Gas & Electric Company has participated in many energy savings programs in
Humboldt.
There are several energy conservation programs available to county
homeowners. P.G.&E. has found that it is more cost effective for them to promote energy
conservation than to buy costly fuel or construct expensive power plants. Their Zero Interest
Program (ZIP) provides interest free loans to homeowners and renters for home conservation
improvements. They also will do free home energy audits to consumers to determine how
and in what ways energy can be saved. Up to $3,500 can be given for ceiling insulation,
weather stripping, water heater blankets, low-flow shower heads, caulking, duct wrap, and
other improvements. In the course of ZIP, over 2,700 homes in the County have been
weatherized since 1985. P.G.&E. also has a program to promote and publicize methods for
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home energy conservation. While it targets low income, senior citizens, and non-English
speaking groups, the information is also available to the general public.
Redwood Community Action Agency (RCAA) provides programs promoting and financing
home energy conservation. Their Direct Weatherization Program (financed through
P.G.&E.) provides attic insulation, hot water heater blankets, low-flow shower heads, gap
caulking, duct wrap, weather stripping and some minor repairs to county homes. This
program is free to qualifying low-income households. During the past ten years over 9,600
households have been provided with this service according to Val Martinez, RCAA
weatherization director. The same program is offered to qualified renters (contracts from the
State Office of Economic Opportunity). This program has improved and provided energy
savings for 140 renter-households.
RCAA conducts California Energy Extension Service workshops on residential energy
savings for lower income renters. They also sponsor the Rural Energy Management Services
Program (REMS) which provides services to the senior citizen, American Indian, and low
income residents of the county promoting basic energy conservation practices.
In spite of Humboldt County's abundance of rain, it has been shown that solar power can
become a viable energy source for homes and businesses here. The cities of Arcata, Eureka,
Blue Lake and Rio Dell have each created and implemented municipal Solar Utility
Programs. Approximately 200 units were installed through the Solar Utility Program. These
programs leased solar equipment at a reasonable cost for single family, multi-family, and
commercial properties. The systems are financed by third party tax sheltered investments
and are fully guaranteed in both maintenance and performance for the term of the lease. The
program was severely affected by the 1983 repeal of both Federal and State tax credits for
solar systems. According to Larry Goldberg, General Manager of Sequoia Technical
Services, as of this date there are no County programs for low-cost residential solar leasing.
Provisions of the Subdivision Map Act (added by Stats. 1978, Ch. 1154) relating to land
divisions creating five (5) or more parcels.
A.

Requires the design of such subdivisions to provide, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision (Government
Code 66473.1).

B.

Enables counties and cities to impose conditions or subdivision to require the
dedications of sunlight easements for the purpose of assuring that each parcel or unit
in the subdivision for which approval is sought shall have the right to receive sunlight
across adjacent parcels or units in the subdivision for which approval is sought for
any solar energy system (Government Code 66475.3).

Local agencies can promote solar development in several ways - by modifying existing laws
and regulations that make solar planning difficult or impossible and by implementing new
procedures, regulations and laws that guarantee solar access for existing and proposed
housing.
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Two California laws - The Solar Rights Act of 1978 (AB 3250, Levine), and the Solar Shade
Control Act (AB 2321, Imbrecht) - offer local agencies various methods of protecting and
promoting solar access. Even before passage of these State laws, local communities
throughout California on their own initiative had devised means for promoting solar
neighborhood planning by using a combination of incentives and regulations.
Protecting solar access fully requires controlling the shading caused by vegetation, especially
trees. Regulating vegetation will often be necessary, even in areas where buildings may not
cause problems. Controlling shading by vegetation is more complex than for buildings and
other man-made obstructions. Unlike buildings, which are relatively static, trees and shrubs
change with time. The shadow cast by a building remains constant from the time it is built
until the time it is torn down. Trees, however, grow and the shadows that they cast get
longer and broader.
One approach to the shading of solar collectors by vegetation is addressed in the California
Solar Shade Control Act. Under the act, the Legislature supports the planting of trees for
shading, to moderate temperatures, and to provide economic and aesthetic benefits, but
declares that trees or shrubs planted after the installation of a solar collector cannot cast a
shadow covering more than 10 percent of the collector surface between the hours of 10 a.m.
and 2 p.m., provided that the collector is located at specified distances from the property line
and elevated specified heights.
Communities may, by ordinance, exempt themselves from the provisions of the statute,
making it optional rather than mandatory for local government. Humboldt County took
official action to exempt themselves from the mandatory provisions of the California Solar
Shade Control Act.
The Solar Rights Act of 1978 is enabling legislation which provides local governments with
the authority to guarantee access to sunlight for owners of solar heating and cooling systems.
The bill states in part: "it is ... the policy of the state to encourage the use of solar energy
systems." Without addressing specific technical requirements, the Solar Rights Act promotes
solar energy use with three broadly defined strategies. According to the terms of the Act,
local agencies may:
- Prevent local planning and building ordinances from prohibiting or unreasonably
restricting the use of solar energy systems
- Require tentative subdivision maps (excepting condominium conversions) to
provide, to the extent feasible, for future natural heating or cooling opportunities
- Require dedication of easements for solar access. Specific local planning and
building ordinances likely to interfere with solar access must be reviewed on a case
by case basis.
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The "Design for Solar Access" provisions of the Humboldt County Subdivision Code
(Sections 322.5-1 to 322.5-9) require that the design and layout of a planned unit
development or a subdivision which proposes to create five (5) or more parcels shall provide
to the extent feasible for adequate solar access. Adequate solar access means that sunlight
reaches 80% of the south side of the primary building, measured from the highest roof ridge
to the ground, between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. on December 21.
In the area of new housing, all new residential housing in the county must comply with State
Energy Conservation Standards (Title 25 of the Uniform Building Code). Builders are
required to include such features as wall and ceiling insulation, caulking, weather-stripping,
insulation on pipes and water heaters, fluorescent lighting fixtures, etc.
Chapter 1 of this study describes PG&E's home weatherization program for lower income
persons (Implementation #20). It notes that approximately 1,100 homes were weatherized by
PG&E during the time frame of the 1998 Element. This study assumes the same productivity
from this program over the next five years.
The Planning Division has received testimony from small residential land owners that one
constraint to residential energy conservation is lot coverage requirements. A 10' x 20' solar
panel located in a rear or side yard would increase lot coverage on a 5,000 square foot lot by
four percent, leaving only 1,550 square feet of the lot available for placing a structure.
Relief from the lot coverage requirements may be granted through approval of a variance.
However, the findings for granting a variance are difficult to make. This Element reduces
this constraint by allowing relief from lot coverage requirements for small residential lots
with a Special Permit, which requires less cumbersome findings be made for approval.
2712

Secondary Dwelling Unit.

