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CHAPTER 1. Introduction
1.1

Purpose of Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

The purpose of this recirculated Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to respond to
comments received on the original draft, circulated on February 14, 2009, and to improve the adequacy
of the document by providing more detailed explanations of the project, setting, potential impacts,
mitigations and conclusions. (Comments and responses are included in Chapter 6). This document is
Supplement to the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element and the EIR for the 1998 Housing
Element (SCH #1996-052011).
The Supplement is necessary to modify limited portions of the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing
Element and the EIR for the 1998 Housing Element and is not intended to overhaul or replace the
previous documents. Generally a supplement to an EIR is used when a project’s revisions are such
that additions or changes are necessary to improve the adequacy of the previous environmental
document. Here, it is necessary to make additions and changes in order to comply with new State laws,
such as the requirement to evaluate the project’s greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) and to respond to
new information such as the Humboldt County Health Assessment, prepared in 2007. There are also
new policies in the Project (2009 Housing Element update), such as recommendations to implement
Housing Opportunity Zones that require additions or changes to the previous environmental
documents, including the implementation of new mitigation measures.
In order to provide more clarity for the public much of this Supplemental EIR elaborates on previous
information provided by the 2003 Supplemental EIR even where none of the triggering conditions
requiring supplemental environmental review exist. For instance, instead of only discussing impacts
where circumstances or mitigations have changed, the EIR discusses and analyzes all of the potentially
significant impacts. In instances where the conclusions of this document are identical to conclusions
reached in the 2003 Supplemental EIR and where there is no new information or need to make
changes to the previous document, more detail is provided to improve upon the previous analysis. This
effort was made to provide the reader with a better understanding of how previously discussed
mitigations serve to reduce impacts of a project.
More generally, the purpose of this EIR is to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of
the 2009 Humboldt County Housing Element (Project), as follows:
1) adoption of the Element;
2) adoption of associated implementing ordinances; and
3) amendments to the Framework Plan (the overall County General Plan), community plans and
coastal plans (see Chapter 7 – Reference Sources for a list of the included community and
coastal plans) to incorporate the new Housing Element text.
As provided by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an EIR is an informational document
intended for review by members of the public and concerned public agencies. For this project
Humboldt County is the lead agency and will consider certification of the EIR. The comment period for
the EIR will commence June 4, 2009 and continue through July 20, 2009.
Copies of this Draft Supplemental EIR, the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element, and the
EIR for the 1998 Housing Element, and Project, including reference documents incorporated into this
EIR listed in Chapter 7, are available on the internet at www.planupdate.org and the Planning Division
office at the below address:
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Humboldt County Community Development Services Department
Address: 3015 H Street, in Eureka, California
Phone: (707) 445-7541.
Copies of this Draft Supplemental EIR and Project are also available for review at Main Library:
Humboldt County Library – Main Branch
Address: 1313 3rd Street, in Eureka, California
Phone: (707) 445-7284.
For additional information, please contact Michael Richardson by phone at (707) 268-3723 or by email
at mrichardson@co.humboldt.ca.us.
1.2

Scope of Environmental Impact Report

The CEQA Guidelines recognize the interactive nature of the planning process, that Environmental
Impact Reports (EIRs) may be revised and recirculated, and that mitigation measures may be added to
reduce environmental impacts, and enhance and protect the environment. Mitigation measures
proposed in this EIR will be integrated into the Project and proposed changes integrated into the
ordinance, Framework Plan and Local Coastal Plan (LCP) as necessary.
The scope of this EIR was expanded from the previous draft to address comments received from the
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB). Comments requested inclusion of a
new air-quality impact analysis for Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. Comments “strongly
encourage” the County to implement a program for Low Impact Development to reduce adverse
environmental impacts of new housing development.
As with the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element update, this EIR is appropriate for plan
documents according to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168). The Guidelines allow a Program EIR to be
prepared if it meets the following criteria:
 Actions are in a series
 Actions are characterized as one large project
 Actions are connected as contemplated, logical parts
 Actions are connected to plans which govern the conduct of a continuing program
The Project has characteristics that fit all of these criteria.
The scope of this EIR is similar to the scope of the EIRs for the 1998 and the 2003 Housing Element
updates because potential environmental impacts are similar. For example, the Project and the 2003
Housing Element encourage construction of 1,372 single-family units and 128 multi-family units.
Similarly, the Project and 2003 Housing Element contain a residential land inventory, including many of
the same properties. More specifically, the Project identifies a development potential of 5,400 units,
which occurs on the same parcels as the 2003 Housing Element. Maps showing the parcels in the land
inventory are in the Project.
It is important to distinguish the scope of this EIR from the scope of the EIR for the comprehensive
General Plan Update (GPU), which is concurrently being reviewed by the Planning Commission. There
are relatively few actions proposed in the Project, which are decidedly different from the GPU.
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For example, the residential land inventory in the Project contains properties presently zoned to allow
residential uses. The Project does nothing to affect the development potential because merely
reporting on the development potential of a property does not change it. This differs from the GPU; the
GPU considers applying new plan designations to properties, which could change the residential
development potential.
An Initial Study was prepared for the Project (referenced in Chapter 7), and distributed to interested
agencies and individuals along with a Notice of Preparation for the EIR (September 22, 2008). The
Initial Study identifies numerous areas of potentially significant environmental impacts from the Project,
as follows:
⌧ Aesthetics
⌧ Biological Resources
⌧ Hazards & Hazardous
Materials
⌧ Mineral Resources
⌧ Public Services
⌧ Utilities / Service Systems

⌧ Agriculture Resources
⌧ Cultural Resources
⌧ Hydrology / Water Quality

⌧ Air Quality
⌧ Geology / Soils
⌧ Land Use / Planning

⌧ Noise
⌧ Recreation
⌧ Mandatory Findings of Significance

⌧ Population / Housing
⌧ Transportation / Traffic

State law requires EIRs to describe a range of reasonable project level alternatives. The Guidelines
describe the key issue as whether the selection and discussion of alternatives “fosters informed
decision-making and informed public participation." (§15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines) This EIR
evaluates four (4) alternatives and their potential environmental impacts compared to the proposed
project.
1.3

Contents of the Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 1:

Introduction: overview of the EIR.

Chapter 2:

Summary of Proposed Actions and Consequences: summary of the Project, major
issues, and project level impacts and mitigation measures.

Chapter 3:

Project Description: details project description, including the Project’s goals and
programs for the County, summary of the process used to update the Element, and
proposed changes to the Project ordinance and Framework Plan. This chapter
additionally summarizes unavoidable and irreversible impacts of the Project, and
describes the relationship between the short-term use of the environment, and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity.

Chapter 4:

Alternatives Analysis: identifies alternatives to the Project and analyzes probable
impacts of each alternative.

Chapter 5:

Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures: outlines CEQA issues
identified in the Initial Study, describes the existing conditions and potential impacts on
the environment, and proposed mitigation measures and findings.

Chapter 6:

Persons and Agencies Consulted, Comments Received and Responses to Comments:
provides the comments received, and responses to the comments.

Chapter 7:

Reference Sources: summarizes the previous Housing Elements, and numerous
technical background studies, plans, ordinances and standards incorporated by
reference into this EIR.
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CHAPTER 2. Summary of Proposed Actions and Consequences
2.1
Summary of the Project
The Project sets policy guidelines and programs to guide future residential development for the
unincorporated portions of Humboldt County. The Project contains the goals, policies, standards and
programs designed to guide the physical development of housing in Humboldt County until the year
2014. It is a programmatic document, which does not propose specific construction projects, but rather
guides how specific housing development projects are reviewed and encouraged.
The Project consists of two parts: 1) updating the 2003 Housing Element; and 2) adoption and
implementation of ordinance and plan changes. The Project is required to contain many components
pursuant to California Government Code (GC) § 65583. A few of these components include:
1) Assessment of housing needs including a detailed discussion of population and household
characteristics, existing and projected housing needs, existing housing stock characteristics,
and inventory of land suitable for residential uses;
2) Statement of the County’s goals, objectives, and policies developed to address the County’s
housing needs; and
3) Program that describes actions the County will undertake to implement the policies and achieve
the goals and objectives of the Project.
The second part of the Project involves the adoption of ordinance, Framework Plan, Community Plan
and LCP changes required to implement the policies and programs of the Project. State law requires
the Project be adopted by August 31, 2009.
2.2

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

As mentioned previously, the Project is a programmatic document, which does not propose specific
construction projects. There will be no direct impacts of the Project on the environment. Rather, the
Project guides how specific housing development projects will be reviewed and encouraged.
Accordingly, the environmental impacts of the Project are all indirect; it will indirectly induce growth by
policy change. The Project sets the regulatory climate to allow housing to be built, but does not
mandate, dictate, or propose actually building the housing.
This EIR establishes general criteria for determining the significance of impacts on the environment.
Impacts are defined below.
Less than Significant (LS)

Indicates no significant adverse impact on the environment.

Potentially Significant (PS)

Indicates pre-mitigation levels of significant adverse impact on the
environment.

Significant (S)

Indicates significant adverse impact on the environment, which can be
avoided with implementation of mitigation measures.

Significant Unavoidable (SU)

Indicates significant adverse impact on the environment, which cannot
be avoided with implementation of mitigation measures.

Beneficial (B)

Indicates a favorable impact on the environment.
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2.2.1

Major Conclusions and Areas of Interest

The environmental impacts of the Project were evaluated for each issue identified in the Initial Study,
listed in §1.2 above. In this EIR, few environmental impacts are less than significant; most are
significant and unavoidable, similar to the EIRs for the 1998 and 2003 Housing Elements.
Environmental impacts include visual resources, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources,
cultural resources, geology and soils, among others. Additional mitigation is proposed to reduce the
Project’s environmental impacts on air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geologic and
soils hazards, and hydrology.
The Housing Opportunity Zone policies recommended in the 2009 Housing Element update are new
and this Supplemental EIR revises the environmental analysis to address those policies. In addition this
Supplemental EIR evaluates the Project’s GHG emissions, something that was not analyzed in either
the 1998 EIR or the Supplemental 2003 EIR.
Another area of interest is the impact of the Project on issues of heath and safety. These issues were
not studied previously. The Health Impact Assessment incorporated by reference herein, (Humboldt
County Department of Health and Human Services, 2007) concludes there may be significant health
and safety hazards from land use policy decisions. These hazards, which were not known previously,
are analyzed in this Supplemental EIR. A copy of the Health Impact Assessment is available at the
Planning Division Office, 3015 H Street, Eureka, California.
2.2.2

Less than Significant Impacts

The following environmental impact categories of the Project are less than significant, just as in the
EIRs for the 1998 and 2003 Housing Element updates. These impacts are briefly discussed below;
however, not otherwise addressed in this EIR. None of the conditions exist which would trigger a
Supplemental EIR for any of these categories of impacts.
Air Quality
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Creates objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
- Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Discussion:
Housing construction is an indirect result of the Project, which may create objectionable odors and/or
cause substantial pollutant concentrations in the immediate vicinity of the new homes. For instance,
new occupants may use household cleaners, creating objectionable odors for neighbors and
construction may create substantial concentration of dust in the immediate vicinity of the neighbors.
Both are considered pollutants. However, impacts are less than significant because of their temporary
nature.
Biological Resources
Environmental Impact Categories:
Conflicts with the provisions of adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
Discussion:
Some ministerial building permits issued for new home construction supported by the Project may conflict
with an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
However, none of the properties in the residential land inventory of the Project are owned by companies
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with HCP’s: the Humboldt Redwoods Company or Green Diamond Company, and the Humboldt
Municipal Water District. Accordingly, this impact is less than significant
Geology / Soils
Environmental Impact Categories:
Creates risk to life or property because on expansive soil, as defined in the California Building Code
(2008).
Discussion:
Community Development Services – Building Inspections Division determined that no expansive soil
types exist in Humboldt County. Accordingly, this impact is less than significant.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Creates hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials.
- Creates hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.
- Emits hazardous emissions or handles hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.
Discussion:
Housing construction indirectly resulting from the implementation of the Project would not normally
involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of significant levels of hazardous materials, or a risk of
accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances into the environment. Construction of homes
involves the use of building materials such as lumber, piping, windows and doors, roofing and insulation.
In addition, small amounts (< 20 gallons) of paint, glue, sealers, cleaners and propane are often used.
Some of these materials are flammable, which may result in fires, and hazardous materials stored in
containers, such as deck sealer, may tip over and drain into the soil. These impacts are incidental to the
construction of the new homes; impacts are less than significant.
Similarly, housing construction indirectly resulting from the implementation of the Project would not
normally involve significant hazardous emissions or require handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste; impacts are less than significant.
Land Use and Planning
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Physically divides an established community.
- Conflicts with any applicable HCP or NCCP.
Discussion:
The Project may indirectly lead to housing construction that physically blocks direct access from one
neighborhood to another along an unimproved path not within a public right-of-way. Public rights-ofway connect all the various communities with each other and prohibit encroachment of new homes.
This impact is less than significant.
The Biological Resources discussion above explains why the project is not expected to conflict with
HCPs or NCCPs.
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Mineral Resources
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Loses availability of a known mineral resource that may add value to the region and residents of the
state.
- Loses availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated by a local general
plan, specific plan or other land use plan.
Discussion:
Housing construction indirectly resulting from the Project may be allowed within a rock quarry.
Potential results include loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state or the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated by a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan. None of the
properties in the residential land inventory is located on sites operated as a mining operation to initiate
these impacts; these impacts are less than significant.
Noise
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Increases substantial permanent ambient noise levels in the Project’s vicinity above levels existing
without the Project.
- Increases substantial temporary or periodic ambient noise levels in the Project’s vicinity above levels
existing without the Project.
- Increases substantial permanent ambient noise levels in development areas located near private
airstrips.
Discussion:
Housing construction indirectly resulting from the Project may develop in currently vacant areas.
These developments would temporarily increase existing noise levels during construction, and
permanent increases in noise levels afterwards.
Noise levels during construction may be temporarily excessive at times when heavy equipment or
power tools are being used. Noise levels after construction will increase due to occupant’s daily
activities, such as musical expression or other electronic equipment, conversations, their pets, and yard
maintenance.
Housing developments near private airstrips may expose residents to noise from aircraft using the
airports. These noise levels are low enough to be less than significant in the Framework Plan as
shown in Figure 3-2 on page 9 of Chapter 3. Likewise, temporary increases in noise levels associated
with home construction are low enough to be less than significant in the Framework Plan. Cumulative
noise impacts from the new homes indirectly resulting from the Project are low enough to be less than
significant. In addition, the new homes are appropriately spaced to avoid a combined noise impact.
There are no known private airstrips in the County which are a source of a significant amount of noise
that might affect neighboring properties. Accordingly, these impacts are less than insignificant.
Population and Housing
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Induces substantial population growth into an area.
- Displaces substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere.
- Displaces substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.
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Discussion:
The Project will not induce substantial population growth into an area. The quantified objectives of the
Project, which reflect the number of new residential units estimated for development during the
planning period, are the same as the quantified objectives of the existing 2003 Housing Element. Maps
of the residential land inventory in the 2003 Housing Element show there is development potential in
many areas. Historic development patterns suggest that new units will not cluster in the same area.
The Project should not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere, nor displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project adds new housing to the existing housing
stock; displacement of housing or people is not anticipated. Accordingly, this impacts are less than
significant.
Transportation / Traffic
Environmental Impact Categories:
- Changes air traffic patterns, including either increases in traffic levels or changes in location, resulting
in substantial safety risks.
- Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks);
Discussion:
The County's Airport Land Use Plans, and plans supporting alternative transportation, such as the
Regional Transportation Plan of the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG), address
anticipated population increases consistent with the future growth anticipated with the Project.
Development potential in the residential land inventory is based on existing zoning and general plan
designations, which have not changed substantially since the most recent airport master plans and
Regional Transportation Plan were drafted. Airports in the unincorporated areas (all except the Eureka
Municipal Airport) operate according to an Airport Master Plan, developed in 1992. The Arcata-Eureka
Airport and Kneeland Airport plans were updated in 2005, and the Garberville, Dinsmore, Murray Field
and Rohnerville airport plans were updated in 2006. The most recent Regional Transportation Plan
was updated in 2008.
Housing development motivated by the Project is expected to bring new residents into the area, which
will be served by the airports and other alternative transportation. None of the parcels in the residential
land inventory are public rights-of-way; new housing development will not be built within the public
rights–of-way used by these alternative transportation systems. Accordingly, this impact is less than
significant.
Utilities and Service Systems
Environmental Impact Categories:
Disposal needs for sufficient permitted landfill with capacity to accommodate the Project's solid waste.
Discussion:
The County conducted an extensive municipal landfill siting study in the mid 1990’s to locate a
replacement site for the Cummins Road landfill which was due to close. While the County identified
some potentially feasible sites for further study, it determined export to a proven site was more cost
effective. The County, through Humboldt Waste Management Authority (HWMA), currently (2007)
trucks its solid waste to a site near Medford, Oregon under a long-term contract. It has a subsequent
contract to utilize a landfill located in Anderson, California. Together, the County has committed to
contracts meeting its landfill disposal needs over the next 20 years, which exceeds the life of the project
(to 2014). Accordingly, this impact is less than significant.
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2.2.3

Potentially Significant Impacts

There are two parts of the Housing Element with the greatest potential for indirect environmental
impacts: 1) the quantified objectives, which is the expected number of new units constructed during the
next five years, and 2) the land inventory, which identifies the properties that could be developed.
Chapter 5 of this EIR details how the existing development permit requirements administered by public
agencies reduce potential environmental impacts of the Project to less than significant levels in a
number of issue areas. Additional mitigation proposed Chapter 5 of this EIR (and summarized below in
§2.2.4) will further reduce the Project’s impacts on the environment. However, even with the newly
proposed mitigation, there are significant environmental impacts described in this EIR.
The state requires the County to update its Housing Element once every five years or so, and the
update is required to meet certain criteria, which have impacts on the environment more specifically
described in Chapter 5 of this EIR. The state also requires the County accommodate more than ½ of
the region’s new housing growth through the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process.
This despite the fact that the County has most of the rich and wide variety of natural resources in the
region, including scenic, agricultural resources, and biological resources, which are valuable to
maintain.
The County supported changes to the RHNA process for this Housing Element cycle to encourage
more of the region’s new housing be in infill areas of the region in the incorporated cities. With the
Project, the County is proposing policies and implementation measures to be consistent with state law,
so many impacts of the project on natural resources are considered unavoidable.
There are numerous environmental impacts that may be reduced through measures in the
comprehensive General Plan Update, which is being reviewed simultaneously under a separate EIR.
This EIR does not recommend those measures be incorporated into the Housing Element to avoid
duplication of effort.
The following table summarizes the environmental impact analysis presented in Chapter 5 of this EIR.
The style of the EIR for this Element is similar to the style for the Supplemental EIR for the 2003
Housing Element and the EIR for the 1998 Element. The environmental impacts of the Project are
discussed in relation to the existing conditions of the environment, and not based on a comparison of
the environmental impacts of the Project to the impacts of the 1998 or 2003 Elements. The table
provides the impact determinations of the 2003 EIR to assist the reader in discerning what the
differences are and what has changed. And, while PRC 21083.3 suggests that significant effects
identified in a previous EIR need not be re-examined in subsequent EIR’s, this EIR discloses those
impacts which still could occur in relation to the existing conditions of the environment,.
TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.2
5.2-A
5.2-B

Aesthetic Impacts
Effects scenic vista area.
Damages scenic resources.
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TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.2-C
5.2-D

5.3
5.3A

5.3-B
5.3-C

5.4
5.4-A
5.4-B

5.4-C

5.4-D

5.5
5.5-A

5.5-B
5.5-C

5.5-D

Degrades existing visual character or quality of
site and surroundings.
Creates new source of substantial light or
glare, adversely affecting day or nighttime
views in the area.
Agricultural Resources
Converts Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of statewide importance
(Farmland) to non-agricultural use.
Conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract.
Involves other location or nature changes in
existing environment, resulting in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use.
Air Quality
Conflicts or obstructions of applicable air
quality plan.
Violates air quality standards (or substantially
contributes to existing or projected air quality
violations).
Results in cumulatively considerable increases
of criteria pollutants where the Project region is
non-attaining.
Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.
Biological Resources
Substantial adverse effects on candidate,
sensitive or special status species through
direct or habitat modifications.
Substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural communities.
Substantial adverse effects on federally
protected wetlands through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.
Substantial interferences with movement of
native resident, migratory fish or wildlife
species, or established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impedes use of
native wildlife nursery sites.

2003
Element
Significance
Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation
PS
SU

2009
Element
Significance
After
Mitigation
SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

SU

SU

PS

LS

LS

PS

LS

SU

PS

LS

SU

PS

LS

SU

PS

LS

SU

1

1

While the 2003 EIR concluded the project may have potentially significant impacts involving exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, these impacts are now considered to not be significant
as described above in §2.2.2 Less Than Significant Impacts.
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TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.5-E

Conflicts with local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources.

5.6
5.6-A

Cultural Resources
Causes substantial adverse changes in
significance of historical resource, defined in
§15064.5.
Causes substantial adverse changes in
significance of archaeological resources
pursuant to §15064.5.
Directly or indirectly destroys unique
paleontological resources, sites or unique
geologic features.
Disturbs human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries.

5.6-B

5.6-C

5.6-D

5.7
5.7-A

5.7-B

5.7-C
5.7-D

5.7-E

5.8
5.8-A

5.8-B

5.8-C

Geology / Soils
Exposes people or structures to potentially
substantial adverse effects, including risks of
loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a
known earthquake fault.
Exposes people or structures to potentially
substantial adverse effects, including risks of
loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic
ground shaking, or seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction, or landslides.
Substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil.
Locates Project on geologic unit or soil that is
or could become unstable, potentially resulting
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.
Soil incapacities to adequately support use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for
wastewater disposal.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Locates Project on hazardous material site
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
and, creates resulting significant hazards to
public or environment.
Locates Project within an airport land use plan,
resulting in a safety hazards for people residing
or working in Project area.
Locates Project within vicinity of private
airstrips, resulting in safety hazards for people
residing or working in Project area.
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TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.8-D

5.8-E

5.9
5.9-A
5.9-B

5.9-C

5.9-D

5.9-E

5.9-F
5.9-G

5.9-H
5.9-I

5.9-J

Impairs implementation of or physically
interferes with adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.
Exposes people or structures to significant
risks of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or residences are intermixed
with wild lands.
Hydrology And Water Quality
Violates water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements.
Substantially depletes groundwater supplies or
substantially interferes with groundwater
recharges, resulting in net deficits in aquifer
volume or lowering of local groundwater table
levels.
Substantially alters existing drainage patterns
of site or area, including through the alteration
of a stream or river’s course resulting in
substantial erosions or siltation on- or off-site.
Substantially alters existing drainage patterns
of site or area, including through the alteration
of a stream or river’s course, or substantially
increases the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner resulting in flooding on- or off-site.
Creates or contributes runoff water exceeding
capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems, or provides substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff.
Substantially degrades water quality in a
manner not otherwise described.
Places housing within 100-year flood hazard
areas as mapped on federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Maps or
other flood hazard delineation maps.
Places housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area impeding or redirecting flood flows.
Exposes people or structures to significant
risks of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding resulting in failure of levee or
dam.
Inundates water quality by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow.
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TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.10
Land Use and Planning
5.10-A Conflicts with a land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for purposes of avoiding or
mitigating environmental effects.
5.11
Noise
5.11-A Exposes people to or generation of excessive
ground borne vibrations or ground borne noise
levels.
5.11-B Locates Project within airport land use plans or
near private airstrips, exposing people residing
or working in Project area to excessive noise
levels.
5.11-A Exposes people to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies.
5.12
Population and Housing
5.12-A Physical changes resulting in health and safety
hazards.
5.13
Public Services
5.13-A Substantially adverse physical impacts
associated with new or physically altered
governmental facility, needs causing significant
environmental impacts in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for public
services (e.g. Fire protection, Police protection,
Schools, Parks, or other public facilities).
5.13-B Insufficient water supplies to serve the
Project’s existing entitlements and resources,
or new or expanded entitlements.
5.14
Recreation
5.14-A Increases use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities
physically deteriorating facilities.
5.14-B Requires construction or expansion of
recreational facilities causing adverse physical
effects on environment.
5.15
Transportation / Traffic
5.15-A Causes increases in traffic substantially
increasing existing traffic load in relation to
system capacity.
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TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.15-B Individually or cumulatively exceeds levels of
service standards established by the county
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways.
5.15-C Substantially increases hazards due to design
features (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment).
5.15-D Causes inadequate emergency access.
5.15-E Causes inadequate parking capacity.
5.16
Utilities and Service Systems
5.16-A Exceeds wastewater treatment requirements of
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board.
5.16-B Demands construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, causing significant
environmental effects.
5.16-C Demands construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, causing significant environmental
effects.
5.16-D Wastewater treatment provider determines
inadequate capacity to serve the Project in
addition to the provider's existing commitments.
5.16-E Inabilities to comply with federal, state, and
local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste.
5.17
Mandatory Findings of Significance
5.17-A Degrades quality of environment, substantially
reduces habitat of fish or wildlife species,
causes fish or wildlife populations to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threatens to
eliminate plant or animal communities, reduces
number or restricts range of rare or
endangered plants or animals, or eliminates
important examples of major periods of
California history or prehistory.
5.17-B Cumulative impacts of benign impacts become
considerable. ("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects).
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TABLE 1. Environmental Impact Summary Table 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements

Environmental Impact
5.17-C Environmental effects causing substantially
direct and indirect adverse effects on human
beings.

2003
Element
Significance
Significance
Before
After
Mitigation
Mitigation
PS
LS

2009
Element
Significance
After
Mitigation
SU

The Chapter 5 and Chapter 4 analyses reveal that the environmental impacts of the Project are similar
to the environmental impacts of the 1998 and 2003 Housing Element updates, and similar to impacts of
each of the alternatives. This EIR concludes that, despite eliminating or substantially lessening all
significant effects where feasible, significant effects will remain and are unavoidable.
2.2.4

Proposed Additional Mitigation of Potentially Significant Impacts

To respond to the air quality impacts of the Project, §5.4 identifies additional mitigation to refer to the
North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD) all building permits for properties
underlain by ultramafic rock, which has naturally occurring asbestos. To respond to the potential
impacts of the Project on biological resources, §5.5 (Biological Resources) and §5.17 (Cumulative
Impacts) herein, a policy has been added to the Project and implementation measures referring
building permits to the Department of Fish and Game.
The Cultural Resources section of the EIR (§5.6) identifies additional mitigation to include in the staff
recommended Cultural Resources Element of the GPU measures to ensure the County’s discretionary
and ministerial building permit review process incorporates the standards of the Secretary of the Interior
to mitigate potential impacts of the project on historic resources. In the discussion of §5.7 (Geology
and Soils), new mitigation measures are proposed for high levels of bacteria in the ocean near streams
and rivers along the Moonstone, Little River, and Clam beaches. The policy and implementation
measures will be included within staff’s recommended Water Resources Element of the GPU to
determine the source of high levels of indicator bacteria, and implement mitigation to reduce bacteria to
acceptable levels. The impact of high levels of bacteria at the beaches is also considered in §5.9
(Hydrology and Drainage) and §5.12 (Population and Housing).
To respond to the potential impacts of the project on hydrology, §5.9 (Hydrology) herein, a policy and
implementation measures will be included within staff’s recommended Water Resources Element of the
GPU to implement a Low Impact Development program. While these measures will reduce the impacts
of the Project, they are not sufficient to reduce the impacts of the Project to less than significant levels.
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2.3

Areas of Controversy

The Project contains several potential areas of controversy, as follows:
Residential Land Inventory Estimates - The Project identifies estimates of properties with residential
development potential. In the past, estimates provided have been challenged, raising
controversy.
Multi-Family Units and/or Small Lot Sizes for Subdivisions - The Project considers adding a
requirement for multifamily units and/or small lot sizes for new subdivisions. An alternative
considers implementing an inclusionary zoning program, which has generated controversy
when it was considered previously.
Multi-Family Housing - The Project encourages construction of multifamily housing in a number of
ways. In the past, multi-family housing projects have caused controversy.
Emergency Shelters and Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units - The Project identifies areas where
emergency shelters are principally permitted, and SRO units are permitted with a special permit.
Residents that live nearby those areas may object to allowing emergency shelters or Single
Room Occupancy units on those properties, causing controversy.
Density Bonuses – The Project considers increasing the density of both single family and
multifamily areas to accommodate housing affordable to lower income households. Residents
that live nearby those areas may object to allowing increased density on those properties,
causing controversy.
2.4

Issues to Be Resolved

There are four (4) issues that still need to be resolved with the Project. First, several of Project’s
alternative goals, policies, standards and implementation measures have not been decided. The
Planning Commission reviewed and made tentative decisions to add, modify or delete most of them;
however, several remain undecided.
Second, the County’s projected regional housing needs have not been officially established, although a
draft allocation is under review by HCAOG. The Project reflects numbers identified in the draft
allocation; the final allocation may change. Changes will need to be incorporated into the Project as
they become available.
Third, mitigation measures outlined in this EIR not already appearing in the Project and GPU need to
be added to the Project prior to its adoption.
Finally, after adoption of the Element, the proposed plan and ordinance changes that are a part of the
County’s Local Coastal Plan will need to be reviewed and certified by the California Coastal
Commission prior to taking effect.
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CHAPTER 3. Project Description
3.1
Planning Area
Humboldt County is located in California, approximately 200 miles north of San Francisco and includes
a total of 2.28 million acres. Table 2 shows the percentage of acres owned by the state and federal
governments, lands within incorporated cities, and lands used for resource production.
TABLE 2. Humboldt County Land Area
Total County

Acres
2,286,720

Percent of Total
100%

State and Federal Public
Lands Devoted to Timber Production

485,191

21%

State and Federal Public
Lands Not Devoted to Timber Production

145,655

7%

Total State and Federal Public Lands

630,846

28%

County Parks
Incorporated Cities

478

0.02%

23,143

1%

Timberland Production Zone

991,609

43%

Agricultural Preserves

198,814

9%

Areas designated for rural development
(outside of Community Planning Areas)

131,471

6%

Community Planning Areas
excluding Coastal Zone Area Plans

100,480

4%

Lands designated for Agriculture**

209,879

9%

Housing Opportunity Zone Areas

9,266

0.4%

Agriculture Exclusive and Timber Production Zone
property in the residential land inventory

1,479

0.06%

**
This figure is a calculation, not an acreage count.
Source: Humboldt County General Plan - Volume I - Framework Plan, page 29 (Chapter 2).

Figure 1 (below) shows a location map for the County and several of its cities and communities. Most
of the County's residents live in the incorporated cities and the 16 community planning areas (Table 2
above) of the unincorporated County. Although the cities comprise only 1% of the total land area,
almost half (47%) of the County's population lived within cities in 2000. The Project presents a large
collection of other demographic and housing statistics for the County.
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FIGURE 1
LOCATION MAP

Prepared By: Humboldt County Community Development Services, 2003
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3.2

Housing Element Purpose, Objectives and Description

The Project assesses housing issues in the County. There is a wide variety of topics covered within the
Project; some are state-mandated, others are optional. Some key topics include:
•

Current Housing Element’s ability to meet the County’s housing needs.

•

Projected housing needs for the scope of the Project (2007 – 2014).

•

Residential land inventory.

•

New state laws addressing housing needs for the homeless.

•

New measures to make housing more affordable with federal and state program funding, and by
reducing governmental constraints to the development, repair and maintenance of housing.

Part of the Project involves the concurrent adoption of plan and ordinance amendments and maps
directed by the implementation measures within the Project.
The Project builds on a long tradition of housing advocacy. The first Housing Element was adopted in
1981 and updated in 1985, 1992, 1998 and 2003. The Project uses current data and projections to
identify a new policy direction for addressing Humboldt's current and future housing needs.
It is acknowledged in the Project that some housing in the County is constructed, repaired and
replaced without the required permits and without the consent of the County. It is further acknowledged
that the unpermitted construction may have substantial environmental impacts. However, unpermitted
construction is not considered or supported by the policies, standards or implementation measures of
the Project; unpermitted construction is not considered within the Project. Therefore, environmental
impacts are not considered in this EIR.
3.3

Proposed Policies, Standards, Implementation Measures, and Ordinance and Land Use
Plan Changes

A number of the proposed polices, standards and implementation measures have no potential direct or
indirect environmental impacts. For example, policy H-P20 is a social policy to “support the
enforcement of state and federal tenant rights”. The policy will have social impacts, not likely to have
direct or indirect impacts the environment. The proposed policies, standards and implementation
measures that are socially oriented, without any potential impact on the environment, are not analyzed
in this EIR.
One of the proposed policies and implementation programs, H-P17 and H-IM17, will create an
inventory of lots suitable for affordable multifamily housing, including any necessary rezonings to R-3:
Residential Multiple Family or RM: Residential Multifamily, prior to May 31, 2010. This EIR assesses
the environmental impact of H-P17 and H-IM17 at a programmatic, countywide level. Future analysis
of rezoning, pursuant to this program, will disclose the site-specific environmental impacts of that
action.
The policies, standards and implementation measures discussed below receive the most attention this
EIR.
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1) Housing Opportunity Zones

Discussion
Housing Opportunity Zones are mapped areas (see maps in Attachment 1) where proposed
policies, standards and implementation measures will more aggressively encourage housing
development than in the other parts of the County. Compared to existing conditions, the proposal
should deliver more new housing on parcels in the residential land inventory that are within Housing
Opportunity Zones and less outside Housing Opportunity Zones. None of the measures described
below will reduce the effectiveness of environmental protection measures within Housing
Opportunity Zones.
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the 2009 Housing Element
H-P2. Housing Opportunity Zones. The County shall adopt policies, standards and programs to
stimulate residential and infrastructure development within Board adopted Housing Opportunity
Zones.
H-P4.

Residential Units in Commercial Zones. Residential units shall be principally permitted when
consistent with adopted performance standards in specified commercial zones.

H-S7.

Infrastructure Development. Infrastructure projects which reduce reducing physical capacity
constraints to residential land located within Housing Opportunity Zones shall be given priority for
funding and development.

H-S8.

Incentives for Residential Development within Housing Opportunity Zones. Residential
development within designated Housing Opportunity Zones shall be provided with one or more of
the following incentives as detailed in the land use ordinance:
1) Accommodations for residential units in commercial zones
2) Modified parking standards
3) Increased density bonuses and allowances
4) Modified development standards for second units
5) Allowance for lot-splits for qualified second units
6) Reduced minimum parcel sizes
7) Prioritized infrastructure development
New residential subdivisions in Housing Opportunity Zones providing a mixture of housing sizes
and types without payment in lieu of meeting those requirements shall also be provided with one
or more of the following incentives:

8) Deferral of improvements for minor subdivisions
9) Deferral of subdivision fees until issuance of building permits
10) Reduced building setback requirements
11) Reduced lot coverage standards
12) Eligible for fast-track permit process
H-IM1. Housing Opportunity Zones. The County shall adopt Housing Opportunity Zones and
applicable residential and infrastructure development incentives and standards by ordinance.
H-IM5. Residential Density Bonus. The County shall develop density bonus provisions within Housing
Opportunity Zones, and maintain consistency with the density bonus provisions of state law, by
ordinance.
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Required Map Changes
Required Change: On the Zoning maps, identify the extent of the Housing Opportunity Zones.
Proposed Action: Alternative B directs staff to draw the Housing Opportunity Zones around the existing
Urban Development Area as shown in Attachment 1.
Required Ordinance Changes Within the mapped Housing Opportunity Zone areas:
1) Accommodations for residential units in commercial zones.
Proposed Actions: Modify Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (Inland and Coastal Zoning
Regulations) to allow multifamily units in a mixed use configuration as principally permitted uses in
specified commercial zones, subject to performance standards for mixed use commercial development, in
specified zones where they are now allowed with a Special Permit (Inland: C-1, C-2, CH; Coastal: CN,
CG).
These standards will address compatibility for residential use in terms of noise, light, hours and days of
operation, nature and intensity of the commercial operation, use of toxic or hazardous materials, parking,
etc. Additionally, identify development standards for the residential uses considering factors such as the
height, bulk, density, and placement of residential units to ensure multifamily uses on the ground floor
remain subordinate to the commercial uses on the property.
The following development standards are proposed for new and existing commercial uses on the same
parcel as the proposed principally permitted residences to address potential conflicts between residential
and commercial uses in the commercial zones. Waiver of these standards would be allowed with a
Special Permit.
Lighting: Outdoor lighting after normal business hours (7:30am – 5:30pm) of commercial buildings and
commercial parking areas shall be limited to security lighting with motion sensors. The lighting shall be
shielded and directed so that no direct lighting of the residential units or neighboring properties occurs.
Noise: Noise levels at the exterior of residential units shall not exceed 55 decibels (dbA).
Hours and Days of Operation: Commercial uses shall be limited to the hours of 7:30am – 5:30pm.
Nature and Intensity of the Commercial Uses: Principal and conditionally permitted uses shall be the
same as those specified by the zone.
Use of Toxic or Hazardous Materials: Residential uses shall not be allowed as principally permitted on
parcels where commercial uses have filed a hazardous materials business plan with the Department of
Health and Human Services - Division of Environmental Health. Approval of conditionally permitted uses
shall consider the compatibility of residential uses with the storage, use and disposal of toxic and
hazardous materials on-site.
Parking: Parking may be shared between residential and commercial uses where it can be demonstrated
the commercial use will not utilize parking areas outside of the hours of 7:30am – 5:30pm. A Notice of
Restriction may be required to disclose to future commercial tenants the nature of the shared parking
arrangement.
Size and Placement of Principally Permitted Residential Units on the Ground Floor: The gross floor area
of principally permitted residential units on the ground floor shall be no more than 25% of the gross floor
area of all commercial establishments on the same parcel. Entrances to principally permitted residential
units on the ground floor shall be subordinate to the entrances of the commercial establishments on the
same parcel.
2) Modified parking standards.
Proposed Actions: Modify the Parking Ordinance in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (§313109.1 and 314-109.1) to allow ½ of the required parking spaces, or 1 required parking space, whichever
is greater, to be located within the front yard setback. Only 1 parking space shall be required for
residences 1,000 square feet in size or smaller, regardless of the number of bedrooms.
3) Increased density bonuses and allowances.
Proposed Actions: Modify the “Density Bonus and Planned Developments” sections of the Framework
Plan, each coastal plan, and each community plan, and the Residential Density Bonus sections of
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Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (§313-111.1 & 314-112.1) to allow up to 100% density
bonuses for projects with 100% units affordable to lower income households.
4) Modified development standards for second units.
Proposed Actions: Modify the Second Unit Ordinance in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance
(§313-87.1 & 314-87.1) to eliminate the requirement of shared driveways for principally permitted second
units and the required finding the second unit is subordinate to the primary unit on lots where the general
plan density is met. Identify standards for the minimum separation of encroachments based on best
practices.
5) Allowance for lot-splits for qualified second units.
6) Reduced minimum parcel sizes.
Proposed Actions: Modify §325-11 of the Subdivision Ordinance (Minimum Lot Size Modification) and
the Minimum Lot Size Exceptions sections of Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (§313-99.1 &
314-99.1) to allow parcel sizes less than 5,000 square feet with lot size modification within Housing
Opportunity Zones. The minimum parcel size will be 1,500 square feet, which would allow for a 525
square foot residence on the lot without exceeding 35% lot coverage. Encouraging affordable home
ownership opportunities will be added as one of the purposes for lot size modification. Also, modify the
Code to exclude from the 1.8 times the zone minimum parcel size limitation (maximum parcel size), areas
not suited for residential development for reasons of protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas,
steep slopes or other hazards recognized by the residential land inventory as constraints on the parcel.
7) Prioritized Infrastructure Development.
Proposed Actions: No ordinance changes are necessary; see below Plan Changes for the appropriate
Framework Plan amendments.
8) Deferral of subdivision fees until issuance of building permits.
Proposed Action: Add to the fee ordinance for the Departments of CDS and Public Works, and to
Section 322-2 of the Subdivision Regulations (Subdivision Processing Fees) an allowance for the deferral
of fees for processing tentative maps to the Planning Commission until the issuance of building permits
for the first new home on the newly created lots, upon request of the applicant, where the project will
achieve a density of 1.5x the mid-point density. Use of this incentive shall be contingent upon a budget
mechanism to support this fee deferment.
9) Deferral of improvements for minor subdivisions.
Proposed Actions: Add text to the Subdivision Regulations (Section 326-2(a)) to clarify that the
subdivision agreement may include provisions for the completion of improvement work in units consistent
with an approved subdivision phasing plan and for deferment of certain subdivision improvements (e.g.,
sidewalks on undeveloped lots) until time of building permit issuance for the first new home on the newly
created lots. Improvement deferrals will be subject to the discretion of the Planning Commission upon
consideration of the recommendations of Public Works. Also, clarify improvement timing for subdivision
that are subject to Instruments of (Parcel Map) Waiver.
10) Reduced building setback requirements.
Proposed Actions: Modify the R-1 (Inland) and RS (Coastal) Single Family Residential Zones in
Chapter 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow reduced side and rear yard setbacks for structures on
newly created lots consistent with a Planning Commission approved Development Plan.
11) Reduced lot coverage standards.
Proposed Actions: Modify the R-1 (Inland) and RS (Coastal) Single Family Residential Zones in Chapter
3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow up to 50% lot coverage on newly created lots within Housing
Opportunity Zones consistent with a Planning Commission approved Development Plan.
12) Eligible for fast-track permit process.
Proposed Actions: Modify Chapter 2 of the Subdivision Regulations and the Residential Density Bonus
provisions of Chapter 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (§313-111.1 and §314-112.1) to allow fast track
processing of all subdivisions and permits for affordable housing projects through the Planning and
Building, Environmental Health and Public Works Land Use Divisions. The ordinance shall specify that
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fast tracking is to be done by dedicated staff on a priority basis ahead of non-density bonus permit
applications as a concession over and above those currently provided for by the ordinance. Use of this
incentive shall be contingent upon a budget to support this level of staffing.
Other Changes Prioritized infrastructure development: Modify §4510 and §4520 of the Framework Plan
(Water and Wastewater Facilities) to add policies prioritizing funding and the allocation of other resources
to public water and wastewater facilities in the Housing Opportunity Zone areas.
2) Incentives for Affordable and Special Needs Housing
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the 2009 Housing Element
H-P25. Fee Deferrals and Subsidies. If requested, the County shall defer until occupancy fees for
building permits, discretionary land use permits, and review fees charged by the Division of
Environmental Health and Public Works for housing that has long-term affordability covenants
and restrictions that require units to be available to, and occupied by, persons or families of low
income at affordable housing costs for at least 20 years. The County shall subsidize such fees so
there is no cost to the applicant for residential units that have long-term affordability covenants
and restrictions that require units to be available to, and occupied by, persons or families of verylow or extremely low income at affordable housing costs for at least 20 years.
H-P26. Fast-Track Application Review. Projects which construct or rehabilitate at least 25% low
income, 10% very low income, or 5% extremely low income residential units shall be fast-tracked
through the Planning and Building Divisions of Community Development Services, Environmental
Health Division of Public Health, and the Land Use Division of the Department of Public Works.
H-P27. Deferral of Minor Subdivision Improvements. The County shall allow applicants to defer
improvements for minor subdivisions until the time of building permit issuance for the
development of housing affordable to low, very low or extremely low income households. Public
Works shall specify allowable deferments on a project by project basis.
H-S9. Incentives for Affordable and Special Needs Housing. Residential development with long term
covenants and restrictions to ensure continued affordability affordable to persons or families of
low, very low or extremely low income or meeting the housing needs of identified special
populations shall be provided with one or more of the following incentives as detailed in the land
use ordinance:
1) Deferral or subsidy of permit and review fees
2) Deferral of subdivision improvements until issuance of building permits.
3) Deferral of subdivision fees until issuance of building permits
4) Deferral or subsidy of development impact fees
5) Eligible for fast-track and streamlined permit process
6) Modified parking standards
7) Increased density bonuses and allowances
8) Reduced lot coverage standards
9) Modified Solar Shading Ordinance requirements
10) Special Permit process for waiver of development standards
11) Prioritized infrastructure development and service delivery
H-S21. Standards for Fast Tracking Projects. Residential permit applications eligible for fast track
processing shall be processed through the Planning and Building, Environmental Health and
Public Works Land Use Divisions by dedicated staff on a priority basis ahead of non-fast track
permit applications.
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H-IM2. Incentives for Affordable and Special Needs Housing. The County shall adopt residential and
infrastructure development incentives and standards by ordinance to encourage housing
affordable to persons or families of low, very low or extremely low income or meeting the housing
needs of identified special populations.
H-IM22. Flexible Application of Development Standards. The County shall adopt by ordinance
provisions, which allow exceptions and modifications to development standards for extremely low,
very low and low income housing through a special permit process.
Required Ordinance Changes
1) Deferral or subsidy of permit and review fees.
Proposed Action: Add text to the Residential Density Bonus provisions of Chapter 3 and 4 of the Zoning
Ordinance (§313-111.1 and §314-112.1) to allow fee subsidies and fee deferrals as concessions over and
above those currently provided for by the ordinance. Such fee subsidies and fee deferral concessions
shall be considered a “direct financial incentive” as defined in §65915(l) of the Government Code.
2) Fast-Track Application Review.
Proposed Action: Modify the Residential Density Bonus provisions of Chapter 3 and 4 of the Zoning
Ordinance (§313-111.1 and §314-112.1) to allow fast-track processing of all permits and requirements for
affordable housing projects through the Planning and Building, Environmental Health and Land Use
Divisions. The ordinance shall specify that fast-tracking is to be provided by dedicated staff on a priority
basis ahead of non-density bonus permit applications as a concession over and above those currently
provided for by the ordinance. Use of this incentive shall be contingent upon a budget to support this
level of staffing.
3) Increased density bonuses and allowances.
Proposed Action: Modify the “Density Bonus and Planned Developments” sections of the Framework
Plan, each Coastal Plan, and each Community Plan, and the Residential Density Bonus sections of
Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (§313-111.1 & 314-112.1) to allow up to 100% density
bonuses for projects with 100% units affordable to lower income households.
4) Modified parking standards, reduced lot coverage standards, modified solar shading ordinance
requirements, waiver of development standards.
Proposed Action: Modify the Residential Density Bonus provisions of Chapter 3 and 4 of the Zoning
Ordinance (§313-111.1 & 314-112.1) to allow one of the following incentives as a concession over and
above those provided for by the ordinance: reduced parking standards, modified solar shading ordinance
requirements, or reduction of development standards.
Required Plan Changes Prioritized infrastructure development: The modifications to the §4510 and
§4520 of the Framework Plan (Water and Wastewater Facilities) in the Housing Opportunity Zone areas
cited above will benefit affordable housing projects in those areas, and no additional policies are
proposed.
3) Requirements for a Mixture of Housing Sizes and Types.
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the 2009 Housing Element
H-P3.

Requirements for a Mixture of Housing Sizes and Types. The County shall require a
variety of housing types and sizes in specified major subdivisions all residential subdivisions
within Housing Opportunity Zones (HOZ’s) with public sewer to ensure a mix of very low, low,
moderate and above moderate housing opportunities necessary to meet the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation Plan. The County shall allow payment in lieu of meeting these requirements
for minor subdivisions. The County shall require payment in lieu of meeting these requirements
for all residential subdivisions outside of HOZ’s with public sewer.

2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 24

H-IM3.

Requirements for a Mixture of Housing Sizes and Types. The County shall require a variety
of housing types and sizes in specified major all residential subdivisions, including provisions
for payment in lieu, and transfer mechanisms to allow transfer of multifamily development
requirements to other sites under the control of the owner by ordinance.

H-IM8.

Planned Development Ordinance Revisions. The County shall modify the Planned
Development Ordinance to encourage a mix of housing sizes and affordability levels in
residential developments.

Required Ordinance Changes
1) Consistent with H-P3 and H-S5, add Section 322-4.5 to the subdivision ordinance to require that at
least 20% of the lots developed for all new residential subdivisions include a mixture of housing types
and sizes with the following measures.
a. Insert text to allow payment in lieu of meeting these requirements for minor subdivisions and
require payment in lieu for subdivisions outside Housing Opportunity Zones.
b. Insert text to allow a waiver of this requirement in cases of hardship, to include exemptions
for affordable units such as apartments and small homes.
c.

Insert text to allow for a transfer of multifamily and small lot size requirements between lots
under the control of the same owner.

d. Include language to require the affordable units be distributed throughout the subdivision.
e. Insert text in the purpose statement of the ordinance text citing a need for a mixture of
housing types and sizes in new residential subdivisions.
2) Modify the R-1 (Inland) and RS (Coastal) Single Family Residential Zones in Chapter 3 and 4 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow two family dwellings and multiple dwellings of four (4) units or fewer as
conditionally permitted uses.
Required Plan Changes
1) Modify the RL - Residential Low Density Land Use Designation in the Framework Plan, Community
Plans and Coastal Plans to allow multifamily uses as compatible uses.
4) Protecting Multifamily Uses in the Affordable Multifamily Land Inventory.
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the 2009 Housing Element
H-P6. Protecting Multifamily Uses in the Affordable Multifamily Land Inventory. Sites identified in
the residential land inventory as being suitable for meeting extremely low, very low and low
multifamily uses shall be protected by ordinance standards or zoning overlay from non-multifamily use development.
H-IM4. Protecting Multifamily Uses in the Affordable Multifamily Land Inventory. The County shall
protect multi-family sites identified in the residential land inventory from non-multi-family use
development by ordinance.
Required Map Changes
Two approaches will be used.
1) on the Zoning maps, apply a Q-Qualified overlay to the parcels in the affordable multifamily residential
land inventory zoned R-4 to require a conditional use permit for non-multifamily uses; and
2) new parcels being brought into the Affordable Multifamily Residential Land Inventory will be rezoned to
R-3: Residential Multiple Family or RM: Residential Multifamily.
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5) Residential Density Bonus.
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the 2009 Housing Element
H-IM5.
Residential Density Bonus. The County shall develop density bonus provisions within
Housing Opportunity Zones, and maintain consistency with the density bonus provisions of
state law, by ordinance.
Required Ordinance Changes
Modify the Residential Density Bonus provisions of Chapter 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance (§313-111.1
& 314-112.1) to be consistent with state law. (Note: these changes will be applicable to areas both within
and outside of Housing Opportunity Zone areas.)
6) Single Room Occupancy Units.
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the 2009 Housing Element
H-P13. Single Room Occupancy Units. The County shall support the, conversion and use of motels,
hotels and development of detached bedrooms for single room occupancy (SRO) units consistent
with public health, safety and welfare.
H-S15. Single Room Occupancy Units. The County shall allow conversion of hotels and motels to
single room occupancy units (SRO) under specified conditions in selected zones that allow
transient habitation. Plan and zone density standards shall may be waived for SRO units
consistent with public health and safety. The County shall support development of detached
bedrooms for SRO units up to a maximum of 10 bedrooms per lot in areas not served by public
water and sewer. Permit fees shall be subsidized for hotel and motel conversions to SRO units
and for reviews of the legal non-conforming status or Plan amendments or zone reclassifications
for motel and hotel conversions that have already occurred.
H-IM11. Single Room Occupancy Units. The County shall accommodate the use of hotels, motels
and detached bedrooms for single room occupancy units by ordinance.
Required Ordinance Changes
1) Add Single Room Occupancy Facilities to the list of specially permitted residential uses in the
following commercial zones: Inland – C-1, C-2, C-3, CH, Coastal – CN, CG, and the
Agricultural General (AG), Forest Recreation (FR) and Rural Residential Agriculture (RA)
Zones (Inland) for parcels not served by public water or sewer.
2) Add §313-61.1 and §314-61.1 to Chapters 3 and 4 of the Zoning Ordinance to describe SRO units as
follows:
Single Room Occupancy Facilities
A Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Facility shall comply with the requirements of this Section,
where allowed by the zoning districts.
A. Purpose. The provisions of this Section are intended to provide opportunities for the
development of permanent, affordable housing for small households and for people with special
needs in proximity to transit and services, and to establish standards for these small units.
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B. Development Standards
Single Room Occupancy Facilities
1. Density. A Single Room Occupancy Facility which is a conversion of an existing hotel or
motel is not required to meet density standards of the General Plan but shall comply with the
occupancy standards of the adopted Airport Land Use Plan. All other Single Room Occupancy
Facilities shall meet the density standards of the General Plan and the occupancy standards of
the adopted Airport Land Use Plan.
2. Common area. Four square feet per living unit shall be provided, with at least 200 square
feet in area of interior common space, excluding janitorial storage, laundry facilities and
common hallways.
3. Laundry facilities. Laundry facilities must be provided in a separate room at the ratio of
one washer and one dryer for every twenty units or fractional number thereof, with at least one
washer and dryer per floor.
4. Cleaning supply room. A cleaning supply room or utility closet with a wash tub with hot
and cold running water shall be provided on each floor of the SRO Facility.
5. Common Building Site. The total area occupied by the Single Room Occupancy Facility
shall be no more than 2 contiguous acres.
Single Room Occupancy Units
1. Unit size. An SRO unit shall have a minimum size of 150 square feet and a maximum of
400 square feet.
2. Occupancy. An SRO unit shall accommodate a maximum of two persons.
3. Bathroom. An SRO unit is not required to but may contain partial or full bathroom facilities.
A partial bathroom facility shall have at least a toilet and sink; a full facility shall have a toilet,
sink and bathtub, shower or bathtub/shower combination. If a full bathroom facility is not
provided, common bathroom facilities shall be provided in accordance with the California
Building Code for congregate residences with at least one full bathroom per floor.
4. Kitchen. Except as provided herein, an SRO unit is not required to but may contain partial
or full kitchen facilities. A full kitchen includes a sink, a refrigerator and a stove, range top or
oven. A partial kitchen is missing at least one of these appliances. If a full kitchen is not
provided, common kitchen facilities shall be provided with at least one full kitchen per floor. A
detached bedroom SRO Facility may not contain a full or partial kitchen facility.
5. Closet. Each SRO unit shall have a separate closet.
6. Code compliance. SRO units shall comply with all requirements of the California Building
Code.
C. Accessibility. All SRO units shall comply with all applicable accessibility and adaptability
requirements. All common areas shall be fully accessible.
D. Management
1. Facility Management. An SRO Facility with 10 or more units shall provide on-site
management. An SRO Facility with less than 10 units shall provide a management office onsite.
2. Management Plan. A management plan shall be submitted with the development
application for an SRO Facility and shall be approved by the County. The management plan
must address management and operation of the facility, rental procedures, safety and security
of residents and building maintenance.
E. Parking. Off street parking shall be provided consistent with the parking regulations in §313109.1 (Coastal) §314-109.1 (Inland). Secure bicycle parking shall be provided at the ratio of one
(1) space per four (4) SRO units.
H. Tenancy. Tenancy of SRO units shall be limited to 30 or more days.
I. Existing Structures. An existing structure may be converted to an SRO Facility, consistent with
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the provisions of this Section.
J. Exceptions: Exceptions to the Standards of Subsections B and D of this section may be
approved where compatible with surrounding land uses.
3) Add Single Room Occupancy Facilities to the Off-Street Parking Requirements (§313-109.1 &
314-109.1), at 0.5 spaces per unit.
4) Add Single Room Occupancy Facilities to the definitions sections (§313-154 & 314-154) as
follows:
"Single Room Occupancy Facility. A residential building or structure, or group of buildings or
structures that include one or more Single Room Occupancy units.
Single Room Occupancy Unit. A living space with a minimum floor area of 150 square feet and a
maximum of 400 square feet restricted to occupancy by no more than 2 persons. With the
exception of detached bedrooms, kitchen and bathroom facilities may be wholly or partially
included in each living space, or may be fully shared.”
7) Emergency Shelters, Supportive and Transitional Housing.
Applicable Policies, Standards and Programs in the Project
H-P14. Emergency Shelters, Supportive and Transitional Housing. Emergency shelters, supportive
and transitional housing shall be allowed as principally permitted uses in specified zones.
H-S12. Emergency Shelters. The County shall use a zoning overlay to identify specific parcels or areas
for principally permitted emergency shelters. Parcels shall have one of the following underlying
zone designations:
1) ML – Limited Industrial Zone
2) C-2 – Community Commercial Zone
3) C-3 – Industrial Commercial Zone
4) CG – Commercial General Zone
5) R-3 – Residential Multiple Family Zone
6) RM – Residential Medium Density Zone
H-S13. Standards for Principally Permitted Emergency Shelters. Emergency shelters allowed as
principally permitted uses shall be required to meet ordinance standards developed by the
County that address all the following:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Maximum number of beds
Off-street parking based upon demonstrated need
Size and location of on-site waiting and intake areas
Provision of on-site management
Proximity to other shelters
Length of stay
Lighting
Security during hours of operation.