California continues to experience a serious shortage of affordable ownership and rental
housing. At the same time, much of California's existing housing stock and residential
infrastructure are under-utilized.
One solution to ease the housing shortage and make better use of the existing housing stock
and infrastructure is to encourage in urban areas the creation of an additional residential
dwelling by converting a garage into a studio apartment, or by building a new detached unit
on sites with adequate space. These additional residential units have been variously referred
to as "secondary residential units," "residential second units," "granny flats," "in-law-units,"
"accessory apartments," and "companion dwelling units."
During the 1981-82 session, the California Legislature passed, and the Governor signed into
law, two bills aimed at promoting development of secondary units on existing developed
sites. Senate Bill 1160 (Mello), passed in 1981, authorized cities and counties to issue a
zoning variance, a special use permit, or a conditional use permit to create an additional unit
on a single-family zoned lot if the additional unit was less than 640 square feet in area and
intended for the sole occupancy of one or two adults 60 years of age or older. Senate Bill
j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2004\2004tbs1.doc

Chapter 2 Page 115

Chapter 2 Data and Analysis

2714 Special Issues: Housing Discrimination

1534 (Mello), passed in 1982, broadened the concept of SB 1160 and superseded most of the
provisions of the earlier bill. SB 1534 provides cities and counties with a variety of options
to implement its provisions through locally adopted ordinances. SB 1534 does not contain
the age limitation found in SB 1160. Subsequent amendments to State law have further
facilitated construction of second units.
The legislative findings and declarations associated many benefits with the creation of
second-family residential units which include:
(1) Providing a cost-effective means of serving development through the use of existing
infrastructures, as contrasted to requiring the construction of new costly
infrastructures to serve development in undeveloped areas.
(2) Providing relatively affordable housing for low- and moderate- income households
without public subsidy.
(3) Providing a means for purchasers of new or existing homes, or both, to meet
payments on high interest loans.
(4) Providing security for homeowners who fear both criminal intrusion and personal
accidents while alone.
The second unit solution also provides many other benefits to the local citizenry such as
providing supplemental income which help offset mortgage and maintenance expenses,
hence easing the burden of house ownership. It is a decentralized, self regulating low
income housing program that does not require the overhead expense and complexity of big
government grant programs, centralized government, subsidized apartment complexes, or
bureaucratic housing administration and maintenance agencies.
In the 20 years which have passed since the enabling legislation was adopted, secondary
units have proved to be some of the most affordable housing for low and very low income
households. Based on a 1992 survey of six persons who constructed second units, 100% are
affordable to those who fall into the low and very low income categories. Secondary units
are the lowest cost to construct, have the lowest environmental impacts, and are the most
completely dispersed lower income housing currently produced in the County.
The County's second unit ordinance provides for the development of second units in all areas
of the County where residential uses are allowed. Implementation of the 1998 Housing
Element included changes to the second unit ordinance such that a second unit that is
subordinate to the primary residence is allowed by right as long as 1) it complies with the
development standards, 2) uses the same driveway as the primary units and 3) is served by
adequate public services. The 2003 Element further encourages second units by reducing
permit requirements for second units served by road category 3 roads (where served by
public water and sewer). Seventy nine second units were constructed in the five years between
1998 and 2003.
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Article 34 Referendum

The State Constitution requires in Article 34, a public vote of approval to develop, construct
or acquire publicly subsidized low income rental housing. The costs to local governments
for placing such a measure on the ballot can be significant. In this regard recent additions to
the Health and Safety Code (Sections 37001.3 and 37001.5) 1979, clarified how Article 34 of
the constitution is to operate and to narrow its application. The Department of Housing and
Community Development can assist local governments in developing ballot measures where
a referendum is clearly appropriate.
Since no Article 34 Referendum has been passed in unincorporated Humboldt County no
housing development constructed or acquired by the Housing Authority can take place.
However, the County has been hugely successful getting around the requirement for an
Article 34 Referendum by coordinating with non-profit groups in the use of public funding
for affordable housing production. It is unlikely an Article 34 Referendum will be necessary
during the time frame of this Element, but the program is maintained in the Idea Bank in
Chapter 3 of this Element.
2714

Housing Discrimination

State laws forbid arbitrary discrimination in housing. The California Department of Fair
Employment and housing enforces and supports federal and State laws prohibiting
discrimination on the bases of race, color, religion, sex and national origin and ancestry. It
investigates complaints and seeks remedies.
California Civil Code Section 53 states in part that:
(a) Every provision in a written instrument relating to real property which purports to
forbid or restrict the conveyance, encumbrance, leasing, or mortgaging of such real
property to any person of a specified sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, or national
origin, is void and every restriction or prohibition as to the use or occupation of real
property because of the user's or occupier's sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, or
national origin is void.
(b) Every restriction or prohibition whether by way of covenant, condition upon use
or occupation, or upon transfer of title to real property, which restriction or
prohibition directly or indirectly limits the acquisition, use or occupation of such
property because of the acquirer's, user's, or occupier's sex, race, color, religion,
ancestry, or national origin is void.
The California Supreme Court case of Marina Point Ltd. vs. Wolfson (1982), however,
further held that landlords could not discriminate/evict a household simply due to the
presence of children.
In essence, case law extensions of the above-cited civil code require that discrimination in
regard to housing must be based upon relevant criteria (i.e., ability to pay, appropriate use
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and care of the property, and knowledge, by way of references or otherwise, about the
individual(s) and not upon the individual's membership in a class).
In April 1978 the Board of Supervisors reestablished, by Ordinance No. 1023, the Humboldt
County Commission on Human Rights. "The Commission is established to aid in the
eradication of discrimination in Humboldt County, with particular reference to housing,
employment, education and public accommodation". Among its responsibilities the
Commission: 1) fosters mutual respect, 2) conducts studies, 3) inquires into incidents of
social tension and conflict and 4) conducts educational programs.
2715

Alternative Housing Design and Ownership Patterns

A. The Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Given the current trends in housing development, the great demand for housing, and the
scarcity of land, the County should prepare and make extensive use of Planned Unit
Development approach in new housing construction. P.U.D.'s allow for greater flexibility to
design and encourage innovative site planning which is sensitive to the physical
characteristics of the land. A P.U.D. can take advantage of greater utilization of the land
through such developments as cluster housing. The big advantage to P.U.D. is that aesthetics
in design, privacy, and open space are achieved thus creating a more desirable living
situation.
Planned Developments differ from conventional subdivisions in several ways. First, their
streets tend to be more narrow and meandering to fit in better with the resident users they
serve. They often integrate bike paths and walkways with developed areas to encourage
bicycle and pedestrian travel rather than using cars.
The developed areas with Planned Developments also contrast with typical subdivisions.
Residences tend to be clustered together more, which can create larger, more usable common
areas. Residential densities are often higher in planned developments, but the clustered
housing and large open areas tend to mitigate the negative side effects of the higher densities.
A third distinction between Planned Developments and their conventional counterparts is
their mixture of land uses. In larger Planned Developments, you are likely to find a
neighborhood store, community center, or library among the residential structures. Different
residential uses will also tend to be mixed together, so there is a combination of low,
medium, and high density development.
Finally, there is a different review procedure for Planned Developments and typical
subdivisions. Planned Developments tend to be more closely scrutinized by the public,
reviewing agencies, and the decision makers, especially towards the front end of the project
where substantial changes to the original plans can be made most easily.
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Zoning Ordinance changes approved concurrent with adoption of the 1998 Housing Element
made several changes to encourage PUD's. Implementation of the 2003 Element also
includes changes to the zoning ordinance to make it easier to allow mixed uses in PUD's.
B. Condominiums
The new condominium development (duplex, triplex, 4-plex up to high-rise multiple units) is
where the home owner has fee simple title to airspace and a percentage of undivided interest
in the land the units sit upon and common areas and improvements included in the
development. The condominium approach, while similar to the P.U.D., differs in the way
title is held to the land.
C. Limited Equity Housing Cooperative
Limited equity housing cooperatives provide an alternative to both home ownership and
rentorship. A cooperative housing corporation holds the title to the mortgage of the housing
units. The corporation is governed by a set of by-laws and has an elected board of directors
comprised of persons living in the co-op housing. People buy a membership share in the
corporation which gives them the right to occupy a unit in the cooperative corporation. Upon
leaving the co-op, the share is resold to the corporation for the original investment plus a
limited equity which is usually a fixed percentage of the original share cost and any cost of
approved improvements.
Since the mortgage is held in constant ownership by the corporation, there are no transfer
fees, real estate fees, profit, or speculation costs in the sale of shares. The cooperative home
owner is able to deduct his/her share of the mortgage payment and property taxes from
his/her personal income tax. Each household pays a monthly fee to the corporation which is
their share of the expenses that need to be covered. Cooperative housing remains affordable
over time and therefore is a long- term solution to affordable housing. Cooperative
corporations can take the form of scattered sites, or multi-family units.
Limited Equity Cooperatives could be a good model for development in both Southern
Humboldt and the McKinleyville area. It would both serve the need for subsidized housing
units and create a structure of shared responsibility and a sense of community that would be
empowering to the occupants. However, it takes a lot of dedicated energy to make it work.
Humboldt County has an operating model of a Limited Equity Cooperative. River
Community Homes is a low-income housing cooperative which was developed by the Arcata
Economic Development Corporation (AEDC) on land donated by the City of Arcata. The
housing cooperative is incorporated as an independent non-profit and operates as a Section 8
subsidized program.
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There are 40 units open to low-income people and elderly and people with disabilities. It is
self-governed. They contract with an individual to manage the subsidy calculations and
inspections etc. It is governed by a Board of Directors made up of all members plus one
representative from the AEDC.
The members decide who will live there and handle all of the disputes. They contact
Humboldt Mediation Services for disputes that are not directly related to cooperative
business. They work to keep a balance between providing some privacy and being members
of a community who are involved in each others lives. When violence or disruptive behavior
arise, the other members step in.
The members have decided not to have social service personnel live in or work on site. They
believe it creates a "client relationship". They have found that even with resident managers,
who generally earn higher wages than the residents earn, resentment arises.
River Community Homes might benefit from community services that could act as an on-call
back up to people with more serious social needs. If that back-up were available, then the
community might feel better about letting people with problems join.
There is always a waiting list for River Community Homes. It is definitely a model worth
replicating.
There is a middle-class variation of the limited equity cooperative developing in Arcata as a
Co-Housing project called Marsh Commons. People will own their condominium space but
share grounds, a common house with recreational space, and various chores. This is a good
example of how housing can be combined with social amenities to accommodate the needs of
a variety of people. Single parents and elders can live with coupled families and share the
sense of belonging that is so absent in most condominium developments.
D. Stock Cooperatives
Full equity cooperative housing allows for normal appreciation experienced through supply
and demand as with other housing--otherwise has basically the same ownership pattern as the
limited equity cooperative.
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F.
Community Land Trusts
A community land trust is typically a non-profit cooperative created to acquire and hold land
for the benefit of a community and provide secure affordable access to land and sometimes
housing for community residents. Community land trusts acquire land through a purchase or
donation with the intention to retain title in perpetuity, thus removing speculation from the
potential value of land. As a result, the property value increases are typically less than those
of surrounding properties. Where housing is allowed on community land trust property,
leases are typically granted or sold to tenants who own the structures they develop on the
property, but not the property itself. Land trusts can be combined with Limited Equity
Housing, Housing Cooperatives and Planned Unit Developments to further reduce housing
costs.
Once the land is entrusted, a variety of housing and living arrangements can be developed.
Homeworkers Organized for More Employment (H. O. M. E. ) in Maine, which began as a
crafts cooperative, evolved into a small community offering jobs, food, temporary shelter,
education and home ownership to people and families in need.
Most of the long-lasting communities like H. O. M. E. have a spiritual base of shared belief
and practice that provides a common purpose, shared values on which to base decisions
about acceptable behavior, and the cohesive bond that goes beyond personalities.
The feasibility of this form of housing ownership locally is enhanced by the facts that 1) rural
Humboldt County has been an area where many experiments in lifestyle have flourished and
2) there are environmental land trusts already in existence, so the community land trust
option could be more easily embraced.
A land trust combined with a limited equity cooperative or subsidized housing project might
work in McKinleyville, but there is not as strong a community experience of such an effort to
make this a priority option.
2716