Required Ordinance Changes
1) In the following zone districts, delete emergency shelters from the list of Specially Permitted Uses and
Conditionally Permitted Uses, and add them to the list of Principally Permitted Uses, subject to the
development standards of §313-61.2 and §314-61.2:
ML – Limited Industrial Zone
C-2 – Community Commercial Zone
C-3 – Industrial Commercial Zone
CG – Commercial General Zone
R-3 – Residential Multiple Family Zone
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RM – Residential Medium Density Zone,
2) Add development standards to §313-47.1 and §314-47.1 such as the following:
Emergency Shelters
Emergency Shelters shall comply with the requirements of this Section, where allowed by the
zoning districts.
A. Purpose. The provisions of this Section are intended to provide opportunities for the
development of temporary and permanent emergency shelters for homeless persons in areas
with public services, and to establish standards for these facilities.
B. Development Standards
1. Lighting. Adequate external lighting shall be provided for security purposes. The lighting shall
be stationary, directed away from adjacent properties and public rights-of-way, and of an
intensity compatible with the neighborhood.
2. Common Facilities. The development may provide one or more of the following specific
common facilities for the exclusive use of the residents and staff:
A. Central cooking and dining room(s).
B. Recreation room.
C. Counseling center.
D. Child care facilities.
E. Other support services.
3. Security. Parking and outdoor facilities shall be designed to provide security for residents,
visitors and employees.
4. Outdoor Activity. For the purposes of noise abatement in residential districts, organized
outdoor activities may only be conducted between the hours of eight a.m. and ten p.m.
5. Emergency Shelter Provider. The agency or organization operating the shelter shall comply
with the following requirements:
(1)

Temporary shelter shall be available to residents for no more than six months.

(2)

Staff and services shall be provided to assist residents to obtain permanent shelter and
income.

(3)

The provider shall have a written management plan including, as applicable, provisions
for staff training, neighborhood outreach, security, screening of residents to insure
compatibility with services provided at the facility, and for training, counseling, and
treatment programs for residents.

6. Maximum Unit Density. Homeless shelters located in residential districts, when not developed
in an individual dwelling unit format, shall not be subject to the density standard of the General
Plan, but the number of beds shall be limited to 50. In no case shall occupancy of the facility
exceed the limit set forth in the adopted Airport Land Use Plan.
7. Proximity to Other Emergency Shelters. Emergency shelters shall not be located within ½
mile of each other.
8. Exceptions to the Development Standards. Exceptions to each of the development
standards 1 – 7 listed above may be allowed with approval of a Special Permit.
3) Add Transitional Housing and Supportive Housing to the list of principally permitted uses and
conditionally permitted uses in all zones that allow multifamily uses as principally or conditionally
permitted uses; the R-3, R-4 and RM zones, the MB – Business Park Zone, ML – Limited Industrial
Zone, C-1 – Neighborhood Commercial, C-2 – Community Commercial Zone, C-3 – Industrial
Commercial Zone, CG – Commercial General Zone and CH – Highway Service Commercial Zones.
4) The zoning overlay for allowing principally permitted emergency shelters shall be applied as shown
on the attached maps (Attachment 1).
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8) Retain Legal Non-Conforming Housing.
H-P8. Retain Legal Non-Conforming Housing. The County shall waive General Plan density standards for
legal non-conforming housing involved in new subdivisions by ordinance.
Required Ordinance Changes
Modify the Subdivision Ordinance to add §325-13 Exceptions for Non-Conforming Housing Units to allow
waiver of General Plan density standards for legal non-conforming housing.
9)

Consistent Density for the Residential Multifamily Plan Designation
H-S6.
Consistent Density for the Residential Multifamily Plan Designation. The County shall
establish a uniform maximum density of 30 units per acre for all Residential Multi-family (RM)
Plan designated parcels in the County.

10)

Alternative Owner Builder Program.
H-IM26. Alternative Owner Builder Program. The County shall update standards for alternative owner-built/
owner-occupied housing to ensure consistency with environmental and resource protection
policies of this Plan, health and safety requirements and to promote permit compliance in rural
lands.

3.4

Relationship to the Zoning Ordinance

As described above, a number of the implementation measures in the Housing Element require
amendments to the County's zoning ordinance. If adopted by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors (and, when necessary, the Coastal Commission), the amendments to the zoning ordinance
will implement some of the policies and programs of the Housing Element.
3.5

Relationship to the General Plan

From an overall standpoint, the County's general plan, which is a combination of the Framework Plan,
community plans and coastal plans, identifies objectives, policies and implementation programs to
address a number of topics, including:
- environmental protection,
- preservation of the unique character and visual quality of the county,
- provision of adequate public services and utilities, and
- adequacy of circulation patterns, open space, commercial services, and employment.
The Housing Element is a part of the general plan that establishes the policies and programs related to
the development, conservation and rehabilitation of housing.
Part of the Project will involve amending sections of the Framework Plan, community plans and coastal
plans to ensure consistency between the documents. All the planning documents listed above are
available at the Planning Division office at 3015 H Street, Eureka, CA.

2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 30

3.6

Conformance with Other Plans and Policies

There are other local plans which require consistency from the Housing Element. These include the
Airport Land Use Plan (County), the Capital Improvement Plans (County & Special Districts), the
Integrated Waste Management Plan (County), PM10 Attainment Plan (North Coast Unified Air Quality
Management District) the Basin Plan for the North Coast Region (Regional Water Quality Control
Board), and Habitat Conservation Plans for lands owned by Green Diamond, Humboldt Redwoods
Company, and the Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District.
Since cities have jurisdiction over the lands within their boundaries, revisions of city plans to be
consistent with the County’s Housing Element is voluntary. Copies of the draft Element were sent to
the cities for review and comment. The County also worked with the cities to develop the draft
Regional Housing Needs Plan. All the planning documents listed above are available at the Planning
Division office at 3015 H Street, Eureka, CA.
3.7

Jurisdictional/Permit Granting Agencies

As the lead agency for this "project," Humboldt County will be responsible for considering certification of
the EIR, adoption of the Element, and adoption of the proposed zoning ordinance amendments and
plan changes. In addition to Humboldt County, there are a number of other jurisdictional and permitgranting agencies that have control over specific environmental concerns in the planning area. The
following is a listing of agencies and their authority, jurisdiction or area of environmental concern. Each
of those agencies may utilize this EIR:
Federal Agencies
National Marine Fisheries Service: Administers Endangered Species Act as it pertains to marine
species.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Administers Endangered Species Act.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Issues permits for point source discharges.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: Controls dredge and fill of U.S. waters including wetlands under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act; controls navigable waters under Section 10 of the River and Harbors Act;
establishes wetlands boundaries.
State Agencies
Air Resources Board. Responsibility for establishing State air quality standards, maintaining oversight
authority in air quality planning, developing programs for reducing emissions from motor vehicles,
developing air emission inventories, collecting air quality and meteorological data, and approving State
implementation plans.
California Coastal Commission: Reviews amendments to the coastal plans and coastal zoning
ordinance; issues permits for development in mapped areas under authority of the California Coastal
Act.
California Department of Conservation: Division of Mines and Geology has special
expertise in evaluating geologic and seismic hazards as well as mineral resource issues.
California Department of Fish and Game: Reviews fish and wildlife issues.
California Department of Transportation: CalTrans is responsible for the management of the statewide
transportation network.
Department of Housing and Community Development: Reviews the adequacy of Housing Elements and
funding for affordable housing programs.
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Native American Heritage Commission: Mandated to preserve and protect places of special religious or
cultural significance pursuant to Section 5097 et seq. of the Public Resources Code.
Regional Water Quality Control Board: Concerned with the effects of wastewater disposal on water
quality and supply.
State Lands Commission: Responsible for tidelands and historic waterways.
Regional Agencies
Humboldt County Association of Governments: HCOAG prepares regional housing needs
determinations that must be addressed in local housing elements.
Air Quality Management District: Monitors air quality and has permit authority over certain types of
facilities, including dry-cleaning plants, service stations, land fills, sewage treatment plants and
industrial plants as examples.
Local Agencies
Humboldt County Cities: Arcata, Blue Lake, Eureka, Ferndale, Fortuna, Rio Dell, Trinidad. Responsible
for future development within their communities.
Special Districts: There are many special districts in the County. Water districts such as the Humboldt
Bay Municipal Water District; and the McKinleyville Community Services District supply water, sewer
and other services. Fire districts in the county are responsible for fire protection.
3.8

Significant Irreversible Environmental Impacts Which Would be Involved in the Proposed
Action Should it be Implemented

Development indirectly resulting from the Project would irrevocably commit future generations to
conversion of some undeveloped portions of the county to primarily residential use for the foreseeable
future. The commitment of significant financial resources, energy, raw materials, non-renewable
resources, and labor would be associated with this conversion of land use. Environmental impacts
which would accompany development under the Element are listed in earlier in Table 1, and discussed
in Chapter 5 of this EIR.
These environmental impacts are mitigated to some degree by existing development review procedures
established by the County, and new mitigation measures in this EIR. The land use development permit
review process described in §5.1 involves referring proposed residential development projects to the
other County agencies, fire protection districts, and state agencies for comments and
recommendations. Recommendations from these agencies typically include measures to conserve
financial resources, energy, raw materials, non-renewable resources and labor. For instance,
recommendations from the fire district to ensure adequate emergency water storage on lots not served
by fire hydrants could minimize fire damage to new residences, thereby conserving financial resources,
energy, raw materials, non-renewable resources and labor.
This EIR, as well as the EIRs for the 1998 and 2003 Housing Element updates, conclude there are
significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the project on the environment, even with the proposed
mitigations. The significant and unavoidable indirect impacts of the Project on the environment are
weighed against the success of encouraging new housing to meet the future demands. Although
irreversible impacts on the environment would indirectly occur from the Project, there are public
benefits of the Project to consider as well, such as encouraging infill development, programs serving
needs of lower income persons trying to find a home to buy or rent, and realigning the County’s
procedures and programs to better serve the needs of the public.
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3.9

Summary Cumulative Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) require discussion of cumulative impacts when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. "Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts (Section 15355).
The discussion of environmental impacts and mitigation measures (Chapter 5 of this EIR) assesses the
impacts of the project from a cumulative perspective. The project proposes policies and programs that
encourage the production of housing countywide for the next 5 years. The growth encouraged by the
Element is expected to result in an increase of 1,372 single family units, 128 multifamily units, 117
Alternative Owner Builder (AOB) units, and 169 second units by the year 2014. When viewed
cumulatively, taking into account all the former Housing Elements, all the new homes that have been
created since the County first had a Housing Element in 1981, a fair argument can be made that the
Project will involve significant cumulative environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. These
cumulative impacts are more fully analyzed in §5.17 of Chapter 5.
3.10

Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Action

The Project presents information on projected housing construction needs in the County. The Element
accommodates and even encourages new development. The Element seeks to accommodate planned
growth, and not to stimulate growth beyond that which is envisioned in the General Plan. The growth
encouraged by the Element is expected to result in an increase of 1,372 single family units, 128
multifamily units, 117 AOB units, and 169 second units by the year 2014. This can be considered a
growth inducing impact of the project. The growth inducing impacts of the Project are considered in the
discussion of environmental impacts in Chapter 5.
Expansion of sewer and water facilities and road capacity can be considered growth inducing projects
when they provide capacity for additional growth. Successful implementation of the policies, standards
and programs of the Housing Element are dependent on future expansion of sewer and water facilities,
and to a lesser extent, road capacity.
The future expansion projects will be designed to provide capacity beyond what the Housing Element
says is needed because the timeframe for the Element is only 5 years, where sewer and water capacity
expansions have a 20 – 50 year planning period. Additional environmental impact analysis will be
required for these future public works projects.
This project has basically the same growth inducing impacts as the 2003 Housing Elements. In each
case, the updates seek to encourage residential development to meet the quantified objectives
expressed as a number of new housing units during the planning period. The quantified objectives of
the Project are exactly the same as the 2003 Housing Element: 1,372 single family units, 128
multifamily units, 117 AOB units, and 169 second units by the year 2014.
.
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CHAPTER 4. Alternatives to the Proposed Action
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a "reasonable range of alternatives" to a
proposed project be considered in environmental impact reports. The evaluation of alternatives does
not need to be as exhaustive as the evaluation of the project itself. The project objectives are simply to
update the County’s Housing Element consistent with the requirements of state law. Four alternative
scenarios were considered during the preparation of the Housing Element: 1) the "No Project"
alternative, 2) the "Delayed Implementation" alternative, 3) Alternative A, the “Focused Growth”
alternative, and 4) Alternative C, the “Expanded Growth” alternative.
4.1
Alternatives That Were Considered and Rejected
One proposal promoted by some groups is to identify adequate sites to accommodate an annual
growth rate of 2%, rather than the 0.5% rate projected by the state Department of Finance. This would
amount to a household growth rate of close to 2,800 per year for the County, requiring 14,000
additional units by the end of the planning period. That would be close to 11,500 residential units more
than state projections of the actual need. This alternative was rejected from further consideration in the
EIR because it was so out of line with the state projections of household growth for the County.
Another alternative that was considered was to limit new residential development to only those
properties currently served by public water and sewer, and other properties with on-site septic systems.
The proposal increased the density of residentially zoned properties in the areas with existing public
water and sewer to meet the projected housing needs.
This proposal would eliminate approximately 2,100 potential units from the residential land inventory,
properties presently planned and zoned for residential use within the boundaries of community service
districts that provide public water and sewer services. While other parcels within the service district
boundaries could make up some of the lost development potential, the allowed densities would need to
be increased by an average of 70% on those parcels. This alternative was rejected because with this
Element, the County is unlikely to achieve the higher densities necessary to retain the same
development potential in the infill areas as the proposed project. The alternative would thus encourage
a more distributed development pattern, with effects on the environment similar to Alternative C – the
Expanded Growth Alternative described in §4.5.
4.2
No Project Alternative
The main purpose of the programs in the Housing Element is to better accommodate existing housing
needs, to anticipate future needs, and facilitate affordable housing within anticipated growth. The
proposed project seeks to accomplish these goals in a number of ways, including encouraging
residential development in Housing Opportunity Zones, which are mapped to be within the boundaries
of community service districts providing public water and sewer, with some provisions for logical
extensions of those boundaries. As described in Chapter 3 of this EIR, a number of housing incentives
apply only in Housing Opportunity Zones, which are expected to shift more of the supply of new
housing into those areas compared to existing policies.
Under the No Project alternative, the proposed Housing Element would not be updated and future
development in the County would continue under the same programs and policies in the 2003 Element.
Table 1 provides some insight into the No Project alternative because without the Project, the impacts
under the 2003 Housing Element (the No Project Alternative) would continue as stated in Table 1.
There would be little or no difference in the number of units developed under the No Project alternative
and the proposed project. Many policies and programs in the 2003 Element encourage the production
of housing similar to the new policies and programs under consideration in the Project. And although
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housing needs are not projected beyond the year 2008 in the earlier version of the Element, new
construction is obviously still happening, and will likely continue through 2014.
Both the 2003 Element and the proposed project do not contain any measures that will directly result in
the construction of new housing. Instead, the programs strive to better accommodate anticipated
growth, and facilitate affordable housing within anticipated growth. It is thus reasonable to assume that
the No Project alternative will not differ with the proposed project in terms of the amount or rate of new
construction. Instead, the No Project alternative is expected to affect only the type and location of
construction.
Changes In Aesthetic Quality and Community Character
The Natural Resources and Hazards Technical Background Study (Dyett & Bhatia, 2001 – available at
the Planning Division Office) inventories some of the County’s important visual resources and
community characteristics. The proposed Housing Opportunity Zone policies encourage new
residential development within existing developed areas. They are areas with public sewer and/or
public water services. While some of the areas planned to allow development have important visual
resources which may be adversely impacted indirectly under the Project, these impacts are not likely to
be substantially different than the impacts of lower density development in the same areas allowed by
the 2003 Element.
There may be differences between the No Project alternative and the proposed project in terms of
visual quality of a community character nature. The Project’s focus on encouraging development in
existing residential areas will involve streetscape and landscape visual impacts to existing
neighborhoods that would likely be more significant in the more developed areas than with the No
Project alternative. At the same time, the proposed project’s focus on developing more urban areas of
the County will reduce visual impacts on community character in the rural areas compared to the No
Project alternative.
Loss Of Agricultural Land And Conflicts With Agricultural Uses
The Natural Resources and Hazards Technical Background Study inventories the County’s most
important lands for agricultural and timber resources. Some of these areas are on, or adjacent to,
lands planned to allow residential development, and will indirectly be converted out of resource uses
through policies in the Project, as well as the No Project alternative. The new Housing Opportunity
Zone policies and programs in the proposed project encourage development in infill areas, which are
less likely to have agricultural or timber resource uses. Therefore, the Project’s impacts on agricultural
and timber resources and uses are likely to be less than the impacts of more dispersed development
supported by the No Project alternative.
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Changes in Air Quality
The Natural Resources and Hazards technical background study states that the County is in nonattainment status for only one air pollutant – PM10, which is comprised of particulate matter, such as
dust and smoke. The Project and the No Project alternative will both indirectly result in increases in the
number of people and cars on the roads by encouraging housing development. The No Project
alternative would continue to implement the more dispersed development supported by the 2003
Element, and would have comparatively higher PM10 emissions due to higher vehicle miles traveled per
capita and more travel on unpaved roads.
The proposed new Housing Opportunity Zone policies and higher General Plan densities in the Project
encourage residential development in urban areas close to places of work, and will likely reduce vehicle
emission rates compared to the No Project alternative. In addition, there are more public transportation
and alternative means of transportation available in Housing Opportunity Zones, which is also expected
to reduce vehicle emissions from automobiles, including GHG emissions, because people will be able
to perform daily functions, such as getting to work and shopping for groceries, without using their
vehicles.
Impacts to Biological Resources
By encouraging residential development, the proposed project as well as the No Project alternative may
indirectly lead to displacement of habitat construction of new residences, driveways, access roads,
septic systems and the installation of water supply wells. Through the Housing Opportunity Zone
policies, the Project encourages new residential construction near existing development, where
biological resources are already compromised. Infill areas have smaller lot sizes, and the access roads
serving new residential development will be shorter than rural areas, so less land area will be disturbed
by new residential development with the Project compared to the No Project alternative. By placing new
development closer to existing development, and reducing the amount of ground disturbance compared
to the No Project alternative, the proposed project is expected to have fewer biological resource
impacts than the No Project alternative.
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Alterations To Cultural And Historic Resources
Both the project and the No project alternative could indirectly result in the demolition of historic
structures when building sites are prepared for new construction. Likewise, archeological resources,
unique paleontological resources, unique geological features, and even human remains may be
adversely affected by grading or home construction activities encouraged by the Project and the No
Project alternative.
Policies in the Project encouraging development in infill areas are expected to reduce new grading in
undeveloped areas, thereby minimizing impacts on archaeological resources, unique paleontological
resources, and unique geologic features compared to the No Project alternative. There is not expected
to be any difference between the proposed project and the No Project alternative in impacts to historic
structures as historic structures are scattered throughout the County in developed and rural areas alike.
Geologic Hazards Related To Earthquakes And Liquefaction
Virtually all of Humboldt County has the potential for loss of life and property due to fault rupture and
strong seismic ground shaking, and there are many areas subject to liquefaction and landslide hazards.
Increasing population can be viewed as increasing the exposure of people to geologic hazards.
Since the Project and the No Project Alternative may indirectly increase population in the
unincorporated areas, they may be viewed as potentially increasing the risk to life and property from
seismic ground shaking and fault rupture. There is not expected to be any difference in risk to geologic
hazards between the Project and the No Project Alternative because these risks occur in developed
areas just the same as in more rural areas.
Indirect Impacts On The Amount Of Surface Water And Groundwater In Areas With Limited Water
Supply
Some development outside areas served by public water systems may use wells or surface water for
their water supply. Since both the Project and the No Project alternative encourage housing
construction, they may indirectly impact the amount of surface water and groundwater in areas with
limited water supply. By encouraging development in areas served by public water with adequate
water supply, the Project reduces these potential impacts compared to the No Project alternative.
Population and Housing
Development in infill areas is encouraged through the Housing Opportunity Zone policies in the
proposed project, which are not part of the No Project alternative. With the Housing Opportunity Zone
policies, new homes will more likely be constructed near places of work, so the Project will encourage
more walking and biking, and less automobile travel than the No Project alternative. More walking and
biking exercise can have positive health and safety impacts, and with less vehicles being used, air
quality is improved, which also may have positive health and safety impacts.
Increased Demand For Public Services And Utilities
As stated previously, both the Project and the No Project alternative are expected to indirectly result in
new residential development. Since the Project is more likely to direct development into areas served
by public sewer, water, and utilities, it is likely to have more impacts on the immediate demand for
these services than the No Project alternative, but it would also provide more paying customers using
the system, which could help the public services remain financially viable.
In contrast, the No Project Alternative is expected to have greater impacts on other public services,
such as schools, police, and fire protection than the proposed project because these services would
have to be provided to a more distributed population outside the Housing Opportunity Zones. Providing
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bus service to students, and emergency services to rural areas requires longer trips, so delivery of
these services is more expensive and less timely.
Cumulative Impacts
When viewed cumulatively, taking into account all the former Housing Elements, all the new homes
encouraged by this and previous Elements, it is possible the Project and the No Project alternative will
indirectly involve considerable cumulative environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. These
impacts are not likely to be any different under the Project than under the No Project alternative since
the quantified objectives of new residential units is the same under both alternatives.
4.3
Delayed Implementation Alternative
Most Housing Elements do not concurrently implement its policies and programs. The future dates
would be any time within the five (5) year time frame of the Element. This alternative examines
potential impacts if implementation measures proposed in the Element were delayed until a later date.
There would not likely be a substantial difference in the number of units developed under the Delayed
Implementation alternative and the proposed project. The rate of new housing construction is not likely
to be much different whether the proposed ordinance changes are made or not. The proposed
ordinance changes are intended to encourage housing production in the areas served by public water
and sewer, so the Delayed Implementation alternative will affect only the type and location of housing
development, not the number of units constructed.
The analysis shows that environmental impacts under the Delayed Implementation alternative are
somewhere in between the proposed project and the No Project alternative. If delays in implementation
are greater than three years; development under the new measures would only be for a period of two
years or less, and few, if any developments can be expected to take advantage of the new measures in
that short a time frame, and the environmental impacts would be nearly identical to the No Project
alternative.
Changes In Aesthetic Quality and Community Character
Some of the Housing Opportunity Zone areas have important visual resources and community
characteristics which may be adversely impacted (indirectly) under both the proposed project and the
Delayed Implementation alternative. With the Project, the Housing Opportunity Zone policies
encourage development in areas presently served by public water and sewer. These impacts are not
likely to be substantially different than the impacts in the same areas if the ordinance changes were
delayed.
Loss Of Agricultural Land And Conflicts With Agricultural Uses
Some of the County’s agricultural and timber resources areas are on, or adjacent to, lands planned to
allow residential development, and will be converted out of resource production indirectly through
policies encouraging housing development in both the proposed project and the Delayed
Implementation alternative. With the Delayed Implementation alternative, there would be a delay of as
much as three years in the effect of the ordinance changes that encourage development in urban areas
and minimize impacts of development occurring in more rural areas, within and adjacent to resource
lands. These impacts are not likely to be substantially different with the proposed project than the
Delayed Implementation alternative.
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Changes in Air Quality
Development under both the proposed project and the Delayed Implementation alternative may
indirectly result in increases of the number of miles traveled by vehicles resulting in higher vehicle
emissions. Encouraging residential development close to places of work, the proposed new Housing
Opportunity Zones are expected to reduce vehicle emissions, including GHG emissions. This will occur
with the Delayed Implementation alternative in several years as well, so the difference in air quality
impacts between the two alternatives is not considered significant.
Impacts to Biological Resources
By encouraging residential development, both the proposed project and Delayed Implementation
alternative could indirectly lead to displacement of habitat through construction of new residences,
driveways, septic systems and the installation of water supply wells. Through the Housing Opportunity
Zones policies, the proposed project encourages infill development, which would disturb less habitat
area than a more rural form of development. These same policies would have the same effect in a few
years with the Delayed Implementation alternative, so the biological resource impacts of the Delayed
Implementation Alternative is not considered substantially different than the proposed project.
Alterations To Cultural And Historic Resources
Both the proposed project and the Delayed Implementation alternative could indirectly impact cultural
and historic resources. Grading and demolition activities associated with building site preparation for
new housing development could damage archaeological, paleontological and historic resources. Under
the proposed project, Housing Opportunity Zones policies encourage development in infill areas. This
could reduce the overall amount of new grading since compared to more rural development, infill areas
have smaller lot sizes, so the access roads serving new development are expected to be shorter.
Delaying the effect of the Housing Opportunity Zones by several years would not be significantly
different with the Delayed Implementation alternative.
Geologic Hazards Related To Earthquakes And Liquefaction
Both the proposed project and Delayed Implementation alternative may indirectly result in an increase
of population in the unincorporated areas, so they will both likely increase the risk to life and property
from seismic ground shaking and fault rupture. Delaying implementation of the measures in the Project
by several years is not expected to change the risks of geologic hazards much, so the two alternatives
are not considered to be significantly different with regard to geologic hazards.
Indirect Impacts On The Amount Of Surface Water And Groundwater In Areas With Limited Water
Supply
Some residential development outside areas served by public water systems may use wells or surface
water for their water supply. Since both the proposed project and Delayed Implementation alternatives
encourage housing construction, they may indirectly impact the amount of surface water and
groundwater in areas with limited water supply. Encouraging development in areas served by public
water with adequate supply, the Housing Opportunity Zones policies of the proposed project reduce
these potential impacts. Implementing these same measures within several years is not expected to
alter their effect much, so the impacts on surface water and groundwater are not significantly different
between the two alternatives.

2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 39

Population and Housing
Development in infill areas is encouraged through the Housing Opportunity Zone policies in both the
proposed project and Delayed Implementation alternative. With new homes constructed in close
proximity to places of work, both alternatives will encourage more walking and biking, and less
automobile travel, which can have positive health and safety impacts. These impacts are not likely to
be significantly different if the date of adoption of the new policies is delayed by several years, so these
alternatives are not considered to be significantly different from each other.
Increased Demand For Public Services And Utilities
The proposed project and Delayed Implementation alternative will indirectly result in more residential
development. With the Housing Opportunity Zones, new residential development is more likely to occur
in areas served by public sewer, water, and utilities. Both alternatives will therefore have potential
impacts on public services. Both will also likely provide more paying customers to keep these public
services viable. The impacts on public services are not likely to be significantly different if the Housing
Opportunity Zone policies are delayed for several years.
Cumulative Impacts
When viewed cumulatively, taking into account all the former Housing Elements, all the new homes
encouraged by this and previous Elements, a fair argument can be made that the Project will indirectly
involve considerable cumulative environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. These impacts are
not likely to be any different under the proposed project compared to the Delayed Implementation
alternative since the rate of new housing construction is expected to be the same under both
alternatives.
4.4
Alternative A – the Focused Growth Alternative
Another possible way to meet the project objectives is Alternative A as presented in the Housing
Element Planning Commission Tentative Position Chart: 4-16-09 (available at the Planning Division
office, 3015 H St, Eureka, CA). One major difference between Alternative A and the proposed project
is the size of the Housing Opportunity Zones; Alternative A limits the Housing Opportunity Zones to
areas presently within the boundaries of community service districts. Incentives apply to residential
development within Housing Opportunity Zones that do not apply elsewhere. These incentives are
intended to attract more of the projected future housing development into Housing Opportunity Zones.
As shown on the attached maps, the Housing Opportunity Zones in Alternative A would not include the
unincorporated communities of Orick nor Willow Creek, with a development potential in the residential
land inventory of approximately 135 units. Also, under Alternative A the Eureka Housing Opportunity
Zone would be modified to not include portions of the North McKay and Mid McKay Tracts that are
outside the Humboldt Community Services District boundary. These parcels have a development
potential of 323 units in the land inventory. Therefore, Alternative A has 458 fewer potential units within
Housing Opportunity Zones than the Project. The total area of Housing Opportunity Zones in
Alternative A is approximately 8,515 acres, 715 fewer acres than the Project.
There would not likely be a substantial difference in the overall number of units developed in the County
under Alternative A and the proposed project. There is no difference between Alternative A and the
proposed project in the overall residential land inventory, nor the quantified objectives of new housing
units. Other policy differences between Alternative A and the proposed project are documented in the
Tentative Position Chart.
It is expected Alternative A will affect only the type and location of housing development during the
planning period, and not the overall number of new residential units. Less of the new housing supply
will be located in Housing Opportunity Zones in Alternative A compared to the proposed project
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because of their limited size. Fewer units would qualify for the incentives of Housing Opportunity Zones
under Alternative A compared to the Project.
Changes In Aesthetic Quality and Community Character
Alternative A would seek to accommodate the County’s housing needs by only encouraging housing
construction in the areas currently within service district boundaries which provide both sewer and
water. The existing visual resources and community character impacts in those areas may be slightly
less significant under Alternative A than with the proposed project because there are 458 fewer
potential units in Housing Opportunity Zones under Alternative A. However, it is speculative to predict
quantifiably different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based on this distinction because it is
such a small portion of the overall residential land inventory (+/-5%), and this EIR concludes there is no
significant difference in aesthetic and community character impacts between Alternative A and the
proposed project. .
Loss Of Agricultural Land And Conflicts With Agricultural Uses
Alternative A may have slightly greater impacts than the proposed project on agriculture. With 458
fewer potential units in Housing Opportunity Zones (approximately 5% of the total), Alternative A may
increase encroachment of residential uses into resource lands, which mostly occur outside service
district boundaries, and convert more agricultural land to residential uses. However, it is speculative to
predict quantifiably different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based on this difference in
incentives that applies to 5% of the overall residential land inventory, and this EIR concludes there is no
significant difference in agricultural impacts between Alternative A and the proposed project.
Changes in Air Quality
Impacts on air quality are not quantifiably different under Alternative A than with the proposed project.
PM10, CO, ozone and GHG emission impacts are directly correlated with the length and frequency of
vehicle trips, and GHG emissions also correlate to building size. With 458 fewer potential units in
Housing Opportunity Zones in Alternative A (about 5% of the total land inventory), incentives are less
broadly offered in Alternative A than the proposed project, which may lead to slightly fewer units built in
these infill areas compared to the proposed project. It is speculative, however, to predict quantifiably
different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based on this distinction because it comprises
only a small fraction of the total land residential inventory (+/-5%), and this EIR concludes there is no
significant difference in air quality impacts between Alternative A and the proposed project.
Impacts to Biological Resources
The proposed project could indirectly lead to biological resource impacts through construction of new
residences, driveways, septic systems and the installation of water supply wells. By reducing
development potential in the Housing Opportunity Zone infill areas compared to the proposed project,
Alternative A may disturb more land area; with more development occurring on larger rural lots with
longer access roads, resulting in greater biological resource impacts. However, with only 458 fewer
potential units in Housing Opportunity Zones in Alternative A (+/- 5% of the total land inventory), it is
speculative to predict quantifiably different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based on this
distinction, and this EIR concludes there is no significant difference in biological resource impacts
between Alternative A and the proposed project.
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Alterations To Cultural And Historic Resources
Fewer units are expected to be developed in Housing Opportunity Zones under Alternative A compared
to the Project because there are 458 potential units in Housing Opportunity Zones in Alternative A.
Outside Housing Opportunity Zones, parcels tend to be larger, with longer access roads than parcels
within them Development on larger lots with longer access roads may increase the amount of grading
and excavation, and result in a greater chance archaeological, paleontological or unique geologic
resources would be disturbed under Alternative A. However, it is speculative to predict quantifiably
different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based on a difference in incentives that apply to
458 potential units, which is approximately 5% of the total residential land inventory. This EIR
concludes there is no significant difference in cultural or historic resource impacts between Alternative
A and the proposed project.
Geologic Hazards Related To Earthquakes And Liquefaction
Alternative A will not result in exposing more persons to geologic hazards than the proposed project
since expected population growth will be similar. Outside Housing Opportunity Zones, parcels tend to
be larger, with longer access roads. With fewer units located in Housing Opportunity Zone areas, the
amount of grading and excavation under Alternative A, may be greater than the proposed project, so
there may be more soil erosion. Also, there may be more impacts on mineral resources under
Alternative A because fewer of the new units will occur in Housing Opportunity Zone areas where there
are no mineral resource extraction sites.
As with other impacts, it is speculative to predict quantifiably different settlement patterns or housing
unit size mix based on a difference in incentives that apply to 458 potential units, which is only 5% of
the total residential land inventory. Accordingly, this EIR concludes there is no significant difference in
geologic hazard impacts between Alternative A and the proposed project.
Indirect Impacts On The Amount Of Surface Water And Groundwater In Areas With Limited Water
Supply
By reducing the development potential in the Housing Opportunity Zones, Alternative A may indirectly
encourage development in more rural areas on larger lots not served by public sewer and/or water, so
Alternative A may require more surface water and groundwater for landscaping and gardening than the
Project. This may cause more impacts than the proposed project on surface water and groundwater in
areas with limited water supply.
However, there is only a marginal difference in the development potential in Housing Opportunity Zones
between Alternative A and the proposed project; 458 fewer units occur in Housing Opportunity Zones
under Alternative A compared to the proposed project, which is about 5% of the total land inventory. It
would be speculative to predict quantifiably different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based
on a difference in incentives that apply to 458 potential units. This EIR concludes there are no
significant differences between the impacts of Alternative A and the Project on the amount of surface
water and groundwater in areas with limited water supply.
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Population and Housing
Development in infill areas is encouraged through the Housing Opportunity Zone policies in both the
proposed project and Alternative A. With new homes constructed in close proximity to places of work,
both alternatives will encourage more walking and biking, and less automobile travel, which can have
positive health and safety impacts. But by reducing the development potential in the Housing
Opportunity Zone infill areas, Alternative A may reduce their effectiveness to attract new housing
development, thereby increasing potential indirect health and safety impacts in comparison to the
proposed project.
However, as with the other impacts described above, the differences between Alternative A and the
Project are fairly small; there is a potential for 458 fewer units in Housing Opportunity Zones under
Alternative A in relation to the Project, which is only about 5% of the total development potential. It
would be speculative to predict quantifiably different settlement patterns or housing unit size mix based
on a difference in incentives that apply to 458 potential units. This EIR concludes there are no
significant differences between the impacts of Alternative A and the Project on population and housing
impacts.
Increased Demand For Public Services And Utilities
The proposed project and Alternative A will indirectly result in more residential development. With the
Housing Opportunity Zones in both alternatives, new residential development is more likely to occur in
areas served by public sewer, water, and utilities. Both alternatives will therefore have potential
impacts on public services. Both will also likely provide more paying customers to keep these public
services viable. Given there are only 458 fewer potential units in Housing Opportunity Zones compared
to the Project, it is unlikely there will be any significant, quantifiable difference between the two in terms
of the demand for public services and utilities.
Cumulative Impacts
When viewed cumulatively, taking into account all the former Housing Elements, all the new homes
encouraged by this and previous Elements, both the Project and Alternative A will indirectly involve
considerable cumulative environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. Considering the difference
between Alternative A and the proposed project is limited to 458 potential units in the Housing
Opportunity Zones, this EIR concluded there is no significant difference in the cumulative impacts of
Alternative A compared to the proposed project.
4.5
Alternative C – the Expanded Growth Alternative
Another possible way to meet the project objectives is to relax development standards more broadly,
reducing development standards to encourage housing development in rural and urban areas alike.
Other policy differences are documented in the Tentative Planning Commission Position Chart: 4-16-09
(available at the Planning Division office).
There would not likely be a substantial difference in the number of units developed under either
Alternative C or the proposed project because the quantified objectives of new units is the same under
both alternatives. It is assumed the Alternative C will affect only the type and location of housing
development, not the number of units constructed.
One major difference between Alternative C and the proposed project is the amount of development
potential in the residential land inventory. Alternative C adds many parcels to the inventory that are not
a part of the proposed project.
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The following table compares the two: Alternative C has a total development potential of 25,983
residential units, compared to 9,804 units with the proposed project. The development potential added
by Alternative C is mostly on large lots not served by public water or sewer.
Proposed
Project
Development Potential (units)
Total
With public water and sewer
With public water only
Without public water or sewer
Percent of total potential units
without public water or sewer

Alternative C

9,804
6,888
650
2,266
23%

25,983
7,235
893
17,855
69%

Number of parcels
Total
With public water and sewer
With public water only
Without public water or sewer

5,116
2,910
470
1,736

12,237
3,011
611
8,615

Parcels > 2 ½ acres in size
Development Potential (units)
Number of parcels
Average parcel size (acres)

6,247
2,078
12.3

22,326
9,107
101.0

Changes In Aesthetic Quality and Community Character
Alternative C would seek to accommodate the housing needs by eliminating the Housing Opportunity
Zone policies, thereby encouraging housing construction in more rural areas not served by public water
or sewer compared to the proposed project. This may result in fewer impacts on visual resources and
community character in existing developed areas, but more visual and community character impacts in
rural areas
Loss Of Agricultural Land And Conflicts With Agricultural Uses
Under the Alternative C, future housing needs would be met with more construction of residential units
in rural areas compared to the proposed project. This could result in lower agricultural productivity due
to the encroachment of rural residential uses into resource lands, which mostly occur outside Housing
Opportunity Zones. Development on large lots in rural areas not served by public water or sewer under
Alternative C is expected to have greater impacts on agricultural land and uses than the proposed
project.
Changes in Air Quality
Impacts on air quality will be greater with Alternative C than with the Project. PM10, CO, ozone and
GHG emission impacts are correlated with the length and frequency of automobile trips. Under
Alternative C, more homes are expected to be built in rural areas than the proposed project.
Development in more rural areas will more likely occur on larger lots with longer access roads
compared to the infill development of the proposed project, which will lead to longer vehicle trips under
Alternative C.
In addition, some parcels added to the inventory in Alternative C occur in areas underlain by ultramafic
rock, which has naturally occurring asbestos. Land disturbance for development of new homes on the
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below listed parcels may cause asbestos fibers in the rock to become airborne, and if they are inhaled,
cause potential air quality safety hazards to humans in the vicinity. There are 298 potential units that
would be added to the residential land inventory in Alternative C that appear to be underlain by
ultramafic rock. Below is a listing of parcels and the development potential (residential units).
Assessor’s
Parcel (APN)
20722102
20722601
20722602
20722603
20940104
20940106
21013205
21014403
21016210
21205101
22029211
22101101
22101102
22101116
22101119
22101120
22101121
22107143
22112124
22113126
22113129
22113130
22113131
22114130
22114132
22114134
22114135
22114136
22115129
22115130
22115131
22115132
22115133
22115134
22118129
22118131
22118132
22119104
22119105
22119106
22119113

Units
5
3
2
1
8
6
3
2
1
2
1
3
4
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
4
1
1
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31505502
31508201
31508301
31517404
31518104
31518606
31527106
31527108
31601101
31601205
31601206
31601209
31601212
31607104
31607204
31607206
31618501
31623205
31623209
31623604
31632007
31632012
31632021
31632025
31705405
31705406
52202301
52203403
52203404
52203412
52203415
52203504
52204432
52204437
52204442
52204448
52204461
52204503
52205203
52205206
52206103

Units
1
10
7
1
7
3
1
1
5
1
1
1
1
7
1
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
2
1
5
2
1
3
1
7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3

APN
52206203
52207102
52207104
52207105
52207106
52207203
52806101
52903230
52903609
53009104
53009401
53009402
53009407
53009408
53009503
53009506
53010101
53012101
53013402
53014102
53014103
53014604
53015103
53015104
53015105
53015604
53401106
53401208
53401301
53401403
53404204
53404305
53406210
53406305
53406402
53406403
53406404
53406405
53407101
53408301
53411501
53411503

Units
1
1
1
1
1
3
3
1
1
7
1
1
1
2
1
1
6
2
1
3
8
2
2
2
1
3
2
1
2
7
2
4
1
7
1
2
1
1
11
8
2
1
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APN
53419101

Units
2

APN
53419102
53419103

Units
4
2

APN
53419605
53419607

Units
4
1

Impacts to Biological Resources
Both Alternative C and the proposed project encourage residential development, which may lead to
indirect biological resource impacts through construction of new residences, driveways, septic systems
and the installation of water supply wells. Without the Housing Opportunity Zone policies, new
residential development under Alternative C is expected to be more dispersed, occurring in rural areas
not served by water and sewer. Lot sizes will be larger, and longer roads will be required to provide
access, resulting in more potential habitat area being developed. The larger developed area under
Alternative C will lead to more biological resource impacts compared to the Project.
Alterations To Cultural And Historic Resources
Alternative C will result in a similar number of units being constructed as the proposed project, however
the units will be built on larger lots, requiring longer access roads. Under Alternative C, more land area
will be disturbed for development, and it is more likely that archaeological, paleontological or unique
geologic features would be damaged or destroyed.
Geologic Hazards Related To Earthquakes And Liquefaction
Alternative C will not result in exposing more persons to geologic hazards than the proposed Element
since expected population growth will be similar. More of the new development is expected to occur on
large lots with Alternative C, which would require longer roads and more grading than the proposed
project. Larger amounts of grading and excavation under Alternative C will probably cause more soil
disturbance and soil erosion impacts. And because mineral resources extraction sites are tend to be
located in more rural areas, Alternative C will likely have more impacts on mineral resources than the
Project.
Indirect Impacts On The Amount Of Surface Water And Groundwater In Areas With Limited Water
Supply
By encouraging development in more rural areas on larger lots not served by public sewer and/or
water, it is expected Alternative C will require more surface water and groundwater for landscaping and
gardening than the Project. This may cause more impacts than the proposed project on surface water
and groundwater in areas with limited water supply.
Population and Housing
By promoting development in more rural areas compared to the Project, Alternative C is expected to do
less to encourage walking and biking, and to do more to encourage automobile travel. The result is to
increase potential health and safety impacts in comparison to the proposed project.
Increased Demand For Public Services And Utilities
Alternative C would be expected to result in fewer new housing units constructed in areas with public
water, sewer and utilities, so it will reduce the demand for these services compared to the Project. It
would also provide fewer paying customers in the service districts to help keep these public services
viable. Development under Alternative C will be more dispersed and on larger lots with longer access
roads, which is expected to have greater impacts on other public services, such as schools, police, and
fire protection. With longer access roads school bus trips and emergency service responses would be
longer and more expensive because of the longer driving times.
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Cumulative Impacts
When viewed cumulatively, taking into account all the former Housing Elements, all the new homes
encouraged by this and previous Elements, the Project will involve considerable cumulative
environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. These impacts may be increased under the
Alternative C relative to the proposed project since increased rural development will disturb more land
area.
Comments were received on the previous version of this EIR that the presence of residents in rural
areas may have other positive effects on the environment. Creation of environmental watch and work
groups protect creeks, and volunteer fire companies provide back up when there are multiple lightning
strikes. In addition, the construction and maintenance of private roads by rural landowners offer a
network of fire breaks, and offer greater access to wild lands and forested areas. Rural residents also
provide food, fuel, wood, and a labor supply for bridges, roads and tourism.
This EIR acknowledges there are many ways persons living in rural areas contribute to protection of the
environment. However, it is beyond the scope of this EIR to rely on these measures as mitigation
because there is not sufficient information documenting a commitment of resources into the future, or
measuring their effectiveness in reducing impacts from new residential development.
4.6
General Conclusions Regarding the Alternatives Analysis
The proposed project and each of the alternatives will have significant unavoidable environmental
impacts.
The Project will have basically the same impacts on the environment as the Delayed Implementation
alternative.
The proposed project will have more visual impacts and community character impacts in Housing
Opportunity Zones than the No Project alternative, Alternative A and Alternative C, but fewer impacts to
the visual quality and community character outside Housing Opportunity Zones than these alternatives.
The Project has fewer impacts than the No Project alternative, Alternative A and Alternative C on
agriculture resources, air quality, cultural and historic resources, surface water and groundwater, and
cumulative impacts. The proposed project will also have fewer impacts from geology and soils
hazards, and public health and safety hazards than the No Project alternative, Alternative A and
Alternative C.
The Project has different impacts on public services and utilities than the No Project alternative,
Alternative A and Alternative C. While the Project will increase demand for those services compared to
the other alternatives, it also will contribute more paying customers to the service areas, which will help
keep those services viable. And the Project has fewer impacts on schools, police and fire protection
than the No Project alternative, Alternative A and Alternative C. For these reasons, the Project is
considered the environmentally superior alternative.
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CHAPTER 5. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
The following section includes an analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting from adoption
and implementation of the Project. This analysis focuses on the indirect impacts that can be expected
to follow from the project. It is not as detailed as an EIR on the specific residential construction projects
that might follow. Further environmental review will be required for subsequent project - specific
actions, such as residential subdivisions, and the zoning changes that come out of implementation of
H-P17 and H-IM17.
5.1 Summary of Environmental Setting and Mitigation Measures
The environmental setting describes the environmental conditions as they exist when the notice of
preparation for the EIR is published. The establishment of the environmental setting is intended to set
the stage for a meaningful assessment of the environmental impacts of the project. In this
Supplemental EIR the discussion of each impact begins with a discussion of the physical setting. A
complete discussion and description of the environmental setting for each impact related to the Housing
Element is contained in the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element (SCH 1996-052011) and
is incorporated by reference into this EIR as if set forth fully herein. The environmental setting has not
changed significantly since the 2003 Housing Element and the same descriptions used in the
Supplemental EIR for that element apply to the current Element update. The Supplemental EIR for the
2003 Housing Element is available to the public for inspection at the office of Community Development
Services Department, 3015 H Street, Eureka, California.
A number of policies in the draft Element serve to mitigate potentially significant environmental effects.
Specifically, Policy H-P1 promotes infill, reuse and redevelopment, and H-P11 encourages residential
development in close proximity to transportation corridors, employment centers and public services.
The mapped Housing Opportunity Zones described in several policies, standards and implementation
measures are intended to encourage new housing construction in areas presently served by public
water and sewer consistent with H-P1 and H-P11. Through these policies, the bulk of additional
residential development may be located within urban areas, reducing the need for long commutes and
expanded infrastructure. These policies will also help discourage encroachment of residential uses into
agricultural, forest, and other natural resource areas.
H-P28 supports innovative construction and design methods including water conserving waste disposal
systems, energy systems, dwelling designs and uses of recycled materials for residential construction.
In several instances, new mitigation measures are proposed in this EIR to reduce environmental
impacts. These mitigation measures will be carried forward into the Housing Element and GPU before
certification of this EIR.
Many residential development permit requirements will reduce the impacts of the Project. This EIR
identifies these requirements as mitigation measures. Following is a brief description of the permit
review process for all residential development projects which helps explain how the land development
policies, programs, standards and regulations are used to mitigate potentially significant adverse
aesthetic impacts indirectly resulting from the Project.
Residential Development Permit Review Requirements
The County’s procedures for review of all residential development projects is described in detail in the
subdivision ordinance and in Chapters 1 & 2 of the Zoning Ordinance: The applicable section and page
references are shown below in Table 3.
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The zoning ordinance requires that before approving any ministerial permit (e.g. a building permit) for
residential development, the applicant must submit a Zoning Clearance Certificate application for
review and approval per §312-2.2 of the zoning ordinance. A zoning clearance certificate certifies that
a proposed development conforms with all current requirements of the Zoning regulations and, if
applicable, the terms and conditions of any previously approved development permit or variance.
Review and approval of Zoning Clearance Certificates ensures the County approves residential
development projects only when they are consistent with the zoning ordinance, including the applicable
aesthetic resource protection measures. The Design review Combining Zone regulations in §313-19,
and the Coastal Landform protection measures of §312-39.9 serve as examples of zoning ordinance
requirements protecting the aesthetic qualities of the County.
With discretionary permits for residential development, such as a Coastal Development Permit for a
new multifamily apartment, the County evaluates the project in light of not only the zoning, but also all
the other applicable land development policies, programs, standards and regulations to ensure the
project is consistent with those requirements.
Review of a multifamily apartment in the South Coast Area Plan Planning Area, for example, would
involve the following review steps:
-

submittal of a permit application per §312.3.1 and 312-3.5,
an application check by the County (§312-6.1),

-

review of the application by the County and other responsible and trustee agencies (§312-6.2),

-

a public hearing (§312-6.3, §312-13.5),

-

public notification of the hearing (§312-8.3, §312-13.6),
consideration of evidence (§312-6.4),

-

adoption of findings comparing the evidence submitted by the applicant to the adopted policies
and standards of the Plan (§3.42) and the applicable zoning ordinance requirements which
implement that plan (312-17.1, 17.2 & 17.3),

-

options to appeal decisions (§312-13),
conformance with conditions of approval (§312-4)

The other sections of the ordinance referenced below in Table 3 expand and clarify the review
procedures for residential development projects. For example, the definitions in 313-136 through 313161 clarify the terms used elsewhere in the zoning ordinance. Other sections elaborate on such topics
as how to obtain minor deviations from approved plot plans, and the effective date of permits.
All 2,348 new housing units permitted by the County since the 2003 Housing Element were subject to
the requirements summarized below. Not all the below requirements applied to each of the new units
permitted since the 2003 Housing Element. For instance, projects that were not subdivisions were not
subject to the requirements of the subdivision regulations (§322 & §328). Also, projects outside of the
coastal zone were not subject to any of the requirements of the coastal zoning ordinance (§313), and
projects within the coastal zone were not subject to the requirements of the inland zoning ordinance
(§314).
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TABLE 3. Ordinance Requirements for Review and Approval of All Residential Developments

ORDINANCE
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS
(Title III - Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS
(Title III - Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
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Description

Section

Page #

Procedures

§322 - 1

207

Enforcement
Title and Purpose
Limitations On Land Uses and Structures
Completion of Existing Buildings When the
Regulations Change
County General plan, Including the Local
Coastal Program Plans
Where the Zoning Regulations Apply
Interpreting the Regulations if a Provision is
Unclear
Interpreting the Regulations if Provisions
Conflict
Principal Zones
Combining Zones
The List of Principal and Combining Zones
Which Are Established and Designated by
These Regulations
Designation and Adoption of Zoning Maps
Uncertainties in Zone Boundaries: How to
Resolve
How the Provisions of this Code Relate to
Each Other and to Other
GENERAL PROVISIONS AND
ADMINISTRATION
General Provisions
Duties and Responsibilities of the Zoning
Administrator
Lists of Permitted Uses
Planning Commission Formation and
Composition.
ZONING CLEARANCE CERTIFICATE
PROCEDURES
Purpose
Required Zoning Clearance Certificate
Filing and Processing Applications for a
Zoning Clearance Certificate
Issuance of Certificate
Expiration of Zoning Clearance Certificates
REQUIRED PERMITS AND VARIANCES
Required Permits
Variances
Concurrent Permit Requirements
CONDITIONS ON PERMITS AND
VARIANCES

§328 - 1
311-1
311-10

235
3
11

311-11

12

311-2
311-3

4
4

311-4

4

311-5
311-6
311-6

5
6
7

311-6
311-7

6
9

311-8

10

311-9

11

312-1
312-1.1

6
6

312-1.2
312-1.2

6
7

312-1.3

6

312-2
312-2.1
312-2.2

8
8
8

312-2.3
312-2.4
312-2.5
312-3
312-3.1
312-3.2
312-3.3

8
8
9
9
9
10
10

312-4

11
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TABLE 3. Ordinance Requirements for Review and Approval of All Residential Developments

ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
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Description
Conditions
Prohibited Conditions.
Security May be Required.
Inspection Fee.
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
SUBDIVISION FINDINGS
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL FINDINGS
FOR GRANTING AN EXCEPTION
Findings for Exceptions
FILING APPLICATIONS FOR PERMITS
AND VARIANCES
Eligible Applicants
Application Form and Filing Fee
PROCESSING APPLICATIONS FOR
PERMITS AND VARIANCES
Application Check
Project Review
Public Review
Public Hearing: Evidence.
Project Approval.
Issuance of Permit or Variance
Notice of Final Action
SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION
PROCEDURES
Initial Study Conference.
Application Processing Responsibilities for
Other County Departments and Design
Review Committees.
PUBLIC NOTICE PROCEDURES
Notice of Application Submittal
Content of the Notice of Application
Submittal
Notice of Public Hearing.
Content of a Public Hearing Notice.
Requests for Notification.
PUBLIC HEARING REQUIREMENTS AND
AUTHORIZED HEARING OFFICER
Public Hearings Required Unless Waived
Public Hearing May Be Waived.
RIGHTS ATTACHED TO PERMITS AND
VARIANCES
Effect of Permit or Variance.
Effective Date of Permit or Variance.
Assignments of Permits and Variances.
Rights Attached to Permits and Variances.
Expiration of Development Permits and
Variances.
MINOR DEVIATIONS, MODIFICATIONS
AND EXTENSIONS

Section
312-4.1
312-4.2
312-4.3
312-4.4

Page #
11
11
11
12

312-40

51

312-41
312-41.1

52
52

312-5
312-5.1
312-5.2

12
12
12

312-6
312-6.1
312-6.2
312-6.3
312-6.4
312-6.5
312-6.6
312-6.7

13
13
14
14
14
15
15
16

312-7
312-7.1

16
16

312-7.5
312-8
312-8.1

22
24
24

312-8.2
312-8.3
312-8.4
312-8.5

24
25
26
27

312-9
312-9.1
312-9.2

27
27
27

312-10
312-10.1
312-10.2
312-10.3
312-10.4

28
28
28
29
29

312-10.5

29

312-11

29
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ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
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Description
Minor Deviation from the Plot Plan.
Application For Modification Of a
Development Permit or Variance.
Extension of a Permit or Variance.
REAPPLICATION LIMITATIONS
Reapplication if Application is Denied.
APPEAL PROCEDURES
Appeals to the Board of Supervisors.
Right to Decide All Matters
Appeals to the Coastal Commission
Grounds for Appeal to the Coastal
Commission
Grounds for Appeal.
Effect of Filing an Appeal.
Processing an Appeal.
Hearing Required
Notice of Public Hearing
Decision and Notice
Finality and Effective Date
If No Decision Reached
WAIVER OF PROCEDURES FOR
EMERGENCIES
Applicability
Petitions for Waiver of Procedures.
Special Area Combining Zones and
Respective Designations
Proceedings for Waiver of Procedures
Criteria for Waiver of Procedures.
Standard Permit or Variance Required.
REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR ALL
PERMITS AND VARIANCES
Required Findings for All Permits.
Required Findings for Variances.
Supplemental Findings
Violation of the County Zoning Regulations
Zone Mapping Designations
Zone Mapping Designations
Lists of Permitted Use Types
Purpose
Applicability
Special Area Combining Zones and
Respective Designations
Representation of the Special Area
Combining Zones Regulations
General Provisions
General Rules For Construction Of
Language
Definitions (A)

Section
312-11.1

Page #
29

312-11.2
312-11.3
312-12
312-12.1
312-13
312-13.1
312-13.1
31213.12
31213.13
312-13.2
312-13.3
312-13.4
312-13.5
312-13.6
312-13.7
312-13.8
312-13.9

31
31
31
31
32
32
33

312-15
312-15.1
312-15.2

36
36
36

312-15.2.
312-15.3
312-15.4
312-15.5

37
37
37
38

312-17
312-17.1
312-17.2
312-17.3
312-51.5
313-1.1
313-1.1
313-1.2
313-15.1
313-15.2

38
38
38
39
60
8
7
8
40
40

313-15.3

41

313-15.4
313-42

41
82

313-135
313-136

182
183

34
35
32
32
32
32
33
33
33
33
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ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
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Description
Definitions (B)
Definitions (C)
Definitions (D)
Definitions (E)
Definitions (F)
Definitions (G)
Definitions (H)
Definitions (I)
Definitions (J)
Definitions (K)
Definitions (L)
Definitions (M)
Definitions (N)
Definitions (O)
Definitions (P)
Definitions (Q)
Definitions (R)
Definitions (S)
Definitions (T)
Definitions (U)
Definitions (V)
Definitions (W)
Definitions (X)
Definitions (Y)
Definitions (Z)
Purpose of Use Type Classifications
Listing of Use Type Classifications
How to Determine and Classify Allowed
Uses When More Than One Use Type
Might Apply
Classifying Uses Not Specifically Mentioned
in Use Type Descriptions
LISTS OF ZONE MAPPING
DESIGNATIONS AND LISTS OF
PERMITTED USE TYPES
SPECIAL AREA COMBINING ZONES:
PURPOSE, WHERE THEY APPLY, AND
LIST OF ZONE DESIGNATIONS
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Applicability
PLOT PLAN APPROVAL
GENERAL RULES FOR CONSTRUCTION
OF LANGUAGE
DEFINITIONS (A)
DEFINITIONS (B)
DEFINITIONS (C)
DEFINITIONS (D)
DEFINITIONS (E)

Section
313-137
313-138
313-139
313-140
313-141
313-142
313-143
313-144
313-145
313-146
313-147
313-148
313-149
313-150
313-151
313-152
313-153
313-154
313-155
313-156
313-157
313-158
313-159
313-160
313-161
313-162
313-163

Page #
186
189
191
193
193
195
196
198
198
198
199
201
203
204
205
207
208
210
215
216
217
218
220
220
220
221
221

313-164

224

313-165

225

314-1

7

314-15
314-42
314-42.1
314110.2

37
73
73
134

314-135
314-136
314-137
314-138
314-139
314-140

152
154
156
157
159
160
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TABLE 3. Ordinance Requirements for Review and Approval of All Residential Developments

ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Description
DEFINITIONS (F)
DEFINITIONS (G)
DEFINITIONS (H)
DEFINITIONS (I)
DEFINITIONS (J)
DEFINITIONS (K)
DEFINITIONS (L)
DEFINITIONS (M)
DEFINITIONS (N)
DEFINITIONS (O)
DEFINITIONS (P)
DEFINITIONS (Q)
DEFINITIONS (R)
DEFINITIONS (S)
DEFINITIONS (T)
DEFINITIONS (U)
DEFINITIONS (V)
DEFINITIONS (W)
DEFINITIONS (X)
DEFINITIONS (Y)
DEFINITIONS (Z)
PURPOSE OF USE TYPE
CLASSIFICATIONS
LISTING OF USE CLASSIFICATIONS

Section
314-141
314-142
314-143
314-144
314-145
314-146
314-147
314-148
314-149
314-150
314-151
314-152
314-153
314-154
314-155
314-156
314-157
314-158
314-159
314-160
314-161

Page #
161
162
163
164
164
164
164
167
168
168
169
170
171
172
174
175
176
177
177
177
178

314-162
314-163

179
179

The discussion of each issue area is organized in the following manner:
Setting
This discussion describes the physical setting of the County as it exists before implementation of the
Element.
Potential Impacts
Criteria for measuring the significance of the environmental impacts are proposed, and the impacts of
the project on the environment are described.
Mitigation Measures
Mitigation measures are identified for each potential impact. A distinction is made between mitigation in
the plan itself and mitigation measures identified by this EIR.
Findings
A determination states whether the impact has been reduced to less than significant levels.

2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 54

5.2

Aesthetic Impacts

Setting
Discussion of visual quality and community character occurs in the Supplemental EIR for the 2003
Housing Element. It begins with the following description:
”The range of visual resources in Humboldt County is wide, varied, and numerous. Views include
coastline views, mountains, hills, ridgelines, inland water features, forests, agricultural features,
idyllic rural communities, and a combination of all of these features. Views are distant and
proximate, panoramic and discrete. There are perhaps very few areas of the County where
scenic beauty is not evident.”

The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element goes on to summarize the aesthetic setting of the
County, identifying coastal views, forests, open space and agricultural lands, and scenic highways.
Maps are referenced which show many of the visual resources.
Since the adoption of the 2003 Housing Element, there have been 2,348 new housing units permitted
by the County; 315 of these (13%) were in areas with a Design Control combining zone, indicating
potentially significant scenic resources.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.2-A

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

IMPACT 5.2-B

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

IMPACT 5.2-C,

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

IMPACT 5.2-D

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

Potential Impacts
In general, implementation of the proposed Housing Element could result in impacts on the visual
quality and community character of the County through additional development of residential uses.
Unless carefully sited and designed, this development would have the potential to block or alter scenic
views described above.
The proposed project includes measures to encourage residential development in the already
developed parts of the County through the Housing Opportunity Zone policies, standards and
implementation measures described in Chapter 3. Focusing on infill development in the urban areas
may impact existing visual resources and community character in those areas. If residential
development in these more urban areas is substituted for residential development in more rural areas,
the increased visual resource and community character impacts in the urban areas of the County would
be balanced by reduced impacts of new residential development in the more rural areas of the County
not served by public water and sewer.
Mitigation
Many County policies, programs, standards and requirements protect visual resources, and help
ensure consistency with the existing scale and character of development. County administration of
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state laws, such as the Coastal Act and the Outdoor Advertising Act also protect the visual quality of
the County.
Permit Review Requirements Specific to Aesthetic Impacts
While the table in §5.1 references the policies, standards and implementation measures used to review
all projects, Table 4 below lists the County policies, standards and implementation programs specific to
aesthetic impacts. It lists all the County requirements that serve to reduce potentially significant
aesthetic environmental impacts of new residential development indirectly resulting from the Project.
As mentioned previously, in addition to the County’s requirements, there are state and federal laws
administered by the County which serve to protect the visual character of the County.
The sections referenced in Table 4 contain all the required findings that must be made to approve
residential development projects according to the procedures described above.
One example of a permit approved by the Department that included measures to reduce aesthetic
impacts of a new home in a scenic area is File #109-362-24 in the Shelter Cove Area, Case Nos. CUP34-96/CDP-56-96/SP-53-96 (available for inspection at the Planning Division office). With that project,
the Planning Commission approved a single family residence upon making the finding the proposed
project would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood because it will have similar exterior
construction materials, architectural style, and height.
All 315 residential units approved in areas with a D-Design Review Combining Zone since the 2003
Housing Element were evaluated against the applicable permit requirements listed in Table 4.
TABLE 4. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Visual Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
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Type

Description

Section

Page #

Policy

Planned Unit Developments

§3.37

29(Ch. 3)

Policy

Preserve Visual Resources

§3.42

44 - 46(Ch. 3)

Policy
Standards
Standards

Planned Developments
Scenic Highway
Scenic Highways Programs

§2620
28
§3542
33 - 35 (Ch. 3)
§5 - 3540 30 - 31(Ch. 5)

Implementation Scenic / Aesthetic Areas

§4262

27 - 30

Policy

Planned Unit Developments

§3.28

42 - 43(Ch. 3)

Policy

Preserve Visual Resources

§3.40

44 - 46(Ch. 3)

Policy

Planned Unit Developments

§3.37

22(Ch. 3)

Policy

Preserve Visual Resources

§3.42

34 - 38(Ch. 3)
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TABLE 4. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Visual Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(HUMBOLDT COUNTY
FRAMEWORK PLAN VOLUME
II - 1985)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS
(TITLE III - DIVISION 2 OF
HUMBOLDT COUNTY CODE)
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS
(TITLE III - DIVISION 2 OF
HUMBOLDT COUNTY CODE)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Type

Section

Page #

Policy

Planned Unit Developments

§2514,
2602

6(Ch. 2)

Policy

Planned Unit Developments

§3.37

23(Ch. 3)

Policy

Preserve Visual Resources

§3.42

34 - 36(Ch. 3)

Implementation Solar Access Standards.

§322 5.5

208.2

Implementation PUD Subdivisions

§325 - 19

222 - 223

Policy

Planned Unit Developments

§3.26

29(Ch. 3)

Policy
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Preserve Visual Resources
Coastal Scenic Areas
Coastal View Areas
Coastal Natural Landforms
Natural Landforms Protection
“D” Combining Zone
Regulations
D: Design Review
L: Landscaping and Design
M: Manufactured Homes
“P” Combining Zone
Regulations
P: Planned Unit
Development
“S” Combining Zone
Regulations
S: Development Standard
Signs and Nameplates
R-3: RESIDENTIAL
MULTIPLE FAMILY ZONE
R-4: APARTMENT
PROFESSIONAL ZONE
“B” combining zone
designations.
B - special building site.
“D” combining zone
designations
D - design control

§3.40
312-39.3
312-39.5
312-39.9
313-123

38 - 47(Ch. 3)
48
48
49
174

313-19
313-19.1
313-27.1
313-28.1

51
51
58
58

313-31

61

313-31.1

61

313-34
313-34.1
313-87.3

71
71
123

314-6.4

23

314-6.5

25

314-17
314-17.1

38
38

314-19
314-19.1

40
40

ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE
Implementation
ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation
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TABLE 4. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Visual Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE

Type

ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE
ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation
Implementation

ZONING ORDINANCE

Implementation

Description
“L” combining zone
designations
L - landscaping and design
“P” combining zone
designations
P - planned development
“S” combining zone
designations
Signs and nameplates
Height and size limitations
and modifications

Section

Page #

314-27
314-27.1

53
53

314-31
314-31.1

55
55

314-34
314-87.2
314102.1

65
112
116

The 2003 Housing Element EIR included a measure to reduce aesthetic impacts of new multifamily
development by identifying design considerations for new multifamily development (§314-6.4 and 3146.5).
State requirements require the County to encourage housing which is going to have visual impacts.
Because of the effective mitigation measures above, most of the impacts are less than significant,
however, there are still some impacts. Some important scenic vistas, scenic resources, and areas with
a high degree of visual character or quality have not been mapped, and are not protected from impacts
of new residential construction during review of building permits. Likewise, there are areas of the
County with no means to confine outdoor lighting associated with new residential development to the
site, which could lead to substantial sources of light and glare that adversely affect day or nighttime
views in scenic areas.
The Project will indirectly result in significant aesthetic Impacts 5.2-A, B, C, and D. These four (4)
impacts will be mitigated due to the policies, procedures, and ordinances discussed above and listed in
Table 4, but not to a level of insignificance. There remain some important scenic resources described
in the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element not protected from new residential development
by ordinance. Likewise, there are areas of the County where outdoor lighting associated with new
residential development is not confined to the new homesite, which could lead to substantial sources of
light and glare that adversely affect day or nighttime views in scenic areas. but not to a level of
insignificance.
Additional mitigation measures to reduce aesthetic impacts of new residential development which are
being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into the Housing Element. This EIR is not
recommending this option as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a
separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with the
Project EIR.
Finding
Overall, mitigation measures do not reduce Impact 5.2-A (Scenic Vistas), 5.2-B (Scenic Resources),
5.2-C (Visual Character and Quality) and 5.2-D (New Sources of Light and Glare) to a level of
insignificance. The impacts are considered significant and unavoidable with the Project just as with the
2003 Element.
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5.3

Agricultural Resources

Setting
The 2003 Housing Element EIR contains a good discussion of the physical setting of the County’s
agricultural resources. It documents the number of acres of agricultural land, the recent trends showing
a substantial amount of agricultural land being converted to non-agricultural uses. Maps are referenced
which show many of the agricultural lands in the County.
Since the 2003 Element, there have been constructed 2,348 residential units. Most of these units were
constructed on properties zoned for residential use. However, 140 of the homes constructed since
2001 (6%) were built on properties zoned for agricultural use with minimum parcel sizes of 20 acres or
more.
Potential Impacts, Mitigation, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.3-A Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.
IMPACT 5.3-B Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.
IMPACT 5.3-C Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use.
Potential Impacts
The greatest potential for indirectly impacting agricultural land or uses are policies and programs
directed at meeting the projected housing needs by encouraging housing development. Specifically,
the Element targets the production of new homes to meet its entire share of the projected population, or
2,459 new units by 2014.
The Project does not propose converting any properties with agricultural zoning to residentially zoned
properties in order to meet the projected housing needs. However, the project encourages residential
development, and properties presently zoned for agricultural use may be developed with homes which
impacts continued agriculture on these sites. Conflicts between agricultural and residential uses
reduce the productivity of the agricultural lands, making them less valuable for agricultural purposes,
and more vulnerable to conversion to other uses. Agricultural operations and agricultural resources
may also be adversely affected by encouraging housing in areas used for or suitable for agricultural use
and zoned to allow residential uses. Converting agricultural lands may significantly conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use.
Mitigation
The Right To Farm ordinance, adopted by the Board of Supervisors in June 1995, is intended to
minimize the impacts on agricultural uses from residential uses nearby. It requires that,
No agricultural activity, operations, or facility or appurtenances thereof, conducted or maintained for
any agricultural purpose in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and standards, as
established and followed by similar agricultural operations in the same locality, shall be or become a
nuisance, public or private, pursuant to the Humboldt County Code after the same has been in
operation for more than three years if the activity was not a nuisance when it began. (§314-43.2.3)
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Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 59

It also requires disclosure of agricultural operation protections when property is transferred.
Other policies in the Framework Plan, community plans, coastal plans, and other regulations
administered by the County, such as the state Williamson Act, also serve to protect agricultural lands
from impacts of residential uses. Techniques include transfer of development rights, regulation through
low-density zoning, gifts, land dedication and the purchase of lands by public entities where the land
remains in agricultural production. Table 5 below lists the County’s plans, ordinances and regulations.
The preceding section (§5.1) describes the permit review process for all residential development
projects, and partly explains how the County’s land development policies, programs, standards and
regulations in Table 5 are used to mitigate potentially significant adverse agricultural impacts indirectly
resulting from the Project.
One example of how the County’s permit review process mitigates agricultural resource impacts of the
project is demonstrated in the County’s File # 033-170-02 et al. Case No.: AGP-01-03/NOM-02-07/ZR01-04 in the Benbow Area Amendment to Agricultural Preserve No. 77-17, Notice of Merger and Zone
Reclassification, which amended the Land Conservation Contract to add 177 acres a Class B
Agriculture Preserve, merged lands with contiguous lands within the Preserve, and reclassified lands
currently zoned Agriculture Exclusive and Unclassified into Agriculture Exclusive with a Special Building
Site Combining Zone specifying a 160-acre minimum parcel size (available for inspection at the
Planning Division office). In approving the project, the Board of Supervisors made the finding that the
land to be included within the agricultural preserve is, and will continue to be, used for the purposes of
producing agricultural commodities for commercial purposes and uses compatible with agriculture.
TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
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Type

Description

Section

Page #

Policy

Rural Parcel Size Limits

§3.31

17 - 18(Ch. 3)

Policy

Ag. Land Protection

§3.34

21 - 25(Ch. 3)

Policy

Timberland Protection

§3.35

25 - 27(Ch. 3)

Implementation Agriculture General

§5.20

3(Ch. 5)

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§5.30

4 - 5(Ch. 5)

Implementation Commercial Timberland

§5.30

5(Ch. 5)

Policy

§2420

23 - 24

Implementation Timber Production

§2721

40 - 42

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive
Implementation Agriculture Grazing

§2722
§2723

42 - 43
43 - 45

Affordable Housing
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Type
Description
Section
Page #
(1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
Implementation Agriculture Lands
§2724
45
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
Implementation Agriculture Suburban
§2731
46
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Implementation Timber Production
§2721
6 - 8(Ch. 2)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Implementation Agriculture Exclusive
§2722
8 - 9(Ch. 2)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Implementation Agriculture Grazing
§2723
9 - 11(Ch. 2)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Implementation Agricultural Rural
§2725
11(Ch. 2)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Implementation Agricultural Suburban
§2731
11(Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Implementation Timber Production
§2721 58 - 60 (Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Implementation Agricultural Exclusive
§2722
60 (Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Implementation Agricultural Grazing
§2723 61 - 62(Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Implementation Agricultural Lands
§2724
62(Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Implementation Agricultural Rural
§2725 54 - 57 (Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Implementation Agricultural Suburban
§2731
63 (Ch. 2)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Standards
Timberland Programs
§5 - 2510 10 - 12(Ch. 5)
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TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
1985)
FRESHWATER COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II 1985)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
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Type

Description

Section

Page #

Implementation Agricultural Suburban

§2731

14(Ch. 2)

Implementation Timber Production

§2721

6 - 8(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§2722

8 - 10(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agriculture Grazing

§2723

10 - 11(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Lands

§2724

11 - 12(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Rural

§2725

12(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Suburban

§2731

12(Ch. 2)

Implementation Prohibited from T, AG, AE

§4230

8, 9

Policy

Rural Parcel Size Limits

§3.21

30(Ch. 3)

Policy

Timberland Protection

§3.23

35 - 37(Ch. 3)

Policy

Agricultural Protection

§3.24

37 - 40

Implementation Agriculture General

§5.20

6(Ch. 5)

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§5.30

7(Ch. 5)
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TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II 1982)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II 1982)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II 1982)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN Implementation
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Description

Section

Page #

Commercial Timberland

§5.30

7(Ch. 5)

Timber Production

§2721

5 - 7(Ch. 2)

Agriculture Exclusive

§2722

7 - 8(Ch. 2)

Agriculture Grazing

§2723

8 - 10(Ch. 2)

Agricultural Lands

§2724

10 - 11(Ch. 2)

Agricultural Rural

§2725

11(Ch. 2)

Agricultural Suburban

§2731

11(Ch. 2)

Timberlands

§2310

6 - 7(Ch. 2)

Agriculture Exclusive

§2320

7 - 8(Ch. 2)

Rural Lands

§2343

10(Ch. 2)

Rural Parcel Size Limits

§3.31

13 - 14(Ch. 3)

Ag. Land Protection

§3.34

16 - 18(Ch. 3)

Timberland Protection
Agriculture General

§3.35
§5.20

19 - 20(Ch. 3)
4 - 5(Ch. 5)
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TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
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Type

Description

Section

Page #

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§5.30

5 - 6(Ch. 5)

Implementation Agriculture General

§5.30

6(Ch. 5)

Implementation Commercial Timberland

§5.30

6(Ch. 5)

Policy

Dows Prairie Area

§2514

6(Ch. 2)

Policy

Simpson Timber Lands

§2514

6(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§2722

8 - 9(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Lands

§2724

9(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Rural

§2725

9 - 10(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Suburban

§2731

10(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agriculture

§IVA(f)

45

Implementation Grazing

§IVA(g)

45

Implementation Timber, Thick Underbrush

§IVA(h)

45

§2721

5 - 7(Ch. 2)

Implementation Timber Production
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TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
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Type

Description

Section

Page #

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§2722

7 - 8(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agriculture Grazing

§2723

8 - 10(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Lands

§2724

10 - 11(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Rural

§2725

11(Ch. 2)

Implementation Agricultural Suburban

§2731

11(Ch. 2)

Policy

Rural Parcel Size Limits

§3.31

14 - 15(Ch. 3)

Policy

Ag. Land Protection

§3.34

16 - 19(Ch. 3)

Policy

Timberland Protection

§3.35

19 - 21(Ch. 3)

Implementation Agriculture Exclusive

§5.30

3(Ch. 5)

Implementation Commercial Timberland

§5.30

4(Ch. 5)

Implementation Exclusive Agriculture

§IIB(a),
VC

10, 34 - 35

Implementation Con. Timber Redwood

§IIB(a),
VC

9, 35 - 36

Implementation Conservation Timber

§IIB(a),
VC

1135 - 36

Implementation General Agriculture

§IIB(a),
VC

10, 34 - 35

Policy

Rural Parcel Size Limits

§3.21

13 - 18(Ch. 3)

Policy

Timberland Protection

§3.24

21 - 23(Ch. 3)

§5.30

3 - 4(Ch. 5)

Implementation Commercial Timberland
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TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
PROGRAM (1990)

Type

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
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Description
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE AGRICULTURAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
Conditionally Permitted Uses
in an AE Zone
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE COMMERCIAL
TIMBER USE TYPE
FINDINGS
Uses Permitted with a
Conditional or Special Permit
in TC and TPZ zones.
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE NATURAL
RESOURCE USE TYPE
FINDINGS
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE AGRICULTURAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
Conditionally Permitted Uses
in an AE Zone.
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE COMMERCIAL
TIMBER USE TYPE
FINDINGS
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE NATURAL
RESOURCE USE TYPE
FINDINGS
Subdivisions in an Agricultural
Exclusive 60 Acre Minimum
Zone
Subdivisions in Agricultural
Exclusive 160 and 600 Acre
Minimum Zones.
Agriculture Exclusive Sixty
Acre Minimum (AE-60) Land
Division
Agriculture Exclusive One
Hundred Sixty Acre Minimum
(AE-160) Land Division
Agriculture Exclusive Six
Hundred Acre Minimum (AE600) Land Division
Commercial Timber (TC) and
Timber Production Zone
(TPZ) Land Division
Agricultural Use Types
Commercial Timber Use

Section

Page #

312-18

40

312-18.1

40

312-21

40

312-21.1

41

312-24

42

312-30

42

312-30.1

42

312-33

45

312-36

46

312-40.1

51

312-40.2

51

313106.1

139

313106.2

140

313106.3

141

313106.6
313-170
313-173

143
226
232
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TABLE 5. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Agricultural Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE

Type

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Description
Types
T: Transitional Agricultural
Lands
Allowed Agricultural Activities
Not a Nuisance (“Right to
Farm Ordinance”)
Resource Use Regulations
AE: Agriculture Exclusive
TC: Commercial Timber
TPZ: Timber Production
Zone
AGRICULTURAL USE
TYPES
COMMERCIAL TIMBER USE
TYPES
ALLOWED AGRICULTURAL
ACTIVITIES NOT A
NUISANCE
(“RIGHT TO
FARM ORDINANCE”)
TIMBER PRODUCTION
AE: AGRICULTURE
EXCLUSIVE ZONE
AG: AGRICULTURE
GENERAL ZONE
TPZ: TIMBERLAND
PRODUCTION ZONE

Section

Page #

313-35.1

74

313-43.2
313-7
313-7.1
313-7.2

84
34
34
36

313-7.3

38

314-170

181

314-173

188

314-43.2
314-62.2

75
97

314-7.1

29

314-7.2

30

314-7.4

32

Policies, standards and implementation measures in the Project encourage housing development in
Housing Opportunity Zones, areas with public water and sewer services, which are described in §3.3 of
this EIR. This may reduce impacts on agricultural resources because agricultural uses tend to occur on
lands outside areas served by public water and sewer.
There are state and federal programs administered by the County which serve to protect the
agricultural resources of the County. Implementation of the state Williamson Act program and securing
federal funding for agricultural land conservation are other ways the County helps protect local
agricultural resources.
Although effective, the mitigation described above does not fully mitigate the impacts of the Project on
agricultural resources. The County’s Geographic Information System (GIS) shows the location of
residentially zoned properties and prime agricultural soils. It shows there are a significant number of
properties currently used for agriculture that have prime agricultural soils and are zoned to allow
residential uses. It also shows there are agriculturally zoned properties less than two (2) acres in size
where homesites would be allowed to consume the entire lot, leaving no area available for agricultural
purposes. While §21083.3 of the Public Resources Code allows environmental documents to not
consider conversion of such agricultural properties, this EIR is considering them for the benefit of the
reader.
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Based upon the above analysis, the Project will indirectly result in significant agricultural Impacts 5.3-A,
B, and C. These three (3) impacts will be mitigated due to the policies, procedures, and ordinances
discussed above and listed in Table 5, but not to a level of insignificance. There remain some
important agricultural resources not protected from new residential development by ordinance.
Agricultural operations and agricultural resources will continue to be adversely affected by encouraging
housing in areas used for or suitable for agricultural use, and zoned to allow residential uses. Conflicts
between agricultural and residential uses will continue to reduce the productivity of the agricultural
lands, making them less valuable for agricultural purposes, and more vulnerable to conversion to other
uses. Converting agricultural lands will significantly conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract.
Additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts of new residential development to agricultural and
forest resources which are being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into the Housing
Element. This EIR is not recommending this since the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the
Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid
duplication with the Project EIR.
Finding
Overall, mitigation measures do not reduce Impact 5.3-A (Direct Farmland Conversion), 5.3-B (Conflicts
with Zoning), and 5.3-C (Other Farmland Conversion) to a level of insignificance. The impacts are
considered significant and unavoidable.
5.4

Air Quality

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element contains a discussion of air quality in the County.
It describes prevailing wind patterns, ambient air quality standards and existing air quality conditions. It
argued that motor vehicles represented the largest potential source of air emissions associated with the
implementation of the Housing Element, and limited discussion to the ambient standards for particulate
matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10 ), carbon monoxide (CO), and ozone because these
pollutants are produced either directly or indirectly by motor vehicles.
It stated that according to the Particulate Matter (PM10) Attainment Plan adopted by the NCUAQMD
May 11, 1995, several violations of the California PM10 ambient standard resulted in Humboldt County
being classified as a PM10 non-attainment area. The programs put forth by the plan include
transportation control measures (e.g. public transit), assisting with drafting and adopting air quality
elements of general plans, and open burning measures (e.g. residential burning and wood stoves).
There are not numerical standards to achieve PM10 standards, nor is there an implementation schedule
for the programs. The 2003 EIR concluded that it is beyond the scope of the Project to come up with
numerical PM10 standards or an implementation program schedule to achieve those standards. The
1995 Plan has not been updated, and remains in effect.
The 2003 EIR went on to say that regarding CO and ozone emissions, Humboldt County is classified as
a federal and State attainment area.
Since the 2003 EIR, state law changed to require achievement by 2020 of a statewide greenhouse gas
emissions limit equivalent to 1990 emissions, and the adoption of rules and regulations to achieve the
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas emissions reductions.
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Given the climate change predictions for California, it is reasonably foreseeable that temperatures
locally in Humboldt County will increase over the course of this century by as much as 8 to 10 degrees
with or without the Project Update. This warming could lead to other climate effects within the
unincorporated County including, but not limited to, increased flooding due to increased precipitation
and runoff, a decrease in the snow pack (a major water source), habitat modification/loss, and impacts
to sensitive plant and animal species. The unincorporated County could also be affected by an increase
in sea level.
However, the planning horizon of the Housing Element is to the year 2014. The latest report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCG) – an international group of scientists and
representatives of 113 governments – released February 2, 2007, projects sea level rises of seven to
23 inches by the end of the century. Extrapolating this 100-year sea level rise prediction to the 5 year
planning period of the project results in a potential rise of 0.35 to 1.15 inches.
Since 2001, there have been 2,348 new residential units permitted in the County. Most of these new
units (2,090 units) were developed in community plan areas, which tend to be closer in to existing
services than the more rural parts of the County. This probably resulted in fewer vehicle miles traveled
and fewer greenhouse gas emissions than if the development had all occurred outside of community
plan areas.
In addition, some parcels in the residential land inventory occur in areas underlain by ultramafic rock,
which has naturally occurring asbestos. There are 41 potential residential units in the residential land
inventory that appear to be underlain by ultramafic rock. They are listed below.
Assessor’s
Parcel
Number
21014415
21016204
21016206
21016207
21016208
21016209
21016410
21016504

Development
Potential
(units)
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
3

Assessor’s
Parcel
Number
21016505
21016506
22101108
22115122
22115127
22115128
22124021
31601210
31601213

Development
Potential
(units)
2
1
1
1
5
2
1
1
1

Assessor’s
Parcel
Number
31618505
31618621
52217505
52803102
52925103
53012102
53014605
53014606
53014607
53014608

Development
Potential
(units)
4
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Potential Impacts, Mitigations & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.4-A

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

IMPACT 5.4-B

Violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation.

IMPACT 5.4-C

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment.
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Potential Impacts
PM10 emissions consist of particulate exhaust, worn tire particles, and entrained road dust. Since the
Housing Element encourages residential development, it will likely indirectly lead to more persons
driving in the County, and hence more PM10 emissions. This is inconsistent with the Air Quality
Management Plan, which seeks to reduce PM10 emissions. Since the County is in a non-attainment
status with regard to PM10 emissions, the Housing Element may indirectly contribute to the continued
violation of State air quality standards, and to a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria
pollutant for which the County is considered non-attainment.
The policies, standards and implementation programs in the Project which encourage residential
development will indirectly lead to an increase in GHG emissions. CEQA requires the project’s
contribution to global climate change be assessed in the EIR by estimating the project’s GHG
emissions, and adopting appropriate mitigation measures to reduce the project’s impacts.
The primary sources of GHG’s are anticipated to be combustion of fossil fuels from grid-delivered
electricity use, and from motor vehicles (Rocky Mountain Institute Publication C02-12b, U.S. Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases per Household and per Capita, 1998). Additional water and wastewater
treatment and distribution facilities will also be located in the project area during the planning period.
These plants could generate some amount of greenhouse gas emissions associated with operations,
pumping and emergency back-up generators. No other significant stationary source generators, e.g.
fossil-fuel burning power plants, are anticipated in the project area during the planning period.
In the San Francisco Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor
vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of the Bay Area’s GHG
emissions, accounting for just over half of the Bay Area’s 85 million tons of GHG emissions in 2002
(www.rmi.org/images/pdfs/climate/co2-12b_ghg/percapita.pdf). A similar trend, though on a smaller
scale, is expected for the Humboldt Bay region.
According to a study conducted by the Rocky Mountain Institute (Rocky Mountain Institute Publication
C02-12b, U.S. Emissions of Greenhouse Gases per Household and per Capita, 1998), the average
household (approximately 2.6 residents) would generate 22,287 pounds of CO2 per year from
transportation vehicles and equipment, such as lawn mowers, edgers, and leaf blowers. Also, 23,159
pounds of CO2 per year per household will be generated from heating, air conditioning, lighting, and
appliances, for a total of 22.7 tons of CO2 per year per household. While CO2 is not the only GHG, it is
the principal gas of significance associated with this Project.
The proposed project will therefore generate approximately 56,864 (2459 x 22.7) tons of CO2 for the
project period 2007-2014, assuming that the County’s unincorporated estimated RHNA of 2,459
housing units are built and occupied. This tonnage will vary based on numerous factors, including the
following:
1) Changes in the County’s RHNA final allocation, and the number of units actually built;
2) Differences between the U.S. averages and households specific to Humboldt County.
3) Reductions in tailpipe emissions due to a cleaner vehicle fleet being on the road in future
years.
4) The types and locations of the housing units built.
This last factor (the types and locations of the housing units built) is most sensitive to adjustment by the
policies under consideration by the Project. Significant reductions in the Project’s GHG loading can be
achieved by policies that require additional smaller housing units be built close in to urban employment
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centers. Conversely, policy options that promote a broader settlement pattern of potentially larger
housing units will have attendant higher GHG loading, as well as higher PM10 emissions.
Land disturbance for development of new homes on the above listed parcels may cause asbestos
fibers in the rock to become airborne, and if they are inhaled, cause potential air quality safety hazards
to humans in the vicinity.
Mitigation
There are no County policies, standards or implementation measures specific to air quality. However,
Table 3 in §5.1, which describes the permit review process for all residential development projects,
refers to one section of the County’s zoning ordinance (§312-17.1), which requires the following finding
for all development, “the project will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare or
materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity”. This finding may be used to mitigate
potentially significant adverse air quality impacts from residential development indirectly resulting from
the Project. In addition, there are state and federal laws administered by the NCUAQMD which serve
to protect the air quality of the County.
Despite the positive impacts of infill development encouraged by the Project, it will indirectly lead to
residential development, more persons driving in the County, and hence more PM10 emissions. This is
inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan, which seeks to reduce PM10 emissions. Since the
County is in a non-attainment status for PM10 emissions, the Project will indirectly contribute to the
continued violation of State air quality standards, and to a cumulatively considerable net increase of a
criteria pollutant for which the County is considered non-attainment. These impacts of the project are
not fully mitigated.
Recognized mitigation measures to curb GHG emissions for jurisdictions updating their general plans
include high-density development to reduce vehicle trips; promotion of carpooling, alternative fuel
vehicles, public transportation, and transportation impact fees; energy efficient design for buildings,
appliances and lighting; solar panels, water reuse systems and on-site renewable energy production.
The Project promotes new residential development within developed areas, which may help reduce the
length and number of vehicle trips from new development, thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions
compared to what would have occurred otherwise. The GPU takes the Housing Element infill
development policies a step further in the draft Circulation Element, Land Use Element and Community
Design Elements. The proposed land use pattern in the GPU encourages a more compact form of
development. The mix of commercial and residential land uses encourages internalization of trips
within the urban areas, which leads to shorter trip lengths and reduced vehicle emissions for those
vehicle trips that start and end in the urban areas. These policies combine with proposed policies to
create an extensive network of transit service, trails, and bike routes to further encourage non-auto
trips.
As described in the draft Energy Element identifies the requirements of state law to curb greenhouse
gas emissions (AB 32), and proposes measures to increase the use of solar energy and other nonfossil fuel energy sources. Locally generated “alternative” sources are encouraged. The mitigation
measures described in the Energy Element also include incorporating Green Building policies to
mitigate impacts associated with electricity and natural gas consumption would reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.
The above mitigation measures in the GPU, and other mitigation measures to reduce air quality
impacts of new residential development being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into the
Housing Element. For example, developing a carbon sequestration program is being considered in the
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GPU, which would have positive air quality impacts, and possibly positive impacts for timber resources,
and biological resources. This EIR is not recommending this option as the GPU is being reviewed
concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately
discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
Additional Mitigation Required
Additional mitigation is required to mitigate potentially significant air quality impacts of the residential
development encouraged by this Element on parcels underlain by ultramafic rock. An implementation
measure shall be added to the Housing Element to refer all building permits on parcels which appear to
be underlain by ultramafic rock on the County’s GIS system to the NCUAQMD for appropriate
standards and recommendations.
Finding
The Housing Element includes policies to encourage new housing developments be located within the
more urban areas, which will likely reduce the length and frequency of automobile trips, thereby
reducing PM10 and GHG emissions. Additional implementation measures to reduce GHG emissions
are included in the Land Use, Circulation and Community Design Elements of the GPU. However,
these measures are not anticipated to reduce the impacts of the project to less than significant levels,
and impacts 5.4-A (Conflict with Air Quality Plan), 5.4-B (Violate and Air Quality Standard) and 5.4-C
(Cumulative Increase of Pollutant) are considered significant and unavoidable.
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5.5

Biological Resources

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element contains a discussion of biological resources in
the County. It describes the various biological communities in the County, and it acknowledges that on
the vast amount of timberland and public lands, the County has almost no influence over potential
biological resource impacts of land use decisions.
The 2003 EIR also points out that on the other privately held lands, the Framework Plan, community
plans and coastal plans guide the County in land use decisions that affect biological resources. These
plans include policies for the protection and preservation of our biologically diverse county. They
include Streamside Management Areas provisions for protecting riparian and wetland habitats, coastal
resource protections for beach and dune areas, elk habitat, offshore rocks and other mapped biological
resources.
The 2003 EIR goes on to describe protected plant and animal species, and Significant Natural Areas
(SNAs), designated sites that support extremely rare communities or species, populations of several
special-status species, high-quality examples of special biological communities, or high species
diversity. Maps are referenced which show many of the biological resources in the County.
One shortfall of the 2003 EIR was the failure to recognize that the impacts of development to streams
and rivers discussed in §5.9 Hydrology also had impacts on the biological resources in those
watercourses. So while the 2003 Element identified the sediment and temperature impaired water
bodies listed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, it did not discuss the reduced quality of their
aquatic species habitat.
In addition to the creeks and rivers listed as temperature and/or sediment impaired in the EIR for the
2003 Housing Element, additional creeks and streams have been listed as temperature and/or
sediment impaired by the NCRWQCB.
Given the climate change predictions for California since the 2003 Housing Element, it is reasonably
foreseeable that temperatures locally in Humboldt County will increase over the course of this century
by as much as 8 to 10 degrees with or without the Project Update. This warming could lead to habitat
modification/loss, and impacts to sensitive plant and animal species.
Of the 2,348 units permitted by the County since the 2003 Element, 385 of them (16%) were developed
on properties with mapped biological resources.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.5-A

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on a
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species

IMPACT 5.5-B

Have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community.

IMPACT 5.5-C

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.
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IMPACT 5.5-D

Interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

IMPACT 5.5-E

Conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources

Potential Impacts
Impacts to biological resources may occur directly or indirectly through alteration of the natural habitat
when undeveloped land is converted from open space to residential uses. Changes in the number of
plant and animal species on a property, and their habitat will occur during development due to grading,
removal of vegetation, and the encroachment of residential uses into open space areas. New
residential development may displace riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, or
federally protected wetlands. New home construction, water diversions for domestic water use and
grading of new access roads may also interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites. Since the Project encourages residential development, the project may
indirectly cause such impacts, and conflict with policies in the Framework Plan and the Zoning
Ordinance protecting biological resources.
The indirect impacts of the proposed project on the plants and animals and their habitats is expected to
be greater in areas where biological resources are not mapped, and where they lack protection by
overlay zone, ordinance or other regulatory requirements.
In streams or rivers with low flows and high temperatures during the summer months, aquatic species
may be adversely impacted by water withdrawls for domestic or outdoor use. The reduced amount of
water in the stream or river can cause temperatures in the water body to increase because there is less
water volume. Also, reduced flows can isolate pools, trapping fish, and increasing their predation. This
potentially significant impact was not addressed in the previous EIRs.
The proposed SRO policies, standards and implementation measures will allow a higher population
density in areas not served by public water, which could reduce flows in temperature impaired rivers.
They could also result in a degradation of aquatic habitat due to water quality impacts from improperly
handled human waste and gray water.
Increased soil erosion caused by ground disturbance during the construction of new homes and new
access roads also impacts streams, rivers and wetlands. Deposition of sediment in streams and rivers
can reduce spawning habitat for fish, decrease the number of deep pools which offer protection to
aquatic species from predators, and increase water temperatures, which can adversely affect aquatic
species. Introduction of soil into wetlands can displace water and reduce the habitat value.
Mitigation
Numerous policies in the Framework Plan, community plans and coastal plans aim to avoid impacts to
sensitive biological communities. These include the Streamside Management Area Ordinance, and
numerous policies and ordinances in the coastal zone, such as those protecting elk habitat, offshore
rocks, and beach and dune areas.
In an earlier section (§5.1), this EIR describes the permit review process for all residential development
projects. It helps explain how the County’s land development policies, programs, standards and
regulations in Table 6 are used to mitigate potentially significant adverse biological resource impacts
indirectly resulting from the Project. The County has mapped sensitive habitat areas, riparian areas
and wetlands, and the permit review process for new residential construction references these maps to
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avoid impacts on biological resources, and to ensure new residential construction does not conflict with
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.
One example of how the County’s permit review process mitigates biological resource impacts of the
project is demonstrated in the County’s File #518-013-14 in the Big Lagoon area, Case Number CDP02-50 (available for inspection at the Planning Division office), which required as conditions of approval
for the life of the project that the applicant leave the project site free of elk exclusive fencing except in
portions of the site developed for orchard, garden and managed landscaping. This measure protects
the potential elk habitat on the rest of the site.
TABLE 6. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Biological Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)

Policy

Gulch Protection

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)

Standards

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)

Standards

Biological Resource
Biological Resource
Programs.

Policy

Policy
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Description

Section

Page #

Policy

Coastal Streams

§3.41

41 – 44
(Ch. 3)

Policy

Habitat Protection

§3.41

30 – 35
(Ch. 3)

Policy

Preserve Eel River Habitat

§3.41

35 – 41
(Ch. 3)

Implementation Natural Resources

§5.30
§3600 3604

5(Ch. 5)

§5 -3420

63 - 64
26 – 30
(Ch. 3)
28 – 29
(Ch. 5)

Green Gulches

§2500

4(Ch. 2)

Biological Resources

§3400

6(Ch. 3)

§4260

23 - 25

Implementation Sensitive Habitats

§3432

Policy

Coastal Dependent
Development

§3.13

10 – 12
(Ch. 3)

Policy

Coastal Streams

§3.30

55 – 61
(Ch. 3)

Policy

Habitat Protection

§3.30

43 – 55
(Ch. 3)
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TABLE 6. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Biological Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Implementation
PROGRAM (1989)
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Policy
Volume II - 1986)
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II 1982)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Policy
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Implementation
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
Implementation
1985 (1968)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Implementation
PROGRAM (1990)
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation
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Description

Section

Page #

Natural Resources

§5.30

7 - 8(Ch. 5)

Biological Resources

§3431

4(Ch. 3)

Sensitive Habitats

§3312,
3314

4 - 5(Ch. 3)

Coastal Streams

§3.41

29 – 34
(Ch. 3)

Habitat Protection

§3.41

23 – 29
(Ch. 3)

Natural Resources

§5.30

6(Ch. 5)

Sensitive Habitats

§3422,
3423

22(Ch. 3)

Biological Resources

§3431

4(Ch. 3)

Coastal Streams

§3.41

29 – 34
(Ch. 3)

Wetland Protection

§3.41

25 – 29
(Ch. 3)

Natural Resources

§5.20, 5.30 2, 3(Ch. 5)

Conservation Watershed

§IIB(a), VC

11, 35

Coastal Streams

§3.30

36 – 38
(Ch. 3)

Habitat Protection

§3.30

30 – 36
(Ch. 3)

§5.30
312-35.1

4(Ch. 5)
45

Natural Resources
Coastal Dependent Industry
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TABLE 6. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Biological Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
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Type
Description
Implementation Coastal Shorelines
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
RESOURCE PROTECTION
Implementation IMPACT FINDINGS
Implementation Anadromous Fish Streams.
Offshore Rocks and Rocky
Implementation Intertidal Areas
Implementation Coastal Road Construction
Coastal Transitional
Implementation Agricultural Land
Coastal Vegetation Removal,
Implementation Major
Implementation Coastal Wetlands
Implementation Coastal Wetland Buffers.
Coastal Streams and Riparian
Implementation Areas
Coastal Dune and Beach
Implementation Areas
Implementation Coastal Elk Habitat Areas
Coastal Natural Drainage
Implementation Courses.
Water Withdrawals from
Implementation Anadromous Fish Streams
Implementation Wetland Buffer Areas
Implementation B: Beach and Dune Areas.
Implementation Natural Resource Use Types
Implementation Residential Use Types
C: Coastal Resource
Implementation Dependent
Implementation E: Coastal Elk Habitat
O: Offshore Rocks and
Implementation Rocky Intertidal Areas
R: Streams and Riparian
Implementation Corridors Protection
“T” Combining Zone
Implementation Regulations
“W” Combining Zone
Implementation Regulations
Implementation W: Coastal Wetland Areas
Implementation NR: Natural Resources
Implementation Vegetation Removal, Major
Wetland Restoration Plan
Implementation Procedure.
Shoreline Protection
Implementation Structures
NATURAL RESOURCE USE
Implementation TYPES

Section
312-38.2

Page #
47

312-39
312-39.1

47
47

312-39.1
312-39.11

50
50

312-39.12

50

312-39.13
312-39.14
312-39.15

50
50
51

312-39.4

48

312-39.6
312-39.7

49
49

312-39.8

49

313-124
313-125
313-17.1
313-176
313-177

175
176
48
235
236

313-18.1
313-20.1

50
54

313-30.1

60

313-33.1

66

313-35

74

313-38
313-38.1
313-5.4
313-64.1

77
77
25
110

313-7.4

20

313-87.2

122

314-176

191
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TABLE 6. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Biological Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance

Type

Description
GO - GREENWAY AND
Implementation OPEN SPACE
“R” COMBINING ZONE
Implementation DESIGNATIONS
STREAMSIDE
MANAGEMENT AREA
Implementation ORDINANCE

Section

Page #

314-22.2

46

314-33

63

314-61.1

87

The Housing Opportunity Zone policies, standards and implementation measures of the proposed
project seek to direct new residential development into already developed areas. Because the impacts
of new development on biological resources is expected to be less within developed areas compared to
open space areas, the proposed project will mitigate to some degree the biological resource impacts.
In addition, there are state and federal laws administered by the County which serve to protect the
biological resources of the County. Requirements of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts
administered by the County, for example, serve to protect biological resources by limiting new
construction in a way that maintains the sensitive plant and animal populations and their habitat. The
referral processes in the zoning ordinance described in §5.1 trigger recommendations for mitigation
measures from the trustee agencies, which will provide evidence of impacts and effective mitigation
measures.
Although effective, the mitigation described above does not fully mitigate the impacts of the Project on
biological resources. The County’s GIS system shows wetlands mapped by the National Wetlands
Inventory and other sources, but there are wetlands that are not mapped. And for those properties with
unmapped wetlands, the County often relies on its building inspectors to identify wetlands that may be
affected by new residential development, but there is not consistent training of the inspectors to ensure
consistency and conformance with state and federal regulations.
Under the Project, impacts to biological resources are expected to continue to occur directly or
indirectly through alteration of the natural habitat when undeveloped land is converted from open space
to residential uses. Changes in the number of plant and animal species on a property, and their habitat
will occur during development due to grading, removal of vegetation, and the encroachment of
residential uses into open space areas. New residential development may displace riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural communities, or federally protected wetlands.
New home construction, water diversions for domestic water use and grading of new access roads may
also interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites. Since the Project encourages residential development, the project is likely to indirectly cause
such impacts, and conflict with policies in the Framework Plan and the Zoning Ordinance protecting
biological resources.
Because of listed species protected by state law and impaired water quality in local rivers, any
additional impacts may be considered significant, however minor. While the above listed mitigation
measures effectively mitigate most impacts of new residential structures on biological resources,
human activities associated with the new structures are less regulated. For instance while the County
is effective at requiring setbacks of new structures from streams as specified in the Zoning Ordinance, it
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is less effective at controlling the use of the property after structures are built, which may result in
conversion of riparian areas to lawns or other accessory uses.
Additional Mitigation Required
The potentially significant impacts of new residential development on unmapped sensitive habitat areas
could be reduced with additional mitigation. The three (3) alternatives for new mitigation were identified
in the Draft SEIR as follows:
1) require submittal of biological studies with recommendations for appropriate mitigation which
would become recommended conditions of project approval on all sites proposed for new
residential development,
2) hire a biologist to work for the County to review sites proposed for residential development
and recommend appropriate mitigation which would become recommended conditions of
project approval, or
3) refer all building permit applications for new homes to the Department of Fish and Game for
recommendations of appropriate mitigation which would become recommended conditions of
project approval.
The Draft SEIR recommended implementing the 3rd alternative. However, based on comments from
DF&G described in Chapter 8 of the FSEIR, a new mitigation measure is proposed instead of the above
alternatives to reduce the potentially significant impacts of new residential development on unmapped
sensitive habitat areas
Add to the Housing Element a new implementation Measure:
H-IM31. Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Biological Resources. For the six (6) month period (from
October 1, 2009 through March, 2010, all building permit applications for new homes will be
referred to the Department of Fish and Game (DF&G) for the purpose of developing modifications
to the building permit processing system to minimize and avoid impacts to biological resources,
including requiring a Special Permit for all building permits that may impact biological resources.

By increasing coordination with DFG, review of the development of new homes will consider making
appropriate changes in the siting and design of the new structures to avoid impacts to biological
resources prior to building permit issuance.
In addition, the Draft SEIR identified new mitigation necessary to protect aquatic species from water
withdrawals for domestic or outdoor use in streams or rivers with low flows and high temperatures
during the summer months. The recommended new mitigation for water withdrawals has two parts:
1) refer to DF&G for recommendations and appropriate mitigation all applications for ministerial
permits that would result in the withdrawl of water from perennial streams or rivers, or from wells
within 100’ of a perennial stream or river, or from springs within 100’ of a perennial stream or
river. This part of the mitigation measure is already being implemented by the County, but it is
not adopted County policy.
2) Insert into the development standards for new homes not served by public water in
temperature–impaired watersheds, upon recommendations from DFG, water storage tanks
capable of providing 100% of the domestic and outdoor water needs during low-flow summer
months shall be required for each unit.
Since the second part of the mitigation requires a zoning ordinance amendment, Additional biological
resource mitigation measures being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into the Housing
Element. This EIR is not recommending that action as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the
Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid
duplication with the Project EIR.
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Finding
The above measures mitigate the impacts of the Project on biological resources (Impacts 5.5-A
(Candidate, Sensitive and Special Status Species), 5.5-B (Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive
Community), 5.5-C (Wetlands), 5.5-D (Animal Movement) and 5.5-E (Conflict With Biological Resource
Protection Policies), but not to less than significant levels. These impacts are considered significant
and unavoidable.
5.6

Cultural Resources

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element contains a discussion of cultural resources in the
County. It describes the remains and sites associated with human activities, including Native American
archaeological sites (both prehistoric remains and sites occupied after European arrival), historic
buildings and archaeological sites, and natural landscape elements with traditional cultural significance
(including areas of economic and religious significance).
Of the 2,348 new residential units constructed since the 2003 Element, 60 of them (3%) occurred in
areas with mapped potential archaeological resources.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.6-A Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5
IMPACT 5.6-B Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5
IMPACT 5.6-C Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature.
IMPACT 5.6-D Disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries
Potential Impacts
Since the Housing Element and implementing ordinances will indirectly encourage residential
development, areas with historic and archaeological significance may be adversely impacted. Historic
resources, such as historic buildings, may be located on building sites for new residential development,
and may be demolished to prepare building sites for new construction. Archaeological or
paleontological resources, or human remains in the ground beneath new residential building sites may
be unearthed or broken during site preparation or construction of foundations for new homes. Similarly,
site preparation may destroy unique geologic features Unmapped resources are particularly
vulnerable to impacts from new residential development.
Mitigation
The EIR describes the permit review process for all residential development projects in §5.1. This
section partly explains how the County’s land development policies, programs, standards and
regulations in Table 7 are used to mitigate potentially significant adverse cultural resource impacts
indirectly resulting from the Project. The County has some mapped cultural resource areas, and the
permit review process for new residential construction references these maps to avoid impacts on
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cultural resources, and to ensure new residential construction does not conflict with policies or
ordinances protecting cultural resources.
TABLE 7. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Protect Cultural and Historic
Resources
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1989)
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
Policy
(1995)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Standards
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1987)
Policy
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1989)
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II Policy
1982)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1989)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
Zoning Ordinance

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Description

Section

Page #

Archaeological Resources

§3.29

16(Ch. 3)

Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources

§3520
§3532
§5 - 3530

62
32(Ch. 3)
29 – 30
(Ch. 5)

Cultural Resources

§3500

6(Ch. 3)

Cultural Areas

§4262

26 - 27

Archaeological Resources

§3.18

28 – 29
(Ch. 3)

§3412 3414

5 - 6(Ch. 3)

Archaeological Resources

§3.29

12(Ch. 3)

Archaeological Resources

§3.29, 3.39

13 - 14, 24
(Ch. 3)

§3.17

12(Ch. 3)

313-16.1

42

313-16.2
313-71.1

43
116

Cultural Resource Programs.

Cultural Resources

Archaeological Resources
A: Archaeological Resource
Implementation Area Outside Shelter Cove
A: Special Archaeological
Resource Area Regulations
Implementation for Shelter Cove
Implementation County Historic Structures

In addition to the above mitigation, there are special review procedures for projects in mapped with an
A-Archaeological Resources Combining Zone. The County uses different review procedures for each
of three (3) categories of development projects to reduce impacts of proposed development on
archaeological resources. These are described in the following paragraphs.
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First, before approving any discretionary permit for development, the County obtains a response from
the North Coast Information Center or the Northwest Information Center of the California
Archaeological Inventory at Sonoma State University on whether the proposed project may affect any
mapped archaeological sites. If the records of that agency show the project may affect an
archaeological resource, an on-site investigation and appropriate mitigation measures are required as
necessary to protect the resource (e.g., project relocation, excavation plan, and protective cover).
Secondly, for other non-discretionary projects in areas with an "Archaeological" zone district, the
Natural Resources Division of the County Public Works Division is consulted prior to project approval.
That agency also has information on virtually all mapped sites throughout the County. In cases where
the ministerial project is determined potentially to affect archaeological resources, a site investigation
and appropriate mitigation measures are required prior to project approval (e.g., project relocation,
excavation plan, and protective cover).
Existing requirements administered by the County also protect historical resources. Projects that
involve designated historical sites may have their building permits processed under an alternative set of
building codes, the Historical Building Code (Part 8 of the California Building Standards Code pp. 8-1
through 8-607). These alternative standards relax many of the typical building code requirements that
would otherwise make maintenance or remodeling of historical structures infeasible.
For the third category of development projects, ministerial projects outside mapped archaeological
resource areas, the County enforces Appendix K of the State CEQA Guidelines which identify the
following criteria for protecting historical and archaeological resources:
A.

Is associated with an event or person of:
1.

Recognized significance in California or American History, or

2.

Recognized scientific importance in prehistory.

B.

Can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in addressing
scientifically consequential and reasonable or archaeological research questions;

C.

Has special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest, or last surviving example
of its kind;

D.

Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or

E.

Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered only
with archaeological methods.

If cultural resources are encountered during construction, all work must cease and a qualified cultural
resources specialist must be contacted to analyze the significance of the find and formulate further
mitigation (e.g., project relocation, excavation plan, and protective cover).
For those projects that involve potentially historical structures (more than 40 years old), the County
makes a referral to the local Historical Society for a determination on whether the project may qualify
for an official historical designation. If the project qualifies for such a designation, the County
encourages the applicant to pursue that designation.
The new policies, standards and implementation measures encouraging new residential construction in
Housing Opportunity Zones is expected to direct much of the new development into already developed
areas, where previous ground disturbance is more likely to have already occurred. This is expected
result in fewer impacts to archaeological resources than if development occurred under the existing
conditions.
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Despite the positive impacts of infill development encouraged by the Project, and the effective
mitigation described above, which reduce most of the impacts of the Project to less than significant
levels, it will indirectly lead to residential development. New residential development indirectly resulting
from the Project is expected to continue to adversely impact historic resources and cultural resources.
Historic buildings located on building sites for new residential development may be demolished during
site preparation. Archaeological or paleontological resources, or human remains under new homesites
may be unearthed or broken during site preparation or construction of foundations for new homes. And
site preparation may destroy unique geologic features
Additional cultural resource mitigation measures being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into
the Housing Element. This EIR is not recommending that action as the GPU is being reviewed
concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately
discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
Additional Mitigation Required
Generally, review of a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, is considered to mitigate potential
impacts to historic resources to a less than significant level. The mitigation is to include in the staff
recommended Cultural Resources Element of the GPU measures to ensure the County’s discretionary
and ministerial building permit review process incorporates the above referenced standards of the
Secretary of the Interior.
Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and other regulations mitigate the potential indirect impacts of
the Project on cultural resources, however they are not sufficient to reduce Impacts 5.6-A (Historical
Resource), 5.6-B (Archaeological Resource), 5.6-C (Paleontological Resource) and 5.6-D (Disturbance
of Human Remains) to a level of insignificance, and they are considered significant and unavoidable.
5.7

Geology and Soils

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element contains a discussion of geologic and soil
hazards in the County. It describes the active seismicity of the area, and flood hazards. It also talks
about the bedrock geology of the County, the earthquake faults, the relationship between ground
shaking and structural damage, areas subject to liquefaction, tsunamis, and slope stability problems.
Maps of geologic and soil hazards are referenced.
Since the 2003 Element, the County has permitted 137 residential units in areas with an earthquake
hazard combining zone; this is approximately 5% of the total number of units permitted by the County
during this timeframe.
Listing of several beaches as impaired by the NCRWQCB due to high levels of indicator bacteria is
evidence some soils in the watershed may not be capable of supporting septic tanks where sewers are
not available. (Clean Water Act Section 303(d) 2006 List of Water Quality Limited Segments Requiring
TMDLS, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, USEPA Approval Date: June 28, 2007.)
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Potential Impacts, Mitigation, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.7-A Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault.
IMPACT 5.7-B Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction or landslides.
IMPACT 5.7-C Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
IMPACT 5.7-D Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.
IMPACT 5.7-E Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water.
Potential Impacts
Since Humboldt County lies in a seismically active area, future residential development in the county
will expose more people to surface fault rupture and ground shaking, and other geologic hazards
triggered by earthquakes, such as liquefaction, and landslides. The new development may be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, which may result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.
The listing of numerous rivers and creeks as sediment impaired by the NCRWQCB is evidence that soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil from residential development is a potentially significant indirect impact of
the project.
Listing of several beaches as impaired by the NCRWQCB due to high levels of indicator bacteria is
evidence some soils in the watershed may not be capable of supporting septic tanks where sewers are
not available.
Mitigation
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act and other existing state law administered by the County
prohibits new residences within 50’ of an active fault. Comprehensive mapping of earthquake faults in
the County has occurred. Section 5.1 describes the County’s residential development review process,
and administration of the state and local regulations designed to avoid hazards from fault rupture
shown below in Table 8 ensures that new residential development is not subject to significant hazards
from fault rupture.
Other geologic, landslide, and liquefaction hazards and hazards from soils incapable of supporting
septic tanks that may indirectly result from the Project are addressed by the other objectives, policies,
and programs of the Framework Plan and County regulations shown in Table 8.
Recently, the County adopted a Geologic Hazards ordinance in 2002, which mitigates hazards from
geologic stability and soil erosion. Measures contained in the Geologic Hazards ordinance reduce the
potential for geologic hazards by requiring soils reports for new residential development which make
recommendations on foundation requirements to reduce the potential for loss of life and property from
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geologic and soil stability hazards. The Geologic Hazards ordinance also reduces the soil erosion
impacts of new residential development by limiting most soil disturbance to the summer months, and
requiring a soil erosion control plan should soil disturbing activities occur between October 15th and
April 15th.
Administration of site specific measures required by the 2008 Uniform Building Codes strengthened
mitigations to geologic hazards impacts of the new residential development by requiring soils reports for
all new homes. The soils reports requirements identify appropriate recommendations for the design of
foundations to ensure they are not vulnerable to ground shaking from expected seismic events.
TABLE 8. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Help Prevent Geologic and Soil
Stability Hazards, and Reduce Soil Erosion and the Loss of Topsoil
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Description
Building Regulations (Title III
Division 3 of Humboldt County
Implementation Soils Reports Standards.
Code
Earthquake Fault Hazard Act
(§2621 - 2630 of the Public
Implementation Fault Hazard Zone
Resources Code)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)

Standards

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Standards
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Policy
Volume II - 1987)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1989) Implementation
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1989) Implementation
Health and Safety Regulations
(Title VI, Division 1 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
Health and Safety Regulations
(Title VI, Division 1 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II Policy
1982)
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Humboldt County
Framework Plan Volume II Policy
1982)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN (Humboldt
County Framework Plan
Volume II - 1985)
Policy
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§332-1

274

§2621

§5 - 3200

A-2
14 - 16 (Ch.
3)
21 - 23(Ch.
5)

Geologic Hazards

§3210

1 - 5(Ch. 3)

Seismic Hazards

§4241

13-Nov

Slope Stability

§4242

13 - 14

Sewage Disposal Standards.

§611-3

423

Sewer Connection Standards.