Jobs/Housing Imbalance

The number of jobs in an area has implications for the number of houses needed in the area.
If there is an inadequate supply of affordable housing, persons working locally will tend to
commute from less expensive outlying areas.
In Humboldt County, large amounts of housing have been added locally, especially in the
community of McKinleyville, but job growth does not appear to have kept pace with
demand. This is evidenced by a relatively high unemployment rate, and the fact that the
major cities in the County experienced the lowest unemployment rates. The more rural cities
and communities experienced the highest percentages of unemployment. For example, the
1998 Element pointed out that the City of Eureka had an unemployment rate of 7.3%; while
the rural cities like Rio Dell exhibited an unemployment rate of 17.9%. The resultant
jobs/housing imbalance contributes to traffic congestion on Highway 101, the main artery
linking the County's employment centers with residential communities.
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The jobs/housing imbalance appears to be furthered by a lack of annexation interest by the
three major cities in the County: Eureka, Arcata, and Fortuna. These are the urban areas
where most of the jobs exist. Since 1985, there has been very little annexation activity to
provide additional residential areas to these major employment centers. While the City of
Arcata has annexed 61.5 acres for residential use, the City of Eureka annexed only a quarter
of an acre (not including a 130 acre parcel for sewage treatment purposes); the City of
Fortuna has not annexed any land since 1985.
This trend will further contribute to a jobs/housing imbalance in our communities because
needed housing will locate in the unincorporated areas of the county, away from the cities. A
commute is required to reach the employment centers from these outlying areas.
These data suggest that a number of issues will need to be addressed in Humboldt County. A
broader economy less dependent on seasonal work such as timber and fishing, will have to be
generated to increase job opportunities. Governmental Constraints to economic development
should be reduced whenever possible (see Governmental Constraints: Local Zoning
Regulation Constraints). Community Planning efforts should encourage the location of jobs
opportunities in close proximity to residential areas. The 2003 Element seeks to improve the
jobs/housing balance by allowing apartments in commercial zones, and by making it easier to
place mixed residential and commercial uses in PUD's
2717

Consistency With Other Elements

State law requires consistency between the Housing Element and each of the other Elements
in the Countywide Plan. Information used in the preparation of this Element was obtained
from sources used to develop the County General Plan. Therefore, the information in the
Housing Element which comes from the land use databases (i.e. land inventory, public
facility constraints, etc.) will be the same information used in other Elements.
Zoning ordinance changes with the 1998 Element included revisions to the Framework Plan
and community plans to allow density bonuses and mixed uses in PUD's. The 2003 Element
also includes implementation measures to modify the Framework plan and community plans
to allow apartments in commercial areas.
To maintain consistency through the planning period, a program is proposed to be added to
perform an internal consistency review as part of the annual general plan implementation
report, required by State law.
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Availability Of Financing

In order to qualify for a mortgage loan, an applicant must be able to prove a degree of
financial stability. Generally, as the amount of mortgages increase, the more proof lending
institutions require. According to several lending institutions, banks and other lenders do not
discriminate against lower income households nor lower income neighborhoods. In October
2002, the home mortgage rate are the lowest seen in nearly four decades. This, coupled with
first-time buyers programs presents significant opportunities for home purchases.
The 1998 Element documented that mortgage loans and rehabilitation loans are generally
available, and if there are mortgage deficient areas in the county, it is not due to
discriminatory practices by mortgage lenders, but rather the financial capabilities of
individuals.
2719

Termination of Federal Subsidies

According to "The Inventory of Federally Subsidized Low Income Rental Units At Risk of
Conversion, 1991 Update," the "California Debt Advisory Commission, Annual Summary,
1991," and information received from the Farmers Home Administration and the Housing
Authority, there are no Federal, State, or local multifamily assisted rental housing units
eligible to convert from subsidized to for-profit housing in the unincorporated areas.
Moreover, there have been no multifamily units subsidized through the County's efforts.
2720

Earthquake Damage, Demolitions and Conversions

The 1998 Housing Element documented there were 57 single family residences and three
mobilehomes in the unincorporated areas destroyed by the earthquakes in April, 1992
according to the Fortuna Community Services program. In addition, there were 102 units
that suffered major damage, four of these were apartment units. There were a wide range of
Federal, State and local programs that have been implemented to respond to the housing
needs of those who had their homes damaged by the earthquakes, including Federal
Emergency Management Agency programs, Small Business Administration loans, and local
red cross relief efforts. According to the local Office of Emergency Services, it is not
possible to document the number of units that will be assisted under any of these programs at
this time because of the wide number of different sources of funding, and the extended
period of time necessary to process applications for assistance.
The County Board of Supervisors passed several resolutions to assist those wishing to
reconstruct their homes damaged by the earthquake. The ordinances established a system of
fast tracking the issuance of building permits, and waiving the development standards for reconstruction where the original structure did not comply with those standards. County
Building and Planning staff also provided emergency inspection assistance, helped
coordinate disaster relief efforts, and set up satellite offices to help those in need of
earthquake assistance through the building permit process.
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The 1998 Element documented there are approximately 21 demolition permits issued for
demolishing single family homes each year. This is a relatively insignificant part of the
housing stock considering there were over 26,000 units in the unincorporated County. Also,
it is likely that new homes were constructed to replace the demolished units. According to
the Chief Building Inspector for the County, there have been no conversions of apartment
units into condominiums in the unincorporated areas between 1998 and 2003.
2721