§611-4

423 - 424

Geologic Hazards

§3212 3214

1 - 2(Ch. 3)

Sewage Disposal

§4412 4424

4 - 7(Ch. 4)

Geologic Hazards

§3211

3 - 7(Ch. 3)

Geologic Hazard.
Geologic Hazard Program

§3292
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TABLE 8. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Help Prevent Geologic and Soil
Stability Hazards, and Reduce Soil Erosion and the Loss of Topsoil
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Description
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS
(Title III - Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
Implementation Lot Suitability
Alquist-Priolo Geologic Fault
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation Hazard Areas
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation Coastal Geologic Hazard
Review of Geologic Fault
Evaluation Report by County
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation Geologist.
Geologic Hazards
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation Regulations
“G” Combining Zone
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation Regulations
G: Alquist-Priolo Fault
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation Hazard
G - ALQUIST-PRIOLO
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation FAULT HAZARD

Section

Page #

§322 - 1

207

312-26.1
312-38.1

42
47

312-7.3

19

313-121

165

313-22

56

313-22.1

56

314-22.1

44

One example of how the County’s permit review process worked to mitigate impacts from slope stability
hazards is file # 306-371-11, Case No: CDP-02-07, in the Humboldt Hill area (available for inspection at
the Planning Division office). With this project, the County issued a Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
to protect a new home from an active landslide. According to the file, pursuant to §312-15 of the
Humboldt County Code an Emergency CDP was issued in 2002, authorizing issuance of a grading
permit for the project in order to minimize risk to life and property from the hazard.
Approximately 4,700 cubic yards of cut was removed from top of bank to reduce the weight of soil
loading and placed below and compacted to create a more moderate slope and act as a buttress. The
outcome was a 1.5:1 slope. Drainage measures were part of the grading design. The landslide scarp
was an existing feature which was identified during the development of the subdivision, but the rate of
erosion accelerated with an advancement of 20 feet of slope failure over the winter of 2001. A soils
report was required to identify appropriate erosion and sedimentation control.
Some areas of Humboldt County face multiple geologic hazards that are not comprehensively mapped,
such as areas of strong seismic shaking, landslides, and areas subject to liquefaction.
The County’s hazard regulations intend not to remove all risks associated with each specific type of
hazard, but rather to reduce risks to life and property to acceptable levels, and to provide information to
help residents make informed decisions about development near these hazards. These factors are
considered in the type, location, design and density or intensity of development in the County.
Soil testing requirements of the Health Department and the Regional Water Quality Control Board's
Basin Plan for the North Coast for placement of on-site sewage disposal systems (available at the
Planning Division office) helps ensure soils are capable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
waste water.
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As mentioned previously, several beaches are listed as impaired due to high levels of indicator
bacteria. The source of indicator bacteria is not known. Allowing new residential units on septic
systems in the impaired watersheds during the timeframe of the 2003 Housing Element may have
contributed to the hazard. Continued permitting of new residential units served by septic systems in
these watersheds during the planning period may also result in significant impacts.
Although effective, the mitigation described above does not fully mitigate the impacts of the Project on
geologic and soils hazards. Future residential development indirectly resulting from the Project is
expected to continue to expose people to surface fault rupture and ground shaking, and other geologic
hazards triggered by earthquakes, such as liquefaction, and landslides by being located in areas
subject to those hazards. The new development may be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, which may result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse. Soil erosion or the loss of topsoil during site preparation for new homes and access roads will
likely continue to be a potentially significant indirect impact of the project.
Some septic tanks serving new homes encouraged by the project, if improperly maintained or sited,
may exacerbate existing problems with high levels of bacteria in the ocean near Clam Beach, Little
River Beach and Moonstone Beach.
Additional Mitigation Required
The potentially significant impacts of new residential development on soil incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks in the watersheds that drain into Clam Beach, Moonstone Beach and
Little River Beach requires additional mitigation: The new mitigation is to insert into the staff
recommended Water Resources Element of the GPU a policy and implementation measure to
determine the source of high levels of indicator bacteria, and implement mitigation to reduce bacteria to
acceptable levels. However, because the efficacy of this measure cannot be assured to be an
enforceable measure until the GPU and its implementation is adopted, these impacts will remain
significant under this Project.
An additional mitigation measure presented below in §5.9 will reduce the impacts of the project on soil
erosion. Additional geologic hazard, and slope stability mitigation measures being recommended in the
GPU could be inserted into the Housing Element. This EIR is not recommending that action since the
GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such
mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
Findings
Implementation of the above standards and measures reduces Impact 5.7-A (Earthquake Hazards) to a
level of insignificance because the County map showing all the earthquake faults. However, the above
listed mitigation measures are insufficient to reduce to a level of insignificance Impacts 5.7-B (Seismic
Ground Shaking, Seismic Ground Failure), 5.7-C (Soil Erosion) 5.7-D (Landslides and Liquefaction)
and 5.7-E (Septic Tanks). These impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.
5.8

Hazardous Materials and Hazards

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element contains a summary discussion of hazardous
materials and hazards in the County. It describes the hazards associated with underground storage
tanks and leaking underground fuel tanks, the operating airports in the County, and fire hazards.
The environmental setting section in the 2003 EIR is supplemented with the following information:
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Industrial Hazards
Several specific industrial activities have been identified as having the potential to cause significant
irreversible damage to the surrounding environment in the event of an accident. These activities
include the use of chlorine at the regional sewage treatment plants, shipping and receiving of
hazardous materials other than chlorine, and the nuclear materials at the P.G. & E. Humboldt Bay
Power Plant.
There are no records kept by the County to quantify the number of new residential units that were
permitted in areas subject to industrial hazards.
Fire Hazards
Fire hazards fall into two general categories: wildland fires, which emanate from open chaparral,
grassland or forest areas, and can threaten adjacent communities; and structural fires, which damage
homes and workplaces and may spread to other areas. The 2006 Master Fire Protection Plan states
that 20% of all development between 1992 and 2002 occurred in non-urbanized areas, which were
subject to fire risk.
Airport Safety
There are several hazards normally associated with airports:
Noise: Often the most significant of the adverse impacts of airport activities.
Airspace: The height of structures, trees, and other objects in the vicinity of an airport greatly
affects the use of that airport.
Safety: Controls on land uses near airports can reduce potential risks both to people on the ground
and to the occupants of aircraft.
Of the 2,348 homes constructed since the 2003 Housing Element, 109 units (4.6% of the total) were
built in areas with a mapped airport safety overlay zone.
Potential Impacts, Mitigation, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if it would:
IMPACT 5.8A

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment

IMPACT 5.8B

Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in an area within an airport
land use plan

IMPACT 5.8C

Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the vicinity of a private
airstrip.

IMPACT 5.8D

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

IMPACT 5.8E

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands.
Potential Impacts
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New development indirectly resulting from the Project may be located on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites, and, as a result, may create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. New development encouraged by the Project may also result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working near public airports, and may result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working near private airstrips.
The new homes indirectly resulting from the Project may be located in ways that impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, or
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
These impacts may be significant unless mitigated.
Mitigation
Mitigation for Hazardous Sites
The land use development permit review process described in §5.1 involves referring proposed
residential development projects to the County Division of Environmental Health for comments and
recommendations. That Division uses reference materials maintained in their office to assess whether
a new residence has potential for being located on a site with hazardous materials. If a proposed new
residence is located on a site with hazardous materials, the Health Division requires measures be taken
to minimize the safety hazard to new occupants by requiring cleanup prior to construction or other
equally appropriate mitigation.
Also, for discretionary projects, a referral is made to the Regional Water Quality Control Board for
comments and recommendations, which also maintains information about hazardous sites, and
requires appropriate mitigation prior to construction of new homes, such as cleanup of hazardous
materials. The following table identifies the regulations administered by the County which mitigate
potential hazards from new residential development on hazardous sites.
TABLE 9. Permit Requirements That Mitigate Hazards of Residential Development on Hazardous
Sites
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
(1989)
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Type

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Description

Adjacent Land Use
Hazardous Industry
Dredge Spoils Disposal.
Dredge Spoils Disposal

Section

Page #

§2200
312-23.1
312-35.3
313-46.1

7-9
41
46
95

In addition, there are federal and state laws administered by the County that mitigate impacts from
hazardous sites:


The Humboldt County Division of Environmental Health Hazardous Materials Unit is designated
as the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA), pursuant to California Health and Safety
Code, Chapter 6.11, Sections 25404-25404.8. The Hazardous Materials Unit as the CUPA has
the responsibility to conduct compliance inspections of over 800 facilities in Humboldt County
that handle hazardous materials, generate or treat a hazardous waste and/or operate
underground storage tanks. The Hazardous Materials Unit implements the following regulations
under the direction of the Department of Toxic Substance Control:
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1. Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans, and Inventory (Business Plans - Health
and Safety Code Sections 25500-25520)
2. California Accidental Release Program (CalARP - California Code of Regulations, Title
19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5, Sections 2735-2785)
3. Underground Storage Tanks (UST - Health and Safety Code Sections 25280 - 25299)
4. Aboveground Petroleum Storage Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC
- Part 112 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations)



5. Hazardous Waste Generation and Onsite Treatment (Health and Safety Code, Chapter
6.5, Sections 25100-25250)
The Hazardous Materials Unit also operates the Local Oversight Program (LOP) under contract
to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to oversee the cleanup of sites where
underground petroleum storage tanks have leaked. The LOP works with responsible parties and
consultants to assure that the Underground Storage Tank Corrective Action Requirements are
met. Compliance with these requirements allows cleanup costs to be reimbursed by the state’s
Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Fund to the maximum extent possible. As of 2007, over
300 contaminated sites in Humboldt County have been cleaned up to a level where no further
action is required. In addition to working with SWRCB, consultants and responsible parties, the
LOP works closely with the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board staff on a site
specific basis.

The above mitigation measures reduce to a level of insignificance the potential impacts of new
development indirectly resulting from the Project from being located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites, and, as a result, creating a significant hazard to the public or the
environment.
Airports
The goals and policies of the Hazards and Resources section of the Framework Plan and the Airport
Land Use Plan serve to mitigate potential impacts through development standards that limit the density
of residential uses in areas near public airports.
The Public Works Department operates nine county airports. The Department has prepared an
Airports Master Plan which establishes airport land use compatibility policies, and maps the application
of these policies for the Arcata-Eureka (McKinleyville) Airport, Murray Field, and Rohnerville Airport.
These policies are incorporated into the General Plan. The General Plan applies these compatibility
policies to the County's six other airports. The policies and standards are designed to protect people
from hazards due to airports.
The land use development permit review process described in §5.1 involves referring proposed
residential development projects to the Department of Public Works for mitigation according to the
standards in Tables 10 and 11 (below).
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TABLE 10. Airport/Land Use Safety Compatibility Criteria – Part 1

Zone

A

B1

Location

Runway Protection
Zone or within Building
Restriction Line
Approach/Departure
Zone and Adjacent to
Runway

B2

Extended Approach /
Departure Zone

B3

Extended Approach /
Departure Zone

C

Common Traffic Pattern

C*

Common Traffic Pattern

C1

Common Traffic Pattern

C1*

Common Traffic Pattern

D

Other Airport Environs
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Impact Elements

• High risk
• High noise levels
• Substantial risk aircraft commonly
below 400 ft. AGL or
within 1,000 ft. of
runway
• Substantial noise
• Significant risk aircraft commonly
below 800 ft. AGL
• Significant noise
• Significant risk aircraft commonly
below 800 ft. AGL
• Significant noise
• Limited risk - aircraft at
or below 1,000 ft. AGL
• Frequent noise
intrusion
• Limited risk - aircraft at
or below 1,000 ft. AGL
• Frequent noise
intrusion
• Limited risk - aircraft at
or below 1,000 ft. AGL
• Frequent noise
intrusion
• Limited risk - aircraft at
or below 1,000 ft. AGL
• Frequent noise
intrusion
• Negligible risk
• Potential annoyance
from overflights

Maximum Densities

Required
Open
3
Land

Residential
1
du/ac)
0

Other Uses
2
(people/ac)
10

0.1

60

30%

0.5

60

30%

4

60

30%

4

150

15%

8

150

15%

2

150

15%

2.4

150

15%

No
limit

No
limit

No requirements

All
remaining

Page 91

TABLE 11. Airport/Land Use Safety Compatibility Criteria – Part 2
Additional Criteria
Examples
Zone Prohibited Uses
Other Development
Normally Acceptable
4
Conditions
Uses
A
• All structures except • Dedication of
• Aircraft tiedown
ones with location
avigation easement
apron
set by aeronautical
• Pastures, field
function
crops, vineyards
• Assemblages of
• Automobile parking
people
• Objects exceeding
FAR Part 77 height
limits
6
• Hazards to flight
B1
• Schools, day care
• Locate structures
• Uses in Zone A
B2
centers, libraries
maximum distance
• Any agricultural use
and
from extended
except ones
• Hospitals, nursing
B3
runway center-line
attracting bird flocks
homes
7
• Minimum NLR of
• Warehousing, truck
• Highly noise25 dBA in
sensitive uses
terminals
residential and
• Single-story offices
• Storage of highly
office buildings
flammable materials
6
• Dedication of
• Hazards to flight
avigation easement
C
• Schools
• Dedication of
• Uses in Zone B
C*
overflight easement
• Hospitals, nursing
• Parks, playgrounds
C1
for residential uses
homes
• Low-intensity retail
6
and
• Hazards to flight
offices, etc.
C1*
• Low-intensity
manufacturing, food
processing
• Two-story motels
6
D
• Hazards to flight
• Deed notice
• All except ones
required for
hazardous to flight
residential
development

Uses Not Normally
5
Acceptable
• Heavy poles, signs,
large trees, etc.

• Residential
subdivisions
• Intensive retail uses
• Intensive
manufacturing or
food processing
uses
• Multiple story offices
• Hotels and motels
• Large shopping
malls
• Theaters,
auditoriums
• Large sports
stadiums
• Hi-rise office
buildings
No
limit

Source: Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan - Humboldt County Airports (Hodges & Shutt, 1993, amended 1/27/98)

The Airport Land Use Commission (presently embodied as the Board of Supervisors) coordinates with
applicable agencies in ensuring compatible land uses for areas surrounding county airports.
The Airport Master Plans (www.co.humboldt.ca.us/aviation/) has a more detailed discussion of airport
land use issues and policies.
There are three airports not operated by the County: the airport in Hoopa (operated by the Hoopa Tribe,
another in Shelter Cove (owned and operated by the Resort Improvement District #1), and the other on
the Samoa Peninsula, which is owned and operated by the City of Eureka. The residential land
inventory maps of the Project show there is no residential development potential in areas subject to
safety hazards from these airports.
There are no known private airports that pose safety hazards for the development potential in the
residential land inventory.
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The land use development permit review process described in §5.1 involves referring proposed
residential development projects to the Planning Division and County Public Works Department for
comments and recommendations. Those agencies use reference materials maintained in their office to
assess whether a new residence has potential for being located on a site with airport safety hazards.
The policies and standards in Tables 10 and 11 are designed to protect people from hazards due to
airports by limiting the density and the use of the land. For example, Table 10 shows that Zone A is a
high risk and high noise level area and therefore no residential building is permitted in that zone and the
maximum density allowed is 10 people per acre. Limited uses allowed in Zone A include parking lots or
aircraft tie-downs. By limiting use and density of this high risk area, these policies in the General Plan
mitigate hazards near airports.
Also, for discretionary projects, a referral is made to the Federal Aviation Administration for comments
and recommendations, which also maintains information about the County’s airports. The following
table identifies the regulations administered by the County which mitigate potential hazards from new
residential development in areas with airport safety hazards.
TABLE 12. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Airport Safety Hazards
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN HUMBOLDT COUNTY
Implementation
AIRPORTS (1993)
AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN HUMBOLDT COUNTY
Implementation
AIRPORTS (1993)
AIRPORT LAND USE
COMPATIBILITY PLAN HUMBOLDT COUNTY
Implementation
AIRPORTS (1993)
Building Regulations (Title III
Division 3 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation

Description

Section

Page #

§1.3 - 1.4

3-4 (Ch. 2)

Computability Criteria

§2.1

3-5 (Ch. 2)

Compatibility Zone Maps

n/a

3-9 (Ch. 3)

Airport Safety Standards.
Airport Safety Program

§333-9
§5 - 3200

278
26(Ch. 5)

Airport Safety
AP: Airport Safety Review
AIRPORTS

§3252,
3254
313-16.3
314-69.2

16 - (Ch. 3)
45
100

ALUC Review Procedures

In addition, there are federal and state laws administered by the County that mitigate impacts from
airport safety hazards:


The Humboldt County Airport Land Use Commissions (ALUC), and the Humboldt County Pubic
Works Department Aviation Division as its staff, establishes the policies on land uses around
the airport, ensuring they are compatible with airport operations. The ALUC also evaluates the
compatibility of proposed local agency land use policy actions with the relevant provisions in the
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Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Pursuant to Public Utilities Code 21676.5, the Humboldt
ALUC has determined that it will review the following types of actions, regulations, and permits:
o

Any proposed residential planned unit development within an airport planning area;

o
o

Any request for variance from height limitation ordinance within an airport planning area;
Any proposal for a structure taller than 150 feet above the ground within the County;

o

Any major capital improvements that would promote urban development within an airport
planning area;

o

Building permit applications for projects having a value greater than $1,000,000;

Any other proposed land use action involving a question of compatibility with airport activities.
The above listed mitigation measures reduce to a level of insignificance the impact of new development
encouraged by the Project resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or working near public
airports, and resulting in a safety hazard for people residing or working near private airstrips.
Emergency Management
Humboldt County Ordinance 2203 established the Humboldt Operational Area (OA) and identified the
Sheriff as Director of Emergency Services for the County. The Humboldt OA is composed of the County
of Humboldt, serving as the lead agency, and all political subdivisions (Cities and Special Districts). The
Office of Emergency Services (OES) assists the Sheriff in controlling and directing the effort of the
emergency organization of the County and is part of the Special Operations Division within the Sheriff's
Department.
The OES is responsible for maintaining the Humboldt County Emergency Operations Plan which
serves to address the planned response to extraordinary emergency situations associated with natural
disasters, technological incidents, and national security emergencies in or affecting Humboldt County.
OES also maintains specific hazard response plans for earthquake, flooding, tsunamis, coastal storms,
and other events.
The above listed mitigation measures reduce to a level of insignificance the impacts of new homes
indirectly resulting from the Project being located in ways that impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
Wildland Fires
In general, structural fire protection is the responsibility of local agencies, such as fire protection
districts and volunteer fire companies, and wildland fire protection is the responsibility of federal and
state agencies. However, there are many areas, particularly around the greater Humboldt Bay where
local agencies are responsible for vegetation fires. The U.S. Forest Service is primarily concerned with
wildfires in the National Forest and those private lands where they have entered into agreement with
the California Department of Forestry (CALFIRE) to provided vegetation fire protection. The Forest
Service can respond to structural fires, and can participate in mutual aid agreements with other fire
agencies, when crews and equipment are available.
CALFIRE has responsibility for vegetation fires on State Responsibility Areas (SRA) in most of the rural
privately owned lands within the County. Through cooperative agreements with the Federal agencies,
CALFIRE has agreed to accept responsibility for vegetation fires on specified federal lands, such as the
Kings Range. CALFIRE, like the Forest Service, is fully staffed only during summer months.
Consequently, it is least able to respond during winter, when the likelihood of structural fires is greater
due to increased use of indoor heating.
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In Humboldt County, structural fire protection is provided by sixteen fire districts, two cities, eight other
special districts. Additionally, CALFIRE provides structural fire protection through an annually
renewable contract with the County for County Service Area No. 4 (CSA No. 4). CSA No. 4 covers an
area along Highway 101 from the Southern boundary of the Orick CSD to the northern boundary of the
Arcata Fire Protection District.
Through the District Attorney’s office, the Humboldt County Fire Investigation Unit is available to assist
agencies with fire investigations. This organization is a collaborative effort between the fire agencies,
the Sheriff’s Department and the District Attorney.
In certain areas where no local, state, or federal agency provides year-round fire services, volunteer fire
companies have assumed responsibility for protecting their specific communities. However, not all
communities have fire protection other than the vegetation fire protection provided by either CALFIRE
or the Forest Service. In addition, there are many areas throughout the county, where homeowners live
outside of the boundaries of established local fire protection agencies. These agencies often respond to
fires outside of their boundaries even though they are under no obligation to provide service.
Fire Hazard Severity Mapping
Humboldt County exhibits extreme diversity in its potential for destructive fire, from nil to very high in
severity classification. The wildfire hazard in the County has been analyzed using the methodology of
the CALFIRE’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP) (2007). This method takes into
account fuels, terrain, weather, and other relevant factors.
CALFIRE’s fire hazard methodology as applied to Humboldt County and the distribution of zones is
shown on the Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map. This distribution generally reflects a moderate to high
rating on the western portions of the County where the fuel potential is high but the climate is damp.
The very high ratings are generally in the drier eastern portions of the County, or in very steep terrain.
Policy application of the fire rating zones is by referring to the map of Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map.
These zones define the application of various mitigation strategies to reduce risk associated with
wildland fires. This method reduces the risk to structures and their occupants, as well as the threat to
surrounding wildland vegetation.
The standards that are applied to development to reduce the hazard of fire in SRA are a locally adopted
version of the State’s SRA Fire Safe Regulations (HCC Div 11 of Title III). These regulations constitute
local alternative standards as authorized by PRC § 4290, and have been approved by CALFIRE as
meeting or exceeding the State regulations.
Master Fire Protection Plan
In 2007 the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors approved the Master Fire Protection Plan (MFPP)
(incorporated herein by reference, available at the County Planning offices, 3015 H St., Eureka, CA or
online at www.co.humboldt.ca.us/planning) as a resource to assist in the development of appropriate
policies in this General Plan. The MFPP was developed to be used as a framework for fire
coordination, prevention, and protection throughout the county.
Some of the key findings of the MFPP are that:
 Volunteers for both non-district fire companies and Fire Protection Districts with varying degrees
of experience are primarily responsible for delivering emergency response services in some
areas of the county;
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 Many developed areas of the county are located outside jurisdictions responsible for year-round
structural fire protection and receive services on a “good will” basis;
 Most local fire organizations report having insufficient funding to adequately respond to the
demands placed on their service; and,
 Hazardous wildland fuel loading is increasing within and adjacent to local communities at a
faster rate than it can be eliminated.
The MFPP also makes significant findings and recommendations relating to fire protection capability,
fire safe education, fire risk and hazard assessment, fire risk reduction and management, community
preparedness and response, and fiscal issues relating to fire protection. The MFPP follows state and
federal prescribed methodologies for assessing, addressing and reducing wildland fire risks.
The land use development permit review process described in §5.1 ensures proposed residential
development projects are circulated to the fire protection districts, CALFIRE, and federal public lands
agencies for comments and recommendations. The following table lists the local regulations that
mitigate impacts from fire hazards.
TABLE 13.

Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Fire Hazards

LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Building Regulations (Title III
Division 3 of Humboldt County
Code
Building Regulations (Title III
Division 3 of Humboldt County
Code
Building Regulations (Title III
Division 3 of Humboldt County
Code
EUREKA COMMUNITY PLAN
(1995)
FIRE SAFE REGULATIONS
(Title III of Humboldt County
Code - Division II)
FIRE SAFE REGULATIONS
(Title III of Humboldt County
Code - Division II)
FIRE SAFE REGULATIONS
(Title III of Humboldt County
Code - Division II)
FIRE SAFE REGULATIONS
(Title III of Humboldt County
Code - Division II)
FIRE SAFE REGULATIONS
(Title III of Humboldt County
Code - Division II)
FIRE SAFE REGULATIONS
(Title III of Humboldt County
Code - Division II)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
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Type

Section

Page #

Implementation Building Code Standards

§331-11

263

Implementation Electrical Code Standards.

§331-11

263

Implementation Other Uniform Codes

§331-11

263

§4720

86

Implementation Scope

§3111 - 3

313.23

Implementation Emergency Access

§3112 - 3

313.31 313.35

Implementation Emergency Water Supply

§3114 - 3

313.38 313.39

Implementation Emergency Water Supply

§3114 - 5

Implementation Fuel Modification

§3115 - 2

313.40 313.41

Implementation Fuel Modification
Standards
Fire Protection
Standards
Fire Hazard Program

§3115 - 4
§4730
§5 - 3200

28(Ch. 4)
24 – 25

Policy

Description

Fire Protection Services
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TABLE 13.

Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Fire Hazards

LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE

Type

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
Standards
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BEN
BOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN (1987)
Policy
JACOBY CREEK COMMUNITY
PLAN (Framework Plan Volume
II - 1982)
Policy

Description
Fire Protection Programs

Fire Safety

Fire Services

Section
§5 - 4700

Page #
(Ch. 5)
36(Ch. 5)

§2500

5(Ch. 2)

§4502 4504

7(Ch. 4)

Through the permit process described in §5.1, the County applies the standards listed above to insure
that roads serving new residences are wide enough for emergency vehicle to turn-around and there is
emergency water stored on properties for fire protection. Building permit applications are routinely
revised to incorporate the requirements of the Fire Safe Ordinance. Also, the Housing Opportunity
Zone policies, standards and implementation measures will help reduce hazards from wildfire by
directing new residential development into areas served by public water and sewer, which also have
adequate emergency road access and fire stations in close proximity.
The above listed mitigation measure reduce to a level of insignificance the impacts of the Project on the
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.
As with the other issue areas, additional mitigation measures to reduce hazards impacts of new
residential development which are being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into the Housing
Element. This EIR is not recommending this option as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the
Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid
duplication with the Project EIR.
Finding
Implementation of the mitigation referenced above reduces Impacts 5.8-A (Hazardous Materials Sites),
5.8-B (Public Airport), 5.8-C (Private Airstrip), 5.8-D (Emergency Response) and 5.8-E (Wildland Fires)
to a level of insignificance.
5.9 Hydrology And Drainage
Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element contains a summary discussion of hydrology and
drainage conditions in the County. It describes the watersheds and surface water, wild, scenic and
recreational rivers, Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) designations, surface water distribution, local
planning watershed features, groundwater features, community aquifers, groundwater concerns,
stormwater and non-point source pollution, flood hazards, a description of flood zones by watershed, and
a discussion of flood protection measures.
Since the 2003 Supplemental EIR was written, additional water bodies have been listed by the
NCRWQCB as temperature or sediment impaired, or impaired due to high levels of indicator bacteria.
The following flooding and drainage management information supplements the discussion in the 2003
EIR.
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Flooding & Drainage Management
This section examines four aspects of flood-related hazards: river flooding, dam failure, coastal high
water, and drainage management.
River Flooding
The 1955 and 1964 floods caused extensive damage along the Eel, Mad, and Trinity Rivers. Damages
in the County from the 1964 flood alone totaled $100 million. Flood prone areas have been mapped by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The maps provide the basis for regulating flood
plains in conformance with the National Flood Insurance Program. The County has adopted flood plain
regulations in order to continue participation in the federal flood insurance program.
According to the comment letter on the recirculated draft SEIR from the Department of Fish and Game,
the combined impacts of sea level rise with concurrent flood flows have the potential to imperil many
smaller estuarine settings and communities along the coast. To guard against the projected 1.4 meter
rise in sea level by the year 2100, an estimated 36 miles of new levies and 6.6 miles of new seawalls
will have to be constructed in Humboldt County, at an estimated capital cost of $460 million (in year
2000 dollars).
Dam Failure
While providing some degree of flood control, dams also present a possible hazard in the event of
failure. Trinity Dam and Ruth Dam pose the most substantial risk, with their large volumes and, in the
event of a failure, short downstream warning times.
Hazards from dam failure are those associated with the downstream inundation that would occur given
a major structural failure of a nearby impoundment. Such failures would most likely be caused by
geologic phenomena including seismic events and slope stability problems.
Five dams are located in adjacent counties on rivers that drain into Humboldt County, and the failure of
any one of these structures could significantly impact this County.
The County maintains emergency response plans for the Trinity, Ruth (Matthews), Scott, Copco and
Iron Gate dams.
Coastal High Water Hazards
Tsunamis and storm surges are coastal flooding concerns. Damaging tsunamis are rare but potentially
catastrophic events. Over the past 150 years California has had 12 tsunamis which have caused
damage, the worst occurring in 1964 when 12 people died from a tsunami generated by an Alaskan
earthquake. Local earthquakes can produce damaging tsunamis that will provide very little warning
time. The geologic record indicates that the Cascadia Subduction Zone has been a near-shore source
for a number of significant tsunami events affecting Humboldt County, the most recent occurring about
300 years before present.
Storm surges occur when coastal storms produce large ocean waves that sweep across coastlines,
inundating low lying areas and causing flooding. If a storm surge occurs at the same time as high tide,
flooding is more extensive.
The predicted sea level rise of 0.35 to 1.15 inches over the 5 year planning period of the project will
likely exacerbate the hazard from coastal high waters. The long term implications of sea level rise as
cited by DFG indicate a potential rise of 1.4 meter sea level rise over the next 100 years.
Drainage Management
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Drainage management becomes increasingly important as new development converts additional areas
in a watershed to hard surfaces. These impervious surfaces reduce infiltration and convey storm water
faster, increasing peak flows.
The traditional approach to handling increased peak flows has been to convert natural drainage ways into
higher capacity concrete-lined conveyances which can more rapidly transport storm water. This
approach has led to the loss of natural stream and riparian systems in urban areas, increased erosion
downstream of the drainage structures, and increased water quality problems for downstream receiving
waters by collecting and concentrating non-point runoff, which may contain pollutants such as sediment,
topsoil, oil and greases, pesticides, fertilizers, metals, and bacterial and viral contaminants. This
approach is also problematic for Humboldt’s flood basins which are near sea-level, and drain only with
low tides. Moving water faster to these areas only prolongs flooding of the low-lying areas.
Out of the 2,348 residential units permitted since the 2003 Element, 61 of them (3% of the total) were
built on properties with mapped flood hazards.
Given the climate change predictions for California, it is reasonably foreseeable that temperatures locally
in Humboldt County will increase over the course of this century by as much as 8 to 10 degrees with or
without the Project Update. This warming could lead to other climate effects within the unincorporated
County including increased flooding due to increased precipitation and runoff
The unincorporated County could also be affected by an increase in sea level. However, the planning
horizon of the GPU is to the year 2025. As noted above, the IPCG report projects sea level rises of seven
to 23 inches by the end of the century. Extrapolating this 100-year sea level rise prediction to the 5 year
planning period of the project results in a potential rise of 0.35 to 1.15 inches.
The list of impaired waterbodies maintained by the NCRWQCB was updated, and several more rivers
and streams in Humboldt County were added to the list indicating they are now considered to be
impaired. Jacoby Creek was listed as impaired for sediment, the Mad River was listed as impaired for
temperature, Humboldt Bay was listed as impaired for PCBs and dioxins and furans, and Clam,
Luffenholtz, Moonstone, and Trinidad Beaches were listed as impaired for indicator bacteria. (Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) 2006 List of Water Quality Limited Segments Requiring TMDLS, North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board, USEPA Approval Date: June 28, 2007.)
Potential Impacts, Mitigation, & Findings
There are ten criteria used to determine significance. They are arranged in the same way as the 2003
Supplemental EIR to facilitate comparison.
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.9-A Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Potential Impacts
The comment letter on the EIR from the NCRWQCB summarized in Chapter 6 states that runoff from
new residential development encouraged by the Project can cause significant adverse environmental
impacts on water quality that are inconsistent with state laws protecting water quality. Soil eroded from
construction sites can be deposited into rivers and streams downhill during storm events. They state that
sediment and other pollutants carried from new residential developments into streams and rivers may
cause significant impacts.
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Also, the NCRWQCB listed several beaches in the County as impaired due to high levels of indicator
bacteria, which may be related to malfunctioning leachfields serving residential development. This may
be evidence of violations of waste discharge requirements of the state.
The previous version of the Housing Element (December, 2009) included SRO policies, standards and
implementation measures which would have allowed a higher population density in areas not served by
public sewer, which could have caused water quality impacts from improperly handled human waste and
gray water. While these policies standards and implementation measures are not a part of the Planning
Commission recommendation, they may be reinserted by the Board of Supervisors upon adoption.
Mitigation
The land use development permit review process described in §5.1 involves referring proposed
residential development projects to the Planning Division, Building Division, and County Health
Department for comments and recommendations. Those agencies use reference materials maintained
in their office to assess whether a new residence has potential for violating water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements.
For example, all building permits for new residences that use on-site sewage disposal are referred to
the Division of Environmental Health for review. That Division requires submittal of application
materials to determine whether or not the proposed septic system is appropriate for the site. Building
permits for new residences using on-site sewage disposal systems are only approved after the
applicant submits materials and design specifications to the Division of Environmental Health that meet
the requirements of the County’s sewage disposal regulations identified below in Table 14.
For discretionary projects, a referral is made to the Regional Water Quality Control Board for comments
and recommendations, which also maintains information about water quality and waste discharge
requirements. The following table identifies the regulations administered by the County which mitigate
potential water quality and waste discharge impacts from new residential development.
TABLE 14. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Hydrologic
Impacts, Including Water Quality and Waste Discharge Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1986)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
SUBDIVISION
Implementation
REGULATIONS (Title III 2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
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Description
Drainage
Hydrologic Hazard Program

Section
§4235
§5 - 3200

Page #
9 (Ch. 4)
23 (Ch. 5)

Drainage, groundwater

§4243

14 - 17

Drainage

§4235

2 (Ch. 4)

Drainage

§4920

11 (Ch. 4)

Drainage
Drainage Standards.
(McKinleyville)

§4235

2 (Ch. 4)

§328.1-12 236.4 -236.5
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TABLE 14. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Hydrologic
Impacts, Including Water Quality and Waste Discharge Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
Zoning Ordinance

Type

Implementation

Description

Natural Drainage Courses

Section

Page #

313-122

173

In addition, there are federal and state laws administered by the County that mitigate potential water
quality and waste discharge impacts:
 Humboldt County Public Works Department administers the erosion and sedimentation control
provisions of the Humboldt County Grading, Excavation, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control
Regulations, and requires that measures contained in the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
be based on recommendations contained in the latest edition of the State of California Erosion
and Sediment Control Handbook or State Water Resources Control Board Best Management
Practice Construction Handbook.


The Public Works Department also administers the 2006 Community of McKinleyville Storm
Water Management Program (SWMP) that was prepared in response to State Water Resources
Control Board Water Quality Order 2003-0005-DWQ for Phase II of the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). This program covers the McKinleyville area. The goal
of this SWMP is to protect water quality from the impacts of storm water runoff through
compliance with Phase II NPDES Permit requirements and applicable regulations, and to foster
maximum public involvement and awareness of storm water issues. The intent of the SWMP is
to:
o Reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable;
o

Protect water quality; and Satisfy the appropriate water quality requirements of the Clean
Water Act

Additional Mitigation Required
The potentially significant impacts of new residential development on water quality could be reduced
with additional mitigation. In their comment letter summarized in Chapter 6, the NCRWQCB strongly
recommends the County implement a comprehensive Low Impact Development (LID) program to
minimize the impacts on streams and rivers of new residential development encouraged by the Project.
The measure recommended by the NCRWQCB is to implement an LID program to reduce the quantity
and velocity of stormwater discharge into streams and rivers to pre-development levels, and reduce
concentrations of pollutants being carried into rivers and streams from new residential development
sites. The proposed new mitigation measure inserts into the staff recommended Water Resources
Element of the GPU a policy, standards and implementation measures for a LID program to minimize
the amount of impervious surfaces and connected impervious surfaces and maximize on-site infiltration
of runoff in new and redevelopment.
Additional mitigation measures to reduce water quality and waste discharge impacts of new residential
development are being recommended in §5.7 of this EIR. These mitigation measures will help reduce
the indirect impacts of the Project on water quality standards, but it is not known if they will be sufficient
to have the impaired water bodies taken off the list of impaired water bodies maintained by the
NCRWQCB. Therefore, the mitigations are considered to not be sufficient to reduce the indirect
impacts of the project on water quality and waste discharge, and these impacts are considered
significant and unavoidable.
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Finding
Implementation of the above mitigation reduces Impact 5.9-A, but not to a level of insignificance.
*****
IMPACT 5.9-B Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level.
Potential Impacts
Some new residential development encouraged by the Project outside areas served by public water
systems may use wells or surface water for their water supply. Since both the Project and the
implementing ordinances encourage housing construction, they may indirectly impact the amount of
surface water and groundwater in areas with limited water supply.
Mitigation
The County seeks to mitigate this impact through appropriate land use densities and zoning, which will
retain over 95% of the County’s land area in an undeveloped condition. Furthermore, most housing is
directed to urban areas which are served by water systems managed to prevent groundwater depletion.
Estimating that each of the 2,459 housing units proposed by this Project create on average one-eighth
of an acre of impervious surface, the Project would result in about 313 acres of impervious area within
the 2.3 million acres of County land area. The Project would therefore not substantially interfere with
groundwater recharge.
A description of the residential development permit review procedures in §5.1, together with the
requirements listed above in Table 14 help mitigate the indirect impacts of the project on groundwater.
The proposed new LID implementation measure described in the above discussion of water quality
impacts will help prevent impacts to aquifer recharge areas from new residential development
encouraged by the Element.
However there is no testing of the total groundwater supply of aquifers, hence new construction
encouraged by the Project may cause a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level. And since the County has not comprehensively studied surface water or
groundwater supplies, this impact is not able to be mitigated to less than significant levels.
Policies in the Project encouraging new housing development to occur within Housing Opportunity Zones
may increase the percentage of the total new units constructed within areas served by public water and
sewer. These measures may reduce the impacts of the project on water withdrawal in areas with limited
water supply. Since the County does not have policies to restrict water withdrawls in areas with limited
water supply, the above listed mitigation measures do not reduce the indirect impacts of the project on
water withdrawl or groundwater depletion to less than significant levels
Additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts of the project on water withdrawal in areas with
limited water supply and impacts to groundwater recharge are being recommended in the GPU, which
could also be inserted as mitigation into this EIR. This EIR is not recommending this option as the GPU
is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is
more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
Finding
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While implementation of the regulations described above, including new mitigation measures, will
reduce Impact 5.9-B, the mitigation is such that the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
*****
IMPACT 5.9-C Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.
IMPACT 5.9-D Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site.
IMPACT 5.9-E Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff.
IMPACT 5.9-F Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
IMPACT 5.9-G Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map
IMPACT 5.9-H Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows.
IMPACT 5.9-I

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.

IMPACT 5.9-J Cause damage from inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.
Potential Impacts
The Project indirectly encourages residential development both within and outside areas with public
water and sewer. Construction of the new homes may substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding onor off-site, create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality because of how the new homes are sited on the land, and the
techniques used to control runoff and soil erosion. For example, site improvements during construction
of new homes may disturb acres of land, and if erosion control measures are not installed, substantial
amounts of sediment may be washed downstream into rivers during storm events; sediment is
considered a pollutant.
Implementation of the Project may indirectly increase the number of houses in areas subject to floods
from large storm events and from dam failure. The project may also place within a 100-year flood hazard
area new residential structures which would impede or redirect flood flows, and expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of a levee
or dam.
Likewise, approval of the Project and the implementing ordinances may indirectly result in more housing
being developed in low-lying coastal areas. Since these areas are subject to seiche and tsunami
hazards, they may indirectly contribute to the exposure of people and property to such impacts. The
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predicted sea level rise of 0.35 to 1.15 inches over the 5 year planning period of the project will likely
exacerbate the flood hazard from coastal high waters.
The predicted sea level rise of 0.35 to 1.15 inches over the 5 year planning period of the project will
likely exacerbate the hazard from coastal high waters. The long term implications of sea level rise as
cited by DFG indicate a potential rise of 1.4 meter sea level rise over the next 100 years. Because new
construction has an economic lifespan of 50 to 100 years, the longer-term rise may impact housing built
during the next five years. New regulatory flood maps which consider sea level rise have not been
produced. However, in Humboldt County all development which could occur within the areas
potentially affected by sea level rise is subject to discretionary coastal development permit review, so it
is anticipated that appropriate mitigation will be applied to any new housing which may be constructed
in low-lying coastal areas and areas subject to coastal erosion. Additionally, there is very little land that
could be developed for residential use that occurs below the 10 ft mean sea level contour.
Consequently, impacts of sea level rise on new housing which may be constructed under this Element
do not rise to the level of significance.
Mitigation
The County mitigates the above impacts through residential development permit review procedures in
§5.1, in combination with the requirements listed below in Table 15. The 2002 Grading Ordinance
described in §5.5 also controls erosion from construction sites by requiring erosion control plans for
construction during the months with the most rainfall. The proposed new LID implementation measure
described in the above discussion of water quality impacts will help prevent impacts to drainage systems
and other water quality impacts from new residential development encouraged by the Project.
The County participates in the Federal Flood Insurance Program and through zoning and Plan
designations retains agricultural lands in the flood plain. The County mitigates flood hazard impacts on
new residential development through the permit review procedures in §5.1, in combination with the
requirements listed below in Table 15.
TABLE 15. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Flood Hazards
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Building Regulations (Title III
Division 3 of Humboldt
County Code
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Policy
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Policy
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
(1989)
Implementation
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Section

Page #

Flood Prevention Standards.

§335-3

288

Berta Road Constraints

§2520

25

Flood Hazards

§3320

56

Flood Hazards

§3291

2(Ch. 3)

Flood Hazards

§3220

5(Ch. 3)

Flood Hazards

§4244

17 - 19
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TABLE 15. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Flood Hazards
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
Implementation
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
Implementation
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Description

Section

Page #

Flood Hazards

§3222 3224

2 - 4(Ch. 3)

Flood Hazards

§3220

8 - 9(Ch. 3)

§IIB(a), VC

10, 38

§322 - 4
313-21.1
314-21.1

208
54
43

314-5.1
314-5.2

18
19

Flood Plain

Flood Plain Subdivisions
F: Flood Hazard Areas
F - FLOOD HAZARD AREAS
DF: DESIGN FLOODWAY
ZONE
FP: FLOOD PLAIN ZONE

One example of how the regulations in §5.1 and Table 15 are used to mitigate flood hazards is in file
#106-051-04 in the Ferndale area, Case No.: CDP-03-60, which is available for inspection at the
Planning Division office. The project involved a Coastal Development Permit for the removal of an
existing garage, an approximately 619 square foot addition to the eastern portion of the existing
residence, and an approximately 2,068 square foot garage/storage addition on the northwestern side of
the residence to replace the garage to be removed.
In approving the project, the County made the finding that according to FIRM Map 060060 1105, the
property is located in a flood zone and in the designated floodway. The applicant submitted a floodway
analysis demonstrating the project would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows. A Condition of Approval to that permit required approval of the
floodway analysis by the Building Inspection Division.
Another example how the County mitigates flood hazards is by requiring all new building permit
applications to be compared to the flood hazard maps published by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency to determine whether the proposed new residence will be located in an area with potential flood
hazards. If the residence appears to be subject to flood hazards, the applicant is required to submit site
specific engineering analysis to ensure the design of the structure meets federal requirements for flood
hazard protection before approving the building permit. Since the County participates in the federal flood
insurance program, including program revisions, and has comprehensive mapping of all potential flood
hazards including dam inundation areas, the above mitigation measures reduce the indirect impacts of
the project to less than significant levels for impacts 5.9-G), H) and I).
Despite the effective mitigation listed above, the County continues to have water bodies listed as
impaired due to sediment, some of which is likely caused by erosion of soil from residential building sites.
As the Project indirectly encourages development both within and outside areas with public water and
sewer, even with the above listed mitigation, the Project may continue to 5.9-C) substantially alter the
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existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, 5.9-D) substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off-site, 5.9-E) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff, or 5.9-F) otherwise substantially degrade water quality. These impacts are not mitigated to less
than significant levels.
And because the County does not have adequate probabilistic mapping to show likely areas subject to
tsunami, the indirect impacts of the Project to cause damage from inundation by tsunami are not reduced
to a level of insignificance.
Additional Mitigation Required
Additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts of the project on geology and soils are proposed in
§5.7. These measures would also reduce the impacts of the project on water quality because they
would help keep sediment from streams or rivers, and sediment is considered a pollutant.
Findings
Implementation of the mitigation measures described above reduce 5.9-G (On-Site Flood Hazards),
5.9-H (100 Year Flood), and 5.9-I (Flooding from Dam Failure) to a level of insignificance. However,
the mitigation is not sufficient to reduce Impact 5.9-C (Soil Erosion), 5.9-D (Cause Flooding Off Site),
5.9-E (Drainage Systems), 5.9-F (Water Quality) and 5.9-J (Flooding from Seiche, Tsunami or Mudflow)
to a level of insignificance, these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.
5.10

Land Use and Planning

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element describes the existing land use and planning
conditions in the County. It explained that the 1984 Framework Plan and its predecessors included
policies for land use designations, protection from geologic and flood hazards, and policies to protect
important natural resources. The 2003 EIR also described the coastal plans and the community plans,
which also have policies for the land use designations, protection from hazards, and policies to protect
important natural resources. The 2003 EIR also described the 1998 and 2003 updates to the Housing
Element, the zoning ordinance, and the existing land use plans of the County.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.10-A Conflict with general plan policies or other regulations that serve to protect the
environment.
Potential Impacts
General Plan densities are one tool used by the County to protect the environment. One of the primary
reasons for density limitations is the protection of public health and safety. For example, allowing too
many residences in an area with inadequate water supply, sewage disposal or road access normally
leads to unsafe and unsanitary conditions.
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Another reason for density limitations is to protect existing resource-based non-residential land uses.
Agricultural and timber production uses, for example, become uneconomical on small parcels. In order
to ensure continued agricultural and timber production uses, the County allows only low density
residential development in many areas. And where there are environmentally sensitive areas, such as
the tidelands along the bay, the General Plan sets density levels to protect them from development.
The Housing Element may conflict with the Framework Plan, community plans, coastal plans and other
regulations protecting the environment by endorsing programs that encourage residential densities over
what is specified in these regulations.
There are several programs that may lead to the development of housing at densities in excess of
those allowed under the existing general plan. The proposed Density Bonus Ordinance changes being
considered allow densities over those prescribed in the general plan for projects that meet certain
criteria for providing housing affordable to lower income persons.
The general plan and zoning ordinances are proposed to be modified to allow apartments above or
adjacent to commercial establishments in urban areas and to allow mixed residential and commercial
uses in planned unit developments. Since commercial areas do not generally have any densities
associated with them, the proposed changes will exceed the General Plan densities.
Proposed policies will require development at densities equal to or above those used by the State for
the purpose of calculating compliance with the "fair share" Housing Element law. While this won’t
cause housing to be constructed at densities over what is allowed in General Plans, it may cause
housing to be constructed at higher densities than what is currently being allowed.
Programs will amend the zoning ordinance to allow smaller lots in Housing Opportunity Zones to
encourage the construction of smaller homes. Programs will also allow emergency shelters by right in
a number of multifamily, commercial and light industrial zones.
A policy and implementation will also increase the density of the RM – Residential Multiple Family
designated properties in the Eureka Community Plan (ECP) from a maximum of 16 units per acre up to
30 units per acre. With the higher density, the total number of potential multifamily dwelling units in the
ECP would go from 506 to 600, an increase of 94 units on 38 individual lots.
Mitigation
Existing policies, programs and other regulations listed in §5.1 and below in Table 16 will serve to
mitigate the impacts of the proposed implementation measures that may conflict with policies which
protect the environment. For example, all projects that use the proposed density bonus provisions will
be subject to discretionary review. And one of the necessary findings for approving all discretionary
projects is that it will be consistent with policies standards and regulations which protect the
environment.
Similarly, ministerial projects will be subject to the standards of the zoning ordinance which protect the
environment. The GO - Gulch Greenway Open Space combining zone requirements which apply to
properties in the ECP, for example, require new structures to be a minimum of 50 feet away from a
creek or stream. All building permits for new residences within the mapped Gulch Greenway Open
Space combining zone are required to meet the standards of the ordinance prior to building permit
approval.
There are a number of different types of regulations shown in Table 16 that serve to protect the
environment in different ways. The combining zones, such as the GO zone described above, include
standards required of new development which protect specific natural resources, such as the gulches in
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the ECP. There are many land use and zoning designations listed, including the Residential Low
Density Plan designation and the Residential Single Family zoning designation, which limit the allowed
uses. These limitations serve to protect the environment from other uses more harmful to the
environment, such as oil refineries. Other limitations of the Zoning Ordinance, such as Temporary
Uses (§313-62.1) and Accessory Uses (§313-69.1) also serve to limit the types and intensity of land
uses allowed, which protects the environment from other more harmful uses.
Development Timing policies are listed because they serve to restrict the allowed uses consistent with
the provision of public services. Development Timing polices restrict, for example, high density
multifamily housing from being developed on properties not presently served by public water and
sewer. These policies help ensure the County does not create water quality problems by approving
development on sites with soils that cannot support onsite sewage disposal systems to serve the new
development. The policies protect the environment by limiting the types of uses allowed, and
preventing other uses that would be harmful to the environment.
The policies that guide the location of oil and gas pipelines, public facilities, and electrical transmission
lines protect the environment by assuring these structures are placed in areas with the least damaging
impacts to the environment.
The implementation measure governing the enlargement of non-conforming structures helps to ensure
that new construction of existing non-conforming structures is done in a way that protects the
environment.
The supplemental findings implementation measures require the County to consider additional findings
which serve to protect the environment. For example, the supplemental Hazardous Industry findings
(§312-23.1) require a finding be made that, “The project includes mitigation measures sufficient to
offset increased risks to adjacent human populations.” This helps ensure the protection of the health
and safety of persons. Another example is the supplemental findings for Anadramous Fish Streams
(§312-39.1) which requires protection of aquatic habitat.
The required findings discussion of the zoning ordinances and subdivision ordinances shown in §5.1,
and the numerous other regulations administered by the County listed earlier in Table 6 and below in
Table 16 will reduce the potential conflicts of the proposed plan and ordinance changes with measures
to protect the environment.
TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
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Section

Page #

Increase Low - Income
Housing

§3.26

7 - 8(Ch. 3)

Residential Low Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Residential Medium Density

§5.20

1 - 2(Ch. 5)
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Policy
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Implementation
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Policy
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
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Commercial General

§5.20, 5.30 2, 6(Ch. 5)

Commercial Recreational

§5.20, 5.30 2, 6(Ch. 5)

Industrial General

§5.20, 5.30 3, 6(Ch. 5)

Residential Exurban

§5.30

4(Ch. 5)

Rural Residential

4(Ch. 5)

Development Timing

§5.30
§2520,
2630

Residential Low - Density

§2732

46

Residential Multiple Family

§2733

46

Commercial General

§2741

46 - 47

Commercial Services

§2742

47 - 48

Commercial Recreation

§2743

48

Industrial General

§2751

48 - 49

Industrial Re source Related

§2752

49

Educational Facilities

§4820

89

§2554.11

3 - 4(Ch. 2)

Development Timing

§2633

4 - 5(Ch. 2)

Residential Low Density

§2732

11 - 12(Ch.
2)

Residential Multiple Family

§2733

12(Ch. 2)

Cottage Industries

24, 32
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation

Section

Page #

Commercial General

§2741

12 - 13(Ch.
2)

Commercial Services

§2742

13(Ch. 2)

Commercial Recreation

§2743

13(Ch. 2)

Industrial General

§2751

13 - 14(Ch.
2)

Resource Related Industrial

§2752

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Policy

Development Timing

§2430

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984)

Policy
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Development Timing
Residential Low Density
Residential Medium Density
Commercial General
Commercial Services

§2634
§2732
§2733
§2741
§2742

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Policy
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FRESHWATER
Implementation

Commercial Recreation
Industrial Resource Related
Rural Community Centers
Development Timing
Transmission Line
Community Plan Program
Industrial General

§2743
§2751
§2771
§2773
§4236
§5 - 2610
a2751

14(Ch. 2)
22 - 28(Ch.
2)
54 - 57(Ch.
2)
63 (Ch. 2)
63(Ch. 2)
64(Ch. 2)
64(Ch. 2)
64 - 65(Ch.
2)
65(Ch.
66(Ch. 2)
67(Ch. 2)
9(Ch. 4)
19(Ch. 5)
65(Ch. 2)

Commercial Uses

2613

5(Ch. 2)

Density Limitations

§2613

5(Ch. 2)

Development Timing
Residential Single Family

§2633
§2732

6 - 7(Ch. 2)
14 - 15(Ch.
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
Implementation
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
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Description

Section

Page #
2)

Commercial General

§2741

15(Ch. 2)

Benbow Golf Course

§2500

4(Ch. 2)

Multifamily Residential

§2500

7(Ch. 2)

Residential Low Density

§2732

12(Ch. 2)

Commercial General

§2741

13(Ch. 2)

Commercial Services

§2742

13 - 14(Ch.
2)

Commercial Recreation

§2743

14(Ch. 2)

Industrial General

§2751

15(Ch. 2)

Resource Related Ind.

§2752

15(Ch. 2)

Rural Community Centers

§2771

16(Ch. 2)
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
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Description

Section

Page #

§3220

5 - 6(Ch. 3)

§3.133.14

12 - 18(Ch.
3)

Electrical Transmission Lines

§3.14

19 - 20(Ch.
3)

Oil & Gas Pipelines

§3.14

18 - 19(Ch.
3)

§3.15, 3.28

25 - 26, 42 43 (Ch. 3)

Industrial Resource Dep.

§5.20

4 - 5(Ch. 5)

Residential Estates

§5.20

3(Ch. 5)

Residential High Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Residential Low Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Residential Medium Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Community Facilities

Industrial Development

Increase Low - Income
Housing

Commercial General

§5.20, 5.30 3, 6(Ch. 5)

Commercial Recreational

§5.20, 5.30 4, 8(Ch. 5)

Industrial Coastal Dep.

§5.20, 5.30 4, 6(Ch. 5)

Industrial General

§5.20, 5.30 4, 6(Ch. 5)

Residential Exurban

§5.30

6(Ch. 5)
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Policy
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Policy
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework Implementation
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
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Description

Section

Page #

§5.30

6(Ch. 5)

§2554.11

2(Ch. 2)

Development Timing

§2633

3(Ch. 2)

Residential Low Density

§2732

11 - 12(Ch.
2)

Commercial General

§2741

12(Ch. 2)

Commercial Services

§2742

12 - 13(Ch.
2)

Commercial Recreation

§2743

13 - 14(Ch.
2)

Industrial General

§2751

14(Ch. 2)

Resource Related Industrial

§2752

14(Ch. 2)

Residential Rural

§2343

10(Ch. 2)

§2343 2423

11 - 13(Ch.
2)

Neighborhood Commercial

§2413

12(Ch. 2)

Residential Single Family

§2423

13 - 14(Ch.
2)

Rural Residential

Cottage Industry Standards

Residential Suburban
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Plan Volume II - 1982)
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Policy
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework Policy
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
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Description

Section

Page #

Development Timing

§2432

15 - 16(Ch.
2)

Commercial Recreation

§4603

7(Ch. 4)

Increase Low - Income
Housing

§3.253.37 8, 22 (Ch. 3)

Business Park Policy

§3.26

1 - 9(Ch. 3)

Business Park

§5.20

4(Ch. 5)

Commercial General

§5.20

3(Ch. 5)

Residential Estates

§5.20

3(Ch. 5)

Residential High Density

§5.20

1 - 2(Ch. 5)

Residential Low Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Residential Medium Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Commercial Recreational

§5.20, 5.30 3, 7(Ch. 5)

Residential Exurban

§5.30

5(Ch. 5)

Rural Residential

§5.30

5(Ch. 5)

Hooven Ranch Area

§2514

6(Ch. 2)

Development Timing

§2633

8(Ch. 2)
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Plan Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
Implementation
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Description

Section

Page #

Residential Single Family

§2732

10(Ch. 2)

Residential Multiple Family

§2733

10(Ch. 2)

Commercial General

§2741

11(Ch. 2)

Commercial Services

§2742

11(Ch. 2)

Industrial General

§2751

11(Ch. 2)

Resource Related Industrial

§2752

11(Ch. 2)

Low - Medium Density

§IIIC

39

Low Density

§IIIC

39

Medium Density

§IIIC

39

Residential Estates

§IIIC

39

Dispersed Houses

§IVA(c)

44

Commercial
Industrial

§IVA(d)
§IVA(e)

45
45
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
(1968)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Policy
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Implementation
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Implementation
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Implementation
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Implementation
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Implementation
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
Implementation
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
Implementation
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
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Description

Section

Page #

§2554.11

2(Ch. 2)

Development Timing

§2633

3(Ch. 2)

Residential Low Density

§2732

11 - 12(Ch.
2)

Commercial General

§2741

12(Ch. 2)

Commercial Services

§2742

12 - 13(Ch.
2)

Commercial Recreation

§2743

13 - 14(Ch.
2)

Industrial General

§2751

14(Ch. 2)

Resource Related Industrial

§2752

14(Ch. 2)

§3.26, 3.37

8, 23 - 24(Ch.
3)

Coastal Commercial General

§5.20

3(Ch. 5)

Residential Low Density

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Residential Medium Density

§5.20

1 - 2(Ch. 5)

Cottage Industry Standards

Increase Low - Income
Housing

Commercial General

§5.20, 5.30 2, 6(Ch. 5)

Commercial Recreational

§5.20, 5.30 2, 4(Ch. 5)

Con. Floodway Recreational
Central Commercial

§IIB(a)
§IIB(a)

9
8
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Zoning Ordinance
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Type

Description

Section

Page #

Implementation

Conservation Recreation

§IIB(a)

9

Implementation

General Commercial

§IIB(a)

8

Implementation

High Density Residential

§IIB(a)

7

Implementation

Industrial

§IIB(a)

8

Implementation

Low Density Residential

§IIB(a)

7

Implementation

Med. Density Residential

§IIB(a)

7

Implementation

Rural Residential

§IIB(a)

7

Implementation

Conservation Floodway

§IIB(a), VC

8, 37

Policy

Increase Low - Income
Housing

§3.26

28 - 29(Ch.
3)

Implementation

Commercial General

§5.20

2(Ch. 5)

Implementation

Residential Estates

§5.20

1(Ch. 5)

Implementation

Commercial Recreational

Implementation

Residential Exurban

§5.30

3(Ch. 5)

Implementation

Rural Residential

§5.30

3(Ch. 5)

Implementation

Rural Village
Enlargement of
Nonconforming Structures

§5.30

3(Ch. 5)

312-132.2

148

Implementation

§5.20, 5.30 2, 4(Ch. 5)
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE

Type

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
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Description
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE CIVIC USE TYPE
FINDINGS
Oil and Gas Pipelines.
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE COMMERCIAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE INDUSTRIAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
SUPPLEMENTAL COUNTYWIDE RESIDENTIAL USE
TYPE
FINDINGS
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE CIVIC USE TYPE
FINDINGS
Electrical Transmission Lines.
Oil and Gas Pipelines.
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE COMMERCIAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
Neighborhood Commercial
Bed and Breakfast
Establishments
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE INDUSTRIAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
Marine Petroleum Transfer
Facilities.
SUPPLEMENTAL COASTAL
ZONE RESIDENTIAL USE
TYPE FINDINGS
Subdivisions in a Commercial
Recreation Zone
PROCEDURE FOR
ADDRESSING REQUESTS
FOR REASONABLE
ACCOMMODATION
Exceptions
Secondary Dwelling Unit
Industrial Performance
Standards
Coastal Recreational (CR)
Land Division
Rural Residential Agriculture
(RA) Land Division
Manufactured Home Park
Development

Section

Page #

312-19
312-19.1

40
40

312-20

40

312-23

41

312-25

42

312-31
312-31.1
312-31.2

42
43
43

312-32
312-32.1

44
44

312-32.2

44

312-35

45

312-35.2

46

312-37

46

312-40.3

52

312-42
312-51.2
312D79225.1

52
59

313-103.1

138

313-106.4

142

313-106.5

142

313-107.1

144

42
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Type
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
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Description
Merger of Substandard Lots
Off-Street Parking
Nonconforming Uses
Qualification of
Nonconforming Use
Regulations Controlling Other
Nonconforming Uses
Nonconforming Structures
Qualification of
Nonconforming Structure
Regulations Controlling Other
Nonconforming Structures
Civic Use Types
Commercial Use Types
Industrial Use Types
Commercial Zone
Regulations
CN: Neighborhood
Commercial
CG: Commercial General
Industrial Use Regulations
MB: Business Park
ML: Light Industrial
MG: Industrial General
MC: Industrial/CoastalDependent
Wind Electrical Generating
Facilities.
Q: Qualified
Accessory Uses
Animal Keeping
Bed and Breakfast
Establishments
Coastal-Dependent Industrial
Development
Cottage Industry
CR: Commercial Recreation
CRD: Coastal-Dependent
Commercial Recreation
Home Occupation and
Addresses of Convenience
Residential Zone Districts
RS: Residential Single
Family
RM: Residential Multi-Family
R2: Mixed Residential
RA: Rural Residential
Agriculture

Section
313-107.2
313-109.1
313-131

Page #
146
147
179

313-131.1

147

313-131.2
313-132

147
180

313-132.1

148

313-132.3
313-171
313-172
313-175

149
227
230
233

313-2

10

313-2.1
313-2.2
313-3
313-3.1
313-3.2
313-3.3

10
12
13
13
14
15

313-3.4

17

313-31.3
313-32.1
313-43.1
313-43.3

43
65
82
89

313-44.1

91

313-45.1
313-45.2
313-5.2

91
94
22

313-5.3

23

313-50.1
313-6

95
26

313-6.1
313-6.2
313-6.3

26
28
30

313-6.4

32
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Type
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
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Description
Temporary Uses
Accessory Structures
Electrical Transmission Lines,
Major
Oil And Gas Pipelines
Second Residential Unit
Temporary Structures
Wind-Generating Facility
Exceptions to the
Development Standards
MANUFACTURED HOME
PARKS
RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
BONUS
SPECIAL OCCUPANCY
PARKS
NONCONFORMING USES
NONCONFORMING
STRUCTURES
CIVIC USE TYPES.
COMMERCIAL USE TYPES
INDUSTRIAL USE TYPES
RESIDENTIAL USE TYPES
C-1: NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL ZONE
C-2: COMMUNITY
COMMERCIAL ZONE
C-3: INDUSTRIAL
COMMERCIAL ZONE
“M” COMBINING ZONE
DESIGNATIONS
M - MANUFACTURED
HOME DEVELOPMENT
STANDARD COMBINING
ZONE
MB: BUSINESS PARK
ZONE
ML: LIMITED INDUSTRIAL
ZONE
MH: HEAVY INDUSTRIAL
ZONE
“Q” COMBINING ZONE
DESIGNATIONS
Q - QUALIFIED
“T” COMBINING ZONE
DESIGNATIONS
T - MANUFACTURED HOME
COMBINING ZONE

Section
313-62.1
313-69.1

Page #
110
113

313-73.1
313-83.1
313-87.1
313-88.1
313-91.1

117
118
119
126
128

313-99.1

136

314-107.1

117

314-112.1

135

314-113.1
314-131

142
147

314-132
314-171
314-172
314-175
314-177

148
182
186
190
192

314-2.1

9

314-2.2

10

314-2.3

11

314-28

54

314-28.1

54

314-3.1

14

314-3.2

15

314-3.3

16

314-32
314-32.1

62
62

314-35

68

314-35.1

68
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TABLE 16. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Conflicts with General
Plan Policies Or Other Regulations That Serve To Protect The Environment.
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE

Type

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Description
“U” COMBINING ZONE
DESIGNATIONS
ACCESSORY USES
ANIMAL KEEPING.
BED AND BREAKFAST
ESTABLISHMENTS.
COTTAGE INDUSTRY.
HOME OCCUPATIONS AND
ADDRESSES OF
CONVENIENCE
RS: RESIDENTIAL
SUBURBAN ZONE
R-1: RESIDENTIAL ONEFAMILY ZONE
R-2: RESIDENTIAL TWOFAMILY ZONE
R-3: RESIDENTIAL
MULTIPLE FAMILY ZONE
R-4: APARTMENT
PROFESSIONAL ZONE
RA: RURAL RESIDENTIAL
AGRICULTURE
TEMPORARY USES
ACCESSORY
STRUCTURES
FR: FORESTRY
RECREATION ZONE
GUEST HOUSES
U: UNCLASSIFIED ZONE
MANUFACTURED HOMES
AND RECREATIONAL
VEHICLES
PRIVATE COMMUNICATION
EQUIPMENT FACILITIES
QUASI-PUBLIC
STRUCTURES AND USES

Section

Page #

314-36
314-43.1
314-43.3

68
73
80

314-44.1
314-45.1

82
82

314-50.1

85

314-6.1

20

314-6.2

21

314-6.3

22

314-6.4

23

314-6.5

25

314-6.6
314-62.1

27
97

314-69.1

99

314-7.3
314-75.1
314-8.1

31
100
36

314-81.1

101

314-84.1

105

314-85.1

106

Since the County follows procedural requirements of the zoning ordinance described in §5.1, and those
requirements mandate all new building permits be reviewed for conformance with ordinances protecting
the environment, the indirect impacts of the project on potential conflicts with environmental protection
measures are mitigated to less than significant levels.
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Additional mitigation measures to reduce potential conflicts between the project and other requirements
that protect the environment are being recommended in the GPU, which could also be inserted as
mitigation into this Housing Element. This EIR is not recommending this option as the GPU is being
reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more
appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with this EIR.
Findings
Existing and proposed policies, programs, standards and other measures listed above reduce Impact
5.10-A (Conflict with general plan policies which protect the environment) to a level of insignificance.
5.11 Noise
Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element describes the existing noise conditions in the
County. It explained how noise impacts are measured, and described the significant noise sources in
the County: the noise from traffic on roads, aircraft, the railroad, and construction noise.
Potential Impacts, Mitigation, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.11-A

Expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

IMPACT 5.11-B

For a project located within an airport land use plan or near a private airstrip, the
project would expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels.

Potential Impacts
Sources of noise will remain basically the same under the proposed project. Highways and streets will
presumably continue as the major noise sources in the County. Some of the noise hazards from
highways and streets have an N - Noise Impact Combining Zone that applies, which mitigates noise
impacts to new residential development as discussed below. However, not all areas subject to noise
hazards have been mapped.
The Northwest Pacific Railroad transitway was once an additional source of noise within the County. However,
the Railroad has not been operational in Humboldt County for over ten years and it is not anticipated that it will
operate trains within Humboldt County within the life of the Project.

The master plan for County airports indicates that the number of aircraft in the County is expected to
not increase appreciably between 1991 and 2011 (Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan - Humboldt
County Airports, Hodges & Shutt, 1993, pp. 4-5, 4-11, 4-17, 4-23, 4-29, 4-37, 4-41). Some new
housing units may be constructed near airports, and subjected to noise hazards.
Implementation of the Housing Element will indirectly lead to the development of housing, and
construction of new buildings, which can generate excessive noise levels. Air compressors can
achieve 85 dBA, saws can exceed 90 dBA, and trucks can create noise levels of 95 dBA. Noise
problems from construction activity are especially acute in quiet areas and during quiet periods of the
day, such as between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Other factors which influence the degree of
noise exposure include the topography of the site and its surroundings, the distance between the
construction sites and the receiver, and the access route to the construction site.
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Mitigation
Numerous policies, programs, standards and other requirements will help reduce the impacts of noise
on new homes encouraged by the Project. The land use development permit review process described
in §5.1 ensures proposed residential development projects are circulated to the Planning Division and
Public Works Departments for comments and recommendations. These agencies maintain information
in their offices which describes noise hazards in the County. The following table lists the local
regulations that mitigate impacts from noise hazards.
TABLE 17. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Noise Hazards
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Description
Noise Hazards

N: Noise Impact
“N” COMBINING ZONE
DESIGNATIONS

Section
§3240

Page #
7 (Ch. 3)

, 3244
313-29.1

10 – 15
(Ch. 3)
59

314-29

54

The Noise Hazards sections of the Framework Plan and McKinleyville Community Plan work together
with the N: Noise Impact combining zone to prohibit manufactured homes within areas above the 60
decibel level unless they are certified to limit interior noise levels to 45 decibels in all habitable rooms.
And in the N: Noise Impact areas, building standards to reduce interior noise levels are required to limit
noise levels to 45 decibels in all habitable rooms.
One example of how the mitigation measures cited above were used to mitigate noise impacts on a
new residential development is demonstrated in file #510-191-15 in the McKinleyville Area, Case No.:
PMS-01-09, which is available for inspection at the Planning Division office. The project was a Minor
Subdivision of a parcel consisting of ±22,431 square feet, into three (3) parcels for the purpose of
placing residences on each one. The project site is located in proximity to Highway 101, and pursuant
to §314-29 of the Zoning Ordinance, the noise impacts from that source were mitigated through the
requirement that residential development maintain an interior 45 dB CNEL-Ldn by using appropriate
building insulation standards.
Where the noise hazards are mapped around each of the airports and along streets and highways, the
mitigation measures described above are sufficient to reduce to less than significant levels noise
hazard impacts from excessive vibration or noise to new residential development encouraged by the
Project.
Additional mitigation measures to reduce potential noise hazard impacts are being recommended in the
GPU, which could also be inserted as mitigation into this Housing Element. This EIR is not
recommending this option as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a
separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with this EIR.
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Findings
Where the noise hazards are mapped around airports and along streets and highways, the mitigation
measures described above are sufficient to reduce to less than significant levels noise hazard impacts
to new residential development encouraged by the Project. Some additional noise hazard area
adjacent to streets and highways will be mapped as part of the GPU. In the interim, mitigation for noise
impacts near such areas will rely on discretionary review and appropriate conditions of approval. The
mitigation measures described above are sufficient to reduce to less than significant levels noise
hazard Impact 5.11-A (Exposure to excessive vibration or noise).
The airport land use plan includes noise hazard mapping for each of the County’s airports, and the
mitigation measures described above are sufficient to reduce to less than significant levels noise
hazard Impact 5.11-B (Exposure to excessive vibration or noise within an airport land use plan or near
a private airstrip).
5.12 Population and Housing
Setting
County Population Trends

According to the 2000 Census, the total population in Humboldt County was 126,518. The population
as of January 1, 2007 is estimated at 131,959, an increase of almost 6,000 persons over the sevenyear timeframe. The distribution of people within the County is illustrated graphically in Figure 4-1.
Humboldt County’s population growth rate increased in the late 1980s and early 1990s and has since
returned to a level more consistent with historic growth rates over the past 20 years. Between 1985
and 1990, the County grew by about 8,000 people (7.3 percent), representing an average annual
increase of 1.4 percent. The current annual growth rate is about 0.7 percent. California Department of
Finance projections indicate an anticipated average annual growth of 0.58 percent over the next 20
years which is lower than the 0.83 percent annual growth experienced in the past 20 years.
These trends indicate that the population will have an average increase of approximately 765 people
per year over the next 20 years as shown in Table 4-A. The data also indicate an aging population,
where older persons represent an increasing percentage of the populace. The number of people over
the age of 65 is expected to double from about 17,000 to 35,000 by the year 2025.
Table 4-A. Historic and Projected Population Growth in Humboldt County, 1980-2030

Year
1980
1990

Percent of Total
Population in
Population of
Total County Unincorporate Unincorporated
Areas
Population
d Areas
108,525
59,046
54%
119,118
62,169
52%

Average Annual
Increase
Total Percent
(Countywide
Change Over Period
Total)
(Countywide Total)
0.98%

9.77%

2000

126,839

67,567

53%

0.62%

6.21%

2010

134,800

72,900

54%

0.65%

6.55%

2020

142,200

78,200

55%

0.55%

5.48%

2030

147,200

82,300

56%

0.36%

3.55%

Source: California Dept. of Finance; Humboldt County Community Development Services, 2007
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Figure 4-1 Population Distribution 2000
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The community of McKinleyville and the cities of Arcata and Fortuna represent the county’s primary
growth areas, accounting for 32.3 percent of the population in 2000, up from 29.3 percent in 1990. By
comparison, Eureka’s population dropped slightly in the 1990s, with growth occurring in the surrounding
communities of Cutten, Bayview, and Humboldt Hill. The total unincorporated population of the county
grew an average of 0.7 percent per year between 1980 and 2000, rising from 59,046 to 67,567 people.
If these trends remain stable, about 15,000 more people will live in Humboldt County in 2030 than in
2007, requiring about 6,300 additional housing units countywide (assuming the existing average
household size of 2.38 persons remains constant.) The County unincorporated share of this total
housing need is expected to be 54%, or about 3,400 units. This General Plan includes a policy to
review these trends every five years and make adjustments as necessary.
These long-term averages may not match the shorter-term projections contained in the State’s
Regional Housing Needs Assessments (RHNA) that are prepared for updating the Housing Element.
The RHNA figures are done for a seven year planning horizon, and include units to make up for
shortfalls in housing for various income groups and factor in replacement housing and other
considerations. The RHNA figures are provided as countywide totals, which include both city and
unincorporated areas. A local process administered by HCAOG allocates the appropriate portions of
housing needs to each of the various jurisdictions. This process can cause further variance from longterm averages.
Potential Impacts, Mitigation, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would
IMPACT 5.12-A

The physical changes result in health and safety hazards.

Potential Impacts
The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs consider and discuss significant environmental impacts of a project,
which includes health and safety problems caused by the physical changes (§15126.2). A Health
Impact Assessment (HIA) of the GPU was completed in 2007, which documented the expected health
impacts of the various alternatives being considered. (The HIA is incorporated by reference as if set
forth fully herein and is available at the Planning Division office at 3015 H Street in Eureka.) While the
HIA did not review specific measures of the Project, some conclusions apply just the same because
they both involve considerations in siting new residential development to meet the future housing
demand. The HIA concludes that land use policies can have impacts on health and safety of people.
The HIA made a number of conclusions that apply to the future housing being planned for in the
Project. The HIA states that when housing production does not meet housing demand, people with the
least financial resources are often deprived of adequate and/or affordable housing. One human health
impact of inadequate housing stems from people spending high proportions of their incomes on rent or
a mortgage; this corresponds to fewer resources for food, heating, transportation, health care, and child
care.
The HIA goes on to say that many low-income residents cannot afford housing that includes basic
features necessary for health. For example, one out of every seven low-income families in the US lives
in physically inadequate housing, defined as having severe physical deficiencies such as lacking hot
water, electricity, a toilet, or both a bathtub and a shower. Substandard housing with deficiencies such
as these may be associated with exposure to waste and sewage, physical hazards, mold spores, poorly
maintained paint, cockroach antigens, old carpeting, inadequate heating and ventilation, exposed
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heating sources and wiring, and broken windows. In turn, these exposures can lead to health
conditions including respiratory diseases, lead poisoning, and injuries.
A third potential impact of inadequate housing supply is the need for people to leave their community in
order to find affordable housing. Moving away can result in the loss of jobs, traveling long distances for
work, difficult school transitions, and the loss of health-protective social networks. For children, moving
can be particularly difficult. Research has shown that increased mobility in childhood is associated with
academic delay, school suspensions, and depression later in life.
The HIA also notes that homeless persons have many of the same health problems as people with
homes, but at rates three to six times greater than housed people.
In addition to the above impacts to public health indirectly resulting from the project, high levels of
bacteria in the ocean near streams and rivers along the Moonstone, Little River, and Clam beaches
present a health and safety hazard after rain events, prompting the County Public Health Department to
issue public warnings to avoid swimming in these areas. The Geology and Soils section of this EIR
(§5.7), listing of several beaches as impaired by the NCRWQCB due to high levels of indicator bacteria
is presented as evidence some soils in the watershed may not be capable of supporting septic tanks
where sewers are not available. The source of indicator bacteria is not known.
Mitigation
The HIA identified a number of mitigation measures to reduce the cost of housing, which would reduce
the health and safety impacts of high cost housing listed above:
−

Denser infill housing development may be more affordable than housing associated with sprawling
development. Urban housing costs tend to be lower due to multi-family housing and higher residential
density. Provided the existing urban infrastructure can accommodate new housing, another cost that can be
avoided with infill development is that of sewer and water infrastructure. Studies show that water and sewer
costs are about 40% higher in spread-out development than in compact development.

−

In addition to being more affordable, higher-density development within existing urbanized areas would
preferentially meet housing needs of all income and mobility levels, due to the higher likelihood of these areas
being “complete neighborhoods."

−

Housing Programs to Increase the Supply of Affordable Housing Units


Inclusionary Zoning & Density bonuses: In order to increase the stock of affordable housing units,
inclusionary zoning offers developers incentives (such as density bonuses) to build low and moderate
cost housing that would otherwise be unavailable in the marketplace.



Reduction of construction costs: Reduction of construction costs through material selection and building
and parking layout can reduce the price of the house for the homebuyer.



Un-bundle automobile parking from housing unit in urban areas: The cost of parking for residential units is
often passed on to the occupants indirectly through the rent or purchase price. A strategy for reducing
the cost of housing is to sell parking spaces separately. This gives tenants and owners the opportunity to
save money by using fewer parking spaces.



Municipal support for first time and low-income homebuyers: Financial support for first time and lowincome homebuyers can help to house people who otherwise could not afford the housing they need.



Allow Single Resident Occupancy units : Usually Single Room Occupancy structures are developed by
converting hotels, and they are often allowed under the same permits as hotels.



Establish a Community Land Trust (or participate in the already established Humboldt Bay Housing
Development Corporation).

−

Housing Trust Fund: Housing trust funds are funds established by cities, counties and states that dedicate
sources of revenue to support affordable housing.

−

Infill Development
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−



Developer incentives for residential densities between 2.5 and 10 units per acre



Implementation of inclusionary zoning, requiring development to include a mix of housing types at a wide
price range



Encourage the development of rental units.



Public outreach campaign about the need for multi-unit housing to fulfill all housing needs

Homeless Population


Pre-release permanent housing planning for people discharged from public institutions such as the foster
care system, jail, prison, mental health programs, hospital, or drug and alcohol programs.



Increase emergency, interim, transitional, and permanent housing options and programs.



Improve social services offered to the homeless population by the county, such as mental health,
domestic abuse, and substance abuse resources.

The proposed project incorporates nearly all of the recommended mitigation measures in the HIA. For
example, the proposed Housing Opportunity Zone policies, standards and implementation measures
encourage infill development. Also, the project includes a program for SRO units. The unbundling of
parking and housing is an alternative under consideration with the Circulation Element of the GPU.
Proposed policy H-P3 (Mixed Housing Sizes And Types) would create more affordable housing similar
to an inclusionary zoning program (an inclusionary zoning program is part of Alternative A). The
recommendation for a pre-release permanent housing planning would be a program better incorporated
into the County’s 10 Year Plan to End Homelessness, which is administered by the Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS). Similarly, the recommendation to improve social services is
directed at DHHS, not the Housing Element.
With the proposed mitigation measures, a significant number of more affordable housing units will be
developed in the County, which will mitigate the indirect impacts of the Project on health and safety
hazards by freeing up more resources for food, heating, transportation, health care, and child care.
With less of their income being allocated to housing, families can better afford treatment for health
problems, which is expected to improve their overall health. Likewise, with less income being allocated
to housing, families can better afford child care, which is expected to have a positive impact on the
health and safety of children.
Increasing the supply of affordable homes will also have positive impacts on the health and safety of
individuals by reducing the likelihood they will have to move, which will reduce the health impacts of
moving on children identified above in the Impacts section.
The proposed programs in the Project to encourage rehabilitation of housing will reduce the number of
substandard units, which will have positive impacts on health and safety of persons living in those units.
For example, the Housing Element encourages the County to secure grant funds for rehabilitation
programs that may provide assistance to install new water heaters in lower income units. This may
indirectly reduce the risk of food-borne illness by enabling dish washing with hot water.
The Project significantly increasing the inventory of potential emergency shelters sites, and provides for
single room occupancy units. These measures are expected to increase the health and safety of
homeless persons and extremely low income households by providing more of them a warm and dry
place to sleep.
With measures to increase the supply of affordable homes, increase the funding for housing
rehabilitation assistance, and measures to increase the inventory of potential emergency shelter sites
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and single room occupancy units, the Project includes mitigation sufficient to reduce to less than
significant levels the impacts of the project on health and safety hazards.
Earlier in this EIR in §5.7 (Geology and Soils) a new policy and implementation measure are proposed
to determine the source of high levels of indicator bacteria, and implement mitigation to reduce bacteria
to acceptable levels. This mitigation will also help reduce health and safety hazards from the elevated
indicator bacteria levels.
The health and safety hazards due to high levels of indicator bacteria on three (3) of the County’s
beaches were not a part of the HIA. It is not clear what is causing the high levels of bacteria in the
ocean at the beaches. This EIR assumes it may be from malfunctioning septic tanks serving homes
permitted during the timeframe of the previous Element. It also considers the continued permitting of
septic tanks in the watersheds of the affected beaches, which is encouraged by the Project, may
continue to contribute to these significant health and safety hazards.
Findings
The Project includes mitigation measures sufficient to reduce Impact 5.12-A (Health and Safety
Hazards) to less than significant levels for the indicators discussed in the HIA.
The health and safety hazards due to high levels of indicator bacteria on three (3) of the County’s
beaches were not a part of the HIA. Continued permitting of septic tanks in the watersheds of the
affected beaches may contribute to these significant health and safety hazards. Additional mitigation in
§5.7 of this EIR (Geology and Soils) to reduce bacteria to acceptable levels at the three (3) beaches is
not sufficient to reduce Impact 5.12-A (Health and Safety Hazards) to less than significant levels, so
Impact 5.12-A is considered significant and unavoidable.
5.13 Public Services
Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element describes the existing public services conditions
in the County. It describes public water and wastewater services, fire and police protection, school
districts, and other public facilities. All of the information in the Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing
Element was updated and elaborated upon by the 2007 Community Infrastructure and Services
Technical Report prepared by Winzler & Kelly (available at the Planning Division office, 3015 H St.,
Eureka, CA). It describes the current conditions of public water and wastewater services, fire and police
protection services, schools, and other public facilities.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.13-A Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the public services: Fire protection, Police
protection, Schools, Parks, or other public facilities.
Potential Impacts
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Policies in the Element encouraging new residential development in areas served by public facilities
(the Housing Opportunity Zone policies) may impact the ability of the various agencies to provide
adequate services. The construction of new facilities to serve the new development may involve
potentially significant environmental impacts.
Since 2001, there have been 2,348 new residential units permitted in the County. Most of these new
units (2,090 units) were developed in community plan areas, which tend to be closer in to existing
services than the more rural parts of the County.
Since the Project is more likely to direct development into areas served by public sewer, water, and
utilities, it is likely to have more impacts on these services than what would otherwise occur. However,
it is also recognized that with more customers paying for these services, they may be made more viable
with the Housing Opportunity Zone policies. The Project is expected to have fewer impacts on other
public services, such as schools, police fire protection because these services will be provided to a
more compact population in the Housing Opportunity Zones on smaller lots with shorter access roads
compared to existing conditions.
Mitigation
Numerous policies, programs, standards and other requirements will help reduce the impacts of new
home construction encouraged by the Project on public services. The land use development permit
review process described in §5.1 ensures proposed residential development projects are circulated to
the agencies providing the affected public services for comments and recommendations. These
agencies maintain information in their offices which describes the public services in the County. The
following table lists the local regulations that mitigate public service impacts from new residential
construction. The requirements in Table 13 also serve to mitigate impacts to public agencies which
provide fire protection.
One example how these mitigation measures would apply is with new subdivisions in the Urban
Reserve of the Garberville/Redway/Alderpoint/Benbow Community Plan, the allowed density would
increase to 4 units per acre if public water and sewer services are available. Otherwise, the allowed
density would be lower. With this Plan, the “urban reserve” designation is used to recognize that if
those mapped areas are to be developed at urban densities, public water and sewer services adequate
to serve the development potential must be available, and prior to services, these areas may only be
developed consistent with the surrounding rural densities.
Other implementation measures listed below serve to prioritize public services uses in the Public
Facilities Zones. The Development Timing policies ensure public services will be available to serve
areas with higher density residential development by requiring adequate public services as a condition
of approval for higher density development. The solid waste disposal policies establish criteria for siting
of solid waste disposal facilities to ensure adequate facilities to serve future development.
TABLE 18. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Impacts on Public
Services
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
COUNTYWIDE SITING
ELEMENT OF THE
HUMBOLDT COUNTY
INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1993) Implementation
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Siting Criteria

Section
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§3.4 - 3.5

3-4 (Ch. 3)
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TABLE 18. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Impacts on Public
Services
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
COUNTYWIDE SITING
ELEMENT OF THE
HUMBOLDT COUNTY
INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (1993) Implementation
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1989)
Policy
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Implementation
PROGRAM (1989)
EUREKA COMMUNITY
Policy
PLAN (1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY
PLAN (1995)
Policy
EUREKA COMMUNITY
Implementation
PLAN (1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY
Policy
PLAN (1995)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation

Description

Section

Page #

Long - term Strategy

§5.3

2-4 (Ch. 5)

Development Timing

§3.21 3.24

1 – 6 (Ch. 3)

§3.27

12 – 13
(Ch. 3)

§3.31 3.35

17 – 27
(Ch. 3)

§3.32

1 - 6, 17
(Ch. 3)

Power Plant Siting

Development Timing

Public Services

Public Facility

§5.20, 5.30 3, 6 (Ch. 5)

Improvement Costs

§2620

28

Specific Improvements

§2620

28 - 31

Public Facilities

§2761

49

Water and Wastewater

§4520

81

Water Facilities

4512

2 (Ch. 4)

Public Facilities

§2761

14 (Ch. 2)

Wastewater Facilities
Public Facilities
Urban Developed Areas
Urban Expansion Areas

§4524
§2761
§2772
§2773

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards

Water Resource
Wastewater Facilities

§3362
§4532

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards

Solid Waste Disposal

§4612

2 (Ch. 4)
65(Ch. 2)
66(Ch. 2)
66(Ch. 2)
22 - 23
(Ch. 3)
17(Ch. 4)
21 – 26
(Ch. 4)
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TABLE 18. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Impacts on Public
Services
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE

Type

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Implementation
Plan Volume II - 1987)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
Implementation
MANAGEMENT PLAN
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Description
Development Timing
Program.
Solid Waste Program

Section
§5 - 2630
§5 - 3200

Water Resource Program

§5 - 3360

Page #
19 – 20
(Ch. 5)
27(Ch. 5)
27 – 28
(Ch. 5)

Public Facilities

§2761

15 (Ch. 2)

Solid Waste Disposal

§4611

2 (Ch. 4)

Public Facilities

§2500

6 (Ch. 2)

Urban Reserve

§2500

4 (Ch. 2)

Public Facilities

§2761

15 (Ch. 2)

Urban Development Area

§2772

16 – 17
(Ch. 2)

Urban Expansion Area

§2773

17 (Ch. 2)

Disposal Plan Requirements

§2200

4

Encourage Recycling

§2200

5

Household Hazardous Waste

§2200

8, 9

Identification of Sources

§2200

4
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TABLE 18. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Impacts on Public
Services
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
Implementation
(1989)
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1986)
Policy
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework Policy
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Description

Section

Page #

New Facility Siting

§2200

2 - 3, 6, 7

Waste Reduction

§2200

2, 4

Public Safety

§4270

30 - 31

Fire

§4271

31 - 32

Public Services / Facilities

§4290

34 - 35

Siting Near Urban Services

§4310

38

§3.113.21

3 - 10, 29 35 (Ch. 3)

Power Plant Siting

§3.14

21 – 22
(Ch. 3)

Solid Waste Disposal

§3.14

22 – 23
(Ch. 3)

Public Services

§3.22

33 – 35
(Ch. 3)

Urban Reserve

§5.20

3 (Ch. 5)

Development Timing

Public Facility

§5.20, 5.30 5, 8 (Ch. 5)

Public Facilities

§2761

14 (Ch. 2)

Water Resources

§3361

4 (Ch. 3)

Urban Development Areas

§2342,
2422

8, 9, 13
(Ch. 2)
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TABLE 18. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Impacts on Public
Services
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Plan Volume II - 1982)
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1982)
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Implementation
Plan Volume II - 1982)
Local Agency Formation
Commission Regulations
(§54000 - 57530 of the
Administrative Code)
Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
NORTHERN HUMBOLDT
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN /
RECREATION PLAN 1985
Policy
(1968)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Implementation
Plan Volume II - 1985)
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
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Description

Section

Page #

Water Systems

§4312 4324

2–4
(Ch. 4)

Public Facilities

§4604

7 (Ch. 4)

§54796(f)

n/a

Development Timing

§3.21 3.23

1 – 5 (Ch. 3)

Development Timing

§3.31 3.35

15 – 20
(Ch. 3)

Public Services

§3.32

1 - 5, 14 – 16
(Ch. 3)

Urban Reserve

§5.20

3 (Ch. 5)

Standards

Public Facility

Public Facilities

§5.20, 5.30 4, 7 (Ch. 5)

§2761

12 (Ch. 2)

§IIID

42

Public Facilities

§2761

14 (Ch. 2)

Water Resources

§3361

4 (Ch. 3)

§3.20 3.32

1 - 6, 15
(Ch. 3)

§3.21 3.23

1 – 6 (Ch. 3)

Development Timing

Public Services

Development Timing
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TABLE 18. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Impacts on Public
Services
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
1985 (1968)
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Type

Description

Section

Page #

Policy

Power Plant Siting

§3.27,
3.35.5

8, 20 (Ch. 3)

Policy

Development Timing

§3.31 3.35

14 – 21
(Ch. 3)

Implementation

Public Facility

Implementation

Public Facility

Implementation

Public - Multiple Use

Implementation

§5.20, 5.30 3, 4 (Ch. 5)

§IIB(a)

12

§IIB(a), VC

11,36

School land Dedication

§324 - 7

216.1

Policy

Development Timing

§3.11 3.12

3 – 7 (Ch. 3)

Policy

Power Plant Siting

§3.15

8 – 9 (Ch. 3)

Policy

Development Timing

§3.21 3.23

13 – 21
(Ch. 3)

Policy

Public Services

§3.23

19 (Ch. 3)

Implementation

Urban Reserve

§5.20

1 (Ch. 5)

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Public Facility
Solid Waste Disposal.
Solid Waste Disposal
Public Use Zones
PF1: Public Facility (Urban)
PF2: Public Facility (Rural)
Solid Waste Disposal
PUBLIC USES
PUBLIC UTILITY BUILDINGS

§5.20, 5.30 2, 4 (Ch. 5)
312-19.2
40
312-31.4
44
313-4
19
313-4.1
19
313-4.2
20
313-61.1
100
314-58.1
87
314-84.2
105

The construction of new public service facilities will require additional environmental review where
adverse impacts of the project on the environment will be described, alternatives will be considered,
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and new mitigation measures will be proposed to minimize the environmental impacts of new public
facility construction.
With the effective mitigation listed above, and the requirement for separate environmental review of
future public service facilities, the impacts of the project on 5.13-A (Public Services) is considered less
than significant.
As with the other issue areas, additional mitigation measures to reduce hazards impacts of new
residential development which are being recommended in the GPU could be inserted into the Housing
Element. This EIR is not recommending this option as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the
Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid
duplication with the Project EIR.
Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations serve to reduce Impact 5.13-A (Public Services)
to exist at a level of insignificance.
******
IMPACT 5.13-B

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.

Potential Impacts
A number of public water service providers get their water supply from rivers that are considered
temperature impaired by the NCRWQCB. For example, the unincorporated communities of Redway
and Garberville get their water from the South Fork of the Eel River. Increased drawdown of water in
these rivers to serve new development encouraged by the Project will reduce the water in the river,
which is expected to increase the temperature of the water in the river, and make it less suitable habitat
for protected aquatic and riparian species. While such an increase in temperature in the river resulting
from each individual new home may not be measurable, the cumulative impacts of serving all the new
units are potentially significant.
Mitigation
The County seeks to mitigate the above impacts through “Dry Weather Testing” criteria, which requires
new private water systems to perform to minimum standards. Through testing by a Civil Engineer, new
water wells are required to demonstrate they can produce at least 400 gallons per day during the driest
time of year for each proposed new home.
The impacts to temperature impaired rivers from the increased water demand of new customers in
areas with public water is balanced by the impacts that would occur if all the new homes encouraged by
the Project used the same rivers for their water source, but were constructed outside the areas with
public water. All other factors being equal, there is no difference in the impacts to rivers being used as
a water source whether within or outside areas with public water services.
Mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of new home construction in watersheds with temperature
impaired rivers would involve reducing the amount of water diverted during periods of low flow. In order
to be most effective, this mitigation would also take into account water diversions from the rivers, and
their tributaries, and the hydrologically connected aquifers.
Proposed new mitigation in §5.9 to refer all building permits to the Department of Fish and Game will
help reduce impacts of new water diversions by securing necessary permits for potential new
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development projects before construction has begun. The development permit requirements listed in
§5.1 and §5.5 (Biological Resources) will help mitigate the indirect impacts of the project on water
supplies.
Additional public service and biological resource mitigation measures being recommended in the GPU
could also be inserted into the Housing Element. However, this EIR is not recommending that because
the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such
mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations described above serve to reduce Impact 5.13-B
(Water Supplies), but not to a level of insignificance. This impact is considered significant and
unavoidable.
5.14

Recreation

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element describes the existing public services conditions
in the County. It describes the public lands, including federal and state parks and beaches, and County
parks as well. It also briefly describes the recreational facilities of cities and the McKinleyville
Community Service District.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.14-A

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated.

IMPACT 5.14-B

Require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Potential Impacts
New residential development supported by the proposed Housing Element may increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities by new residents such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. The new development
may also trigger a requirement to construct or expand new recreational facilities.
Another potential impact is a proposed new program will slightly reduce parkland dedication fee
requirements for structures that existed prior to the enactment of the ordinance:
H-IM23. Reduce Parkland Dedication Requirements for Existing Structures. The County shall modify the
Parkland Dedication Fee Ordinance to subtract existing structures from parkland dedication fee
requirements for those structures which pre-dated the original Quimby Act ordinance applicable to the
property. Responsible Agency: CDS. Timeframe: By August 31, 2009.

One of the ways the County mitigates the impacts of new residential construction on recreation facilities
is through implementation of the Parkland Dedication Ordinance, where developers are
required to construct recreation facilities in new developments or pay a fee to help construct
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other recreational facilities in the area. Therefore the impact of proposed H-IM23 will be to
reduce the amount of parkland dedication fees collected in some circumstances.
Mitigation
The County mitigates the above impacts through residential development permit review procedures in
§5.1, in combination with the requirements listed below in Table 19. The Coastal Access policies
require new development not interfere with existing access to coastal resources in the coastal zone.
The Public Recreation and Public Lands land use and zoning classifications limit the allowed uses to
protect recreation uses from new development. The Parkland Dedication requirements provide funding
for development of new parks in urban areas. The Trails policies ensure protection of existing trails,
and encourages development of new trails.
TABLE 19. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Recreation
Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1989)
EEL RIVER AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Implementation
PROGRAM (1989)
EUREKA COMMUNITY
Implementation
PLAN (1995)
EUREKA COMMUNITY
Policy
PLAN (1995)
FORTUNA AREA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Implementation
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards

Trails
Parks and Recreation
Public Land Programs

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards

Trails Programs

FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
FRESHWATER
Policy

Parks and Rec Programs
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Description

Section

Page #

Increase Recreation Uses

§3.25, 3.36 6 - 7, 27 - 28

Coastal Access

§3.31, 3.50

17, 47 – 50
(Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§4.80

7 - 22 (Ch. 4)

Public Recreation

§5.20, 5.30 3, 6 (Ch. 5)

Public Lands

§2762

49

Parks and Recreation

§4420

76 - 77

Trails
Public Lands

§4311
§2762

Trails
Parks and Recreation

1 (Ch. 4)
65 (Ch. 2)
12 – 14 (Ch.
§4312
4)
§4440
15 (Ch. 4)
§5 - 2540
16 (Ch. 5)
32 – 34
§5 - 4300
(Ch. 5)
35 – 36
§5 - 4400
(Ch. 5)

§4311
§4411

1 – 2 (Ch. 4)
2 (Ch. 4)
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TABLE 19. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Recreation
Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Implementation
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
(1989)
Implementation
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
HUMBOLDT BAY AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
HYDESVILLE\CARLOTTA
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Implementation
Plan Volume II - 1986)
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Implementation
Plan Volume II - 1982)
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1982)
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE AREA
PLAN OF THE LOCAL
COASTAL PROGRAM (1989) Implementation
MCKINLEYVILLE
Implementation
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Description

Section

Page #

Public Lands

§2762

15 – 16
(Ch. 2)

Recreation Areas

§4262

26

Increase Recreation Uses

§3.15, 3.27

35
(Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§3.31, 3.50

17, 47 – 50
(Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§4.80

7 - 22 (Ch. 4)

Public Recreation

§5.20, 5.30 6, 8 (Ch. 5)

Public Lands

§2762

15 (Ch. 2)

Public Lands

§2330

8 (Ch. 2)

Parks and Recreation

§4602

8 (Ch. 4)

Increase Recreation Uses

§3.24, 3.36

5 - 8, 20 – 22
(Ch. 4)

Coastal Access

§3.31, 3.50

17, 38 – 42
(Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§4.54

10 - 18
(Ch. 4)

Public Recreation
Public Lands

§5.20, 5.30 4, 7 (Ch. 5)
§2762
12 (Ch. 2)
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TABLE 19. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Recreation
Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
ORICK COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Implementation
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Policy
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
Implementation
PROGRAM (1990)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
Implementation
1985 (1968)
SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT
GENERAL PLAN REPORT
Implementation
1985 (1968)
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
Policy
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
Policy
THE LOCAL COASTAL
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Description

Section

Page #

Trails

§4311

4 (Ch. 4)

Parks and Recreation

§4430

5 (Ch. 4)

Public Lands

§2762

15 (Ch. 2)

§3.25, 3.36

36 (Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§3.31,

17 (Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§3.50 3.55

37 – 40
Ch. 3)

Coastal Access

§4.30

3 - 10 (Ch. 4)

Increase Recreation Uses

Public Recreation

§5.20, 5.30 3, 4 (Ch. 5)

Rural Recreational

§IIB(a)

7

Public Recreation

§IIB(a), VC

12,36

Access

§324 - 3

215

Open Space Standards.

§324 - 9

217

Increase Recreation Uses

§3.25

Coastal Access

§3.50

20 (Ch. 3)
48 – 58
(Ch. 3)
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TABLE 19. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Recreation
Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
PROGRAM (1990)
TRINIDAD AREA PLAN OF
THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation
Implementation
Implementation

Zoning Ordinance

Implementation

Zoning Ordinance
Zoning Ordinance

Implementation
Implementation

Type

Description

Section

Page #

Public Recreation
Public Access
Public Coastal Access
Protection Review.
Parkland Dedication
(McKinleyville Coastal
Planning Area)
Recreational Vehicle Parks
Recreation and Conservation
Zones
PR: Public Recreation
Access Dedication
Requirements for New
Developments
Access Dedication
Requirements for New
Developments in Shelter
Cove
Access Protection
PARKLAND DEDICATION
R - RECREATION
“V” COMBINING ZONE
DESIGNATIONS
V - VACATION HOME
RENTAL
X - RECREATION

§5.20, 5.30
312-39.2

2, 6
(Ch. 5)
47

312-7.2

17

313-110.1
313-112.1

156
159

313-5
313-5.1

21
21

313-95.1

130

313-95.2
313-95.3
314-110.1
314-33.1

133
135
130
63

314-37

69

314-37.1
314-39.1

69
70

One example of how the regulations in §5.1 and Table 19 are used to mitigate impacts to recreation
facilities is described in the Draft EIR for the Central Estates Phase 2 Final Map Subdivision and Planned
Development Project, SCH# 2008072106, available at the Planning Division offices, 3015 H St. Eureka,
CA, On page 65, the EIR states that mitigation for the project on parks and recreation impacts is provided
by conditioning the project approval to require the project provide parkland in accordance with the
provisions of the McKinleyville Parkland Dedication Ordinance, which is listed in Table 19 as §314-110.1. .
The
Based on the effective mitigation described above, the impacts of the project on recreational uses are
rendered less than significant.
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Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations noted above serve to reduce Impact 5.14-A (Use
of Existing Parks) and 5.14-B (Creation of New Parks) to a level of insignificance.
5.15

Transportation and Circulation

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element describes the existing transportation and
circulation conditions in the County. It describes the road network, level of service measures, public
transit, use of the railroad lines, and bicycle facilities. Basically, it describes a County where there are
few transportation problems.
Since the 2003 Element was written, the “Community Infrastructure and Services Technical Report”
(Winzler & Kelly, 2007 – available at the Planning Division office) performed a more comprehensive
study of the transportation and circulation system in the County. It revealed impacts that were not
previously recognized. For instance, the study states that,
“…in several cases, roadways in the Urban Service Areas [USA] are already
experiencing capacity constraints as observed at a.m. and p.m. peak hours. In other
cases, roadways currently able to accommodate existing traffic volumes are likely to
develop areas of increased congestion as traffic volumes increase.” (p. xviii)
The study goes on to identify the roadways with the most significant capacity constraints in the Eureka
and McKinleyville areas, and concludes, “Projections point to roadway segments where roadway
capacity may very likely be inadequate for future traffic volumes.” (p. 2-8).
Potential Impacts, Mitigations & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.15-A

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system.

IMPACT 5.15-B

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways.

Potential Impacts
There is expected to be an adverse impact on level of service on streets and highways with the growth
projected in the Element. As additional homes are constructed and occupied, there will likely be more
vehicle traffic from people leaving and returning to their homes by automobile, which reduces the level
of service.
The Final EIR for the 2002 McKinleyville Community Plan (available at the Planning Division office
located at 3015 H Street, Eureka California) found that all road segments in the McKinleyville area will
be operating at LOS A or B if all the homes projected by the Community Plan were constructed in
McKinleyville. However, at a number of intersections, the traffic impacts from that level of new
development will be significant. If all the homes projected in the 2009 Housing Element were built in
McKinleyville, the intersection of Hiller and Central Avenue will drop to LOS C with an average 2.2
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second increase in delays at that intersection per vehicle. The LOS at the intersection between Murray
Road and McKinleyville Avenue would also drop from LOS B to C. And on the average, vehicles will
have to wait 17 seconds longer at the unsignalled intersection of Central Avenue and Murray Road,
corresponding with a drop in the LOS for that intersection from D to E. Traffic impacts on the
intersections in the McKinleyville area described above are potentially significant.
These same types of impacts will likely occur in other parts of the County as well. For example, the
capacity constrained road segments and intersections in the Eureka Area studied by the 2007 Winzler
& Kelly report are expected to have even longer delays for automobiles in the future. As new homes
are constructed in the area, the new residents will use these road segments and intersections when
leaving or returning to their homes, further reducing their capacity for automobiles.
Mitigation
Numerous policies in the Framework Plan, community plans and coastal plans seek to avoid traffic and
circulation impacts. Section §5.1 of this EIR describes the permit review process for all residential
development projects. It helps explain how the County’s land development policies, programs,
standards and regulations in §5.1 and shown below in Table 20 are used to mitigate potentially
significant adverse impacts on traffic and circulation. The circulation policies listed below require
projects to incorporate measures to mitigate circulation impacts, such as widening or roads, and
installing sidewalks within the public right of way. Street dedication requirements require public
dedication of right of way to provide public ingress and egress along the new roads. The subdivision
improvement standards specify dimensions and features of roads to ensure they are constructed to
accommodate the expected traffic volumes.
TABLE 20. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Traffic and
Circulation Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
Encroachment Standards
(Title III, Division 4 of
Implementation
Humboldt County Code)
EUREKA COMMUNITY
Policy
PLAN (1995)
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRAMEWORK PLAN (1984) Standards
FRESHWATER
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
GARBERVILLE/REDWAY/BE
NBOW/ALDERPOINT
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1987)
Policy
HAZARDOUS WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN
(1989)
Implementation
JACOBY CREEK
COMMUNITY PLAN
Policy
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Section
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Visibility Standards

§341 - 1

289

Transportation
Transportation Policies
Transportation
Circulation Programs

§4205
§4237
§4240
§5 - 4200

70 - 72
9 (Ch. 4)
10 (Ch. 4)
31 (Ch. 5)

Circulation

§4230

1 (Ch. 4)

Transportation/ Parking

§4200

1 (Ch. 4)

§4280
§4212 4213

32 - 34

Circulation
Circulation

1 (Ch. 4)
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TABLE 20. Residential Development Permit Requirements That Mitigate Potential Traffic and
Circulation Impacts
LAND USE PLAN OR
ORDINANCE
Type
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1982)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Policy
Plan Volume II - 1985)
MCKINLEYVILLE
COMMUNITY PLAN
(Humboldt County Framework
Plan Volume II - 1985)
Policy
SOUTH COAST AREA PLAN
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (1990)
Policy
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
Implementation
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
Implementation
County Code)
SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS (Title III Division 2 of Humboldt
County Code)
Implementation
Zoning Ordinance
Implementation
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Section
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Adequate Roads

§2514,
2602

7 (Ch. 2)

Transportation

§4230,
4231

2 – 3 (Ch. 4)

Public Roadways

§3.33

15 - 16

Road Standards

§324 - 1

214

Private Lane Standards.

§324 - 2

214

Street Dedication

§324 - 4

216

Off-Site Improvements

§324 - 8

216.1

Appendix 1
314-109.1

238 - 256
119

Subdivision Improvement
Standards
OFF-STREET PARKING
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An example of how the County used the above requirements to mitigate traffic and circulation impacts
is found in file #307-131-09 in the Elk River area, Case No: SP-00-10, which was a Special Permit
application for the development of a residence on a five (5) acre parcel where a manufactured home
already exists.
In this instance, the County was unable to make the required findings to approve the project. In the
staff report it states, “Staff does not believe that there is evidence to support making this finding. The
Eureka Community Plan designates the whole Berta Road area as a flood hazard area due to the
limited access, which historically is inaccessible during certain periods of the year.”
Even with the above listed effective mitigation, the Project will have significant impacts on the
transportation system. The 2007 Winzler & Kelly study points out that the conditions of County roads
have been deteriorating for many years because of a lack of funding for maintenance and replacement
of roads. The study also pointed out there are a number of roads and intersections that are
constraining traffic and causing delays, which is increasing the time required to make vehicle trips. The
Housing Element does not contain any new road improvement funding mechanisms. The new
residential development encouraged by the Element will likely add vehicle traffic to the roads, including
those that are constrained according to the Winzler and Kelly study. Households residing in the new
homes are expected to make trips in their vehicles to go to work, do business, run errands, and to get
to recreational destinations.
To achieve the above mentioned build-out requires the approval of a number of discretionary projects,
primarily residential subdivisions. These discretionary projects will be subject to CEQA and will be
responsible for mitigating traffic impacts. For example, see the EIR for the Central Estates Phase 2
Final Map Subdivision and Planned Development Project, SCH# 2008072106, available at the Planning
Division offices, 3015 H St. Eureka, CA.
Another example is the file APN 509-162-17, -18, -19, -20 & -21 in the McKinleyville Area (available for
inspection at the Planning Division offices). This project involved approval of a subdivision of
approximately nine acres into eleven residential lots. The subdivision is accessed from Azalea Avenue
via Cochran Road and Landis Court. Conditions of approval for that project required the applicant
make off-site road improvements to Azalea Avenue to make it safer for use by pedestrians and
bicyclists to mitigate safety hazards due to the increased vehicle traffic caused by the project.
Additional traffic and circulation mitigation measures are being considered in the GPU, such as
implementing a traffic mitigation impact fee program. These measures could be inserted into the
Housing Element. This EIR is not recommending that action as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent
with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed,
to avoid duplication with the Project EIR. Until these items are addressed, impacts are likely to remain
significant.
Findings
The above measures mitigate the impacts of the Project on 5.15-A (Increased Traffic), and 5.15-B
(Level of Service), but not to a level of insignificance. These impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.
******
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IMPACT 5.15-C

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

IMPACT 5.15-D

Result in inadequate emergency access.

IMPACT 5.15-E

Result in inadequate parking capacity.

Potential Impacts
If new homes are permitted in areas that cause hazards due to a design feature, or where road access
prevents emergency vehicle use, the policies encouraging construction of new homes in the Element
would result in significant emergency access impacts. The projected increase in vehicle use indirectly
resulting from the Project will result in the need for additional parking facilities. If no additional parking
is provided, the impact of the Project on parking facilities could be significant.
A proposed program is being considered with the Project that relaxes parking requirements for
subdivisions within Housing Opportunity Zones that meet 1.5x the mid-point density.
Mitigation
The County uses the requirements listed in §5.1 and in the above Table 20 to mitigate impacts due to
transportation safety hazards, emergency vehicle access, and parking. The Visibility Standards set
forth standards for setbacks of new structures from intersections to ensure adequate visibility of traffic
to avoid collisions. The Fire Safe Regulations specify the minimum width, grade and road surface to
ensure adequate emergency access to new residential development. The Parking requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance specify the minimum number of parking spaces required in new residential
developments to ensure there is an adequate supply of parking.
One example of how the County mitigates emergency access impacts is found in file # APN 515-11106 and 515-111-40 in the Westhaven area, Case Nos.: LLA-01-09 (available for inspection at the
Planning Division Office). With this project, a Lot Line Adjustment was proposed between two legal
parcels, and an illegally created one. The lot line adjustment brought into conformance the parcel
which was created in violation of subdivision regulations. The road serving the parcels is substandard
to the County Fire Safe Regulations. A conveyance and agreement of rights to develop a single family
residence on one of the parcels was required as a condition of approval. Release from this
conveyance will be made upon completion of the widening of the access road to Road Category 4
standards.
The proposed Housing Opportunity Zone policies will mitigate the parking impacts of the new policies
that allow reduced parking requirements for specified projects. The Housing Opportunity Zones
encourage residential uses in commercial areas, which will allow persons to travel from their home to
work and shopping areas without using their cars. In addition, the Housing Opportunity Zones
encourage infill development in areas served with public transit, so fewer people will need to use cars
to travel from their homes to commercial areas.
The effective mitigation measures listed above reduce the potential impacts of the Project on
transportation safety hazards, emergency vehicle access, and parking to less than significant levels.
Additional traffic and circulation mitigation measures are being considered in the GPU, which could be
inserted into the Housing Element. This EIR is not recommending that action as the GPU is being
reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more
appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
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Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations noted above serve to reduce Impact 5.15-C
(Road Hazards), 5.15-D (Emergency Access), and 5.15-E (Parking Capacity) to a level of
insignificance.