Development in the Coastal Zone

Since 1982, approximately 1,500 permits were issued for single-family residential unit
construction in the coastal zone which are primarily affordable to those in the moderate and
above moderate income categories. Although there is one 21 unit Farmers Home
Administration project that is affordable to low and very low income persons. Since 1982,
the County has not had any locally mandated requirements for inclusion of affordable
housing in subdivisions in the Coastal Zone.
There will probably be very little affordable housing developed in the coastal zone between
2003 and 2008 since multifamily development in unincorporated Humboldt is concentrated
in urban areas outside of the coastal zone.
There have been approximately 22 demolition permits issued in the Coastal zone. It is
assumed that this did not result in a significant decrease in the amount of housing stock as
the homes are generally replaced with another larger home. The impact is a housing stock of
larger, more expensive homes. There were no affordable apartments converted into
condominiums since 1982. Conversion and demolition has not significantly reduced the
housing stock in Humboldt County in the coastal zone since 1982.
State law enacted in 1982 (§65590 of the Government Code) requires local jurisdictions to
adopt provisions in their coastal zoning ordinances to encourage construction of affordable
housing. The County shall encourage the development of housing for lower and moderate
income households in the coastal zone by amending the zoning ordinance to provide
ordinance requirements in the coastal zone consistent with State law. Another new program
will assist in the development of housing for lower- and moderate-income households in the
coastal zone and elsewhere by reducing fees and fast-tracking affordable housing projects.
The County is presently in the midst of a comprehensive update of it's local coastal plans;
additional programs to encourage construction of affordable housing in the coastal zone will
be evaluated as part of that program as well.
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CHAPTER 3
3100 STATEMENT OF RESOLVE
The statements in the following resolution capture many valuable and important policies of previous
Housing Elements that are currently being implemented and should continue to be supported. In
addition to the policies and programs of the Housing Element, the statements below also document
the preferred principles of governance for the County to follow in reviewing and supporting housing
construction, improvements and maintenance.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Certified copy of portion of proceedings; Meeting on ______, 2003
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT ACCEPTING THE
FOLLOWING ASSERTIONS OF CONTINUED POLICY REGARDING HOUSING CONSTRUCTION,
MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENTS
WHEREAS, the Government Codes requires all Counties to have a General Plan, and
WHEREAS, the Humboldt County Framework General Plan Volumes I and II have been adopted
pursuant to State law, and
WHEREAS, the Framework Plan, adopted as Volume I, provides that the Housing Element shall be
adopted as part of Volume II of the General Plan; and,
WHEREAS, following a public hearing on August 24 and August 31, 1981, and on September 29,
1981, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors did by Resolution 81-100 adopt the Housing
Element of the Humboldt County General Plan; as recommended by the Humboldt County Planning
Commission and by the Citizens Advisory Committee on the Housing Element (CACHE) after the
CACHE held 50 formal meetings open to the public and CACHE subcommittees held 96 meetings to
prepare such recommendations; and
WHEREAS, following a public hearing on January 28, 1985, the Humboldt County Board of
Supervisors on May 7, 1985 adopted Resolution 85-55 updating the Housing Element as
recommended by the Planning Commission, and as revised by the Board of Supervisors during the
public hearing; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors adopted Phase I of the 1992 Housing Element on December 15,
1992; and
WHEREAS, on February 9, 1998, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Humboldt adopted Phase
II of the 1992 Housing Element (the 1998 Housing Element); and
WHEREAS, the 1998 Housing Element continues numerous policies in support of housing
construction, maintenance and improvement;
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors that the
following housing policy statements hereby continue to be supported by the County:
1: Housing Supply
1.1. The County shall continue to implement the following programs to meet the housing needs of
Humboldt County residents.
Building permits The objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of 1,408 additional
single family units and 128 multifamily units by 2008.
Alternative Owner Builder (AOB) program. The objective of the County is to facilitate the
construction of 117 units under this program in the next five years.
Second Units. The objective of the County is to facilitate the construction of 79 additional second
units between 2003 and 2008.
1.1. To incorporate quantitative and qualitative analyses of future Census data into this document at
the earliest possible date, in order to assess the types, quantities and locations of housing that are
needed for various sizes of families in various income groups.
1.2. To complete and maintain a comprehensive land use map.
1.3 To complete and maintain a land use inventory for all residentially zoned areas.
1.4 To encourage second units where there are adequate public services and where compatible with
adjacent land uses, and allow them in resource lands where compatible with resource protection
policies
1.5 To provide for more affordable new housing ownership opportunities for low and very low
income households, including smaller scale housing units.
1.6 The County shall all within its power to facilitate the production of affordable housing,
particularly for low and very low income residents, including actively pursuing all possible funds to
maintain and create low-cost housing in diverse areas of the County, and assisting developers in using
State and Federally-funded housing programs.
1.7. The County shall encourage new housing developments for very low, low and moderate income
households.
1.8 The County shall encourage self-help housing programs.
1.9 The County shall encourage new multiple-unit housing developments to build a certain
percentage of their units for sale or rent at below-market rates for very low, low and moderate income
families by providing a density, or other incentive bonus.
1.10 The County recognizes and supports the rights of tenants to secure habitable housing.
1.11 The County shall encourage the inclusion of residential units for low and moderate income
families in new developments within the coastal zone, where feasible, pursuant to Government Code
Section 66590.
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1.12 The County shall encourage the replacement of housing occupied by low and/or moderate
income families when converted or demolished within the coastal zone, where feasible, pursuant to
Government Code Section 66950.
1.13. The County shall support all efforts to construct housing affordable to very low income persons.
1.14. The County encourage second units where there are adequate public services and where
compatible with adjacent land uses, and allow them in resource lands where compatible with resource
protection policies.
1.15. The County shall put an Article 34 Referendum on the ballot upon request of a government
agency, or a citizens group willing to campaign for such a measure.
1.16. The County shall annually compete for CDBG funds as a means of developing local
communities including improvements to and expansion of sewer and water lines and facilities for
community planning areas and coastal communities.
1.17. The County shall maintain a current housing stock inventory in order to anticipate availability
for an expanding population, and to set priorities for meeting the more critical housing shortages.
1.18. The County shall provide for density bonuses for developments containing at least 25% of the
units for low or moderate income households or at least 10% of the units for lower-income
households as provided in Government Code Section 65915.
1.19. Provide the staffing necessary to process building permits and subdivision applications in a
timely fashion.
1.20. Adopt fees for service which support the cost of the permit and land use review processes.
1.21. The County shall encourage and support development by non-profit housing sponsors to
maintain and develop housing affordable to low and very low income persons.
1.22. The County encourages future development based on energy efficient travel patterns and the
location of existing services.
1.23. The County shall rezone lands designated for residential development under the General Plan to
optimum development potential as soon as public sewer and water services become available. Until
funding for expansion of public sewer and water facilities in the underdeveloped areas designated for
urban development and urban expansion are obtained, the County will maintain zoning densities that
reflect State and local health policies for individual wells and/or sewage disposal systems.
1.24. The County shall provide for development of single mobilehomes and mobilehome parks in
residential zones throughout the community in accordance with the requirements of Government
Code Sections 65852.3 and 65852.7 and consistent with General Plan/Community Plan residential
land use densities.
1.25. The County should encourage the Planned Unit Development, Condominium, Limited Equity
Cooperative, and Stock Cooperative housing as four methods to achieving more affordable housing.
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1.26. The County shall discourage encroachment of residential subdivisions upon agricultural and
other natural resource lands. Subdivisions of resource lands shall be allowed only where the resulting
uses will not adversely affect the resource use of the site.
1.27. The County shall encourage the preservation of natural features of terrain and vegetation in new
subdivisions in residential zones by clustering development, providing common open areas, smaller,
more appropriate roads, and other compatible land use innovations in the development of new
residential areas.
2: Housing Needs of Special Populations
2.1. The County shall support the elimination of housing discrimination.
2.2. The County shall actively assist the Humboldt County Housing Authority and non-profit
corporations to develop and implement programs to assist very low, low and moderate income
households, minorities, families with children, elderly, handicapped, and homeless persons to secure
housing.
2.3. The County shall promote housing and support services for elderly and handicapped persons
which encourage an independent lifestyle.
2.4. Community Plans, in the course of formulation or revision should henceforth designate adequate
sites to accommodate the proportionate nomadic housing site needs for each community.
2.5. The County shall continue to distribute and post information on the enforcement program of the
State Fair Employment and Housing Commission.
2.6. Support and coordinate the development of affordable housing for low income citizens, including
multifamily, single family, and single room occupancy (SRO) units.
2.7. Support and encourage the development of transitional housing and homeless shelters.
2.8. To utilize federal, state and local funding programs for tenant-based rental assistance for the
homeless and near-homeless persons, in securing and maintaining stable housing.
3: Regulatory Constraints
3.1. The County shall devise mutually acceptable means to meld the efforts of citizens and
government to address the problems common to us all.
3.2. The County shall carefully complete an up-to-date, internally consistent, responsive General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance that address the current needs and problems of the County citizenry, and which
set forth a compatible vision for the future.
3.3. The County shall reduce, or limit increases, in application processing fees which adversely
impact housing affordability.
3.4. The County shall foster greater responsiveness to public needs.
3.5. The County shall give the Planning and Building Divisions responsibility for formulating,
implementing, and evaluating strategies to solve local housing problems.
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3.6. The County shall encourage and be receptive to new and experimental techniques to facilitate
optimum utilization of available sites.
3.7. Where consistent with State law, the Building Division shall encourage citizens to make partial
repair of their dwellings without being required to rehabilitate beyond their economic means.
3.8. The County shall support tax programs which encourage citizens to maintain and repair their
homes.
3.9. The County shall support the combination of private and public money to provide opportunities
for financing not otherwise available to low and moderate income persons.
3.10. The County shall apply sensible and flexible housing standards to allow low-cost rehabilitation
and repairs consistent with health and safety requirements.
3.11. The County shall endorse programs whereby students gain practical home construction, repair
and weatherization techniques by repairing existing housing stock in the community.
3.12. The County shall encourage experimentation with new concepts in housing construction,
designs, styles and ownership patterns.
3.13. The County shall mitigate regulatory problems and amend the housing codes to reflect
acceptable alternative methods.
3.14. The County shall support alternative owner-built/ owner-occupied housing which does not
infringe upon public health and safety.
3.15. The County shall promote helpful attitudes by regulatory agencies in order to encourage
voluntary compliance with the regulatory process.
3.16. The County shall promote flexibility in parking requirements for housing developments,
especially for seniors and in areas with public transportation.
3.17. The County shall provide the opportunity to consider the temporary placement and use of a
second dwelling unit in excess of densities permitted in this General Plan in cases where specified
findings can be made that there is legitimate hardship.
3.18. The County shall encourage the development of presently under-utilized residential parcels
served by public sewer and water for optimum development potential under the zoning ordinance.
3.19. County departments shall thoroughly review building and development codes and ordinances
with an eye to eliminating requirements not necessary to the protection of public health, safety and
welfare.
3.20. Once a final building, sanitation or subdivision permit is issued, it shall not be retroactively
denied, unless the permit was issued on the basis of false information of a substantial nature or
significant information is obtained subsequent to the issuance of the permit.
3.21. During the subdivision or building permit process, an applicant may choose any one of the
agencies that he or she feels creates the greatest obstacle to approval and receive a do-pass or a
rejection from that agency before proceeding (this includes public hearings).
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3.22. When requested by applicants, permitting agencies shall make appointments for on-site
inspections. If agency representatives cannot keep appointments, they should make reasonable efforts
to inform the person who made the appointment.
3.23. All ministerial permit denials shall include in writing specific statutes applicable. If possible,
discretionary permit denials should include, in writing, specific statutes, regulations and policies
applicable.
3.24. During building inspections, all noncompliance items must be listed and all subsequent
inspections shall be limited to new work and verification of corrections of prior noted deficiencies.
3.25. Regulatory changes that cumulatively enhance the ability of Humboldt County's citizens to
build and repair their own homes for their own use in a manner suited to their needs and desires shall
continue to be encouraged. (Board of Supervisors Resolution #79-122 adopted September 11, 1979).
3.26. Building permit requirements for owner-built housing should be minimized consistent with the
reasonable protection of health and safety.
3.27. The County shall maintain ordinances which allow the Building Inspection Division to approve
building permits for residences and accessory structures in rural areas that are constructed to meet
standards less restrictive than the Uniform Building Code (UBC).
3.28. If revisions to any of the Alternative Owner-Builder Ordinances are warranted, a formal
Regulations Committee shall be officially constituted pursuant to the Board of Supervisors Policy on
Committees and Commissions to perform ordinance review and revision tasks as outlined in an
approved work program.
3.29. The Building Inspection Division and the Health Department shall provide inspections of homes
to determine whether the structure complies with minimum health and safety requirements.
3.30. The Building Division and Health Department shall publicize the availability of a voluntary
building condition inspection to be conducted for a fee commensurate with the service rendered.
3.31. Information on the availability of the inspection service should focus on communities
containing a significant number of dwellings in need of repair.
3.32. The inspections service shall be strictly non-punitive, and shall be publicized as such.
3.33. To identify regulatory and tax constraints that effectively discourage rehabilitation and
maintenance, and act to mitigate them.
3.34. The County shall review and streamline the permit application process on an ongoing basis, in
all departments involved, in order to shorten the time required to process all permits, and to provide
adequate information to prospective builders and developers.
3.35. The County shall encourage private developers, builders and financial institutions to work with
public agencies and non-profit agencies in formulating strategies to solve local housing problems.
4: Conservation of Existing Housing
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4.1. The County shall encourage the rehabilitation, rather than condemnation, of deteriorated housing.
4.2. The County, recognizing the need of tenants for energy-efficient housing, shall encourage the
weatherization of rental units.
4.3. Incentives to rehabilitate, weatherize and maintain existing housing stock.
4.4. The County shall encourage and support programs that preserve and/or restore the unique
character of older residences and neighborhoods.
4.5. The County shall encourage relocation, rather than destruction, of sound older housing threatened
by development.
4.6. Public funds for the rehabilitation of low-income rental housing shall ensure that these
rehabilitated units remain part of the low-income housing stock.
4.7. The County may allow legal, non-conforming single family and multifamily structures to be
retained in new residential subdivisions even where the retention of these structures means that the
general plan density for the parcel is exceeded. However, the creation of any parcels without an
existing dwelling must be consistent with planned densities. The County shall require the repair of
building, plumbing, mechanical and electrical hazardous conditions that exist in such non-conforming
structures to meet acceptable health and safety codes.
5: Reduce Housing Construction and Improvement Costs
5.1. The County shall consider house solar orientation and energy effective landscaping during the
review process.
5.2. The County shall encourage the use of alternative energy sources such as solar and wind power,
with consideration for solar and wind rights in residential developments.
5.3. The County shall provide maximum opportunities for owner/builders to economize by doing
what they can for themselves and to finish non-structural, non-mechanical work at their own pace.
5.4. The County shall encourage the use of low-cost, energy efficient, low-consumptive housing
designs, materials and construction methods that reduce costs.
5.5. The County shall support the use of innovative construction and design methods that make more
efficient use of land and building materials including water- conserving waste disposal systems,
energy systems, dwelling designs, and uses of recycled materials for building.
5.6. The County shall encourage the use of financial leveraging of public and private funding to
construct owner-occupied and rental housing.
6: Public Involvement and Education
6.1.
The Planning Commission shall maintain clear, consistent and fair procedures for operation
and relationships with the public, the Board of Supervisors, ad-hoc committees, and local,
State and Federal agencies.
6.2