5.16

Utilities and Service Systems

Setting
The Supplemental EIR for the 2003 Housing Element describes the existing public services conditions
in the County. It describes the capacity of the public water and sewer providers, and the water testing
requirements of the Division of Environmental Health. Since that EIR was written, a more
comprehensive study was made of the condition of public services in the County in the Community
Infrastructure and Services Technical Report (Winzler & Kelly, 2007), which is incorporated by
reference into this EIR.
That report provided an updated accounting of the various public services capacity of providers in the
County, including all the public water and wastewater providers. It documents there are substantial
constraints to new development because of capacity limitations of water and wastewater facilities in
some areas.
The information in the 2007 Technical Report is updated with the following information about limitations
of water and sewer facilities that presently constrain new residential development in certain parts of the
County.
Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District. The Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District (HBMWD)
provides treated drinking water on a wholesale basis to seven municipal agencies in the greater
Humboldt Bay region. The District’s wholesale municipal customers are: the City of Arcata, the City of
Eureka, the City of Blue Lake, the Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD, Humboldt CSD, Manila CSD, and
McKinleyville CSD. Via this wholesale relationship, the District serves water to a population of
approximately 80,000 people, representing 60% of the current Humboldt County population.
The infrastructure summaries below provide information regarding water deliveries and contract for
supply of municipal water for each of the HBMWD wholesale customers. It is anticipated that the
demands for treated HBMWD water will exceed the currently capacity within the planning time frame of
this document, based on County housing and corresponding population projections. While the District
has excess water available in its industrial system, they will require either expansion of or upgrades to
the existing Ranney collectors and treatment facilities to increase the capacity of their domestic water
system. In addition, improvements to their transmission system, including replacement of the 15-inch
and 18-inch Techite pipelines on the Samoa peninsula, will need to be completed to fully serve future
development. The District is also currently exploring options to increase the life of the District’s
infrastructure and to potentially add capacity to continue to provide a reliable, safe source of drinking
water to its customers.
The following summaries are excerpted from Community Infrastructure and Services Technical Report
and include updates, as appropriate, that have been provided by the individual service providers and
state regulators. Information presented includes the quantity of water supply and demand (or
wastewater flows), volumes of treatment and storage, a condition assessment, and a listing of
proposed improvements and projected completion dates, if known. Summaries have been organized
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by study area; however, where a provider serves more than one study area the summaries are
organized by service provider. Please refer to the list of acronyms at the end of this section.
ALDERPOINT WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Alderpoint County Water District (CWD) provides water service to
approximately 74 service connections within the Alderpoint WSA. The Alderpoint CWD has a permit to
divert 0.25 cubic feet per second (112 gallons per minute), up to a maximum of 166 acre feet (54.1
million gallons) per year, from an infiltration gallery located in the Middle Fork Eel River and contains
approximately 100,000 gallons of storage. The Alderpoint CWD produced approximately 14 million
gallons of drinking water in 2005, according to the 2007 CDPH annual inspection report. Average daily
use is estimated at 0.039 MGD, and peak daily use was reported as approximately 0.080 MGD in 2005.
Water supply capacity ranges from 216,000 to 320,000 gallons per day, which is well in excess of the
current demands and production.
The Alderpoint CWD system has only chlorination and no form of treatment and is therefore not in
compliance with Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR). The District has been issued a compliance
order by the EPA, and is in the process of seeking funding for a new treatment system. The Alderpoint
CWD is planning to install new pumps, which would provide about 200 gallons per minute (gpm) or
288,000 gallons per day (gpd) (Oscar Larson & Associates, 2003). The California Department of Public
Health reports that the Alderpoint CWD has been approved for Proposition 50 funding to address
treatment deficiencies and, subject to funding availability, improvements should be complete by 2012.
The design for the new treatment system has not yet been completed, but it is expected to
accommodate existing development plus ten percent additional capacity for growth, or approximately
seven additional units (CDPH, 2009).
BENBOW WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Water service in Benbow is provided to approximately 113 existing
service connections by the Benbow Water Company, a private water system regulated by the California
Public Utilities Commission. The Benbow Water Company diverts water from the East Branch of South
Fork Eel River through an infiltration gallery located within the river bed. The Benbow Water Company
produced approximately 31 million gallons of drinking water in 2005 (2006 CDPH Annual Inspection
Report). Average daily use is estimated at 0.085 MGD, and peak daily use was reported as 0.382
MGD. The Benbow State Recreation Area is also connected to the system and accommodates large
special events in the summer (3000+ people), and a campground (400+ maximum). There is also a
golf course/RV park that sees seasonal variation in its use. On some occasions in the summer there
can be up to an additional 3500+ people served by the system per day
Source capacity is a serious problem for this system. Pumping capacity is less than maximum day
capacity, and at maximum pumping rates the filters are loaded at nearly double the allowed filter
loading rate. The Benbow Water Company is currently not meeting the State requirements which
mandate that total available source capacity shall not be less than the needed source capacity. The
California Department of Public Health has asked the Benbow Water Company to develop a plan to
correct the source capacity and filter loading rate issues. In 2005, the CPUC granted the Benbow
Water Company the authority to file tariffs to increase fees for new connections for the purpose of
generating funds to build new facilities to serve 25 new customers in Pressure Zones 2 and 3.
Additional facilities fees are to be collected from customers requesting new or upgraded service
connections.
BIG LAGOON WATER STUDY AREA
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Water Supply & Availability. The Big Lagoon CSD was established in 1998 and acquired the water
system one year later from a private owner, and has approximately 34 existing service connections.
The Big Lagoon CSD system produces approximately 1.7 million gallons of drinking water in 2005,
according to the 2007 CDPH annual inspection report. Average daily use is estimated at approximately
4,650 gpd, and peak daily use was reported as 11,650 gpd. The water system is supplied by 2 wells
and supply has never been a problem, even in the driest of years. The maximum system delivery
output totals approximately 70,000 gallons per day, well in excess of current maximum demands. The
Big Lagoon CSD water system is operating in good condition and is in need of only minor repairs.
Current peak water use is at approximately 17% of available production capacity.
BRICELAND WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Briceland Community Services District provides domestic water to
approximately 26 existing service connections from a spring located on private property. The District,
through agreement with the owner and formal deeding, receives 90% of the spring’s flow. The spring’s
flow is variable and dependent on rainfall. However, in the summertime, the spring output is five to
seven gallons per minute, or between 7,200 and 10,080 gallons per day. The Briceland CSD produced
approximately 3.88 million gallons of drinking water in 2005. Average daily use is estimated at 10,630
gallons per day, and peak daily use was reported as 40,000 gallons per day (CDPH Annual Inspection
Report).
The Briceland CSD water system is in poor condition, source capacity is unable to meet current
maximum day demands, the treatment system is unable to meet turbidity performance standards during
winter months, and storage capacity is barely able to meet even one day of maximum day demands.
Briceland is currently operating under a moratorium for new connections. There are currently at least 4
homes within the District that have requested service connections; the oldest application is
approximately 16 years old. The Briceland CSD anticipates installing a new roughing filter and a solar
powered hypo chlorination unit in the near future.
ARCATA URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Arcata USA is located within the City of Arcata SOI and in order for
parcels within the USA to develop at urban densities they must first annex to the City. The City of
Arcata is a wholesale customer of the HBMWD, which has sufficient water supply to meet City
demands water system is not limited by either source or treatment capacity with respect to its
availability of connections. The City of Arcata’s average daily use was 1.825 MGD and peak daily use
was 3.405 MGD. The City delivered over 676 million gallons of HBMWD water in fiscal year 2005/2006.
The City has approximately 6,000 existing connections (City of Arcata, 2005). The City’s main
deficiency with respect to its water system is the lack of adequate storage within some pressure zones.
The City plans on installing additional storage capacity. Plans for approximately one million gallons of
storage within the new Sunnybrae tract of the Arcata Community Forest are underway. An additional
four million gallons of storage are planned for Zone 1. The City is also looking into a second connection
with HBMWD.
The Arcata USA is located within the Arcata Urban Services Boundary, and it is likely that the areas
within the Arcata USA would be annexed and developed within the General Plan period. As a condition
of annexation approval, areas such as the proposed Creekside Homes, which is the portion of the
Arcata USA with the most significant development potential, would be required to make specified
improvements to the City of Arcata water system.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The City of Arcata wastewater treatment plant is noted for its
innovative system which includes the Arcata Marsh and Wildlife Sanctuary where the wastewater treated
to post-secondary standards is re-used for wetlands, ponds, and related wildlife habitat. The wastewater
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system is in fair condition overall and the treatment facility is operating at approximately 59% of dry
weather capacity and could accommodate approximately 4,439 additional residential connections
based on dry weather flows. However, the wastewater facility has had difficulty meeting its discharge
requirement as suggested by recent compliance orders issued by the NCRWQCB, which state that
treatment capacity is being exceeded. The City has appealed the certain portions of the compliance
orders, as they do not believe the infractions are water quality related but relate more technical
violations of permit parameters. The City and the NCRWQCB have agreed to a compliance project and
the NCRWQCB will hold other penalties in abeyance until the lawsuit is settled.
Similar to the water system above, areas such as the proposed Creekside Homes would be required to
make specified improvements to the City of Arcata wastewater system as a condition of annexation
approval.
BLUE LAKE URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The City of Blue Lake’s average daily use was 0.223 MGD and peak
daily use was 0.378 MGD. The City delivered over 84 million gallons of water in fiscal year 2005/2006.
The City has approximately 650 existing connections and does not retail water to any other Districts.
The City’s receives its water supply through contract with HBMWD. Water is delivered through an
unknown length of water distribution mains and storage reservoirs located throughout the community.
The City has approximately 0.9 MG of storage capacity spread over two redwood tanks ranging in size
from 400,000 gallons to 500,000 gallons. The City of Blue Lake’s water system is in good condition
overall. Peak daily use of HBMWD water for the City (0.378 MGD in 2005/2006) is currently less than
their peak rate allocation of 0.50 MGD set in contract with HBMWD on July 1, 2006.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The City of Blue Lake provides wastewater services to residents
within the City and 17 parcels outside the City, most of which are within the Blue Lake WSA. There are
approximately 515 wastewater connections within the City of Blue Lake USA. The City also provides
wastewater services to the Blue Lake Rancheria through contract. The entire USA would be expected
to receive wastewater service from the City of Blue Lake, upon annexation. Average dry weather flows
are approximately 0.15 MGD, while peak wet weather flows are approximately 1.0 MGD. This
represents a system wide peaking factor of approximately six to seven (Winzler & Kelly, 2006b). The
WWTP is designed to handle an average hydraulic loading of 0.25 MGD and a BOD loading of 300
lbs/day. The plant is likely exceeding its treatment capacity. Average flows are currently 0.15 MGD with
an average BOD concentration of 325 mg/L, which results in a BOD loading of over 400 lbs/day.
Maximum month influent loadings of 1,400 mg/L BOD and 1,700 mg/L TSS have been experienced at
the plant (Winzler & Kelly, 2006b).
The City’s collection system experiences significant I&I during winter months, and the WWTP is
operating in excess of its designed treatment capacity. The City continues to address shortfalls within
their wastewater collection and treatment systems. The City will need to invest significant effort and
resources to reduce I&I within their collection system and to make improvements to the treatment and
disposal system.
FORTUNA URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. A portion of the Fortuna USA is located within the boundaries of the
Palmer Creek CSD, which provides water service from its own source and wastewater collection
services. The remainder of the Fortuna USA is located within the City of Fortuna SOI, and the City is
the most logical provider of water and wastewater services. The City of Fortuna produced an average
of 505.6 million gallons of drinking water per year between 2003 and 2007, and 503.7 million gallons in
2007. Average daily use is therefore estimated at 1.39 MGD. Peak daily use for 2005 was reported as
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2.3 MGD in the 2007 DHS annual inspection report. The City has approximately 4,331 existing
connections and does not retail water to any other Districts.
Palmer Creek CSD produced more than 11 million gallons of drinking water in 2003. Average daily use
is estimated at approximately 0.031 MGD, and peak daily use is reported at approximately 0.084 MGD.
The District has approximately 150 service connections, of which 127 are active connections. All active
connections are metered.
The City of Fortuna’s water system is in good condition. There are no major deficiencies associated
with the City’s water supply and distribution system. City of Fortuna annual pumping records indicate
that current water demand is approximately 94% of permitted capacity, and there are approximately
257 available connections. Therefore, the City of Fortuna may need to seek permits from DWR for
additional source capacity to accommodate additional development within its boundaries and SOI. The
Palmer Creek CSD water system is in excellent condition as it was constructed in 1997.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Approximately 5,229 units receive wastewater service within the
City of Fortuna (City of Fortuna, 2007). Approximately 90% of these connections are residential, while
the remaining 10% are commercial. Average dry weather flows totaled approximately 0.95 MGD in
2006. Peak wet weather flows reached approximately 7 MGD in 2006 (Gehrke, 2007). There are 153
existing residential wastewater connections within the Palmer Creek CSD generating an average dry
weather flow of 20,000 gpd and wet weather flows of 30,000 gpd (Palmer Creek CSD, 2007). The
Palmer Creek CSD reports that it is currently at its contracted limit with the City of Fortuna for
wastewater flows. This contract would need to be amended to allow additional development within the
District.
The City of Fortuna’s wastewater system is in good condition overall, and was recently expanded in
2006 to improve capacity and performance. The City’s wastewater facilities are permitted to treat up to
1.5 MGD mean daily dry weather flow averaged over a period of one calendar month. Existing dry
weather flows are currently 0.95 MGD. Therefore, the treatment facility is operating at approximately
63% of its dry weather flow capacity. However, wet weather flows continue to pose a problem for the
City.
RIO DELL URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The City produced 97.5 million gallons of drinking water in 2004 (2005
CDPH Annual Inspection Report). Average daily use is estimated at 0.267 MGD, and peak daily use
was reported as 0.474 MGD. However, these demand figures may be slightly high, as they are from
2004, before the City invested heavily into repairing its distribution system to minimize water losses. In
2006, the City only produced 91.1 MG of drinking water, representing approximately 7% decrease as
compared to 2005. It is unclear what part of this decrease is attributable to the water system
improvements versus natural variability in demands. The City has approximately 1,179 connections
within the system, of which approximately 96% are residential connections. The City also serves 49
commercial connections, two landscape connections, and two agricultural connections.
The City received $5.0 million in grant funds to rehabilitate the water distribution system City-wide and
$1.0 million in grant funds and a loan in the amount of $2.3 million to construct a new infiltration gallery
and water treatment plant. The new treatment plant has a design capacity of 700 gpm. The system
was put on line in 2006, is in very good condition overall, and has sufficient capacity to accommodate
growth anticipated in Rio Dell’s new General Plan currently in the process of being updated. Current
peak day demands are about 60% of source capacity.
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Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Approximately 1,310 units receive wastewater service within the
City of Rio Dell (Winzler & Kelly, 2007). Approximately 94% of these connections are residential and
the remaining 10% are commercial and institutional. Average dry weather flows totaled approximately
0.430 MGD, while peak wet weather flows totaled approximately 2.820 MGD in 2005 (Winzler & Kelly,
2006).
The City is currently under a Cease and Desist Order for its use of percolation ponds as a summertime
disposal method. The City is in the process of actively exploring alternative disposal methods and
funding mechanisms. The CDO restricts new connections to the wastewater system and as of spring
2009 there are 65 new connections available.
The City has developed a Wastewater Effluent Disposal Facilities Plan and prepared an environmental
impact report to develop a new wastewater treatment plant that would meet the City’s long-term
wastewater treatment and disposal needs and the requirements of the NCRWQCB. The City is
annexing approximately 250 acres of land across the Eel River in the Metropolitan area that, upon
purchase or lease, would be used for a new wastewater treatment plant. The new facility is expected to
cost between $12 and $15 million and to be completed in 2012.
FIELDBROOK-GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD provides waster service to the Fieldbrook WSA and the Glendale USA/WSA.
The Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD purchases treated water from Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District
(HBMWD) for delivery to its customers. Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD’s water system begins at a water
meter just north of the intersection of Fieldbrook Road and Glendale Drive. The system contains
approximately 13 miles of water mains, two booster pump stations, and one 400,000 and one 20,000
gallon water tank. Water quality is representative of HBMWD’s excellent water source and meets or
exceeds State standards. According to 2005/2006 HBMWD records, Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD’s
average daily use was 0.166 MGD and peak daily use was 0.389 MGD. The Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD
retailed approximately 64 million gallons of drinking water in fiscal year 2005/2006. Fieldbrook-Glendale
CSD services approximately 528 existing connections according to the 2005 CDPH annual inspection
report. Peak daily use of HBMWD water for the District (0.389 MGD in 2005/2006) is currently about
90% of their peak rate allocation of 0.43 MGD set in contract with HBMWD on July 1, 2006.
GLENDALE URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Fieldbrook Glendale Community Services District (CSD) provides
water and wastewater service to this area. Some portions of the study area rely on private wells,
springs or surface water intakes generally of poor quality, while other portions (up Liscomb Hill Road
and Hilltop Lane) receive water from the City of Blue Lake. The Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD’s receives
treated water through the HBMWD and is not limited by either source or treatment capacity with respect
to its ability to serve new connections.
Water service within the Glendale USA is generally very good with the exception of some low pressure
areas. The only major deficiency associated with the existing system and the existing development they
serve is lower system pressure within some localized areas. The study area does not have any storage
in its service area and normally relies on the HBMWD water reservoirs, although the Fieldbrook
reservoir can be used to back feed to this area in an emergency. Glendale will need to expand its water
system infrastructure to serve additional growth.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The Glendale USA receives wastewater service from the
Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD. Glendale’s wastewater system is in very good condition overall and has
approximately 165 connections. Flows currently range between 37,000 gpd during dry weather and
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75,000 gpd during wet weather. The District is under contract to pump raw wastewater to the City of
Arcata for treatment and disposal. The existing contract allows for up to 71,200 gpd average dry
weather flow, indicating that the system has the capacity for approximately 80 to 100 more connections.
Alternative solutions to treatment and disposal must be found to accommodate any development in
excess of this. The City has indicated it is not interested at this time to increase the District’s contract
amount and has recommended the District consider other alternatives. The District has approached the
City of Blue Lake and will participate in other studies to evaluate alternatives and costs for potential
interconnection.
FIELDBROOK WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Fieldbrook WSA receives water from the Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD. The
system is in good condition overall and available connections are not limited by either source or
treatment capacity. The Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD’s receives treated water through the HBMWD and is
not limited by either source or treatment capacity with respect to its ability to serve new connections.
The only major deficiency associated with the existing system and the existing development they serve
is lower than desirable water pressure within some localized areas. In addition, a stand by generator is
needed at the main (Lyman Rd) booster pump station and a new roof is needed on the redwood tank.
The Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD may need to expand its water system infrastructure to serve this
additional growth.
GARBERVILLE URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY
Water Supply & Availability. The Garberville Sanitary District (SD) was originally formed in 1932 to
provide sewer service to the town of Garberville and in 2006 purchased the private Garberville Water
Company, which provides water service to approximately 394 connections. The Garberville SD
produced approximately 64 million gallons of drinking water in 2003 (CDPH Annual Inspection Report).
Average daily use is estimated at approximately 0.175 MGD, and peak daily use is estimated at
approximately 0.310 MGD. The water system is in poor to fair condition, with deficiencies that include
lack of storage capacity, standby power, and an aging and undersized distribution system, most of
which was installed in the 1930s.
The main source of water is from an infiltration gallery in the South Fork of the Eel River that was
installed in 1940. A secondary groundwater source is also available; however, substantial draw down
has been known to occur and the well has even been known to stop producing water during dry
periods. The District is limited by their appropriative water rights, which allow for maximum diversions of
0.155 and 0.595 cubic feet per second, respectively, for a combined allowable extraction of 336 gallons
per minute from the infiltration gallery. The production capacity of the infiltration gallery is
approximately 0.46 MGD. The water treatment plant has a maximum production capacity of 250 gpm
(0.33 MGD if operated 22 hours per day), and is therefore more limiting than the source capacity.
Given existing maximum day demands are 0.31 MGD, the system is operating at approximately 94% of
treatment capacity.
The District has plans for a Water System Improvements Project and has been placed on priority lists
for funding by California Department of Public Health. The project will consist of two new infiltration
gallery pumps, a new treatment plant, emergency backup power for the pumps and treatment plant, a
new treated water booster pump station and water main, and additional storage capacity. The District
hopes to complete construction of this project in 2010.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The Garberville SD wastewater collection system consists of a
collection system that flows by gravity with the aid of lift stations to convey the wastewater to the
treatment facility. The treatment plant was constructed in 1984, and the design capacity of the system
is for a peak wet weather flow of 0.3 MGD. The treatment plant is permitted to treat up to 0.06 MGD
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mean daily dry weather flow and existing dry weather flows are currently 0.14 MGD, or over twice the
permitted amount. The treatment facility is operating at approximately 233% of its dry weather capacity.
The facility is also exceeding its permitted wet weather capacity.
The Garberville SD is operating subject to a wastewater cease and desist order from the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (R1-2004-0097) for discharging effluent in violation of its waste discharge
requirements due to increased population growth and summertime tourism activity. The cease and
desist order prohibits new connections to the system until improvements are completed. The
NCRWQCB has allowed new connections when improvements to the collection system are completed
that simultaneously reduce volumes of inflow and infiltration greater than wastewater flows from the
new development (example, recent senior housing project approved in Garberville).
The District prepared a draft report analyzing viable alternatives to increase its treatment capacity and
has chosen a constructed wetlands alternative as well as new locations for the summertime disposal of
treated effluent. The cease and desist order has set forth a completion date for the new facility of
November 2009.The Garberville SD has been placed on priority lists for funding by the State Water
Board. The Garberville SD has been placed on priority lists for funding by the State Water Board and
expects to receive funding that will allow it complete improvements addressing the cease and desist
order within the next year.
HUMBOLDT COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
The Humboldt Community Services District provides water, wastewater, and street lighting services to
the unincorporated areas surrounding the City of Eureka. The District extends from the Freshwater
Valley in the north nearly to College of the Redwoods in the south. Humboldt Bay and the City of
Eureka form the districts western boundary and the eastern edge of the Freshwater Creek valley forms
the eastern boundary. Included within or adjacent to the boundaries of the district are the following
USAs and WSAs, each of which will be analyzed in detail below:





Freshwater WSA (includes the Freshwater, Mitchell Heights, and Redmond Road areas)
Humboldt Hill USA (includes Fields Landing, Humboldt Hill, and King Salmon,)
Myrtletown USA & WSA
South Eureka USA & WSA (includes the Bayview, Cutten, Pine Hill, and Ridgewood areas)

Humboldt CSD Water Supply & Availability. The Humboldt CSD water system is not limited by
either water source or treatment capacity with respect to its availability of connections. Water for the
Humboldt CSD system is provided by the Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District (HBMWD), which also
provides treated drinking water on a wholesale basis to other municipal service providers in the greater
Humboldt Bay region, including the City of Arcata, the City of Eureka, the City of Blue Lake, the
Fieldbrook-Glendale CSD, Manila CSD, and the McKinleyville CSD. HBMWD has sufficient water
supply to meet the demands of Humboldt CSD and its other municipal customers, and Humboldt CSD
has extensive available capacity within District wells.
According to 2005/2006 HBMWD records, Humboldt CSD’s average daily use was 1.253 MGD and
peak daily use was 2.32 MGD. The District purchased over 479 million gallons of HBMWD water in
fiscal year 2005/2006 direct from HBMWD. However, HBMWD water represents only part of Humboldt
CSD’s water supply. According to the 2007 Humboldt CSD records, they produced approximately 914
million gallons of water for customers in 2006 (257.2 MG from wells, and 659.9 from HBMWD either
direct from HBMWD or through the City of Eureka). Therefore, average daily use is estimated at 2.53
MGD, and peak daily use estimated at 4.71 MGD (utilizing the HBMWD peaking factor from above –
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1.86). The District has approximately 7,494 existing water connections, of which 97% are residential
connections.
Humboldt CSD receives approximately 75% of their water from HBMWD and the City of Eureka.
Humboldt CSD also maintains three water supply wells (two active and one active backup) that
supplement their water supply, with a rated capacity of 1,580 gpm (2.28 MGD). Humboldt CSD’s active
connection with the City of Eureka has a capacity of 800 gpm, or 1.15 MGD. Their contract with the
HBMWD allows for a peak rate allocation of 2.9 MGD. Therefore, the combined source capacity is
estimated at 6.33 MGD.
Unlike the other USAs and WSAs within the Humboldt CSD service area, the Humboldt Hill USA’s
water system is served almost exclusively by Humboldt CSD well water sources, although HBMWD
water can also be supplied to this part of the system. Reservoirs serving Humboldt Hill include the 1.0
MG Blue Spruce tank and the 0.5 MG Donne Drive tank, for a total storage capacity of 1.5 MG.
Humboldt CSD’s distribution system extends from Freshwater in the north to College of the Redwoods
in the south and contains approximately 125 miles of pipe. The District has approximately 5.0 MG of
storage capacity within ten storage tanks ranging in size between 0.12 MG and 1.0 MG. The District
serves over fourteen pressure zones. Water quality is representative of HBMWD’s excellent water
source and meets or exceeds State standards.
There are no significant deficiencies within Humboldt CSD’s water system although some storage and
fire flow improvements are anticipated. Water service within Humboldt CSD is generally very good. The
District has an ongoing program for replacing some old steel water line of various sizes and anticipates
that all of it will be replaced by 2012. Peak daily use of HBMWD water for the District (2.32 MGD in
2005/2006) was below their peak rate allocation of 2.90 MGD set in contract with HBMWD on July 1,
2006. Overall peak daily use is at approximately 71% of existing source capacity. The Humboldt Hill
study area’s main water source is the District’s wells. Current peak day demands within the Humboldt
Hill Urban Study Area are estimated at 40% of total capacity Humboldt CSD’s well’s serving that area.
Humboldt CSD Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Humboldt CSD operates a wastewater
collection system that interconnects with the City of Eureka collection system and the City’s Elk River
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The City and Humboldt CSD are under a contractual agreement
to convey wastewater through several points of interconnection between the Humboldt CSD and
Eureka’s collection system and share treatment capacity at the Elk River WWTP.
Wastewater is collected from approximately 6,285 connections within the Humboldt CSD service areas.
Average dry weather flows for the District were approximately 0.93 MGD in 2008 based on flow data
collected on a daily basis. The permitted average dry weather flow (ADWF) at the Elk River WWTP is
5.24 million gallons per day (MGD). The Humboldt CSD share of this capacity is 30.5 % (1.598 MGD)
and the City of Eureka share is 69.5 % (3.642 MGD). Based on a 2008 analysis of ADWF at the
treatment plant, the City of Eureka has determined that the Humboldt CSD can accommodate about
2,749 additional equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) connections, and the City of Eureka about 2,457
additional EDU’s.
The City is conducting a study of the Elk River WWTP infrastructure to identify hydraulic and process
“bottlenecks” and propose cost effective improvements to increase capacity, rather than construct a
total plant expansion. The City expects that this strategy will allow step-wise increases in WWTP
capacity that keep pace with development within the Humboldt CSD and the City of Eureka over the
next 20 years.
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Portions of the Humboldt CSD and City of Eureka collection systems experience inflow and infiltration
(I&I) of rain water and are near or at capacity in a number of locations during significant rain events.
Although extreme wet weather flows approach the design capacity of the WWTP, the plant is designed
to treat all flows that the collection system conveys in its current configuration and with the current
peaking factor.
The City of Eureka and Humboldt CSD are cooperatively working on the Martin Slough Interceptor
Project to address the collection system capacity issues identified above. The Martin Slough project is
multi-purpose in function; reducing sewer overflows that degrade the environment, eliminate existing
city and Humboldt CSD sewage lift stations (by conversion to gravity service), improve energy
conservation, and provide capacity for planned development.
The Martin Slough project boundaries include areas within the City of Eureka that will gravity flow into
the proposed interceptor, and portions of the unincorporated area surrounding Eureka that can utilize
the interceptor based on proximity and topography located within the urban limit line established by the
Eureka Community Plan and the Humboldt Bay Area Plan. Portions of the Bayview/Pine Hill/Rosewood
areas and a portion of the Cutten area of the South Eureka USA are not within the Martin Slough
project boundaries. Wastewater within these areas drains to portions of the City of Eureka collection
system other than the proposed Martin Slough Interceptor. Other portions of the South Eureka USA are
located outside the Eureka Community Plan and the Humboldt Bay Area Plan urban limit line
The City of Eureka and Humboldt CSD are actively working to correct current wastewater collection
deficiencies and to provide capacity for future growth. The City of Eureka and the Humboldt CSD have
set forth the following list of actions that are intended to result in the completion of the Martin Slough
Interceptor by 2012:
Action
Preliminary project design and
Environmental Review
Construction specifications
Memorandum of
Understanding between
Humboldt CSD and City of
Eureka for the construction of
the Martin Slough Interceptor
Sewer service rates
incorporating the Martin
Slough Interceptor project and
future increases in Elk River
WWTP capacity
Phase I Martin Slough
Interceptor request for bids
and bid award
Phase I Martin Slough
Interceptor construction
Phase II Martin Slough
Interceptor request for bids
and bid award
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Status
Final EIR completed
September 2004 – SCH
No. 200282043
Currently being prepared
Currently being negotiated

Projected Completion
Completed

Projected completion Fall
2009
Projected completion Fall
2009

Rate study underway

Projected completion Winter
2009

Advertise Winter 2009

Projected contract award
early 2010

Begin construction
Summer 2010
Advertise Winter 2010

Projected completion by
November 2010
Projected contract award
early 2010
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Action
Phase II Martin Slough
Interceptor construction
Martin Slough Interceptor

Status
Begin construction
Summer 2011

Projected Completion
Projected completion by
November 2011
Total project completion by
2012

The following is a general discussion of water and wastewater service within each of the USAs and
WSAs served by Humboldt CSD.
FRESHWATER WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Residents of the Freshwater Valley originally received drinking water
through private, individual wells and several private water companies. In 1992, the residents requested
that Humboldt CSD annex this area and create the Freshwater Assessment District to provide high
quality public water to correct a long-standing water quality problem. The Freshwater WSA is located
within a valley east of Humboldt Bay. The Freshwater WSA also includes the Mitchell Heights and
Redmond Road areas.
Humboldt CSD’s water system in Freshwater is in good condition overall. There are no major
infrastructure deficiencies associated with the existing system. To the extent that development occurs
where existing where existing facilities are available, no major improvements will be needed. However,
where development is not adjacent to an existing water main, an extension of service will be needed.
HUMBOLDT HILL URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Most of the Humboldt Hill USA was added to Humboldt CSD boundaries
in the 1980’s with the purchase of the Pialorsi Private Water System and of the consolidation with
County Service Area 3 (CSA 3) Sewer System, which was established in 1972 through the merger of
three sanitation districts serving Fields Landing, King Salmon, and Humboldt Hill.
Following the purchase of the Pialorsi Water System, the District drilled three municipal water wells to
further serve the Humboldt Hill USA. Reservoirs serving Humboldt Hill include the 1.0 MG Blue Spruce
tank and the 0.5 MG Donna Drive tank, for a total storage capacity of 1.5 MG.
Water service within the Humboldt Hill USA is generally very good. The District has an ongoing
program for upsizing undersized water mains installed to improve fire protection. The Humboldt Hill
study area’s main water source is the District’s wells. Current peak day demands within the study area
are estimated at 40% of the well’s total capacity. Humboldt CSD anticipates adding an additional 1.0
Million gallons of water storage to support planned development, provide fire protection, and to serve
the higher elevation zones in the Humboldt Hill area.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. All proposed development within the Humboldt Hill USA would
receive wastewater service from the Humboldt CSD. Humboldt Hill’s collection system was originally
part of the now dissolved CSA No. 3, and was taken over by Humboldt CSD in 1982. Wastewater is
collected from residences throughout the USA and flows by gravity to the South Broadway pump
station, where it is then pumped through a 14-inch force main to the Elk River WWTP.
Development within the Humboldt Hill USA is not constrained by capacity limitations in the City’s
collection system. New growth in Humboldt Hill may trigger the need for increased pumping capacity at
the South Broadway pump station.
MYRTLETOWN URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
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Water Supply & Availability. The Myrtletown WSA/USA is located just east of the City of Eureka
along Myrtle Avenue. Myrtletown’s water system is in good condition overall. There are no major
infrastructure deficiencies associated with the existing system. Humboldt CSD is currently replacing
some older steel pipe in the distribution system. Humboldt CSD may need to extend and expand its
water system infrastructure to serve significant levels of additional growth.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Myrtletown’s wastewater collection system is generally in good
condition; although some improvements are needed to reduce I&I. Development within the study area
is dependent upon the City of Eureka’s collection, treatment, and disposal systems.
All proposed development within the Myrtletown USA would receive wastewater service from HCSD.
The District maintains a collection system that was originally installed in 1965. The Myrtletown USA is
located within the Hoover Street Sewer Drainage Basin, which pumps wastewater from the Humboldt
CSD Hoover St. Pump Station to the City of Eureka Hill St. Pump Station. Wastewater is then pumped
from Hill Street to the Elk River Treatment Plant.
The pumping capacity of the Hill Street Pump Station limits development within the Hoover Street
Sewer Drainage Basin. This capacity limitation will be eliminated with an approximately $250,000
pump upgrade and when wastewater from the “O” Street Pump Station is diverted from entering Hill
Street Pump Station through the construction of the Martin Slough Interceptor. Until the Hill Street
Pump Station pump improvements and Martin Slough project are complete, the remaining capacity
within the Hoover Street Sewer Drainage Basin is approximately 178 dwelling units
SOUTH EUREKA URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The South Eureka USA contains the Bayview, Pine Hill, Rosewood,
Cutten, and Ridgewood areas. The Humboldt CSD South Eureka’s water system is in good condition
overall. There are no major infrastructure deficiencies associated with the existing water system. Some
older steel pipe in the distribution system is currently being replaced and additional water capacity
storage added to support planned growth and improve fire protection
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Wastewater that is generated by existing development within
the South Eureka USA is collected within the following sewage drainage basins:
Area
Bayview/Pine Hill/Rosewood
Campton Road (North)
Campton Road (South)
Cutten (North)
Cutten (South)/Ridgewood

Sewage Drainage Basin
McCullens Street
Campton Road
Leslie Lane Diversion to the City of Eureka
Golf Course Lift Station
Hoover Street
“O” Street

Most of the above sewage drainage basins are within the Martin Slough Interceptor project boundaries,
except for portions of the McCullens Street and the Hoover Street Sewage Drainage Basins. As such,
the following development capacity limitations are in effect until the Martin Sough Interceptor project is
complete in 2012 or until other infrastructure is added:


Development capacity is fully constrained within the “O” Street and Campton Road Sewage
Drainage Basins as well as the Leslie Lane Diversion to the City of Eureka Golf Course Lift
Station until Phase I of the Martin Slough Interceptor project is constructed in fall 2010. Upon
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completion of Phase I, the wastewater collection system will have the capacity to accommodate
approximately 150 additional dwelling units.
Upon completion of Phase II of the Martin Slough Interceptor project, development will be
constrained to the average dry weather flows remaining at the Elk River WWTP (See Humboldt
CSD Wastewater Capacity and Availability above for a discussion of planned improvements to
Elk River WWTP capacity.)
Development capacity within the McCullens Street Sewage Drainage Basin is limited to
approximately 200 additional dwelling units until the Martin Slough Interceptor project is
complete.
See the discussion of wastewater capacity in the Myrtletown USA above for an analysis of the
existing capacity of the Hoover Street Sewage Drainage Basin.

HYDESVILLE URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Water service in the Hydesville area is provided by the Hydesville
County Water District (CWD). The Carlotta portion of the study area has no public water system and
depends solely on individual private water sources. The Hydesville CWD has approximately 450
existing connections and produces approximately 38 million gallons of drinking water per year.
Average daily use for the District is estimated at approximately 0.104 MGD, and peak daily use was
reported as 0.28 MGD. The District’s water supply is obtained from two wells located on District owned
land near Yager Creek that have a rated pumping capacity of 360 gpm, or 0.52 MGD. Hydesville CWD
storage tanks have a total storage capacity of 0.6 MG and the distribution system consists of
approximately 14 miles of steel, AC, and PVC pipe.
Water service within the Hydesville USA is generally good. The District is at approximately 60% of its
source capacity during peak usage periods. In some areas, located in the northern part of the District
(Quail Hill subdivision area) the 4-inch mainline is inadequate in size to maintain the fire flow
requirements and topography is a constraint on service area expansion utilizing the existing gravity fed
system. The District is planning the following improvements as funds become available: increase size
of distribution lines in the Quail Hill subdivision, and install an additional well and 500,000 gallons
storage. The Carlotta area is also not served by a community water system and expansion of the
Hydesville CWD is the logical solution to serving this area.
JACOBY CREEK WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Jacoby Creek WSA receives water service from the Jacoby Creek
County Water District (CWD), although portions of the study area rely on private wells, springs, or
surface water intakes generally of poor quality. The Jacoby Creek CWD serves approximately 562
existing connections and receives its water by contract with the City of Arcata through the City’s
wholesale relationship from HBMWD. The City of Arcata also operates and maintains the Jacoby
Creek CWD water system.
The Jacoby Creek CWD purchased 114.6 MG of water in 2006 (2007 CDPH Annual Inspection
Report). Average daily use is therefore estimated as 0.314 MGD. Jacoby Creek’s water system is in
good condition. The biggest deficiency with the existing system is lack of adequate storage capacity.
The study area has only about 27% of maximum day demand in storage capacity. In addition, some
distribution piping within the system is fewer than six inches in diameter and unable to provide
adequate fire flows.
LOLETA URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Loleta Urban Study Area receives water and wastewater service
from the Loleta Community Services District. The water system has approximately 239 existing
connections, of which approximately 226 are residential connections and the remaining 13 connections
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are non-residential connections serving 11 businesses and 2 industrial connections including the Loleta
Cheese Factory and the Humboldt Creamery (note: the Humboldt Creamery facility in Loleta is no
longer operating). Roughly 25% of water demands are associated with the commercial and industrial
users (Markus Drumm, 2007); therefore residential maximum day usage is estimated at 0.158 MGD
(697 gpd/connection). The Loleta CSD water system is in poor to fair condition. Major deficiencies
associated with the existing system are poor water quality and quantity from the wells, undersized
distribution mains, and inadequate storage capacity.
Due to poor water quality, the Loleta CSD is providing water service through the use of a temporary
well and above ground supply line. As a result of this circumstance, the Loleta CSD has implemented a
self-imposed water connection limitation of eight new connections per year (this is a cumulative total
whereby unused connections are carried over to the next year). The Loleta CSD has designed an
improvement project that includes a new well and backup well as well as new treatment. The District
has received funding approval for this project from USDA as well as American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act funding. The Loleta CSD expects to have the new system on line by summer 2009
(Markus Drumm, 2009). When the new system is on line, the self-imposed connection limitation will be
lifted. A precise calculation of the capacity of the proposed improvements cannot be completed until
the new well is on-line and functioning. However, the water system improvements are being sized to
serve existing development and current planned development.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Approximately 240 connections within the Loleta USA receive
wastewater service from the Loleta CSD, of which most are residential connections except for the two
industrial connections, as identified above. The system currently has flows that range between 0.06
MGD during dry weather and 0.6 MGD during wet weather. The facility has an average dry weather
flow design capacity of 0.1 MGD, and is therefore operating at approximately 60% of its dry weather
capacity.
The District has significant problems with I&I within their collection system. The District currently relies
on percolation ponds for disposal. This form of disposal is becoming increasingly difficult to permit due
to stringent regulations governing disposal to the Eel River during the discharge prohibition period.
Other communities such as Rio Dell and Ferndale are being required by the NCRWQCB at this time to
find alternative methods of disposal.
The Loleta CSD is operating its wastewater system under a cease and desist order (R1-2004-0096)
due primarily to excessive inflow and infiltration. The cease and desist order does not include any
limitations on the approval of new connections by the Loleta CSD. The Loleta CSD is required to
complete repairs and upgrades to the system by the end of this year to address inflow and infiltration.
MANILA URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Manila CSD provides water (The Manila CSD is a wholesale
customer of the HBMWD) and wastewater service to the Manila USA. According to 2005/2006
HBMWD records, Manila CSD’s average daily use was 0.119 MGD and peak daily use was 0.157
MGD. Peak daily use of HBMWD water for the Manila CSD is currently less than their peak rate
allocation of 0.21 MGD. The District delivered approximately 45 million gallons of water in fiscal year
2005/2006. The District has approximately 342 active connections, of which 336 are residential
connections (308 single family and 28 multi family). Non-residential connections include Sierra Pacific
Industries, Redwood Coast Trucking, Manila Community Center and Park, an RV Park, and formerly
Manila Market.
Manila’s water system is in good condition. The only major deficiencies associated with the existing
system are some undersized water mains and inadequate storage capacity. The District has no major
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plans for system upgrades at this time. The Manila CSD is planning to carry out minor upgrades, such
as replacing valves, installing new fire hydrants, and replacing the storage tank roof in the near future.
The District is also applying for grants to increase water storage capacity.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The Manila CSD wastewater system is in good condition
overall. The community relies on a Septic Tank Effluent Pump (STEP) system that pumps liquid effluent
from septic tanks into a force main to the treatment facility. The treatment system consists of three free
surface wetlands, two surface aerated facultative ponds, and four percolation ponds (rapid infiltration
basins) for disposal. The system currently has approximately 444 connections, and flows currently
range between 0.066 MGD during dry weather and 0.21 MGD during wet weather. The facility has an
average dry weather flow design capacity of 0.14 MGD, and is therefore operating at approximately
47% capacity.
The District’s collection system and treatment system are in overall good condition. This system is in
compliance with its WDR and has sufficient capacity to serve forecasted potential future development
without major improvements, although infrastructure extensions might be needed to serve a particular
parcel.
MCKINLEYVILLE URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The McKinleyville USA receives water and wastewater service from
McKinleyville Community Services District (The McKinleyville CSD is a wholesale customer of the
HBMWD). The McKinleyville CSD has approximately 5,085 existing service connections, of which
about 4,785 are residential connections, and retails water to the Patrick’s Creek CSD. According to
2005/2006 HBMWD records, the McKinleyville CSD average daily use was 1.696 MGD and peak daily
use was 3.792 MGD. The District delivered over 636 million gallons of water in fiscal year 2005/2006.
The McKinleyville CSD water system is in good condition overall. Peak daily use of HBMWD water for
the District (3.792 MGD in 2005/2006) currently exceeds their peak rate allocation of 2.80 MGD set in
contract with HBMWD on July 1, 2006. The McKinleyville CSD currently has 5.25 million gallons of
storage capacity and the existing distribution system has more than sufficient capacity for existing
demands and is sized to serve approximately 10,000 homes. The pump station on North Bank Road
that supplies the McKinleyville CSD system is currently limited by the water level at the HBMWD’s
Essex Hill storage tank at Korblex. Efforts to upgrade the pump station are underway.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The McKinleyville CSD wastewater system currently has
approximately 4,600 connections, and flows range between 0.9 MGD during dry weather and 2 MGD
during wet weather. The facility has a biological treatment capacity of 1.18 MGD, and is therefore
operating at approximately 76% capacity. McKinleyville CSD collection system was installed in the mid
1980’s and has been well maintained over the years. The treatment system consists of two primary
oxidation ponds, three secondary oxidation ponds, a new constructed wetland completed in 2005, and
disinfection facilities.
The McKinleyville CSD wastewater system is in overall very good condition. The McKinleyville CSD is
currently investigating improvements to some main trunk lines to increase capacity and reduce inflow
and infiltration. Pump station upgrades are also being planned. The Letz Lane pump station is in need
of additional pumping capacity. The pump station at the existing WWTF is not currently having
problems, but if flows from the Letz Lane pump station increase, then pumping capacity at the WWTF
will also have to be increased. The District is also interested in upgrading their wastewater computer
model to better understand tradeoffs associated with various proposed improvements.
MIRANDA URBAN STUDY AREA
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Water Supply & Availability. The Miranda USA is receives water and wastewater service from the
Miranda Community Services District. The Miranda CSD produces approximately 33 million gallons of
drinking water per year to approximately 143 existing connections (2005 CDPH Annual Inspection
Report). Average daily use for the District is approximately 0.100 MGD and peak daily use is
approximately 0.220 MGD. The District’s water source comes from two wells with a total capacity of
0.338 MGD. The District has 0.2 MG of total storage and the distribution system consists of one
pressure zone, which is gravity fed by the two tanks. Low pressures are known to occur, especially in
the School Road area, due to small diameter (2”) mains.
Miranda’s water system is in fair to good condition. The primary deficiencies associated with the
existing system are some undersized water mains and inadequate storage capacity. The Miranda CSD
will need to expand its water system infrastructure to serve this additional growth.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The Miranda CSD wastewater system serves approximately
110 residential connections, which represents approximately 50% of homes within the USA. Average
dry weather flows are estimated at approximately 30,000 gpd (Miranda CSD, 2007). Peak wet weather
flows are estimated at approximately 100,000 gpd (Ristow, 2007). The Miranda CSD collection system
consists of small diameter, gravity sewers that collect effluent from individual septic tanks in the
community. The system is a combined septic tank effluent gravity and pump system (STEG/STEP).
The treatment plant has a dry weather design capacity of 46,000 gpd, as set forth in their waste
discharge requirements.
The District’s collection system and treatment system are in generally good condition. The District
estimates the treatment system is currently operating at approximately 65% of its design capacity. The
Miranda CSD uses percolation ponds for disposal. This form of disposal is becoming increasingly
difficult to permit due to stringent regulations governing disposal to the South Fork Eel River during the
discharge prohibition period. Other communities such as Rio Dell and Ferndale are being required by
the NCRWQCB at this time to find alternative methods of disposal.
MYERS FLAT WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Myers Flat WSA receives water service from the Myers Flat Mutual
Water System (MWS), a private water system. Myers Flat MWS water supply consists of a well of
unknown capacity, but is barely able to meet peak summertime demands, and a surface water source
on Pete’s Creek. The latter source was the primary source of drinking water prior to 1998, but is no
longer an approved source due to lack of treatment. Myers Flat MWS also has an emergency
connection to a State Park well in Hidden Springs Campground in Humboldt Redwoods State Park.
Myers Flat MWS water system produced approximately 25.2 million gallons of drinking water in 2005
(2007 CDPH annual inspection report). Average daily use for the Myers Flat MWS is estimated at 0.069
MGD. The Myers Flat WSA has approximately 103 existing connections, all of which are metered and
approximately 16 of the connections are commercial. The existing well source is of unknown capacity
and reportedly barely meets peak summertime demands. Therefore, it is assumed that current peak
water use is at approximately 100% of available production capacity.
Water service within the Myers Flat WSA is poor. The system is under a court order to find a new
source of water by 2013 and other parts of the system are in significant need of repair and/or
replacement. The Myers Flat MWS is currently working with a consulting engineer and CDPH to
establish a new well.
ORICK URBAN STUDY AREA/ORICK WATER STUDY AREA
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Water Supply & Availability. The Orick Community Services District provides water to the Orick USA
and is developing plans to provide wastewater service. The Orick CSD retailed approximately 17
million gallons of drinking water in 2003 (2007 CDPH Annual Inspection Report). The District does not
maintain average daily use and maximum daily use statistics. Average daily use for the entire District
was approximately 0.047 MGD, and the District estimates peak daily use is approximately 0.216 MGD.
The Orick CSD has approximately 140 existing connections, of which approximately 120 are residential
connections.
The District maintains two active wells with a total production capacity of 0.274 MGD. The District
maintains one pressure zone in its distribution system, serviced by approximately 6 miles of 4-inch
through 8-inch PVC and AC pipe. The District’s storage capacity includes two 100,000 gallon redwood
storage tanks. This represents less than one day of storage.
Water service within the Orick USA is generally good. Current peak water use is at approximately 79%
of available production capacity. A significant deficiency of the current water system is its lack of
proper storage – less than one day at maximum day demands.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Orick is in the process of evaluating alternatives for a community
wastewater. Pollution from failing septic tanks has been found to be widespread and contaminating
local groundwater sources. A report titled Feasibility Study – Wastewater Collection, Treatment and
Disposal was completed in September 2004 by SHN Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc. as part of
a Housing and Community Development Block Grant. The system is forecast to have approximately
144 connections (245 EDUs), and flows are expected to range between an average dry weather flow of
29,400 gpd to a peak day average flow of 102,532 gpd (SHN, 2004). The Orick CSD has received
approximately $2.6 million from various sources towards the construction of a wastewater treatment
system and expects to begin construction in 2010.
ORLEANS WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Orleans WSA is provided water service through the Orleans
Community Services District (CSD). The Orleans WSA has approximately 149 active connections and
15 inactive connections. Orleans CSD water supply consists of an infiltration gallery within Pearch
Creek with unknown but adequate capacity. Orleans CSD retailed approximately 26 million gallons of
drinking water in 2005 (2005 CDPH Annual Inspection Report). Average daily use for the entire District
is estimated at 0.071 MGD, and peak daily use is estimated at approximately 0.513 MGD. Current peak
water use is estimated at approximately 79% of available treatment capacity if CDPH loading rates are
used but 104% using the manufacturers’ recommended maximum loading rate. Source capacity is not
an issue.
The Orleans CSD water system is in good condition overall but does not have adequate storage.
Source capacity from an infiltration gallery in Pearch Creek is unknown, but reportedly more than
enough to satisfy maximum day demands. Additional treatment capacity is also available. The District
has plans to install additional storage, increase treatment capacity, upgrade the infiltration gallery, and
expand the main water line on Highway 96 with installation of several fire hydrants in an active brush
fire area.
PHILLIPSVILLE WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Phillipsville Community Services District (CSD) was formed in order
to assume responsibility for the Phillipsville Mutual Water Association water facilities. The Phillipsville
WSA has approximately 65 active service connections. The system relies on two water sources to
meet maximum day demands – an untreated surface water spring that is not in compliance with SWTR
and a groundwater well high in iron and manganese. Phillipsville CSD retailed an estimated 8.75
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million gallons of drinking water in 2003. Average daily use for the entire District is estimated at 0.024
MGD, and peak daily use is estimated at approximately 0.085 MGD.
Phillipsville CSD water system is in poor condition. Storage capacity is currently inadequate to even
meet one day of maximum day demands. The distribution system consists of non-standard materials,
such as electrical conduit, and the sizing and type of piping in the rest of the system is unknown. As a
result, there are no available connections within the Phillipsville due to limited source capacity and lack
of treatment. The District is working with the CDPH and has secured the necessary funds to upgrade
the water system infrastructure to resolve the issues described above. Construction has begun and all
improvements are expected to be complete by the end of 2010. Upon completion of the project, the
water system would be expected to adequately serve existing development and current planned
development.
REDCREST WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Redcrest WSA receives water service from a privately owned
system owned and operated by Redcrest Water Works (WW). Redcrest WW produced 8.535 million
gallons of drinking water in 2005 and provides water service to 33 residential connections, none of
which are metered. Average daily use is estimated at approximately 0.023 MGD, and peak daily use
was reported as 0.048 MGD.
Redcrest WW’s water source consists of an infiltration gallery located in Chadd Creek with an
estimated capacity of 40 – 50 gpm (0.057 – 0.072 MGD). The Redcrest WW also has a spring source
for emergency standby during winter storms. This source has lower turbidity to reduce load on the
filters during storms. Availability of connections within the Redcrest water system is currently limited by
source capacity and noncompliance with SWTR. The CDPH has determined that Redcrest WW
exceedences of turbidity standards during winter months are in the sub-micron size range relate to
secondary, or aesthetic, standards and are too small to be Giardia or cryptosporidium, which are the
focus of primary, or health based, standards. The CDPH has determined that it will not pursue
enforcement at this time.
There are no available connections under the existing infrastructure. The Redcrest WW is considering
adding a roughing filter to reduce load on the slow sand filters and improve turbidity reduction. They
also have plans to add 10,000 gallons of raw water storage.
REDWAY URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Redway USA receives water and wastewater services from the
Redway Community Services District (CSD). According to the District, Redway CSD produces
approximately 60 million gallons of drinking water per year. Average daily use was approximately 0.175
MGD, and peak daily use was approximately 0.419 MGD in 2006. Peak daily use is 0.475 MGD
(Spencer Engineering). The District has approximately 600 existing service connections.
Redway CSD’s water system consists of two water sources, an infiltration gallery in the South Fork of
the Eel River and an unnamed spring. The gallery has a reported capacity of 550 gpm, or 0.792 MGD.
The maximum production for the spring is historically around 46,000 gallons per day. Total source
capacity is estimated at 0.838 MGD. However, the water treatment plant design capacity is only 0.46
MGD, so treatment is limiting. The Redway CSD’s total storage capacity is approximately 375,000
gallons. The District maintains approximately 25 miles of distribution piping.
Redway CSD’s water system is in overall fair to good condition. However, treatment capacity is
currently below maximum day demands. Storage capacity can provide water during peak demand
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periods; however storage capacity is insufficient to meet one day of maximum day demands. Current
peak day demands are about 57% of source capacity.
The District has developed a plan to address current water system deficiencies. The District is securing
funding through the CDPH to add additional treatment capacity (total treatment capacity will equal
0.618 MGD), maintain the Eel river intake, and abandon the spring source. Upon completion of these
improvements (estimated completion date 2011) the treatment system will accommodate approximate
180 new dwelling units, which is roughly equivalent to the remaining capacity in the wastewater
treatment plant.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. The Redway CSD wastewater system currently has
approximately 524 connections, and flows range between 0.14 MGD during dry weather and 0.43 MGD
during wet weather. The facility has a permitted dry weather capacity of 0.186 MGD and wet weather
capacity of 0.64 MGD, The District’s NPDES Permit states that the WWTP has a dry weather design
flow of 0.186 MGD and a peak wet weather design flow of 0.615 MGD. Therefore the WWTP is
operating at approximately 75% capacity with respect to both dry weather and wet weather capacities.
The Redway CSD wastewater system is in fair condition. The District completed a compliance project
in 2008 involving the conversion of a clarifier to a sludge thickener that related to an Administrative Civil
Liability Order issued for effluent limit violations. This project is intended to improve suspended solids
removal and the general performance at the plant. In addition, as a requirement of the NPRDES the
District prepared a facilities plan for the wastewater treatment plant and found that the plant can
accommodate approximately 15 years of growth at current rates.
RIVERSIDE WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Riverside CSD provides water service throughout the Riverside
WSA. The District’s water source consists of three wells with a maximum production capacity of
approximately 74,000 gallons of water a day. Riverside CSD produced 12.5 million gallons of drinking
water in 2005 (CDPH, 2005 Annual Inspection Report). Average daily use was approximately 0.034
MGD, and peak daily use was approximately 0.046 MGD. The District currently provides water service
to 74 residential customers and 24 agricultural operations (dairies on the Ferndale bottoms).
Water service within the Riverside WSA is generally good. Current peak water use is at approximately
62% of available production capacity. The District’s deep well can only be used as an auxiliary well due
to high manganese content. The District does not currently have any fire hydrants. Due to small main
size and low pressure, the system is not capable of supporting fire suppression.
SAMOA URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability.
Existing residences within the Samoa USA receive water service from the Samoa Pacific Group, LLC.
The Samoa Pacific Group, LLC purchased the town of Samoa in 2001 and is a retail customer of
HBMWD. The Samoa Pacific Group LLC has submitted a master plan for the development of the town
of Samoa, which will require the approval of Humboldt County and the California Coastal Commission.
The EIR prepared for the project indicates the Group is interested in forming a management entity to
serve the existing and proposed development within the town. However, what from this entity will take
on has not been specified.
According to the Samoa Town Master Plan Draft EIR, the Samoa Pacific Group, LLC has contracted
with HBMWD to receive up to 0.450 MGD of treated water. Estimated average day flows for the
proposed Samoa Town are approximately 0.175 MGD, while peak day flows are being estimated at
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around 0.315 MGD. Samoa Town has approximately 104 connections, while the proposed
development would add approximately 318 more residential connections and several industrial
connections.
The Samoa Pacific Group, LLC has proposed to upgrade the entire domestic distribution system as a
part of its development proposal. Water storage will also be provided as part of the project to provide
for domestic and fire uses in case of a power outage or catastrophic failure on the Peninsula supply
line. To the extent that the Samoa Town Master Plan project Is not approved, development potential
within Samoa would be fully constrained.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. There are currently two permitted wastewater treatment and
disposal facilities operated by the Town of Samoa LLC that serve the town of Samoa. The north system
serves about 25 residences and consists of a 15,000 gallon septic tank and leachfield. The south
system serves about 75 residences, the Samoa Block, Hostelry, and the Samoa Cookhouse through a
series of septic tanks, bark filters, a treatment pond/wetland, and approximately 2.5 acres of infiltration
area. The existing systems are expected to be replaced as part of the Samoa Town Master Plan with
a single community system that would serve approximately 454 connections within the It is estimated
that average dry weather flows would amount to approximately 0.2 MGD. Peak hourly flowrates are
estimated at 1 MGD, using a peaking factor of 5 (Winzler & Kelly, 2003). The collection system would
be new so I&I is not expected to be a factor.
As described above, the Samoa Pacific Group will be responsible for upgrading and expanding the
collection system and construction of new collection, treatment and disposal facilities as part of the
development proposal.
SCOTIA URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Scotia USA currently receives water service from the Town of
Scotia LLC. The Town of Scotia LLC owns, operates, and maintains the town’s domestic water system,
the wastewater system, nearly all of the other utilities, and most of the town’s real property. Town of
Scotia LLC is processing an application with Humboldt County that would amend the General Plan and
Zoning Regulations to apply residential and commercial designations, as appropriate, to what was
previously an industrial campus, and subdivide the property so that most structures will be on their own
lot. Following the County’s approval, the Town of Scotia LLC will process an application with the
Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission to form a community services district to operate the
water and wastewater systems, in addition to other existing services.
The Town of Scotia LLC water supply comes from an infiltration gallery in the Eel River that supplies
separate domestic water and raw water fire systems. The domestic system is fed by a domestic booster
pump station with a firm capacity of 1.728 MGD. Average day production at Scotia’s water treatment
facility was estimated at 0.412 MGD, with approximately 0.151 MGD used by Scotia’s industrial
customers and the remaining 0.261 MGD used by residential and commercial customers (Winzler &
Kelly, 2006). Peak day flows in Scotia were estimated at 0.606 MGD (2006 CDPH Annual Inspection
Report. Assuming a similar percentage usage for industrial uses, the domestic water peak demand is
estimated at 0.384 MGD. Scotia currently has approximately 280 residential connections, 15
commercial connections, and 20 industrial connections. Current peak water use is at approximately
22% of available production capacity.
The existing water treatment plant is generally in good condition. However, some improvements are
needed at the treatment plant and the distribution system is in poor condition and will require significant
upgrading and replacement (Winzler & Kelly, 2006). Water use averages about two to three times
higher than would be expected for the existing service population, indicating significant leaks in the
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 166

system. There are significant losses that occur in the existing water system. The existing water
distribution system is combined so that it provides fire flows to both the mill and residential properties.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Approximately 295 connections within the Scotia USA receive
wastewater service from the Town of Scotia LLC, approximately 92% of which are residential
connections. Average dry weather flows currently amount to approximately 0.178 MGD, while peak wet
weather flows are estimated at approximately 1.4 MGD (Winzler & Kelly, 2006).
Scotia’s wastewater system is in poor condition. The WWTP is located within the 100-year floodplain.
The treatment capacities of multiple unit processes within the facility are exceeded even by average
day maximum month flows (Winzler & Kelly, 2006). However, under current conditions the three
treatment ponds at the WWTP provide the necessary treatment to meet current permit conditions
(SHN, 2007). Since October 2006 the facility has been operating under a new NPDES permit and to
date has met the WWTP permit treatment requirements. Prior to the permit going into effect however
there was concern that the facility would not meet the secondary treatment standards for 85% removal
of BOD and TSS. PALCO requested the facility be placed under a Cease and Desist Order (CDO) that
set forth a time schedule for compliance with the BOD and TSS percent removal permit requirements.
The Scotia WWTP currently discharges to percolation ponds adjacent to the Eel River during the
summertime discharge prohibition period. The town will likely have to find alternative methods for
summertime disposal, as percolation ponds on the Eel River are becoming more difficult to permit with
time.
SHELTER COVE URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Resort Improvement District No. 1 (RID) provides water and wastewater
service to the Shelter Cove USA/WSA and produced approximately 57.4 million gallons of drinking
water in 2004 ( 2006 CDPH Annual Inspection Report). Average daily use is estimated at 0.157 MGD,
and peak daily use was reported as 0.331 MGD in 2004. The District has approximately 455 existing
connections. The number of water connections available to the RID is limited by its permit to a total of
990 until such time that it identifies additional sources of water.
The RID water source consists of two active surface water spring intakes (Rick Spring and Upper
Telegraph Creek), a seasonal standby surface water spring intake (Lower Telegraph Creek), and two
standby wells. During summer months when demands are high, the District is required to maintain
environmental flows within Telegraph Creek and is allowed to withdraw at Lower Telegraph Creek at a
point prior to the water’s infiltration into beach sands. The source capacity of the District is
approximately 508 gpm (0.732 MGD), well over current maximum day demands (230 gpm). The
treatment capacity of the plant is 350 gpm, or 0.504 MGD.
Water service within the RID is generally very good. Current peak water use is at approximately 45%
of available production capacity. The District is in the process of locating additional source capacity.
The RID has identified sites for five new water wells. All five well pumps are operational and connected
to the system. Two of the wells have been approved by the State for service and approval of the
remaining three is expected soon (RID, 2009).
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Approximately 393 residential connections and 22 commercial
connections receive wastewater service within the Shelter Cove USA (RID, 2007). Average dry
weather flows currently amount to approximately 0.1 MGD, while peak wet weather flows are estimated
at approximately 0.5 MGD (Luce, 2007). According to the District’s discharge permit, the RID WWTP is
designed for an average dry weather flow of 0.17 MGD, an average wet weather flow of 0.27 MGD, and
a peak wet weather flow of 0.77 MGD.
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The District is currently under an Administrative Civil Liability Order due to the District’s inability to meet
percent removal requirements for BOD and TSS. In essence, the influent to the treatment plant is so
diluted, it is virtually impossible to meet these requirements. A mandatory compliance project to reduce
I&I has been developed with the NCRWQCB and was recently completed in early 2007. Based on
existing flows, the District is approximately at 59% of dry weather treatment capacity and approximately
78% wet weather capacity at its WWTP.
The District last developed a Master Plan Update for its wastewater treatment and disposal facilities in
1997, which outlines necessary improvements to meet different forecasted growth scenarios. The
District also developed a ten-year CIP in 2007 to address required maintenance and upgrades to their
wastewater system. The District is in the process of upgrading the collection system to reduce I&I as
part of a compliance project for its current ACLO. The District is also in the process of replacing sewer
manhole lids that are located below grade, which can allow large amounts of rain water to enter the
sewer system during storm events (RID, 2009).
WEOTT URBAN STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The approximately 140 existing, unmetered service connections in the
Weott USA receive water service from Weott WCSD. Average daily use is estimated at approximately
0.129 MGD and peak daily is estimated to be approximately 0.258 MGD. The Weott CSD is supplied by
two surface water sources located across the Eel River that have a total rated capacity of
approximately 0.202 MGD that flow through two separate treatment and distribution systems.
Treatment capacity totals approximately 85.4 gpm (0.113 MGD if operated 22 hours per day) and is
therefore more limiting than source capacity.
Weott CSD’s water system is in fair condition and has historically suffered supply problems during
summer months. Estimated peak daily use is currently greater than available supply from the District’s
springs. Overall peak daily use is in excess of the spring’s source capacity and the treatment plant’s
treatment capacity. Peak daily demands are approximately 128% of existing source capacity and 210%
of existing treatment capacity. The District is planning to install meters on all service connections and
is working with CDPH to install additional filter capacity and replace some steel water mains. CDPH
reports that water system improvements that will address treatment deficiencies are underway and
should be complete in 2009.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Weott’s wastewater system is operated by the Weott CSD and
is in good condition overall. The system has approximately 134 connections, and flows currently range
between 0.014 MGD during dry weather and 0.03 MGD during wet weather. The facility has a permitted
dry weather capacity of 0.03 MGD, and is therefore operating at approximately 47% capacity.
Therefore, the system has capacity for an additional 151 connections.
The operation of the facility is occurring well within its design capacity and is meeting its waste
discharge requirements. The system currently is operating without any problems and no improvements
are planned. Future development within the existing service area can be served by the existing
facilities.
WESTHAVEN WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. Approximately 15% of the Westhaven WSA is within the boundaries of
the Westhaven Community Services District (WCSD) and receive water service. The remainder is
outside any water related special district SOI or boundaries. Portions of the WSA (approximately 15
connections within WCSD service boundaries) receive water service from the Moonstone Heights
Mutual Water Association. The northern portions of the WSA also receive water from the City of
Trinidad.
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The Westhaven CSD produced 14.3 million gallons of drinking water in 2004 and provides water
service to 233 residential customers (2005 CDPH Annual Inspection Report). Average daily use was
approximately 0.039 MGD, and peak daily use was approximately 0.066 MGD. The system is supplied
by three small, spring-fed tributaries of Two Creek at and a well within the residential area. The creek
source represents approximately 75% of the total source capacity, with the well accounting for the
remaining 25%. Source capacity varies between 40 – 60 gpm (0.058 – 0.086 MGD). Source capacity
currently varies between 40 – 60 gpm, compared to a maximum day demand of 0.66 MGD, or
approximately 46 gpm. The District has expended considerable resources in efforts to locate additional
local water sources. An attempt by the District to develop a municipal well just outside the northeast
boundary failed due to local political impasse. The District has installed meters on all residential
connections recently, which has facilitated the District in identifying leaks and distribution system
problems.
No serious deficiencies were identified in the most recent CDPH inspection, aside from the source
capacity issue stated above. The District plans on replacing the storage tank roof. Plans are also
underway to upgrade the distribution system’s undersized water mains, increase storage capacity, and
further explore additional sources of water.
WILLOW CREEK URBAN STUDY AREA/WATER STUDY AREA
Water Supply & Availability. The Willow Creek USA and WSA receive water service from Willow
Creek Community Services District (WCCSD which has approximately 967 existing service
connections). The Willow Creek CSD produced approximately 244 million gallons of drinking water in
2003, according to the 2004 CDPH annual inspection report. Average daily use is estimated at
approximately 0.668 MGD, and peak daily use was reported as 1.80 MGD in 2004. The District’s
source of supply consists of six wells located in the mouth of Willow Creek. Four wells draw water from
infiltration galleries in the Willow Creek, which are believed to be under the influence of surface water
and two wells separate from the infiltration gallery, which may or may not be under the influence of
surface water. A new water treatment plant was completed in 2007, and has a design capacity of 2,140
gpm. If run for 23 hours per day, treatment capacity is approximately 2.953 MGD. Total source capacity
is 2,610 gpm, or 3.76 MGD.
Willow Creek CSD’s water system is generally in good condition, although per capita demand is very
high (1861 gpd/cap) and may be the result of system leaks. Current peak water use is approximately
48% of available production capacity. The new water treatment plant has been designed for 2,140 gpm,
approximately 40% greater than existing peak day demands. The District does not have adequate
storage capacity and the District has plans to construct of a new 400,000 gallon storage tank above the
new treatment plant and Brannan Mountain Road.
Wastewater Capacity & Availability. Willow Creek has been evaluating alternatives for a community
wastewater system for a number of years. Willow Creek’s business center along Highway 299 is in
need of a centralized wastewater system due to existing disposal field problems which currently limit
development. A preliminary engineering report was prepared for the system in 2008 and additional
alternatives are under consideration. Although the Willow Creek CSD expects to complete construction
of the collection, treatment, and disposal system by 2014, the project is dependent upon securing grant
funding.
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Potential Impacts, Mitigations, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.16-A
IMPACT 5.16-B

IMPACT 5.16-D

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board.
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects.
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments.