Planning Commission procedures shall be kept in a format and language that is clear and
readily available to the public.
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6.3.

The County shall encourage the formation of citizen organizations to provide input on
specific matters in a format consistent with the adopted policies and procedures.

6.4

The Planning Department shall provide notification of meetings adequate to insure public
participation consistent with the goals of this program.

6.5

The meetings of the Planning Commission, whenever practical, shall be held in the
geographic areas under consideration, or where the meetings of the Commission concern
countywide issues as addressed in the Framework Plan, such meetings shall be held in the
regional centers most representative of the issues to be addressed.

6.6

The Planning Commission shall encourage public participation in the land use decisionmaking process.

6.7

The County shall provide centralized public access to all relevant documents and information
regarding housing activities.

6.8

The County shall promote standardization of housing and zoning terminology throughout
government and the housing industry.

Adopted on motion by Supervisor
and the following vote:
AYES:

Supervisors:

NOES:

Supervisors:

, seconded by Supervisor

ABSENT: Supervisors:
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
County of Humboldt

)
) SS.
)

I, Lora Canzoneri, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Humboldt, State of California
do hereby certify the foregoing to be a full, true, and correct copy of the original made in the abovetitled matter by said Board of Supervisors at a meeting held in Eureka, California as the same now
appears of record in my office.
In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Seal of said Board of Supervisors.
LORA CANZONERI
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Humboldt, State of California
By:

______________________________________
LORA CANZONERI

Date: ____________________
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3200 THE IDEA BANK
The previous Element also contained good proposals that could help address some concerns regarding
housing, but they did not rise to a level of commitment that triggered an allocation of resources or
funding. These policies and programs are presented here in the form of an "Idea Bank", where they
will remain available for future iterations of Housing Element Updates.
SECTION 1: Future Housing Supply
1.1. Utilize appropriate surplus Federal, State and County land within Humboldt County for
lower income housing development.
1.2. Develop and maintain a contingency plan to provide adequate emergency shelter to house
refugees of catastrophic earthquakes, fire, flood, inclement weather or other crises.
1.3. Actively lobby the State and Federal government to reinstate funding for self-help programs.
1.4. Develop replacement housing provisions for the coastal zone in accordance with the requirements
of Government Code Section 65590. Until these provisions are formally adopted, the County may
require low and moderate income and replacement housing on a case-by-case basis only when
feasible on the same site.
1.5. Explore various financing methods, such as creating tax increment districts, establishing land
trusts and leveraging private money with public money for housing construction and rehabilitation.
1.6 Partner with the Builders Exchange, carpenter’s union, Northern California Home Builders and
Realtors to develop a series of informational workshops on permitting, safety, public financing and
legal issues.
1.7. Research the potential for community land trusts to assist development of housing affordable to
lower income households.
SECTION 2: Housing Needs of Special Populations
2.1. Encourage the California Department of Transportation to conduct a recreational/nomadic
housing travel study of Humboldt County and the North Coast area.
2.2. Explore the feasibility of utilizing public or private campgrounds for use as temporary or
transitional shelters during off-seasons.
2.3. Develop and maintain an inventory of suitable sites for use for managed low income special
occupancy parks in every planning area of the County.
2.4 Provide for the development of affordable, managed low-income special occupancy parks
throughout the County.
2.5 Promote legislation on the local, State and Federal levels to assist with lower income housing
development
2.6. Promote legislation aimed at securing State funding for the General Relief Program and at
equalizing payment levels of General Relief throughout the State.
2.8. Encourage the establishment of a family recovery program.
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2.9. Encourage the creation of an eviction prevention program and a revolving loan fund for rental
assistance.
2.10. Encourage the development of job training/employment development programs.
2.11. Promote job training for the homeless, including remedial education, where needed. Coordinate
with the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program. Work with community programs
versed in ways of enhancing one's sense of self, and other rehabilitation programs to minimize the
need for sanctioning of GR, AFDC, and Food Stamp recipients and maximize chances of breaking the
cycle of poverty. Other responsible agencies include Mental Health, the Department of Social
Services, the Employment Development Department. The non-profit organization Redwood
Community Action Agency will likely also play a role with this program .
2.12. Develop a family recovery program that addresses the nexus of issues of domestic violence,
alcohol and there drug abuse, sexual molestation and homelessness to help homeless persons to
develop life-sustaining skills. Include a healthy parenting program that would subsequently bring the
family back together so as to maximize the possibility of keeping families intact.
2.14. Designate permanent sites as emergency shelter sites which are geographically distributed
throughout the County.
2.15. Decentralize support services for those in need of shelter to avoid burdening the County seat of
Eureka with disproportionate numbers of homeless persons.
2.16. Information on, self-help housing, rehabilitation of inadequate housing, and low interest loans
could be distributed by the County to all non-profits and other agencies acting as homeless prevention
advocates.
2.17. Coordinate between the various agencies and non-profit groups directly involved with serving
the needs of the homeless population activities aimed at alleviating hardships endured by homeless
persons.
2.18. Encourage the development of community and conservation land trusts that develop housing for
lower income households.
2.19. Investigate the need for an ordinance prohibiting age discrimination in housing.
2.20. Help educate the community regarding who the homeless are and how we can best assist them
through the use of the media, a County Newsletter and by targeting various communities for special
outreach.
2.21. Develop a community educational program and a consensual process to assist in enlisting the
cooperation of the general public and especially neighbors of the centers, in creating programs that
will assist the homeless.
2.22. Develop an eviction prevention and intervention program which would identify and assist low
income people in danger of losing their homes. Work with community agencies serving this
population and with the Real Estate Board and providing institutions to make a viable program
possible. Other responsible agencies include Mental Health, the Human Rights Commission, and
RCAA.
j:\planning\advance\gpu\studies\housing\2003tbs.doc