Potential Impacts
The Project is expected to indirectly result in the development of new residential development. Additional
wastewater treatment services will be necessary to serve the new development encouraged by the
Project.
The proposed project may indirectly lead to adverse environmental impacts resulting from exceeding
wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities, or a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments.
Mitigation
Numerous policies in the Framework Plan, community plans and coastal plans seek to avoid impacts to
public water and wastewater facilities. Section §5.1 of this EIR describes the permit review process for
all residential development projects. It helps explain how the County’s land development policies,
programs, standards and regulations in §5.1 and shown earlier in Table 18 are used to mitigate
potentially significant adverse impacts on public water and wastewater facilities.
The Development Timing policies ensure public services will be available to serve areas with higher
density residential development by requiring adequate public services as a condition of approval for
higher density development. The “urban reserve” designation is used to recognize that if those mapped
areas are to be developed at urban densities, public water and sewer services adequate to serve the
development potential must be available, and prior to services, these areas may only be developed
consistent with the surrounding rural densities.
The land use development permit review process described in §5.1 ensures proposed residential
development projects are circulated to the agencies providing the affected public services for
comments and recommendations. These agencies maintain information in their offices which describes
the utilities and services, and the capacity of those systems. If these agencies were to recommend
new development not be approved because there is insufficient capacity, the required findings for
approval of the project could not be made, and the project could not be approved.
One example of how the County used the above procedures and standards to mitigate potential
impacts on a water and wastewater provider is file #309-291-12 & -15 in the Loleta area, Case Nos.:
CUP-08-03/CDP-08-13 (available at the Planning Division office). This project was a General Plan
Conformance Review, Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit for the construction of
a new water treatment facility on an area leased to the Loleta Community Services District.
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 170

The existing treatment facility will be demolished once the new facility is operating. New water lines will
be installed in the road right of way from the old facility to the new one. The new facility will be
approximately 912 square feet in size and approximately 17 feet tall.
Approval of the project required the Planning Commission make the finding, based on substantial
evidence in the record, that the proposed use was consistent with the PF – Public Facilities Plan
designation. The evidence used to make this finding was, “A new well was recently approved for
development to provide water service to the town of Loleta. The old treatment facility is outdated and a
new site has been located on the Loleta Fire Protection District Parcel. The new facility will modernize
the water treatment for the Loleta Community Services District.” The new well provides an additional
source of water to serve the new development potential in the residential land inventory.
Finding
The policies, programs, standards and regulations noted above serve to reduce Impact 5.16-A
(Wastewater Treatment), 5.16-B (New Wastewater Treatment Facilities) and 5.16-D (Wastewater
Treatment Capacity) to less than significant levels.
********
IMPACT 5.16-C

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects.

Potential Impacts
New housing construction as well as road and driveway construction could reduce the infiltration and
absorption of rainfall on or near new homesites. These impacts may overburden the existing drainage
facility infrastructure unless mitigation measures are implemented.
Mitigation
The policies, programs, standards and regulations referenced in §5.1 and Table 14 reduce the indirect
stormdrain impacts of the project. An example of how they were used to mitigate these impacts is file #
510-211-27 in the McKinleyville Area, Case No. PMS-00-03/SP-00-22, which involved a Parcel Map
Subdivision of a 20,000 square feet (SF) parcel into three lots (available for inspection at the Planning
Division office). The applicant also proposed development of all parcels with primary and secondary
units.
In approving the project, the Planning Commission required submittal of a drainage report for review by
the County Land Use Division. The report proposed that the drainage system collect the drainage
onsite and transport it directly to the McKinleyville drain via a storm drain located in the public street.
It was noted that for proposed subdivisions in the McKinleyville Planning Area, the Department
requests in its CEQA review that a subdivider mitigate for drainage impacts using measures to detain
runoff to avoid peak concentrations during storm events. The standard requires that stormwater flow
rates for post site development not be increased over the pre-development flow rates for a two-year
storm event.
An on-site Stormwater Detention Report was also submitted to the County Land Use Division. The
report proposed a sub-surface infiltration basin on one of the parcels to detain the volume of
stormwater runoff above pre-development amounts. The project was conditioned to require approval
2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 171

by the County Land Use Division to meet the above standard and to provide for long term maintenance
of the detention facility.
An implementation measure in §5.9 (Hydrology and Drainage) inserts into the staff recommended
Water Resources Element of the GPU a policy and implementation measure to implement a
comprehensive Low Impact Development program for properties with wetlands, streams or riparian
areas on-site or adjacent to them. This mitigation will also positively impact stormwater facilities
maintained by the County.
The effective mitigation measures listed above reduce the potential impacts of the project on new
stormwater facilities to less than significant levels.
Additional stormwater drainage mitigation measures are being considered in the GPU, such as
implementing a drainage mitigation and impact fee program. These measures could be inserted into
the Housing Element. This EIR is not recommending that action as the GPU is being reviewed
concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately
discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR.
Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations noted above serve to reduce Impact 5.16-C
(New Stormwater Facilities) to a level of insignificance.
********
IMPACT 5.16-E

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste.

Potential Impacts
New development encouraged by the Project will lead to increased volumes of solid waste generated
by the County. If this new solid waste was disposed of without complying with federal, state and local
statues, the impacts of the project on solid waste disposal would be considered significant.
Mitigation
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations listed in §5.1 of this EIR ensure compliance of all
new residential development projects with the federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste. Table 18 lists a number of policies that guide solid waste disposal activities in the
County. They identify where new landfills may be sited for the disposal of solid waste, recycling
programs that help reduce solid waste amounts, and the requirements for solid waste collection
facilities in new residential developments. They also establish criteria for siting of solid waste disposal
facilities to ensure adequate facilities to serve future development.
An example of how the County used these requirements to ensure compliance with solid waste
regulations is demonstrated in file # 507-382-12 in the Arcata Area, Case No. CUP-05-06M, which
involved a conditional use permit for a greenwaste recycling and composting operation. The compost
operation will divert ± 18 tons of greenwaste from the Eureka and McKinleyville waste transfer stations
per day and is contracted with the Humboldt Waste Management Authority and the City of Arcata for
such uses. The products of the operation will be high quality compost and premium castings for sale to
retail and wholesale purchasers. In approving that project, the Planning Commission required the
applicant prepare an Odor Impact Minimization Plan to be kept on file at the Department of
Environmental Health.
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Finding
Existing policies, programs, standards and regulations noted above serve to reduce Impact 5.16-E
(Solid Waste Requirements) to a level of insignificance.
5.17

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Setting
The impacts of the Project on the environment are described in §2.2.2 (Less then Significant Impacts)
and §5.2 – §5.16. Any one of these individual impacts may be considered significant because of their
cumulative impacts. The difference in the impacts of a single home encouraged by the project may be
relatively minor, but if the scope of review is such that it considers the environmental impacts of all the
homes that could be built as if they were a part of one large activity, those impacts may be cumulatively
large enough to be considered significant.
Potential Impacts, Mitigations, & Findings
CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANCE. An impact is considered significant if the project would:
IMPACT 5.17-A

Potentially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory.

Potential Impacts
As discussed in Section 5.5 (Biological Resources) aquatic species may be adversely impacted by
water withdrawals for domestic or outdoor use in streams or rivers with low flows and high
temperatures during the summer months. Some of the affected species include rare and endangered
species. The reduced amount of water in the stream or river can cause temperatures in the water body
to increase because there is less water volume. Also, reduced flows can isolate pools, trapping fish,
such as endangered Coho salmon, and increasing their predation. As there are a number of rare or
endangered fish species in streams and rivers with low flows in the summer months, this impact may
be potentially significant according to the above criteria. This potentially significant impact was not
addressed in the previous EIRs.
Section 5.5 of this EIR describes potential indirect impacts to non-aquatic species. Section 5.6 of this
EIR describes potential indirect impacts to cultural and historic resources, which include important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory
Mitigation
The mitigation measures that reduce the indirect impacts of the Project on biological, cultural and
historic resources are described in §5.5 and 5.6 of this EIR. These same mitigation measures help to
reduce the cumulative impacts of the project on biological, cultural and historic resources.
New policies to mitigate the above listed impacts are proposed in §5.5. The recommended new
mitigation has three parts. First, to refer all building permit applications for new homes to the
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) for recommendations and appropriate mitigation. Second, refer
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to DFG for recommendations and appropriate mitigation all applications for ministerial permits that
would result in the withdrawl of water from perennial streams or rivers, or from wells within 100’ of a
perennial stream or river, or from springs within 100’ of a perennial stream or river. This second part of
the mitigation measure is already being implemented by the County, but it is not adopted County policy.
Third, insert into the development standards for units not served by public water that, upon
recommendations from DFG, water storage tanks capable of providing 100% of the domestic and
outdoor water needs during low-flow summer months shall be required for each unit.
Additional mitigation is also proposed to further reduce the indirect impacts of the project on cultural
and historic resources. The mitigation is to include in the staff recommended Cultural Resources
Element of the GPU measures to ensure the County’s discretionary and ministerial building permit
review process incorporates the standards of the Secretary of the Interior referenced in §5.6 of this EIR.
This measure will reduce the potential impacts of the project on important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory by applying standards recognized to effectively mitigate
potential impacts to historic and cultural resources.
While the effective mitigation measures described above reduce the potential cumulative impacts of the
project on biological, cultural and historic resources, they are not sufficient to reduce the impacts to less
than significant levels.
Finding
The above measures mitigate Impact 5.17-A (Environmental Impacts), but not to less than significant
levels. This impact remains significant and unavoidable.
*******
IMPACT 5.17-B

IMPACT 5.17-C

Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects).
Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly.

Potential Impacts
When viewed cumulatively, taking into account all the former Housing Elements, as well as the Housing
Elements of other jurisdictions within Humboldt County, all the new homes that have been created and
are encouraged by this and previous Elements, a fair argument can be made that the Project will
involve considerable environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. Over the time frame of the
1998, 2003 and 2009 Housing Elements, nearly 5,000 new residential units have been constructed
throughout the County. This residential development, which was encouraged by all those Elements,
involved impacts that may be considered cumulatively significant.
As stated in §5.4, the proposed project will generate approximately 56,864 (2,459 x 22.7) tons of CO2
for the project period 2007-2014, assuming that the County’s unincorporated estimated RHNA of 2,459
housing units are built and occupied. When viewed alongside the increased CO2 emissions from other
sources during this time period (see overall GHG emissions inventory in Attachment 3), this impact may
be considered cumulatively significant.
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The project may also have potentially significant environmental impacts which will cause substantial
adverse effects on humans, such as adverse health impacts described in the 2008 Health Impact
Assessment. Cumulative impacts and impacts on humans will probably continue into the future, due in
part to development encouraged by the Project.
Mitigation
The County mitigates the above impacts through residential development permit review procedures in
§5.1, in combination with the requirements listed in Tables 2 - 20. A number of the mitigations are
effective at reducing the impacts of the project to less than significant levels. For example, Table 10
describes Airport Zone A as a high risk and high noise level area, and points to standards that prohibit
residential buildings. By limiting use and density of this high risk area, these policies in the General
Plan mitigate hazards near airports to less than significant levels.
The discussion of Air Quality Impacts in §5.4 recognizes that mitigation measures to curb GHG
emissions for jurisdictions updating their general plans include high-density development to reduce
vehicle trips; promotion of carpooling, alternative fuel vehicles, public transportation, and transportation
impact fees; energy efficient design for buildings, appliances and lighting; solar panels, water reuse
systems and on-site renewable energy production. The Housing Opportunity Zone policies take a step
in that direction by encouraging infill development. The Project promotes new residential development
within developed areas, which may help reduce the length and number of vehicle trips from new
development, thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions compared to what would have occurred
otherwise.
However, there are also a number of areas in this EIR where the existing and proposed mitigation
measures are not sufficient to reduce the indirect impacts of the project to less than significant levels.
One example is impacts to water quality. Runoff from new residential development encouraged by the
Project can cause significant adverse environmental impacts on water quality that are inconsistent with
state laws protecting water quality. Soil eroded from construction sites can be deposited into rivers and
streams downhill during storm events. Additional mitigation measures are proposed, which will help
reduce the indirect impacts of the Project on water quality, but it is not known if they will be sufficient to
have the impaired water bodies taken off the list of impaired water bodies maintained by the
NCRWQCB. Therefore, the mitigations are considered to not be sufficient to reduce the indirect
impacts of the project on water quality and waste discharge, and these impacts are considered
significant and unavoidable.
Table 1 of this EIR identifies a number of environmental impacts indirectly resulting from the project that
are not mitigated to less than significant levels. Cumulatively, these impacts are considered significant.
Finding
The mitigations listed above reduce Impacts 5.17-B (Cumulative Impacts) and Impact 5.17-C (Effects
on Humans), but not to less than significant levels. These impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.
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CHAPTER 6: Persons and Agencies Consulted, Comments Received on the Draft SEIR, and
Responses to Comments
6.1 Introduction
As the title suggests, this chapter presents the persons and agencies consulted, comments received on
the earlier draft Supplemental EIR for the Project dated February 14, 2009, and the responses to those
comments. The comments are organized as they appear in the Index of Public Comments on the
Housing Element web page (insert hyperlink to “Index of Public Comments.doc”).
6.2 Persons and Agencies Consulted
Ken Terrill

Area I Agency on Aging

Humboldt Builders Exchange

Redwood Community Action Agency

3300 Glenwwod Street

2355 Myrtle Ave.

904 G Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Eureka, CA 95503

Eureka, CA 95501
Humboldt Tax Payers League

RCAA

Kathy Moxon

P.O. Box 1432

Attn: Larry Miller

Economic Forum c/o HAF

Eureka, CA 95501

904 G Street
Eureka, CA 95501

PO Box 99
Bayside, CA 95524

Energy Advisory Committee
Attn: Mike Manetas

Kay Strickland

Arcata Economic Development Corp.

1099 Birch Avenue

3125 Lowel

Georganna Woods

McKinleyville, CA 95519

Eureka, CA 95501

Net Energy

Director

630 Ninth Streeet

Division. of Environmental Health

100 Ericson Ct., Ste 100
Arcata, CA 95521
Greg Foster

Arcata, CA 95521
League of Women Voters

RREDC
520 E Street

Carolyn Ruth

PO Box 3219

Eureka, CA 95501

County Counsel

Eureka, CA 95502

Dan Ihara

Community Housing Office

CEED

House 53

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
FISH AND GAME

Humboldt State University

619 SECOND STREET

Arcata, CA 95521

EUREKA CA 95501

Humboldt County Board

SHN

of Realtors

812 WEST WABASH

527 West Wabash St.

EUREKA CA 95501

PO Box 4167
Arcata, CA 95518
Executive Director
Humboldt Bay Housing Corp.
PO Box 4655
Arcata, CA 95518
Executive Director
Humboldt Habitat for Humanity
730 K Street, Ste C
Eureka, CA 95501
Patti Rose
Southern Humboldt Senior Care
2190 Sprowel Creek Road

Eureka, CA 95501
LESLIE ZONDEERVAN-DROZ
Redwood Legal Assistance

P O BOX 328

PO Box 1017

TRINIDAD CA 95570

Eureka, CA 95502
Todd Sobolik
Spencer Clifton

Building Dept.

HCAOG
PO Box 156
Eureka, CA 95501
Mark Rynearson

NORTHCOAST ENVIRONMENTAL
CENTER
575 H STREET
ARCATA CA 95521

PO Box 582

2009FEIR_8-27-09.doc
Revised: August 27, 2009

Page 176

Paul McDougall
HCD
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY
KAY ESCARDA
3450 HIGHLAND PLACE
EUREKA, CA 95503
RAINBOW MOUNTAIN WALKER
POST OFFICE BOX 1208
REDWAY, CA 95560
KATHERINE ZEIMER
HUM. COUNTY FARM BUREAU
PO BOX 308
FIELDS LANDING, CA 95537
DAN TARANTO
890 CLOUDSWOOD ROAD
FIELDBROOK, CA 95521
SIERRA CLUB
REDWOOD CHAPTER
P O BOX 238
ARCATA, CA 95518
KURT KRAMER
1643 MYRTLE AVENUE
EUREKA CA 95501
Don Davenport
Winco Development
2822 G Street
Eureka, CA 95501
PETER CHILDS
POST OFFICE BOX 116
MIRANDA CA 95553
BOB HIGGONS
Humboldt Association of Realtors

ART NELLESEN
2000 GRANGE ROAD
MCKINLEYVILLE, CA 95519
Executive Director
HOUSING AUTHORITY
725 WEST EVERDING STREET
EUREKA CA 95503

CITY OF BLUE LAKE
Post Office Box 458
Blue Lake, CA 95525
CITY OF FERNDALE
Attn: City Clerk
Post Office Box 1095

City of Eureka
Attn.: Sidnie Olson
531 K Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Ferndale, CA 95536-1095

CITY OF FORTUNA
ALDARON LAIRD
REDWOOD REGIONAL AUDOBON
SOCIETY
814 - 13TH STREET
ARCATA CA 95521

Attn: Liz Shorey, City Planner

Fire Chief
HFD #1
3455 Harris St.
Eureka, CA 95503

CITY OF RIO DELL

HOUSING OFFICE
YUROK TRIBE
1034 SIXTH STREET
EUREKA CA 95501

Post Office Box 545
Fortuna, CA 95540

Attn: City Manager
675 Wildwood Avenue
Rio Dell, CA 95562
CITY OF TRINIDAD
Attn: Gabe Adams
Post Office Box 390

Minerva William
1421 S Street
Arcata, CA 95521

Trinidad, CA 95570

NORTH COAST UNIFIED AIR
QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Counties

Attn: Wayne Morgan, Air Control
Officer

Trinity County Planning Department

2300 Myrtle Avenue

John Jelicich, Director

Eureka, CA 95501

Post Office Box 2819
Weaverville, CA 96093

Coastal Commission
Attn: Bob Merrill

TOM MATTSON
PUBLIC WORKS
LAND USE DIVISION

Post Office Box 4908
Eureka, CA 95502-4908

Del Norte County Community
Development Department Planning
Division

Virginia Graziani
POB 2168
Redway, CA 95560

CITY OF ARCATA

Ernest Perry, Director

Attn: Larry Oetker

981 H Street, Suite 110

City Hall
Robert Lameris
32 Seafoam Road
Whitethorn, CA 95589

Crescent City, CA 95531

736 F Street
Arcata, CA 95521

Mendocino County Planning & Building Services Department
Raymond Hall, Director
Courthouse
Ukiah, CA 95482
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HUMBOLDT COUNTY RESOURCE
CONSERVATION DISTRICT
Sharalyn Perkes, Administrative Assistant
5630 South Broadway
Eureka, CA 95503-6905

NORTH COAST UNIFIED AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Attn: Lawrence Odle, Air Control Officer
2300 Myrtle Avenue
Eureka, CA 95501

HCD
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY
P O BOX 952053
SACRAMENTO CA 94252-2053

CALIF. DEPT. OF FISH & GAME
Attn: Michael VanHattem
619 Second Street
Eureka, CA 95501

CALIFORNIA STATE COASTAL
CONSERVANCY
619 Second Street, Suite 108
Eureka, CA 95501

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL
BOARD
Division of Water Rights
Post Office Box 2000
Sacramento, CA 95810

Coastal Commission
Attn: Bob Merrill
710 E Street, Eureka
Eureka, CA 95501

Dept. of Parks and Recreation
Office of Historic Preservation
Post Office Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

CALIF. HIGHWAY PATROL
255 East Samoa Blvd.
Arcata, CA 95521

CALIF. DEPT. OF PARKS & RECREATION
North Coast Redwoods District
Headquarters
Attn: Dist. Superintendent
P.O. BOX 2006
Eureka, CA 95502-2006

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE
COMMISSION
915 Capitol Mall, Room 288
Sacramento, CA 95814

CALTRANS
InterGov Review/CEQA Coordinator
Attn: Rex Jackman
1656 Union Street, Room 203
Eureka, CA 95501

California Regional Water Quality Control
Board
North Coast Region
5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

National Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration National Marine
Fisheries Service
Arcata Field Office
1655 Heindon Road
Arcata, CA 95521

CALIF. DEPT. OF CONSERVATION
Division of Land Resources Protection
Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program
Attn: Pat Gatz
801 K Street, MS 18.01
Sacramento, CA 95814-3528

CALIF. DEPT. OF FORESTRY &
FIRE PROTECTION: Resource
Management
Environmental Coordinator
118 Fortuna Blvd.
Fortuna, CA 95540

CAL EPA
Environmental Protection Agency
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

REDWOOD NATIONAL & STATE PARKS
Main Office
Attn: Superintendent
1111 Second Street
Crescent City, CA 95531

UNITED STATES FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICES
Ecological Services Division
2800 Cottage Way, W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846

Bureau Of Land Management
Arcata Resource Area Office
1695 Heindon Road
Arcata, CA 95521-4573

BLUE LAKE RANCHERIA
Attn: Tribal Chair
428 Chartin Rd.
PO Box 428
Blue Lake, CA 95525

BIG LAGOON RANCHERIA
Attn: Tribal Chair
PO Drawer 3060
Trinidad, CA 95570

HOOPA VALLEY TRIBAL
COUNCIL
Planning Department
Attn: Director
PO Box 1348
Hoopa, CA 95546

State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 - South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

CALIF. DEPT. OF CONSERVATION
Division of Recycling
819 Ninteenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Attn: Mitchell Moody
P.O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 95812

ROHNERVILLE RANCHERIA
Attn: Tribal Chair
32 Bear River Drive
Loleta, CA 95551

HUMBOLDT BAY NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service)
Attn: Refuge Manager
PO Box 576
Loleta, CA 95551

TABLE BLUFF RANCHERIA
PO Box 519
Loleta, CA 95551

Six Rivers National Forest
United States Forest Service
Attn: Forest Supervisor
1330 Bayshore Way
Eureka, CA 95501

TRINIDAD RANCHERIA
COMMUNITY
COUNCIL
PO Box 630
Trinidad, CA 95570-0630

In addition to the individuals and organizations listed above, there were also approximately 650
individuals, organizations and agencies on the GPU mailing list that received notices of the Planning
Commission public hearings, the availability of the draft SEIR, the availability of the recirculated draft
SEIR, and the Board of Supervisors hearings. These included the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo), and school districts in the County.
Persons and Agencies that Commented on the Draft SEIR and the Recirculated Draft SEIR
Virginia Graziani
Healthy Humboldt Coalition
Joyce King
Abbott & Kindermann (Kate Hart)
Humboldt Baykeeper

Robert Sutherland
CAP (Redwood Alliance)
Daniel Ehresman
Jerry Martien and Jenny Finch
Brian Mitchell
Thomas Grover
Humboldt Association of Realtors
Nancy and Glenn Pritchard
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Northern California Association of Home Builders

Humboldt Economic & Land Plan
California Department of Fish and Game
6.3 Comments Received on the Draft Supplemental EIR, and Responses to Comments
HE-39: Virginia Graziani - states that the DEIR fails to adequately take into account cumulative impacts, and
does not allow consideration of new CEQA standards on greenhouse gas emissions, or the advance of new
technologies that make it less costly and more efficient to develop safe, pleasant, and attractive higher-density
housing at all income levels. She goes on to say the DEIR asserts impacts that have been "significant and
unavoidable" in the past without any further examination of whether they are still unavoidable. “Clearly, past
mitigation had not worked! Without commitment to improved mitigation, things can only get worse this cycle.
Additionally, the past cycles' reduction in aesthetics, diminishment of biological resources, and land available for
agriculture needs to be accounted for in this DEIR (i.e., cumulative impact).” She argues that mitigation measures
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should require the use of new technologies which make it less costly and more efficient to develop safe, pleasant,
and attractive higher-density housing at all income levels.
Response 1: Cumulative impacts are addressed in the EIR on page 29; additional discussion will be added in
response to the comments. A discussion of greenhouse gases will be added (see also Response 55). Mitigation
measures already incorporated into the review of new projects to reduce environmental impacts will be described
in more detail. Specific examples will demonstrate the effectiveness of the mitigation measures.

HE-40: Healthy Humboldt Coalition
-

reiterated H39 comments.

-

They conclude that a higher Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the County with this Housing
Element cycle will require that more land will need to be made available to produce a greater number of
housing units than before.
Response 2: See response to H39. Describe in the EIR the relationship between the land inventory and
development potential. Discuss how separate environmental review of the specific sites according to the
implementation measure will disclose environmental impacts of rezoning the new multifamily sites.

-

The table on page 11 should include information on what amount and proportion of land area is in the UDAs.
Chapter 3, Project Description, should include information on what number and proportion of planned units in
the land inventory are in existing UDAs, what number and proportion are on land zoned as agricultural land,
and what proportion are on land zoned as timber.
Response 3: The table on page 11 will be revised to show the land area of the proposed Housing
Opportunity Zones (which are the same as UDA’s), and the acreage of parcels in the land inventory zoned
agricultural or timber.

-

An alternative land inventory should be developed which meets the RHNA allocation without requiring
subdivision of any existing parcel outside the UDAs. Rezoning UDA land to higher densities would probably
be required.
Response 4: Add discussion to the alternatives analysis to address this comment. (See also Response 54,
59.)

-

The DEIR must quantify the agricultural acreage lost in the cycles for which this DEIR is supplemental, and
number of units planned for in the Land Inventory on resource lands. Impacts to timberlands should be
quantified in the same manner.
Response 5: Table 2 will be revised to show the parcels zoned timber and agriculture in the residential land
inventory.

-

Parking impacts are a social issue, not an environmental issue, so they should not be considered potentially
significant.
Response 6: Modify the impact analysis of changes in parking requirements to respond to the above
comment:

-

The DEIR suggests that urban development might concentrate PM10 pollution. They argue that development
in rural areas with dirt roads puts people at greater risk of PM10 exposure due to kicked up dust.
Response 7: Add to the alternatives analysis a discussion of PM10 emissions based on factual evidence.
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-

The DEIR should quantify the number of planned units that are coincident with serpentinite.
Response 8: Add discussion of air quality of grading and construction in areas underlain by ultramafic rock.

-

The DEIR should quantify the percentage of each watershed that is currently developed, and how much of
each watershed is projected for development in this Land Inventory. It should also include the number and
percentage of the proposed units in the inventory that occur in the 100 year flood plain, and the number and
percentage that were built in the flood plain in past Housing Element cycles.
Response 9: Use GIS to add new information to the EIR to respond to the above comment. While the
requested information may be informative, the existing analysis in the EIR adequately evaluates the potential
impacts of the project on flood hazards.

-

The DEIR should quantify the number and percentage of units that have/will have municipal water and
municipal sewer.
Response 10:

Use GIS to add new information to the EIR to respond to the above comment

HE-41: Joyce King – is concerned that the Housing DEIR does not adequately address cumulative impacts on
Humboldt County’s watersheds, especially the 303d impaired watersheds.
-

The Housing Element should identify sufficiently detailed intensities and locations for future development to
allow the EIR to accurately assess the potential environmental impacts of full build-out of the plan.
Response 11: Reference maps of the land inventory in the EIR. Include watershed-based information in the
biological resources discussion.

-

Each cumulative impacts analysis should include past impacts, “unavoidable” or not and “significant” or not.
Response 12: More of the analysis in the 2003 Housing Element could be incorporated into the EIR to better
identify the impacts of the project.

-

A cumulative impacts analysis must also include reasonably foreseeable future impacts such as those
associated with climate change and sea level rise.
Response 13: Add a discussion of climate change and sea level rise.

-

Timber harvesting continues to add to the cumulative impacts, which would seem to legally preclude any
further impacts to the watersheds from any source.
Response 14: Add mitigation measures recommended by the Regional Water Quality Control Board re LID.
The mitigation to refer projects to the Department of Fish and Game addresses the above water quality
concerns – explain how. See also Response 91.

HE-45 Virginia Graziani – reiterated comments of H39.
Response: See Response 1.

HE-55 Abbott & Kindermann (HELP) - states the SEIR lacks clarity and specificity. They also had the
following comments and recommendations:
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-

The Initial Study references a number of documents as supporting documentation, but fails to provide
citations to the pages of the documents referenced. Additionally, certain maps are referenced. but not
attached to the Draft SEIR or Initial Study.

-

The County's Draft 2009 SEIR for its Housing Element Update fails to indicate which referenced documents
are publicly available and the location at which they are available for review.
Response 15: Add citations and maps to the DEIR as necessary.

-

Typically, environmental documents contain a statement of which agencies were contacted for consultation.
The Draft SEIR at issue contains no such statement.
Response 16: Identify agencies.

-

Because the County circulated the Draft SEIR with an incorrect and previously utilized State Clearinghouse
(SCH) number, it must recirculate the Draft SEIR with the proper SCH number to ensure the administrative
record is clear and to avoid public confusion.
Response 17: Recirculate with new SCH #.

-

The County utterly neglects to provide any independent analysis of the significant impacts at issue with the
Project update and merely relies upon analysis or mitigation measures outlined in previous 1998 EIR and
2003 SEIR to address pending significant impacts.

-

Undefined mitigation measures incorporated by reference without any citation or specificity also deprives the
public and the decision makers of an opportunity to comprehend whether the impacts of the revised Housing
Element will be truly mitigated to a less than significant level. For these reasons. the County must revise and
recirculate the SEIR to include analysis of the significant impacts at issue as well as a discussion of specific
mitigation measures being incorporated by reference and how they will mitigate the significant impacts.
Response 18: Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review process serves to reduce
environmental impacts in each category (ag resources, air quality, etc.). Respond at the permit specific level,
“Subdivision PMS-03-16, for example, included the following mitigation measures as conditions of approval to
reduce the ____ impacts (ag, air quality, etc.) to less than significant levels: (list specific conditions of
approval).”

-

Impacts of a proposed plan element cannot be compared with impacts of an existing plan element. CEQA
and the EPIC case require that the County analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed housing
element update to the current environmental setting within the areas of the County to be impacted - not the
current housing element itself. The County's Draft SEIR does not adequately outline potential impacts,
analyze them, or mitigate them: Unfortunately for the County, the Draft SEIR does not contain sufficient
analyses and findings under CEQA: therefore. it must be revised to compare the actual impacts of the
proposed Housing Element to the existing environment - not the existing Housing Element.
Response 19: Incorporate more of the analysis of the 2003 EIR into this EIR to demonstrate that this one is
reviewing impacts against the current environmental setting. Explain that this Element will have all the
significant and unavoidable impacts as the 2003 Element, but in relation to the 2003 Element, the impacts are
not significantly worse, and may in fact be fewer because of the policies and implementation measures that
encourage infill development. Explain using factual data how infill development produces better
environmental conditions than sprawl.

-

The new lands listed in the Housing Element inventory should be analyzed to ascertain whether the impacts
are significant, and if so, whether such impacts can be mitigated New neighborhoods and environments will
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presumably be impacted by the proposed Housing Element if adopted. As a result. the County is required to
analyze the impacts of the proposed Housing Element on each of these sites and/or neighborhoods.
Response 20: Include a comparison of the old and the new land inventories. Explain that these inventories
do not directly or indirectly predispose any property to development any more than if the properties were not
listed in the inventory. Explain this is different for the properties proposed to be added to the inventory in IM17 and IM-18. See also Response 70, 82 (also Responses 49, 52, 69)

-

As is illustrated below. the County has not properly discussed mitigation and measures as required by CEQA
in the Draft SEIR.


a. Aesthetics. The discussion of mitigation measures under this impact is vague and unclear and
does not provide the reader of the Draft SEIR to understand exactly what mitigation will be employed
to reduce the impacts the proposed Housing Element will have on scenic resources, and the visual
character or quality of the County. Since the County never identifies specific scenic areas that may be
impacted by the proposed Housing Element. how can it know for certain that the impacts will be
mitigated? Further, there is no discussion of any specific policies, ordinances, programs, or the like.
If specific policies. programs and ordinances are not identified. how can one know whether the
mitigation is satisfactory? Attachment 2 does not provide any analysis or guidance with respect to the
contents of the documents referenced.
Response 21: Include statistics of development permitted in areas with a D-Zone, and specifically
identify where those scenic areas are. Identify the visual resource protection policies we have. Add
specific examples of how the County’s permit review process serves to reduce visual environmental
impacts. Respond at the permit specific level, “Subdivision PMS-03-16, for example, included the
following mitigation measures as conditions of approval to reduce the ____ impacts (ag, air quality,
etc.) to less than significant levels: (list specific conditions of approval).” (see staff report catalog)



b. Agricultural Resources. As in the aesthetics impacts section of the Draft SEIR. the mitigation
measures provided for impacts to agricultural resources are vague and unclear. As with aesthetic
impacts. how does the County know what mitigation measures are required when it has failed to
identify specific impacts based on the proposed land inventory of available sites?
Response 22: Add statistics of development permitted in areas with an agricultural or timber zone
designation, and specifically identify where those areas are. Identify the ag and forest resource
protection policies we have. Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review process
serves to reduce environmental impacts on ag and timberlands.



c. Air Quality. The air quality impact analysis of the Draft SEIR is sparse, and assumes that "most of
the development [in the past five years] occurred in the community plan area. so the impacts were
less significant than if all the development had occurred outside of community plan areas." This
statement is illogical and unsupported by any evidence. Regardless of whether development occurs
in the rural or urbanized areas of the County. the impacts of proposed development need to be
assessed in comparison to the existing environmental setting.
Response 23: Add statistics of development permitted in community plan areas versus outside
CPA’s. Provide data in support of the statement that infill development causes fewer air quality
impacts than sprawl. The Health Impact Assessment may have some good source information for
this, or maybe the ICLEI report. Describe dust mitigation measures imposed on all new subdivisions.



Furthermore. the Draft SEIR states that the proposed Housing Element encourages housing
development in "Housing Opportunity Zones'" which exist in developed areas. The Draft SEIR does
not define what a "Housing Opportunity Zone'" might be, where they exist inside the County or
otherwise, nor indicate the relationship of how such a "Zone" might mitigate air quality impacts
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caused by the adoption of the proposed Housing Element.
Response 24: Add maps of Housing Opportunity Zone areas. Describe how they support infill
development which has been demonstrated to involve fewer environmental impacts than sprawl.



Finally. the Draft SEIR suggests that public notification of public hearings to consider mining and
batch plant projects will minimize air quality impacts on sensitive receptors. Such reasoning is illogical
and completely unfounded. The fact that people might contest a batch plant or mining project publicly
has no bearing on whether the County decision makers will include conditions of approval or an
environmental document ensuring that air quality standards are met and/or significant impacts are
mitigated to the extent feasible.
Response 25: Delete that suggestion.



d. Biological Resources. An unsupported statement in an environmental document that an
unspecified impact will get mitigated does not constitute adequate mitigation. The County's SEIR lists
a myriad of policies and plans aimed at avoiding impacts to elk habitat. offshore rocks. and beach and
dune areas. Riparian areas and wetlands are also listed. Still. the Draft SEIR fails to specify which
provisions of the listed policies and plans are intended to directly mitigate unspecified impacts and
how and when that mitigation will occur.
Response 26: Add statistics of development permitted in areas with mapped biological resources,
and specifically identify where those areas are. Identify the biological resource protection policies
and other mitigation measures we have. Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review
process serves to reduce environmental impacts on biological resources. (see staff report catalog)
.



Additionally, the Draft SEIR acknowledges that additional housing construction in the County will
impact water supply and water quality, and thus, streams, rivers, and the aquatic species in those
water bodies. However. the proposed policy to direct referral to the Department of Fish and Game of
permits "'which would result in the withdrawal of water within 100 feet from a stream. river. or well.” is
wholly inadequate mitigation. There is no discussion of or evidence illustrating how the proposed
mitigation measure would reduce impacts to streams. rivers or wells. As a result. neither the public
nor the decision makers have any means by which to assess whether the indirect environmental
damage caused by the proposed Housing Element would be mitigated to a less than significant level.
Response 27: This demonstrated support of new biological resource protection measures. Identify
appropriate mitigation to add.



e. Cultural Resources The County must explain how it concluded that all impacts to cultural
resources are mitigated to a less than significant level in the Draft SEIR. when it had previously
ascertained there were "significant and unavoidable" impacts related to cultural resources in the 2003
SEIR.
Response 28: Add discussion from previous EIR, and make it clear that this EIR considers impacts
on cultural resources to be significant and unavoidable as well.



f. Geology and Soils The Draft SEIR indicates that certain policies, programs, and other County
regulations will reduce impacts resulting from geologic hazards. but it fails to state exactly what
policies. programs. and regulations are being referenced and exactly how those policies. programs.
and regulations are going to mitigate the impacts (e.g. death. injuries. damage to property. and
economic and social dislocation resulting from geologic hazards and other public health and safety
concerns.)
Response 29: Add statistics of development permitted in areas with mapped geologic and soil
hazards, and specifically identify where those areas are. Identify the policies and other mitigation
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measures we have to protect against the effect of geologic and soil hazards. Add specific examples
of how the County’s permit review process serves to reduce environmental impacts from geologic and
soil hazards.



g. Hazards In its 2003 SEIR. the County indicated it was conducting a fire hazard assessment under
separate County study, in which the County will prepare a Master Fire Protection Plan. Given one of
the impacts to be considered under the hazards section is risk of injury, death or property loss due to
wildfires, and given that much of Humboldt County is forestland, or "high risk" fire area, it would
appear that a discussion of the results of the County's assessment is warranted. How does the
County plan to mitigate for potential harm due to construction in high risk wildfire areas within the
County?
Response 30: Add material from the Fire Plan to respond to the above.



h. Hydrology and Drainage As with many of the other impacts in the Draft SEIR. this one is underdescribed and under-analyzed. The Draft SEIR makes a reference to a flood map and indicates there
is an analysis of the hydrology and drainage conditions in the 2003 Housing Element Supplemental
EIR: however. there is no flood map provided either in the 2003 SEIR or this 2009 Draft SEIR.
Response 31: Add reference to flood maps.



Further. the analysis in the 2003 Supplemental EIR merely references the Framework Plan. without
indicating where it may be reviewed and which version of it should be reviewed.
Response 32: Add appropriate references to the Framework Plan.



In addressing potential impacts to water quality standards and waste discharge requirements
imposed by federal and state agencies, the Draft SEIR casually states that the goals and policies of
the Hazards and Resources section of the Framework Plan and the provisions of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board's Basin Plan for the North Coast will serve to mitigate any potential impacts of
waste discharge. Again. there is an utter dearth of discussion regarding the impacts and the proposed
mitigation measures. Thus, there is no possible way for the public or the decision makers to ascertain
whether impacts are truly being mitigated to a less than significant level, as claimed.
Response 33: Add discussion of the policies and other mitigation measures we have to protect
water quality and prevent waste discharge. Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review
process serves to reduce water quality impacts and waste discharge impacts.



Similarly, in noting potential impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge, the Draft SEIR indicates
that the County's "'Dry Weather Testing" criteria, which will allegedly require new private water
systems to perform to minimum standards, will mitigate all groundwater supply impacts. There is no
indication or discussion of what the Dry Weather Testing criteria might be, where it can be located for
review and how it will actually mitigate the potential impacts to groundwater. I\s such. there is no
possible way for the public or the decision makers to ascertain whether impacts are truly being
mitigated to a less than significant level. as claimed by the Draft SEIR.
Response 34: Add discussion of Dry Weather Testing criteria, and explain how it mitigate the
potential impacts to groundwater.



i. Land Use and Planning. The Draft SEIR proposes that "existing policies and programs will serve
to mitigate many of the impacts of the proposed implementation measure that may lead to densities
greater than those allowed by the general plan." There is no discussion of how (other than the fact
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that there is a discretionary review process) mitigation will occur. For instance. what exactly about the
discretionary review process will ensure mitigation? How is that mitigation linked to the land use
impact identified? The same critique applies to the Draft SEIR analysis of the proposed Housing
Element's impacts to habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans.
Moreover. there is no link between the County's reviews of applicable conservation plans and how
such review will mitigate impacts of the proposed Housing Element.
Response 35: Add discussion of how the County’s review process requires conformance with the
general plan, habitat conservation plans and natural community conservation plans.



j. Noise. Aside from the improper comparison of the impacts of the proposed Element to the
previously adopted Housing Elements. the proposed mitigation is entirely inadequate under CEQA
law.
Response 36: Add statistics of development permitted in areas with mapped noise hazards, and
specifically identify where those areas are. Identify the policies and other mitigation measures we
have to protect against the effect of noise hazards. Add specific examples of how the County’s
permit review process serves to reduce environmental impacts from noise hazards.



k. Public Services. There is no analysis of how the "policies, programs, standards and regulations
referenced in the 2003 EIR. the Building Communities Report and the Master Service Elements of the
County's water, wastewater, and fire protection districts serve to reduce impacts on public services.”
Response 37: Describe how the permit review process includes referrals to service providers, and
how their comments are incorporated into the conditions of approval. Include specific examples from
staff reports of a real project or a real building permit that was issued.



Additionally. the rationale that encouraging new residential development in areas served by public
facilities will reduce impacts of new housing in more rural areas is flawed since development in urban
versus rural areas are completely different.
Response 38: Add language to the EIR to respond to this comment.



Finally. it is not clear whether the Draft SEIR is proposing that new public facilities be constructed,
and if so, where those facilities are proposed to be located.
Response 39: Add language to the EIR respond to this comment. Add to the text the public facility
analysis in the Winzler and Kelly Community Infrastructure report.



l. Recreation. , The Draft SEIR then provides the following vague and ambiguous mitigation
measures: “The policies. programs. standards and regulations referenced in Attachment 2. and the
Master Service Elements of those special districts that have recreational facilities serve to reduce
impacts of new residential construction on recreational facilities.” As with the other impacts and
related mitigation measures in the Draft SEIR. these mitigation measures do little but confuse the
reader. They entirely lack any specificity or analysis and no reader could possibly comprehend what
mitigation measures are being suggested or whether they would comport with CEQA. For example,
as discussed above, Attachment 2 is merely a list of various County plans, policies, or ordinances.
There is no indication of where the documents are located or what these are Certainly, there's no
analysis of how the referenced documents might serve as mitigation for impacts to recreation.
Furthermore, is the public to research the various special districts within the County and then to
ascertain which of them have Master Service Elements and how those Master Service Elements
apply to mitigate the impacts to recreational facilities?, and require the public to engage in hours of
research to attempt individual analyses that should be conducted in the Draft SEIR? That is. in fact.
what is required if one wants to understand what mitigation measures, if any, are being referenced in
this section.
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Response 40: Describe how our permit review process includes referrals to recreation service
providers (MCSD), and how their comments are incorporated into the conditions of approval. Explain
the Parkland Dedication requirements.



m. Transportation and Circulation. The mitigation set forth in Section 5.13 of the Draft SEIR is
either missing entirely or utterly defective. CEQA does not call for a comparison of past and
proposed plans. Rather, CEQA demands a comparison of a proposed project's impacts (here the new
Housing Element) to the existing environmental setting in which that project will occur. An updated
traffic impact analysis must be conducted by the County and feasible mitigations must be employed in
this Draft SEIR to ensure all significant impacts of the proposed Housing Element are addressed.
Furthermore. conclusions of impacts based on reports that are ten years out of date are insufficient
for purposes of traffic studies and analysis: Updated background and technical reports must be
prepared for the traffic analysis.
Response 41: Describe how our permit review process includes referrals to Public Works and cities
to identify the impacts of a project on transportation and circulation. Provide specific examples of
conditions of approval required by Public Works to mitigate impacts on transportation and circulation.
Describe the findings that need to be made in the staff report. Add to the text the traffic analysis in
the Winzler and Kelly Community Infrastructure report.



With respect to the last two traffic impacts identified (inadequate emergency access and parking
capacity). the mitigation measures are legally insufficient. For one thing. it is inappropriate to
compare the proposed Housing Element to the existing one and it is not enough for the Draft SEIR to
reference general County policies, procedures and programs without any discussion of what specific
policies. procedures and programs are applicable and how they apply to mitigate the identified traffic
impacts.
Response 42: Describe how our permit review process includes referrals to Public Works and cities
to identify appropriate mitigation measures on a project by project basis. Identify the policies and
other mitigation measures we have. Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review
process serves to reduce environmental impacts on transportation and circulation. (see staff report
catalog)



n. Utilities and Service Systems. The Draft SEIR fails to identify which wastewater treatment
services are at issue and what the proposed necessary upgrades might be The Draft SEIR also
completely fails to identify any specific mitigation measures that address this clearly significant
impact. Similarly. it is totally unclear how the Draft SEIR concludes there is no significant impact
where storm water drainage facilities will need to be constructed to address water quality issues,
when no specific impacts and related mitigation measures are identified or analyzed.
Response 43: Add information describing the review process for projects served by wastewater
treatment facilities. Add LID mitigation measures to address concerns about storm water impacts.
Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review process serves to reduce environmental
impacts on all utilities and service systems.



Alternatives. The "no project" analysis should compare the projected impacts of the proposed
Housing Element to the impacts under the existing element. With respect to the No Project
alternative, there is no specific discussion of what the 2003 Element requires. Accordingly. the Draft
SEIR cannot and does not sufficiently analyze the impacts under the new and old housing elements.
Response 44: Add discussion about what is required in the 2003 Element.
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-

Statements such as "new policies and programs. encourage development in infill areas" provide no
framework by which to analyze the impacts. Moreover, conclusory statements such as "by encouraging
development in urban areas. the proposed new policies will reduce emission rates...” are fundamentally
flawed and lack the discussion required under CEQA.
Response 45: Add factual evidence (see Response 23, 59, 67).

-

Finally. the cumulative impacts statement for the No Project Alternative makes no sense - the number of
housing units proposed to be constructed under a specific housing element is not the issue - it is the potential
environmental impacts of the units constructed that is pertinent to a CEQA discussion, and which is
profoundly lacking.
Response 46: Compare the cumulative environmental impacts of this alternative with the project, citing
specific evidence supporting the conclusions.

-

The Delayed Implementation alternative is unclear, and thus, so is its analysis. The Draft SEIR states that the
alternative "examines potential impacts if implementation measures proposed in the Element were delayed
until a later date. It does not reference any specific "later date." The Draft SEIR further states that the
Delayed Implementation alternative "will affect only the type and location of housing development", but it does
not say how. Further. the analysis of impacts lacks all specificity.
Response 47: Clarify that the later date would be within 5 years. Include more discussion about how the
alternative would affect the type and location of housing development, and the impacts on the environment
compared to the project.

-

Finally. the Alternatives section of the Draft SEIR is flawed because it does not contain a discussion of
alternatives considered but rejected from further consideration. and it does not identify which alternative is
environmentally superior.
Response 48: Add discussion of alternatives considered but rejected. Also add discussion about the
environmentally superior alternative.

-

Cumulative Impacts. The County's Draft SEIR concludes as follows, “When viewed cumulatively, taking into
account all the former Housing Elements, all the new homes that have been created since the County first
had a Housing Element in 1981, a fair argument can be made that this project will involve significant
cumulative environmental impacts that are not fully mitigated. These cumulative impacts were analyzed with
the previous EIRs and are not further analyzed by this EIR.”. It is unclear how cumulative impacts applicable
to the proposed Housing E1ement, with a presumably new list of inventory, could have been previously
analyzed against the existing environment. This is especially quixotic given this Draft SEIR is tiered.
Furthermore, and perhaps even more concerning, the SEIR determines that the proposed Housing Element
will have significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts, which are not identified in the Draft SEIR.
Response 49: Explain that neither the 2003 land inventory nor the 2009 land inventory directly or indirectly
predispose any property to development any more than if the properties were not listed in the inventory.
Explain that state law requires that when approving projects, local jurisdictions must meet the density in the
residential land inventory, so development is more likely to be within the density specified in the general plan,
but this is not expected to result in higher densities than the general plan allows. Explain this is different for
the properties proposed to be added to the inventory in H-IM17 and 18 (see Response 2). Describe the
potentially significant cumulative impacts in more detail citing factual evidence. Explain that the cumulative
impacts of this project are considered significant and unavoidable, but in relation to the 2003 Element, they
are not significantly worse.
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-

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes. There are three categories of irreversible changes that
are to be considered under CEQA: I) changes in land use that commit future generations: 2) irreversible
damage from environmental accidents: and 3) large commitment of nonrenewable sources. None of these
categories is independently discussed in Section 3.10 of the Draft SEIR.
Response 50: Add text to address the above comments.

-

Furthermore. the reference to Chapter 6 is misleading as Chapter 6 pertains to persons consulted on the
SEIR. not "environmental alterations" as referenced in the Draft SEIR. Blanket references to undefined
policies. programs and standards with a total lack of analysis on environmental impact are unhelpful and do
not satisfy the requirements of CEQA.
Response 51: Fix that reference.

-

Growth Inducing Impacts. While implementation of the Housing Element would allow growth. it will not
necessarily directly induce growth. However, the County's proposed expansions of infrastructure clearly
needed to serve the development proposed under the Housing Element Update could indirectly induce
growth. In addition. rezoning certain sites to residential could lead to additional growth during future housing
cycles. The generalized and conclusory statements contained in Section3.!2 of the Draft SEIR do not provide
sufficient analysis under CEQA.
Response 52: Include text from the Infrastructure technical report that explains that the County is not
proposing expansions of infrastructure to serve new development. The Housing Element land inventory
estimates the entitlements for potential future development based on the previous actions of the Board of
Supervisors, which adopted the existing land use maps and zoning maps by a separate action, which was
subject to separate environmental review. Rezoning sites is a potential environmental impact of this project –
see Response 2. Add specific examples with data to support conclusions.

-

Conclusion: Where the County has ascertained no further environmental review needs to be conducted. it
must have substantial evidence to support its determination. While it is true that environmental documents tiered documents - may incorporate other documents by reference. they must also summarize the documents
being incorporated and indicate where the documents can be located and which pan of those documents are
relevant. Further. an agency may not rely upon previous environmental documents to provide an analysis of
new project impacts.
Response 53: Properly incorporate the referenced documents by reference.

HE-56 Humboldt Baykeeper
-

States the document relies almost entirely on the implementation of policies found within the September 2002
Natural Resources and Hazards Report 1 (“2002 Report”) and does not include, analyze or consider any of
the changes that have occurred to local water quality since that time. Furthermore, it is unclear whether any of
the policies and options identified in the 2002 document have since that time actually been implemented. By
relying upon a document that contains ideas that have not been implemented the County is clearly abdicating
its responsibility to identify and analyze potentially significant impacts to the environment, as well as failing to
identify, analyze, and implement mitigating measures as required.
Response 54: See also Response 33. In the Hydrology section, add discussion of new listed water bodies
(a listing determination that directly impacts whether the proposed housing element will or will not result in a
significant impact to the environment and requires analysis under CEQA. For example, Jacoby Creek was
listed as impaired for sediment, the Mad River was listed as impaired for temperature, Humboldt Bay was
listed as impaired for PCBs and dioxins and furans, and Clam, Luffenholtz, Moonstone, and Trinidad Beaches
were listed as impaired for indicator bacteria.) Describe how our permit review process includes referrals to
RWQCB and DF&G to identify appropriate mitigation measures on a project by project basis. Identify the
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policies and other mitigation measures we have. Add specific examples of how the County’s permit review
process serves to reduce environmental impacts on water quality.

-

The threshold question that is asked regarding water quality and whether the proposed project has the
potential to result in a significant effect on the environment is whether adoption of the project as proposed will
result in the violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The DEIR recognizes that
unless mitigation occurs, the development of new housing pursuant to the policies of the housing element
violation of this requirement may occur. The DEIR does not discuss however, how those violations may occur
–. DEIR at 54. This is concerning due to the listing of so many of our area beaches as impaired for indicator
bacteria. This listing clearly shows that we already have a considerable problem due at least in part to the use
of septic systems.
Response 55: Add discussion to the Hydrology section that construction is likely to result in additional water
quality impacts due to the construction activities themselves. There is also the related issue of impacts to
water quality through development in areas that are not currently served by municipal water supplies. The
DEIR recognizes that new construction may result in negative impacts to water quality as a result of new
leachfields; it needs to address how these impacts relate to the listing of the beaches as impaired due to
bacteria. (See also Response 5.)

-

The DEIR also fails to discuss the impacts to water quality from increases in impervious areas resulting in
increased stormwater runoff with its associated pollutant loadings. The question analyzed in this portion of the
DEIR only addresses half of the equation – whether implementation of the housing element of the General
Plan will result in increased withdrawal of groundwater. The portion that is omitted is what impact the
implementation of the housing element will have on groundwater recharge. Increased development in
undeveloped areas invariably results in increased impervious surfaces.
Response 56: Add to the hydrology section text explaining that stormwater runoff can be a considerable
source of pollutants of concern to water quality. This has the potential to result in significant impacts to water
quality in recharge zones – and the potential for a substantial interference with groundwater recharge. See
also Response 14 for new mitigation measures.