Chapter 2 Page 11

Chapter 3 Statement of Resolve and The Idea Bank

3200 The Idea Bank

SECTION 3: Regulatory Constraints
3.1. Support the flexibility of development standards, or flexibility within the adopted development
ordinances, to accommodate residential projects that produce housing affordable to lower income
households.
3.2. Support legislation which reduces regulatory barriers to housing production, provides tax
incentives and public subsidies for housing, and increases funding available for local infrastructure
and services.
3.3. Provide the library with a number of simplified and functional house plans approved by the
County to encourage the construction of low and moderate cost housing.
3.4. Challenge, consistent with health and safety, State and Federal mandates which inhibit local
ability to provide for affordable housing (e.g., increased building regulation standards).
3.5. Contract with a consultant well-versed in systems analysis to complete a thorough analysis of the
building permit and subdivision process.
3.6. The County could institute a comprehensive one-step pre inspection for all concerned
departments involved in processing permits.
3.7. Prepare a comprehensive development handbook which explains the permit and subdivision
process.
3.8. Annually review the permit process to identify measures to minimize time delays, to maximize
administrative efficiency, and foster greater cooperation and understanding between the permitting
agencies and the public.
3.9. Annually implement measures according to the findings made above.
3.10. The building permit appeals process could be clearly noticed upon the building permit. (not a
separate handout)
3.11. The County Health Department could initiate a study of the efficiency of alternating leachfield
system designs when grant funding or other means of conducting a study are available. The Health
Department shall actively pursue the necessary funding for this study.
3.12. A committee could be formed which includes representatives from the Health Department,
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, engineers and contractors to make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on how to
best change the soils testing criteria. This Committee should provide ample opportunity for public
input.
3.13. If the committee decides that changes are necessary, the Health Department should seek
approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board to modify its criteria for accepting wet
weather soils tests to better link the testing period to actual soil conditions in different parts of the
County. Unless a more accurate measurement can be found, the testing criteria should be based on
rainfall data collected at CDF stations dispersed throughout the County.
3.14. Support legislation which reduces regulatory barriers to housing production, provides tax
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incentives and public subsidies for housing, and increases funding available for local infrastructure
and services.
3.15. Develop materials that address the difficulty in navigating the application and approval process
of the Community Development Services, Department of Environmental Health and Public Works.
SECTION 4: Conservation of Existing Housing
4.1. Utilize federal, state and local funding programs offering low interest loans, or grants, for
the rehabilitation of rental properties.
4.2. Provide low interest rate and deferred loans for the rehabilitation of substandard homes
owned and occupied by lower income households.
4.3. Develop housing replacement requirements for people displaced by rehabilitation, condemnation
or condominium conversions.
4.4. Support the preservation of existing, and encourage the construction of new low-cost rental units.
4.5. Study and pursue legislation that might remove any tax disincentive to maintenance or
rehabilitation of the County's housing stock.
4.6. Any pending legislation related to property tax relief for residential rehabilitation efforts could be
analyzed by the County Assessor and reported to the Board of Supervisors. The Assessor could
include in their analysis of pending legislation reiteration of relevant County housing policy, and an
analysis of the potential impact of such legislation on rehabilitation efforts within the County.
4.7. Limit the amount and rate of rental conversions to condominium ownership. Such an ordinance
should ensure that a minimum number of rental units proportional to the need be maintained.
4.8 Develop dialog and expertise sharing between the historic preservation community and persons
seeking to restore the existing housing stock.
SECTION 5: Reduce Housing Construction and Improvement Costs
5.1. Establish a solar rights ordinance to protect structures built to use solar energy from being
shaded. (This matter should be referred this matter to the Energy Advisory Committee for review and
recommendation.)
5.2. Develop guidelines to encourage home builders to use products that are locally produced,
certified sustainable forest products or recycled building products.
5.3. Develop recommendations for revising the County’s Alternative Owner Builder regulations to
further streamline the building permit process.
SECTION 6: Public Involvement and Education
6.1. Provide for the education of the public to motivate them to participate in the planning process.
6.2. The education of the public should be provided prior to public hearings on the plan proposals in
adequate time to insure informed participation.
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6.3. The education of the public shall be provided through, but not limited to :
- Citizens Handbook
- Print and electronic media
- Public meetings
6.4. The Board of Supervisors should appoint a Housing Education Advisory Committee to
investigate the means by which broader public education on housing may be achieved in Humboldt
County.
6.5 Ask the Human Rights Commission to review landlord/tenant relations and make
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.
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