HE-48 Healthy Humboldt Coalition
- The DEIR does not quantify the GHG that would result from each alternative.
Response 57: Add to the Air Quality section an assessment of GHG’s by the ICLEI group. See also
Response 23, 59, 67.

-

It is reasonably foreseeable that increases in vehicle miles traveled in the Preferred Alternative, Alternative C,
and the No Project Alternative will result in direct and indirect sources of GHG. The DEIR fails to address the
increase in GHG associated with increased vehicle miles traveled if the Preferred Alternative is adopted.
Consequently, the DEIR should include them in its analysis. Alternative A would reduce emission rates more
than the Preferred Alternative due to the reduction in vehicle miles traveled by encouraging more
development in existing communities than in outlying areas of the County. The DEIR should fully disclose,
assess, and avoid or mitigate the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to air resources of the alternatives,
including the No Project Alternative.
Response 58: Add to the alternatives analysis a discussion of the GHG impacts of each alternative.

-

The DEIR should include an analysis of how state-mandated targets for reduction of GHG will be achieved
under each alternative, including the 80% reduction in emissions below 1990 levels by 2050.
Response 59: Add text to the Air Quality section addressing this comment.
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-

According to the Office of the California Attorney General, Housing Element measures to addressing global
warming impacts include:


Improve the jobs-housing balance and promote a range of affordable housing choices near jobs,
services and transit.



Concentrate mixed use, and medium to higher density residential development in areas near jobs,
transit routes, schools, shopping areas and recreation.



Increase density in single family residential areas located near transit routes or commercial areas. For
example, promote duplexes in residential areas and increased height limits of multi-unit buildings on
main arterial streets, under specified conditions.



Encourage transit-oriented developments.



Impose minimum residential densities in areas designated for transit-oriented, mixed use
development to ensure higher density in these areas.



Designate mixed use areas where housing is one of the required uses.



In areas designated for mixed use, adopt incentives for the concurrent development of different land
uses (e.g., retail with residential).



Promote infill, mixed use, and higher density development by, for example, reducing developer fees;
providing fast-track permit processing; reducing processing fees; funding infrastructure loans; and
giving preference for infrastructure improvements in these areas.



Policies and programs to facilitate and increase biking, walking, and public transportation and reduce
vehicle miles traveled;



The creation of “complete neighborhoods” where local services, schools, and parks are within walking
distance of residences; Incentives for mixed-use development;



In rural communities, creation of regional service centers to reduce vehicle miles traveled;



Energy efficiency and renewable energy financing (see, e.g., AB 811);



Policies for preservation of agricultural and forested land serving as carbon sinks;



Requirements and ordinances that mandate energy and water conservation and green building
practices; and



Requirements for carbon and nitrogen-efficient agricultural practices.

Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable; policies that simply “encourage” or “support” are not
considered adequate mitigation. Rather, mitigation measures must be enforceable as a condition of approval
or through ordinances.
Response 60: The mitigation measures of the Air Quality section should describe how the proposed
Alternative B policies parrot those recommended by the AG. If the GHG analysis shows we need to do more
to meet the requirements of AB 32, we can add the above policies to Alternative B as appropriate.

-

Impacts of full build-out of undeveloped parcels that are currently designated rural residential under the No
Project Alternative (the 1984 Framework Plan) should be assessed as part of the cumulative impacts
analysis,
Response 61: The EIR already considers full buildout.

-

The DEIR must disclose the number of acres of timberlands and agricultural lands that would potentially be
converted to other uses by the various alternatives analyzed for the Housing Element. The DEIR must
disclose the number of acres of lands currently zoned as timber and agricultural production that are proposed
for conversion to residential uses, and must analyze the impacts of such conversion related to reduced
carbon sequestration.
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Response 62: The new GHG emissions portion of the Air Quality Impacts section could include discussion of
carbon sequestration.

-

The only justification for proposing the Preferred Alternative despite the fact that it would lead to greater
environmental impacts than Alternative A is that “Alternative A would limit the incentives in the Housing
Opportunity Zone to a smaller area than necessary” (page 40). The Healthy Humboldt Coalition believes that
the need to reduce direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts far outweighs the need to expand
Housing Opportunity Zones beyond core urban areas.
Response 63: Revise the discussion on p. 40 to state that the smaller the Housing Opportunity Zone, the
less infill development will be encouraged, which will reduce the effectiveness of the mitigation measure.

HE-59 Robert Sutherland
- DEIR page 43 states: The No Project alternative is not feasible because the County would be out of
compliance with State Housing Element law if the Housing Element is not updated. This interpretation nullifies
the alternative of No Project, and thus flagrantly violates CEQA. In the correct interpretation, the Board could
duly consider and decide that no changes are needed to the previous Plan. Such an interpretation fulfills the
mandate of State law while meaningfully adopting the No Project alternative.
Response 64: Modify the No Project alternative as necessary to address the above comments.

-

In a confusing example of muddiness, at a number of places the DEIR speaks as if the Housing Element and
the Framework Plan are separate; at others, as if the Housing Element is a part of the Framework Plan.
Please clarify which it is, and be consistent.
Response 65: Modify the Element as necessary to address the above comments.

-

There needs to be a thorough discussion of the interface of the Housing Element and the plans of the urban
areas in their parallel efforts, there is nearly no discussion of what the seven cities are doing or facing on
relevant matters. Anyone reviewing the DEIR can only wonder then how the policies and programs of the
Housing Element are going to work where they abut the cities, which is where the lion’s share of the
development proposed under this Element will occur (DEIR 33).
Response 66: Modify the Element as necessary to address the above comments.

-

The DEIR does not propose program mitigations for wildlife other than aquatic ones. Yet there is a mandate
to protect species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species (DEIR 12). How are you to
protect them if you do not know where they are? Clearly the program should require wildlife surveys for
individual-level projects. It should also specify in general terms that adequate mitigations for protected
species must be provided.
Response 67: Modify the Biological Resources section to document the referral process for discretionary
projects, citing specific examples. Add appropriate mitigation. See also Response 26.

-

Garberville has long had a serious shortage of parking opportunities, nowhere discussed in the DEIR.
Response 68: No changes proposed. Compare with Response 6.

-

CEQA provides however that the County must select the least environmentally damaging alternative, which
has not been done.
Response: See Response 48.
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HE-60 CAP (Redwood Alliance)
- The GHG impacts of various general plan alternatives must be evaluated. Mention of this process should be
included somewhere in the documents.
Response 66: See Response 23, 59, 67.
HE-61 Daniel Ehresman
-

Within the DEIR, the Alternatives Analysis section alludes to measures that would further minimize and/or
mitigate significant environmental effects while meeting project objectives. Yet, for reasons unstated, many of
these measures were not incorporated into the proposed project. This stands contrary to what is required by
law.
Response: See Response 18:

-

The DEIR goes on to state in Section 5 that these same impacts “are considered less than significant” when
compared with the 2003 element. Such language is materially misleading and precludes a meaningful impact
analysis and subsequent incorporation of feasible mitigation measures.
Response: See Responses 18 & 19.

-

The DEIR fails to address sufficiently contemporary issues such as climate change and sea-level rise, their
related impacts and how the proposed project may contribute to, and mitigate for, those impacts.
Response: See Response 13.

-

The DEIR also fails to address considerations imposed by the recently adopted AB 32. The DEIR neglects
analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as related to development and growth.
Response: See Response 23, 59, 67

-

Making smarter use of urban areas with infill development, promoting walkable communities and supporting
local businesses decreases the reliance on fossil fuels. True (ecological) costs of commuting, manufacture
and shipping must be considered. Preserving viable resource lands, wildlife areas and parks maintains land
crucially needed for carbon sequestration. Loss of resource lands to residential development, and consequent
loss of carbon storage must be addressed.
Response 67: Add discussion to Air Quality Impact analysis, alternatives analysis.

-

It is necessary that the project identify sufficiently detailed intensities and locations for future development so
that the associated EIR can accurately and thoughtfully assess the potential environmental impacts of full
build-out of the plan. Without knowing the extent of Housing Opportunity Zones, UDAs, and UEAs as well as
the locations, numbers, and kinds of housing to be allowed on the landscape proposed under each of the
alternatives, it seems quite difficult to analyze the associated impacts to the beneficial uses of watersheds.
Response: See Response 3, 11.

-

Impervious surfaces result in amplified flooding, higher peak flow events and increased contamination of our
waterways. Impervious surfaces also serve as a barrier preventing groundwater recharge, increasing the
potential for aquifer depletion. A watershed-level analysis is recommended in order to meaningfully address
these impacts.
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Response: See Response 55.

-

Encouraging growth in areas beyond the Urban Service Areas would result not only in increased reliance on
fossil fuels (increasing GHG emissions) it would take away, both directly and indirectly, much needed funding
for redevelopment and maintenance of the existing built environment and the infrastructure on which it
depends thus exacerbating the current trend of urban decay in many localities. This impact was not
addressed in the DEIR. The DEIR apparently fails to consider the currently degraded condition of these
waterbodies in relation to the potential impacts of the proposed project. Watershed-scale planning based on
cumulative watershed effects is necessary to reverse ongoing degradation to beneficial uses of waters.
Response 67: Add discussion to the alternatives analysis (§4.0) to describe this impact.

-

CEQA asserts the necessity to minimize adverse environmental harm to the greatest extent practicable.
Alternative A provides lower-impact design and implementation methodologies that would serve to minimize
and mitigate ongoing significant environmental effects while still achieving the stated Element objectives. Yet
the sole reason that Alternative A was not selected as the preferred alternative was “because it would limit the
incentives in the Housing Opportunity Zone to a smaller area than necessary.” (DEIR page 43) Such
reasoning seems inadequate in the face of environmental responsibility as well as state and federal law.
Response: See Response 48.

-

We support the following as feasible measures to minimize ongoing harm to watershed resources: Full buildout in areas already served by infrastructure; Maximum protections for riparian zones and resource lands;
Equitable access to housing for all income levels; Community design which promotes efficient transportation
systems which reduce greenhouse gas emissions; Incentives for development and redevelopment that
reduce household energy usage; Incentives for rainwater harvest and water storage; Reduce pavement and
encourage permeable surfaces; Encourage water reuse through a tiered graywater strategy; Identify and
protect groundwater recharge areas; Encourage landscaping with native and drought tolerant vegetation to
minimize excessive water usage; Adoption of a watershed-based approach to planning.
Response 68: Add to §5.7 (Hydrology) as possible mitigation measures.

HE-62 Jerry Martien and Jenny Finch – When we bought our house a year and a half ago we proposed to use
an extant well for garden and landscape water, but found that uphill development has depleted the water table
and made the well useless. We instead depend on HCSD for watering. Our front yard is presently a sewage
mound because the soils and lot sizes do not admit of adequate drainage.
Inadequate infrastructure for water, traffic, and sewage needs—plus the lack of any public transportation, plus the
potential conversion of timber lands to further housing sprawl—argue for the development of an alternative land
inventory, inclusionary policies to assure affordable housing, and for strong regulation of developments.
Response 69: Add discussion to the alternatives analysis which considers reducing the development
potential in the land inventory.
HE-63 Brian Mitchell – states that The draft housing element is incomplete and therefore it is premature to make
an informed decision about whether the draft SEIR is adequate. For example, the following parts of the draft
element are incomplete or inadequate:
a. The land inventory is not finalized and has not been fully subjected to “ground truthing”. Therefore, it
cannot be relied upon to accurately provide the information required by state housing law.
Response 70: The land inventory in the 2003 Housing Element estimated a development potential of more
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than 16,000 dwelling units based on the information that was available at that time. The current residential
land inventory estimates a development potential of approximately 9,800 units. While further refinements
may be made to the inventory up to the point the Housing Element is adopted, those refinements are unlikely
to increase the development potential by more than 1,000 residential units. It is not clear how a reduction in
the development potential of the land inventory could lead to impacts on the environment that have not been
considered in the previous EIR since the adverse impacts on the environment from the project are from the
development of new homes.
b. The proposed polices, standards, and implementation measures have not yet been selected by the
Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors. How can the EIR report on the environmental effects
of polices, standards, and implementation measures that have not yet been chosen?
Response 71: The proposed polices, standards, and implementation measures under review by the
Planning Commission are within the range of alternatives considered in the EIR.

c.

The boundaries of “Housing Opportunity Zones” have not yet been confirmed by the Planning
Commission or Board of Supervisors. Until the boundaries are established, it is not possible to analyze
their impacts to the environment.

Response: See Response 24.

d. The draft housing element does not adequately address the availability of financing. Page 77 of Appendix
“G” reports that “The 1998 element documented that mortgage loans and rehabilitation loans are
generally available”. This eleven-year-old analysis is clearly outdated and fails to address the challenges
that County residents are facing due to the global economic recession, higher underwriting standards,
and the current “credit crunch” that is plaguing the United States mortgage markets in 2009.
Response 72: An updated analysis of the availability of financing in the Housing Element would not affect
the environmental impacts of the project described in the EIR because the updated analysis would not affect
the number, type or location of housing development considered in the EIR.

e. The Regional Housing Needs Allocation process required by California Government Code Section 65584
has not been completed. It is not possible for the reader to determine if the draft housing element satisfies
the requirements of State Housing Law without finalized RHNA numbers.
Response 73: A draft RHNA Plan was published on March 27, 2009, which allocates a projected future
housing need to the County of an additional 2,505 dwelling units over the planning period, which is 50 units
(2.2%) more than estimate in the Housing Element. The Housing Element will contain the revised figures.

f.

Appendix “G” to the draft element contains stale and inaccurate information. Examples of which include,
but are not limited to:


Table J contains information on homeless populations that is thirteen (13) years old.



Table Q presents housing cost data that is nine (9) years old.



Table T presents sample monthly costs of ownership that is six (6) years old.



Table V presents typical fees for construction data that is six (6) years old.



Table W presents Humboldt County Revenues and Expenditure data that is seven (7) years old.



Figure 5 presents unemployment data that is seven (7) years old. vii. Figure 9 presents Comparison
data between income and rents that is sixteen (16) years old.



Table D contains a mathematical error (2000 population does not add up to the total presented)
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Each of these tables must be updated with current information to provide relevant and reliable data to the
reader to enable an informed decision of the completeness and effectiveness of the housing element.
Response 74: An updated analysis of the above tables in the Housing Element would not affect the
environmental impacts of the project described in the EIR because the updated analysis would not affect the
number, type or location of housing development considered in the EIR.
-

The County appears to be comparing the effects of the proposed Housing Element to the Previous Housing
Element. The County should perform a complete analysis to determine the environmental effects on the
existing environmental setting.
Response: See Response 19.

-

A new and thorough traffic analysis should be performed for all proposed Housing Opportunity Zones. The
draft SEIR does not present any current information to assist the reader to understand, analyze, or comment
on the traffic effects of proposed Housing Opportunity Zones. The placement of a proposed Housing
Opportunity Zone in the Eureka area creates a need to analyze the traffic impact of the proposed policies,
goals, implementation measures, etc. related to Housing Opportunity Zones on major intersections within the
City of Eureka. Many intersections within the City of Eureka already operate below an acceptable level of
service, including many intersections along Broadway Avenue.
Response: See Response 41.

-

A new and thorough air quality analysis should be performed for all proposed Housing Opportunity Zones.
The draft SEIR does not present any current information to assist the reader to understand, analyze, or
comment on the local air quality effects of Housing Opportunity Zones. The draft EIR fails to analyze the
effect of the Element on greenhouse gas emissions. The California Attorney General has taken the position
that jurisdictions have an obligation to implement all feasible mitigations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
consistent with the legislature’s determination of significance and AB 32 goals. The draft SEIR should
estimate greenhouse gas emissions associated with the proposed.
Response: See Response 23, 59, & 67.

HE-64 Thomas Grover - How can you consider an EIR when the Housing Element has not been written? The
options (A,B,C,D) have not been selected.
Response: See Response 70, 71, 24
-

When a general plan is written or amended, State law requires that the planning agency provide opportunities
for involvement of public agencies, public utility companies, community groups and the general public through
hearings or other appropriate methods.(Government Code §65351) Since the Housing Element of the
General Plan specifically refers to housing needs of unincorporated areas of the county; why has there been
limited opportunity for local Southern Humboldt community discussion of the Supplemental Draft of the
Environmental Report and the Housing Element. Rural residents must shoulder the burden of travel time and
expense related to trips to the county courthouse meetings, workshops and library. Online access to relevant
historical documents is limited and neither are the Planning Commission Meetings. Although residents were
invited locally to an informational session on the land use element they were not allowed the opportunity to
ask questions on the housing element or voice their concerns on issue that directly impact future rural
development issues.
Response 75: The Housing Element and the specific policies in the Housing Element have had extensive
review by the public as documented in Attachment A of the Housing Element Appendix G. While further
public participation events in the Southern Humboldt area may be desired by many, the public participation
program documented in the Housing Element meets the minimum requirements of state law. Discussion will
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be added to the public participation program to respond to comments from the Department of Housing and
Community Development.

-

The intention of CEQA requires a comprehensive and inclusive examination of not only the significance of
physical changes or impact on the environment but on the socioeconomic consequences on an existing
community. Refer to 15093, Statement of Overriding Considerations: (a) CEQA requires the decision-making
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed
project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered
"acceptable." Why has this not been studied or included?
Response 76: The 2003 SEIR did identify unavoidable adverse environmental effects which considered
socioeconomic impacts of the project. The 2009 SEIR will include many of those same impacts.

The Supplemental Draft EIR voices a strong negative tone on the adverse impact of rural resident housing on
the environment. Where is this documentation?
Response: Factual evidence will be added to the EIR through Response 23, 59, & 67.

-

But this is only one side of the discussion, rural residents, as long-time property owners, are invested in their
communities. The EIR is meant to consider real world assessment of both the negative and positive
environmental effects of an action. Why are the positive contributions of rural people living on the land not
included? The presence of residents in rural areas engenders positive effects on the environment. Creation of
environmental watch and work groups that protect the Redwood Creek Watershed and volunteer fire
companies, such as the Briceland Fire Company were created by the caring residents of the rural
communities of Redway and Garberville. The construction and maintenance of private roads by rural
landowners offer a network of fire breaks and offer greater access to wild lands and forested areas. The
presence of the local fire companies provides a very necessary back up when there are multiple lightning
strikes. Rural residents provide food, fuel, wood, and a labor supply for bridges, roads and tourism. Why has
this not been considered by the EIR or the Fire Safe Council? A study of the benefits rural residents on the
environment would do much to offset a perception of a primarily negative human impact on the environment.
Response 77: Add to the EIR some discussion acknowledging some of the benefits of rural development.

-

The carbon sequestration provided by forest land owners is not considered and there is no meaningful
"carbon action model". Where is this document and why does the EIR not consider the most pressing
environmental issue of our day. This is an important consideration. Why is it missing?
Response: See Response 67.

-

The Mateel Community Center provides educational, cultural and social services for its unique community
and house a soup kitchen for the homeless. Redwood Rural Health Center was created to meet the health
needs of its rural residents. The Schools Foundation has supplemented monies lost to budget cuts in the
public schools. Beginnings, Inc. provides daycare and education to rural families.
Response 78: The information provided explains how people in a rural setting can successfully provide
services needed by residents. It is not clear how this information relates to the environmental impacts of the
proposed new housing programs. There are a number of Housing Opportunity Zones in the Southern
Humboldt area, including Garberville, Redway, Miranda and Weott. The service providers mentioned above
could benefit from the addition of workers living in the new residential development encouraged in the
Housing Opportunity Zone areas, but this issue is outside of the scope of the analysis of environmental
impacts discussed in the EIR.
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-

The EIR also leaves out almost all the different communities that live in Humboldt Co. Only a few Native
American groups are considered. Haven't you studied or included the Hmong, the back- to- the -landers, the
Ranchers ,just to name a few. Why do you not list them or consider the impact on these groups?
Response 79: This comment seems to be directed at the Housing Element’s treatment of special
populations, which is mandated by state law. The Element could be revised to include additional special
populations as suggested, but identifying these groups and analyzing their housing conditions would not have
any effect on the environment. There are no suggestions for changes in housing policy for any of these
groups.

-

As it is written adoption of the 2009 General Plan, Housing Element, and Supplemental EIR will have a
negative impact on the residents in rural communities of Southern Humboldt. It is not an inclusive plan for
development, management and provision of social services, transportation needs, and the health and safety
of its low income, very low and extremely low income residents or the communities that house them. Why
not, this is required by law. The General Plan should contain a strategy to unravel its perennial unresolved
issues that plague the ability to move forward to address the needs of its rural residents. The General Plan
was also charged with identifying the legal impediments to housing yet the EIR does not even mention the
slow permit process or the Graywater issue or the many issues that will disenfranchise or fine those owner
builders that can not get a permit. This legal "catch 22" is not mentioned. Why not. This is a huge issue with
many impacts to rural land owners. Rural residents of Southern Humboldt County have historically been
ignored. Long- time rural residents living in owner-built homes with alternative energy and septic systems are
caught in a catch 22 situation of an inability to secure building permits, despite the acknowledged efficacy of
these alternative green systems. The EIR talks of the costs to the county of rural development, but rural
people pay taxes for those services and yet do not get a fair share as it is. Now the EIR proposes to deny
them further. Where is the consideration of this impact or the legal fairness?
Response 80: The Housing Element does analyze governmental constraints to the development of housing,
including the building permit process (§2600: Governmental Constraints). It also describes the County’s
Alternative Owner Builder program, and the County’s Experimental Sewage Disposal Program, which
includes consideration of graywater sewage disposal systems. It also contains discussion of the County’s
code compliance program. The SEIR does not specifically include discussion of these parts of the Housing
Element because they do not translate into potentially significant impacts on the environment.
It is unclear what is meant by the statement, “Now the EIR proposes to deny them further.” The goals,
policies, standards and implementation measures which generally promote housing development apply to
rural areas as well as urban areas. It is unclear how encouraging housing opportunities in the areas of the
County served by public water and sewer would have the contrary effect outside of these areas.

HE-70 Humboldt Association of Realtors – state they believe the EIR should be drafted after the Planning
Commission has completed its work on the Housing Element.
Response: See Response 71.

-

The EIR contains proposed ordinance language that is not a part of the Housing Element, which makes it
flawed.
Response 81: Since the DEIR, the ordinance language has been attached to the staff reports showing the
implementation measures.

-

The traffic analysis is flawed because it concludes that buildout under the Housing Element will not result in
any potentially significant environmental impacts, but the Winzler and Kelly Infrastructure Report of 2007 did
identify road segments and intersections with capacity constraints.
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Response: See Response 41

-

The EIR is incomplete because the residential land inventory in the Housing Element is still being decided
upon.
Response: See Response 20 & 70 (also Responses 49, 52, 69)

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not include analysis of the multifamily sites being added to the land
inventory through IM-17 and IM-18.
Response 82: Adding multifamily sites to the residential land inventory in the Housing Element will require
changing the underlying general plan and zoning designation for properties. A listing of the specific sites will
be added to the Element, as well as maps for reference purposes.

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not contain the final RHNA allocation. How can the environmental
impacts of the distribution be assessed if the distribution hasn’t happened yet?
Response: See Response 73.

-

The EIR is incomplete because the RHNA development process in the DEIR and Housing Element are not
consistent.
Response 83: The discussion of RHNA methodology will be made consistent.

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not include maps of the Housing Opportunity Zones.
Response: See Response 24.

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not distinguish between major and minor subdivisions.
Response 84: The EIR will be revised to distinguish between minor and major subdivisions.

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not include performance standards for housing in commercial areas.
Response 85: The EIR will be revised to include performance standards for housing in commercial areas.

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not define what are the best practices for parking standards.
Response 86: The EIR will be revised to include the parking standards.

-

The EIR is inconsistent with the Framework Plan because it includes as a mitigation measure the purchase of
agricultural lands by public agencies, but there are other policies that do not support the purchase of
agricultural lands by public agencies (“no net loss” policies).
Response 87: The EIR will be revised to include discussion of the no net loss policies.

-

The EIR is inconsistent with the Initial Study because it concludes water withdrawl to be a significant impact in
one and not a significant impact in the other.
Response: See Response 19.
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-

The EIR is inconsistent because it acknowledges that more development will occur in noise impacted areas,
then states there are no significant noise environmental impacts.
Response 88: The discussion of noise impacts will be made consistent.

-

Alternative C should be considered the most environmentally superior alternative because it will result in the
most distributed form of development in the County, which will have fewer impacts on the quality of life in
urban areas. The quality of life is defined in part by the availability of public services such as police (sheriff),
fire and schools.
Response 89: Public services are one category of the considerations in determining whether or not a project
will potentially have an adverse environmental impact, which are balanced by the other considerations of
environmental impact. Add to the discussion of impacts on public services of Alternative C to better account
for the impacts of a more distributed form of development.

HE-80 Nancy and Glenn Pritchard – we think the Housing Element should estimate the costs of implementing
the mitigation measures cited in §5.1 – 5.15, and a statement acknowledging there will be unknown future costs
for mitigation particularly in light of the County’ budget deficits.
Response: The County departments responsible for mitigating the environmental impacts of development on
the County get a large proportion of their operating expenses from the fees charged for review of the
necessary permits; the remainder of the costs are charged to the County’s General Fund. The Housing
Element will be revised to include information about the costs of typical permits.

HE-81 Humboldt Association of Realtors – asked for more clear public notification of the Planning
Commission meetings, and asked when the Planning Commission would review the SEIR for the Housing
Element.
Response 90: Notification of the review period for the recirculated SEIR will be provided consistent with the
requirements of state law.

HE-82 California Regional Water Quality Control Board – states that growth related development in the
County has contributed to the impairment of water quality, and must be mitigated to the fullest extent feasible.
The proposed project would allow for an increase in construction activities and new impervious surfaces, which
have the potential to discharge sediment and other pollutants to receiving waters. We prefer the County use its
discretionary powers to mitigate cumulative impacts of piecemeal development in the County. The health of
receiving waters is correlated with the extent of impervious surfaces within a watershed. Recent studies have
confirmed that increased impervious surfaces within a watershed will lead to alteration of the natural hydrology
expressed as higher peak flows and lower summer/fall flows (base flows). Alteration of the natural flow regime
(hydromodification) can result in increased stream temperatures, alteration of the channel morphology (e.g.
widening or incising of stream channel), stream and riparian habitat degradation, adverse impacts to native
riparian vegetation and reduction in ground water recharge capabilities. The design and construction of new
development projects using Low Impact Development (LID) techniques can protect natural flow regimes and
reduce the impacts of hydromodification and thus help prevent adverse impacts to stream and wetland systems.
We strongly encourage the County to implement LID on new development.
Response 91: The following implementation measures are in the draft Water Resources Element of the
General Plan Update. If approved, these measures will implement an LID strategy consistent with the
recommendations of the RWQCB.
WR-IM25. Drainage Ordinance. The County shall develop and maintain an ordinance that regulates
stormwater drainage consistent with the policies and standards of the Element.
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WR-IM26. Low Impact Development Methods. Encourage discretionary projects to utilize best
management practices for Low Impact Development to meet surface water run-off standards.
WR-IM27. Nutrient Discharge from Agricultural Operations. Seek funding and support voluntary dairy
manure management programs.
HE-85 Northern California Association of Home Builders – we think the EIR is flawed because it was drafted
before the Planning Commission completed their review.
Response: See Response 71.

-

The EIR is incomplete because it does not contain the final RHNA allocation.
Response: See Response 73.

-

The EIR is flawed because it does not compare the proposed new Element with the current environmental
setting, but rather to the previous Housing Element.
Response: See Response 19.

-

The EIR is flawed because it has the old SCH number.
Response: See Response 17.

-

The EIR is flawed because it does not analyze the documents incorporated by reference.
Response: See Response 18.

-

The EIR contains proposed ordinance language that is not a part of the Housing Element, which makes it
flawed.
Response: See Response 81.

-

The EIR is flawed because it does not define terms adequately. For instance, the Inclusionary Zoning
requirement is named “Affordable Housing Program”.
Response 90: The label of a program does not seem to have any potential for causing impacts on the
environment, so no changes to the DEIR are required to respond to this comment.

-

We have a number of questions about the proposed Inclusionary Zoning Program. The questions refer to the
location of the program, the fees charged, the research that went into the proposal, the administrative costs,
the affordability factors, and the number of new units built under the program.
Response 91: The questions all seem to be directed at the validity of one of the programs in the Housing
Element, not whether the program has the potential to cause any environmental impacts. No changes to the
DEIR are necessary to respond to this comment.
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CHAPTER 7: Reference Sources
•

1998 Housing Element FEIR

•

2003 Draft Housing Element Supplemental EIR

•

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan - Humboldt County Airports (1993)

•

Airport Master Plans

•

Alternative Owner Builders (AOB) Owner-Built Rural Dwelling Regulations

•

As-Built Construction, Permit Procedures

•

Building Regulations (Title III Division 3 of Humboldt County Code)

•

Countywide Siting Element of the Humboldt County Integrated Waste Management Plan (1993)

•

Earthquake Fault Hazard Act (§2621 - 2630 of the Public Resources Code)

•

Eel River Area Plan of the Local Coastal Program (1989)

•

Encroachment Standards (Title III, Division 4 of Humboldt County Code)

•

Eureka Community Plan (1995)

•

Fire Safe Regulations (Title III of Humboldt County Code - Division 11)

•

Fortuna Area Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume Ii - 1985)

•

Framework Plan (1984)

•

Freshwater Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume Ii - 1985)

•

Garberville/Redway/Benbow/Alderpoint Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume Ii 1987)

•

Hazardous Waste Management Plan (1989)

•

Humboldt Bay Area Plan of the Local Coastal Program (1989)

•

Hydesville\Carlotta Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume Ii - 1986)

•

Jacoby Creek Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume Ii - 1982)

•

Local Agency Formation Commission Regulations (§56000 - 57550 of the Government Code)

•

McKinleyville Area Plan of the Local Coastal Program (1989)

•

McKinleyville Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume II - 2002)

•

Northern Humboldt County General Plan / Recreation Plan 1985 (1968)
Section I – III; Section IV – VII, Background I – II; Background III – IVh;
Background IVi – VII

•

Orick Community Plan (Humboldt County Framework Plan Volume Ii - 1985)

•

South Coast Area Plan of the Local Coastal Program (1990)

•

Southern Humboldt General Plan Report 1985 (1968)

•

Subdivision Regulations (Title III - Division 2 of Humboldt County Code)

•

Trinidad Area Plan of the Local Coastal Program (1990)

•

Zoning Regulations, Humboldt County
Chapters 1 - 2; Chapter 3; Chapter 4

•

Water and Sewage (Title VI, Division 1 of Humboldt County Code)
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CHAPTER 8: Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft Supplemental EIR
HE-98 Northern California Association of Home Builders (NCHB)
-

We noticed that the NCHB is not listed on page 176, as an entity from whom the County has
received comments on the Housing Element. We would ask respectfully that this omission be
corrected.
Response 1: The County hereby acknowledges receiving comments on the Supplemental Draft
EIR from NCHB, and will revise the Final EIR as requested.

-

How can the County draft an EIR without knowing what the project will be in its complete form,
much less state with any certainty what the ramifications and impacts of the project will be on the
environment?
Response 2: The proposed polices, standards, and implementation measures under review by the
Board of Supervisors are within the range of alternatives considered in the EIR, which documents
the environmental impacts of the proposed project and other alternatives under consideration. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) recommends environmental review of projects be
performed concurrent with the project review, in part to enable mitigation measures to be applied
before it is approved.

-

The Housing Element Update process that is underway should be postponed until such time as the
RHNA allocation process has been completed to the standards called for in state law.
Response 3: This comment questions the procedural steps the County is taking in adopting the
Housing Element. Procedural requirements of state Housing Element law are outside the scope of
CEQA, and are unrelated to the environmental impacts of the project.

-

“We do not see adequate analysis or specific discussion in detail the potential ramifications of the
proposed policies, standards and implementation measures or quantification of possible impacts to
the current environmental setting.”
Response 4: The recirculated SEIR contains 126 pages of analysis and specific detailed
discussion of the proposed project’s impacts on the environment, including quantification of impacts
to the existing environment. For example, on page 70, the SEIR states the project will generate
approximately 56,864 (2459 x 22.7) tons of CO2 from 2007-2014, which will contribute to global
climate change. In addition to air quality impacts, Chapter 5 of the SEIR evaluates impacts on
biological resources, cultural resources, hydrology, and numerous other categories of
environmental impacts.

-

Include the Notice of Preparation and a list of the regulatory agencies that were asked to comment
on the document.
Response 5: The Notice of Preparation and Notices of Completion and list of agencies that were
asked to comment on the document will be placed on the Housing Element web page.

-

The ordinance language and draft document in its entirety should have been presented for review
by both the Planning Commission and by the public so that there could have been overall
discussion of all of the environmental implications of the ordinances. We feel that potential impacts
on the environment in this crucial implementation ordinance context were not adequately analyzed
or represented to the public or to the Planning Commission at all.
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Response 6: The SEIR contains the proposed ordinances, and evaluates their potential
environmental impacts.
-

“With out adequately purported or defined terms how can anyone determine environmental impacts
to programs or anything else in an EIR – it is impossible!”
Response 7: There are many terms used in the SEIR, it is not clear which ones are not
“adequately purported or defined”.

-

“The below questions remain unanswered; we believe those shown below without strikethrough text
do have potential ramifications to our environment (12-16) and to our community in economic terms
(4-11).
Are we correct in our understanding that staff proposes Inclusionary Zoning within the General Plan
under the name “Affordable Housing Program” that would require developers to build housing for
the low, very low incomes within all residential development projects as a means of implementing
the Housing Element within proposed new zones to be called “Housing Opportunity Zones”?
Would you agree that such a program is a tax on market rate housing within these projects?
Specifically, what form of Inclusionary Zoning does staff propose?
Will the proposed Inclusionary Zoning require payment of a fee each time a building permit is issued?
How much does staff propose that fee to be, and how will it be calculated (e.g. parcel size, gross floor
area or net usable area)?
Will the Inclusionary Zoning fee be applied to all building permits including commercial, professional
office, industrial and retail uses?
Has staff prepared any forecasts or models of effectiveness of their proposed Inclusionary Zoning
plan? Where is it? When will that be made available for at least 30 days for the commission and
the public to review?
What will be the administrative cost burden for such a program? How much will it cost on an annual
basis for Inclusionary Zoning to be managed? Which County department will be charged to
manage Inclusionary Zoning? Will that department have assessment, valuation and accounting
qualifications to do so?
Will all resulting generated housing be restricted in price and merchantability by covenants? If so,
what model will be used? What term of affordability restrictions are proposed (e.g. 10 years, 20
years, 30 years)?
If the Inclusionary Zoning units are not sold within 6 months of construction due to the current
economic climate, would the County be responsible to buy the units back from the Developer? At
what percentage of market rate?
How are the following factors of affordability going to be figured into such a program?
Land cost, land use regulation, construction materials costs, construction labor costs,
prices and rents of comparable properties in the same market, household incomes (both
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the median and the range), vacancy rates, property maintenance, availability of
government subsidies (for planning, construction, operations, and rent or mortgage
payments) infrastructure costs, impact fees?
12. How many single family homes will this tax build per year?
How many apartments will this tax build per year?
Where will these units be built?
Does the County NOW have sufficient lands to build these apartment units?
Specifically, how will this program assure the tenants or occupants or buyers not unnecessarily
penalize and prohibit average wage earning families with children in their quest for the benefits
of equity in home ownership?”
Response 8: CEQA does not require the economic impacts of a project be considered unless they
result in environmental impacts; it is not clear what environmental impacts the above referenced
economic-based questions #4 - #11 raise.
Answering questions #12 - #16 could indirectly lead to identification of potential environmental
impacts, but such a discussion would be speculative.
HE-98 Humboldt Economic & Land Plan
- “Regarding the discussion of infrastructure, commencing on page 154 of the draft SEIR related to
Humboldt Community Services District, we have recent findings related to sewer service within that
District’s boundaries, which significantly impacts the assumptions made in the subject document.
This new information supersedes the conclusions drawn in Winzler & Kelley’s November 2007
Infrastructure Report, which are reflected in this section of the draft SEIR.
Because the County’s draft Housing Element dated June 19, 2009, depends heavily on the
completion of the Martin Slough project within the planning timeframe of five years, and because
that assumption is not based on sound planning principles, those parcels identified in the proposed
Housing Element land inventory impacted by the completion of the Martin Slough Interceptor
Project, must be deleted and the draft SEIR revised accordingly.
Response 9: This comment letter does not include new information. The fact that the Martin
Slough Interceptor (MSI) project will be constructed in four phases as opposed to two phases does
not substantially change the project. The schedule has not changed substantially either, the only
additional uncertainty appears to be the schedule for phase 4 which is now indicated to be after
phase 1-3 are fully functional – however, this is the least expensive phase of the project and is
directly related to the other phases.
The comment letter does not introduce significant new information; rather the letter contains subtle
refinements of the information contained in the SEIR. The attachments in the comment letter
include information that refine the existing information in the SEIR (the Table on page 156 shows
two construction phases and not four), and the letter from the City of Eureka indicates that the
construction schedule for the MSI project cannot be finalized due to funding uncertainties, but
shows projected construction periods for each phase, except for phase four which is dependent
upon the three previous phases and is to be constructed separately by the City of Eureka and the
HCSD. HCSD states in their letter that is attached that the project, including all phases, will be
complete by 2012.
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The letter does not identify a new substantial environmental impact from the proposed project, a
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, or a feasible project alternative that
would lessen project impacts. The letter also does not demonstrate that the SEIR is so
fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that comment was meaningless.
Therefore, there is no need to recirculate the SEIR.
The schedule that is outlined in the Table on page 156 of the SEIR is still accurate and is fully
consistent with the new July 21, 2009 letter from Steve Davidson, HCSD General Manager which is
attached to the comment letter. Based on the City of Eureka letter attached to the comment letter,
HCSD is responsible for MSI project phase four (part of HCSD phase 2) and HCSD feels that this
will be done in summer 2012, which is consistent with the SEIR. Based on this, the SEIR and the
Housing Element describe an effective program that HCSD intends to carry out to complete the MSI
project and bring the HCSD housing inventory affected by the MSI on line well within the planning
period of the Housing Element.
HE-98 Abbott and Kindermann
- “Based on our review of the recirculated SEIR, it is clear the County has disregarded our previous
comments, and the requirements of CEQA. Furthermore, the responses in the recirculated SEIR
are inadequate and insufficient under CEQA. ”
Response 10: It is unclear which comments they consider to be disregarded. The recirculated
SEIR responds to their previous comments in more than 35 point by point responses. Responses
#15 - #53 in §6.3 of the recirculated SEIR address comments made by Abbott and Kindermann.
For example, in response to the comment that the SEIR should be revised to show the State
Clearinghouse number, the SEIR was revised to include that number (SCH 2009022077).
It is also unclear how this response and the others cited above disregard CEQA and are
“inadequate and insufficient” under CEQA. For example, including the SCH number in the SEIR
would seem to be an adequate and sufficient response to the comment that the SCH number
should be referenced in the SEIR.
-

CEQA calls for an assessment of the current conditions, as well as an assessment of the
reasonably foreseeable impacts of a project. Sufficient mitigation measures must be identified
which will result in mitigation of impacts to less than significant where feasible, and where full
mitigation of significant impacts is infeasible, a statement of overriding considerations must be
adopted. The subject draft SEIR does not satisfy these basic requirements.
Response 11: It is not clear which of these “basic” requirements is not satisfied by the SEIR, and
this general statement is not supported by any specific example. Chapter 3 describes the project,
and Chapter 5 describes the current conditions, assesses the reasonably foreseeable impacts of
the project, and identifies mitigation measures. Some of the proposed mitigation measures are
deemed sufficient to reduce the impacts of the project to less than significant levels, but others are
not. A statement of overriding considerations will be adopted prior to taking action on the project for
those impacts not reduced to less than significant levels.

-

On page 176 we note that Abbott and Kindermann are not included on the list of those who
commented on the February 2009 Draft SEIR. Also, the National Coalition of Homebuilders
submitted comments, but are not identified on that list either.
Response 12: Abbott and Kindermann are identified on page 177 of the recirculated Draft SEIR as
an organization that submitted comments. Staff is unaware of any comments submitted by the
National Coalition of Homebuilders.
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-

HELP has concerns about whether the appropriate regulatory agencies have been notified of the
subject Draft SEIR.
Response 13: A Notice of Preparation was sent to the appropriate agencies in September, 2008,
and copies of the draft SEIR and recirculated SEIR were sent to the State Clearinghouse for
distribution to the appropriate agencies soon after they were completed.

-

.The County has failed to comply with the following CEQA requirements:
Identify and assess the current environmental setting and baseline of the project
Response 14: It is unclear how the current environmental setting discussion in Chapter 5 fails to
comply with the requirements of CEQA. This general statement is not supported by any specific
example.
Analyze the anticipated significant impacts due to implementation of the proposed Housing Element
Response 15: It is unclear how the analysis of the anticipated significant impacts due to
implementation of the proposed Housing Element in Chapter 5 fails to comply with the requirements
of CEQA. This general statement is not supported by any specific example.
Identify feasible mitigation measures necessary to minimize anticipated significant impacts.
Response 16: It is unclear how the discussion of feasible mitigation measures necessary to
minimize anticipated significant impacts in Chapter 5 fails to comply with the requirements of
CEQA. This general statement is not supported by any specific example.
There is no evidence qualified professionals were involved in the preparation of or evaluation of the
draft SEIR.
Response 17: It is not clear what part of the Draft SEIR is considered inadequate due to a lack of
qualifications of the preparers.
The tiering requirements.
Response 18: It is not clear what the referenced tiering requirements are nor how the Draft SEIR
fails to comply with them.

-

The EIR is premature because the Board of Supervisors has not gone through the appropriate
review, deliberation and adoption.
Response 19: CEQA requires environmental review be completed prior to adoption of the Housing
Element, so it is necessary to proceed with review of the Draft SEIR prior to adoption of the
Housing Element. .

HE-98 Humboldt Association of Realtors
-

It is premature to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project because the Board of
Supervisors could adopt new policies, standards and implementation measures which are outside
the range of those evaluated in the SEIR.
Response 20: Should the Board of Supervisors select new policies, standards and implementation
measures which are outside the range of those evaluated in the SEIR, the SEIR will have to be
amended to evaluate the new potential environmental impacts.

-

The SEIR is incomplete because it does not evaluate the impacts of the rezoning called for in HIM17 and H-IM18.
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Response 21: More specific evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposed rezoning
called for in H-IM17 and H-IM18 will be done during review of the rezoning action, which will begin
with Planning Commission hearings after the 2009 Housing Element is adopted in August, 2009.
-

The SEIR is incomplete because it does not contain the final RHNA allocation. The Housing
Element cannot be certified until those numbers are known.
Response 22: The RHNA process is not scheduled to be completed until December, 2009. In the
interim, the Housing Element uses estimates of what the allocation will be. To date, the estimates
in the Housing Element are within 98% of the maximum allocation under considered by the
Humboldt County Association of Governments. Given the slim 2% margin of potential
inconsistency between the estimated RHNA and the likely actual RHNA, the SEIR adequately
assesses the environmental impacts of the project, and considers a reasonable range of
allocations.

-

The SEIR is incomplete because it does not distinguish between major and minor subdivisions.
Response 23: While it is unclear how this issue is related to environmental impacts, for the
purpose of this SEIR, minor subdivisions can be said to be those creating four (4) or fewer lots, and
major subdivisions are those that create 5 or more lots.

-

The EIR is inconsistent with the Initial Study because it concludes water withdrawl to be a
significant impact in one and not a significant impact in the other.
Response 24: The Recirculated SEIR considers water withdrawl to be a significant, unavoidable
environmental impact, which is consistent with the Initial Study.

HE-98 Brian Mitchell
-

“Despite your revisions to the recirculated SEIR, it does not appear that a new and thorough traffic
analysis has been performed for all proposed Housing Opportunity Zones. The draft SEIR does not
present sufficient, current information to assist the reader to understand, analyze, or comment on
the specific traffic effects of the development incentives and other policies in the proposed Housing
Opportunity Zones. The large number of parcels and potential development units listed in the 2009
land inventory in the unincorporated communities of McKinleyville and Cutten demonstrate that it is
reasonably foreseeable that these communities will be impacted most heavily by the proposed
Housing Element.”
Response 25: The above general statements are not supported by any specific examples. Page
20 of the recirculated Draft SEIR generally describes the environmental impacts of Housing
Opportunity Zones. It states that Housing Opportunity Zones are mapped areas (the maps are in
Attachment 1 of the draft SEIR) within the boundaries of community service districts providing
public water and sewer, with some provisions for logical extensions of those boundaries. Proposed
policies, standards and implementation measures will more aggressively encourage housing
development in Housing Opportunity Zones than in the other parts of the County. Compared to
existing conditions, the Housing Opportunity Zone policies are expected to result in relatively more
new housing on parcels in the residential land inventory that are within Housing Opportunity Zones
and less outside Housing Opportunity Zones. The specific policies, standards and implementation
measures that apply in Housing Opportunity Zones are provided in the SEIR, as well as a
description of the proposed Land Use Element and development ordinance changes.
Chapter 4 of the recirculated Draft SEIR states that there are more public transportation and
alternative means of transportation available in Housing Opportunity Zones. The Housing
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Opportunity Zones encourage infill development in areas served with public transit, so fewer people
will need to use cars to travel from their homes to commercial areas. The recirculated Draft SEIR
goes on to state that the Housing Opportunity Zones encourage residential uses in commercial
areas, which will allow persons to travel from their home to work and shopping areas without using
their cars.
Section 5.15 of the recirculated SEIR analyzes the traffic impacts of the project. It describes the
project setting, mitigation measures and acknowledges the Housing Element may indirectly have
significant traffic impacts, when it states that,
The Final EIR for the 2002 McKinleyville Community Plan (available at the Planning
Division office located at 3015 H Street, Eureka California) found that all road
segments in the McKinleyville area will be operating at LOS A or B if all the homes
projected by the Community Plan were constructed in McKinleyville. However, at a
number of intersections, the traffic impacts from that level of new development will be
significant. If all the homes projected in the 2009 Housing Element were built in
McKinleyville, the intersection of Hiller and Central Avenue will drop to LOS C with
an average 2.2 second increase in delays at that intersection per vehicle. The LOS
at the intersection between Murray Road and McKinleyville Avenue would also drop
from LOS B to C. And on the average, vehicles will have to wait 17 seconds longer
at the unsignalled intersection of Central Avenue and Murray Road, corresponding
with a drop in the LOS for that intersection from D to E. Traffic impacts on the
intersections in the McKinleyville area described above are potentially significant.
This section goes on to say that,
These same types of impacts will likely occur in other parts of the County as well.
For example, the capacity constrained road segments and intersections in the
Eureka Area studied by the 2007 Winzler & Kelly report are expected to have even
longer delays for automobiles in the future. As new homes are constructed in the
area, the new residents will use these road segments and intersections when leaving
or returning to their homes, further reducing their capacity for automobiles.
And the recirculated Draft SEIR concludes that,
Additional traffic and circulation mitigation measures are being considered in the
GPU (General Plan Update), such as implementing a traffic mitigation impact fee
program. These measures could be inserted into the Housing Element. This
EIR is not recommending that action as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent
with the Project, and it will have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more
appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with the Project EIR. Until these
items are addressed, impacts are likely to remain significant.
In all of the ways described above, the recirculated Draft SEIR provides sufficient, current
information to assist the reader to understand, analyze, and comment on the specific traffic effects
of the development incentives and other policies in the proposed Housing Opportunity Zones
−

“Despite your revisions to the recirculated SEIR, the placement of a proposed Housing Opportunity
Zone in the unincorporated Eureka area creates a need to analyze the traffic impact of the
proposed policies, goals, implementation measures, etc. related to Housing Opportunity Zones on
major intersections within the incorporated City of Eureka. It does not appear that you have
sufficiently responded to my previous comment. Many intersections within the City of Eureka
already operate below an acceptable level of service (LOS of D, E, or F), including, but not limited
to many intersections along Broadway Avenue, 4th Street, and 5th Street. For example:
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A recently published traffic study, performed by TJKM Transportation Consultants (available for
your review at the City of Eureka, 531 K Street, Eureka, California) for the City of Eureka found that
the Intersection of Broadway and Fourth Streets currently operates at a level of service of F, both
during AM and PM peak hours.
The same study shows the Intersections of Broadway and Henderson Street currently operates at a
level of service of E during the AM peak hours.
The same study shows the Intersections of Broadway and Hawthorne Street currently operated as
a LOS of F, during both the AM and PM peak hours.
As you know, these roads are part of Highway 101, which is a major freeway between San
Francisco, California, and the Pacific Northwest. The County’s Director of Community Development
Services has commented on EIR’s related to projects within the City of Eureka that traffic impacts
from development in the City has a potential to create traffic impacts to the nearby Unincorporated
Eureka Area. Using this nexus and logic, it seems reasonably foreseeable that the proposed
Housing Element will have significant traffic impacts within the City limits, especially considering
Eureka’s status as County seat, major employment center, and commercial / retail shopping hub for
all of Humboldt County.”
Response 26: As stated in response #25, the recirculated Draft SEIR states that the development
encouraged by the project, including the proposed Housing Opportunity Zone policies, is expected
to result in more homes developed throughout the County, and capacity constrained road segments
and intersections in the Eureka Area studied by the 2007 Winzler & Kelly report are expected to
have even longer delays for automobiles in the future. A number of the road segments and
intersections studied by the 2007 Winzler & Kelly report are within the City of Eureka.
-

“Despite your revisions to the recirculated SEIR, a new and thorough air quality analysis needs to
be performed for all proposed Housing Opportunity Zones. The draft SEIR does not present
sufficient, current information to assist the reader to understand, analyze, or comment on the
localized air quality effects of Housing Opportunity Zones.”
Response 27: This general statement is not supported by any specific example. Air quality
impacts of the project are mostly described in Section 5.4 of the recirculated Draft SEIR. It partly
relies on the air quality discussion in the Draft SEIR for the 2003 Housing Element to describe the
existing conditions, including the prevailing wind patterns, ambient air quality standards, potential
sources of air emissions, specific air pollutants, such as carbon monoxide and particulate matter. It
goes on to describe the local air quality management plans, new state law regarding greenhouse
gas emissions, and hazards from naturally occurring asbestos.
This section of the SEIR also describes the potential impacts of the project on air quality, describing
the indirect effects of the project (including the proposed Housing Opportunity Zone policies,
standards and implementation measures) on particulate matter and greenhouse gas emissions.
For example, the recirculated draft SEIR concludes that, “the proposed project will therefore
generate approximately 56,864 (2459 x 22.7) tons of CO2 for the project period 2007-2014”.
The air quality impact analysis of the recirculated Draft SEIR concludes that the project will
indirectly lead to residential development, more persons driving in the County, and hence more
PM10 emissions. It also concludes that the Project promotes new residential development within
developed areas, which may help reduce the length and number of vehicle trips from new
development, thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions compared to what would have occurred
otherwise.
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The recirculated Draft SEIR acknowledges there are a number of mitigation measures described in
the Energy Element of the GPU (currently under consideration by the Planning Commission) which
could be inserted into the Housing Element. For example, developing a carbon sequestration
program is being considered in the GPU, which would have positive air quality impacts, and
possibly positive impacts for timber resources, and biological resources. However, the SEIR does
not recommend that option as the GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will
have a separate EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication
with the Project EIR.
HE-95 Department of Fish and Game
.
- The Department of Fish and Game (DF&G) does not have staffing sufficient to review all building
permit applications, which the County proposes as a mitigation measure, and recommends instead
the County require biological studies for all building permits, and referral of building permits to
DF&G where the biological studies identify potential impacts to sensitive species or habitats.
Response 28: The recirculated Draft SEIR describes how the County currently requires biological
studies for building permits for new homes where there are potential impacts to mapped sensitive
habitats in the coastal zone, and streams and wetlands outside of the coastal zone. In addition,
subdivisions creating new residential building sites are normally referred to DF&G for comments
and recommendations to reduce potential impacts of new homes on biological resources.
On page 79, alternative mitigation measures are described which will increase coordination with
DF&G in the review of the development of new homes to identify appropriate changes in the siting
and design of the new structures to avoid impacts to biological resources. The annual cost to the
County of hiring a biologist to review all building permits (the first alternative) would be
approximately $80,000. Assuming the same annual rate of building permit issuance will continue
into the future that occurred in the past five years (323 units per year), the per unit cost would be
$247. This compares to a per unit cost of approximately $2,000 for requiring biological studies for
each new building permit application (the second alternative). Assuming a single biologist could
review all the County’s building permit applications for new homes (which seems reasonable), it
appears that hiring a biologist and charging developers for that cost would overall be less expensive
than requiring biological studies for each building permit.
At the time the recirculated Draft SEIR was being developed, DF&G staff believed they would be
capable of reviewing all building permits for biological resources, so that was identified as the
preferred alternative mitigation measure (the third alternative). With the new information provided
by DF&G in their comment letter, that alternative no longer appears to be feasible.
Accordingly, staff is proposing and recommending a fourth alternative mitigation measure. The
County proposes inserting into the Housing Element a new implementation measure as follows:
H-IMXX. Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Biological Resources. For the six (6) month period (from
October 1, 2009 through March, 2010, all building permit applications will be referred to DF&G for
the purpose of developing modifications to the building permit processing system to minimize and
avoid impacts to biological resources, including requiring a Special Permit for all building permits
that may impact biological resources.

-

DF&G recommends County Codes be amended to require a Special Permit for all building permit
applications that may impact biological resources described in Response #28, and for new homes
that depend on stream diversion as the primary water source.
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Response 29: With the additional mitigation measure proposed in Response #28, the County may
determine it necessary, after a six (6) month review period, to impose Special Permit requirements
for new homes which impact unmapped biological resources. The Final SEIR is amended to
include an additional mitigation measure to respond to the second part of this comment. The
mitigation is to include in the staff recommended Biological Resources Element of the GPU an
implementation measure to modify the County’s Streamside Management Area Ordinance to
require a Special Permit for new homes that depend on stream diversion as the primary water
source in temperature-impaired watersheds.
-

.DF&G cites information regarding climate change and sea level rise.
Response 30: The Final EIR will be revised to incorporate the new information provided by DF&G
into the discussion of flood and erosion hazards.
.

HE-98 Healthy Humboldt Coalition
-

The SEIR should include a full analysis of an “infill only” alternative, which limits development in the
rural parts of the County and increases the density in the already developed parts of the County.
Response 31: The recirculated Draft SEIR limits consideration of an “infill only” alternative by
placing it in Section 4.1 (Alternatives that Were Considered and Rejected) It notes that such an
alternative would in effect require shifting the development potential for 2,100 units on parcels in the
existing residential land inventory among parcels within the boundaries of community service
districts. In addition, this alternative would eliminate several parcels being considered for rezoning
to multifamily directed by Implementation Measures HE-IM17 and HE-IM18.
This alternative is not considered reasonable because the County is unlikely to achieve an average
70% increase in development potential on the parcels receiving the additional units. Also, shifting
development potential among parcels within service district boundaries is expected to shift the
environmental impacts of future residential development from one parcel to another, and not result
in an overall reduction in environmental impacts. In addition, there are no other parcels identified of
sufficient size and development potential to rezone to multifamily to implement H-IM17 and H-IM18.

-

The County should develop mitigation measures to avoid biological resources impacts other than
referring all building permit applications to DF&G. The County should discuss why the third
alternative was selected over the other two. The mitigation measure cannot rely on reports that
have not already been prepared.
Response: See Response #28.

-

The mitigation measures to insert into the GPU an implementation measure to develop Low Impact
Design standards for new construction should be broadened to also insert this mitigation measure
into the Housing Element, as mitigation measures in an unapproved document are not adequate.
Response 32: The GPU is being reviewed concurrent with the Project, and it will have a separate
EIR where such mitigation is more appropriately discussed, to avoid duplication with this SEIR.
This EIR does not claim that the new staff recommended mitigation measures in the GPU will
reduce the indirect impacts of the Housing Element to less than significant levels.

-

Cumulative impacts to water resources, biological resources, air quality, and other resources are
not adequately addressed in the DEIR.
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Response 33: This general statement is not supported by any specific example. Section 5.17 of
the recirculated Draft SEIR includes discussion of the potential indirect cumulative impacts of the
project on water resources, biological resources, and air quality. For example, this section states
that, “aquatic species may be adversely impacted by water withdrawals for domestic or outdoor use
in streams or rivers with low flows and high temperatures during the summer months. Some of the
affected species include rare and endangered species.”
That section goes on to address potential indirect air quality impacts of the project:
As stated in §5.4, the proposed project will generate approximately 56,864 (2,459 x
22.7) tons of CO2 for the project period 2007-2014, assuming that the County’s
unincorporated estimated RHNA of 2,459 housing units are built and occupied. When
viewed alongside the increased CO2 emissions from other sources during this time
period (see overall GHG emissions inventory in Attachment 3), this impact may be
considered cumulatively significant.
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Attachment 3: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and Global Climate Change Analysis
Introduction
Global climate change refers to alterations in weather features which occur across the Earth as
a whole, such as temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Global temperatures are
modulated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases, such as water vapor, carbon dioxide,
methane, and nitrous oxide. These gases allow sunlight into the Earth’s atmosphere, but prevent
radiative heat from escaping into outer space, thus altering the Earth’s energy balance in a
phenomenon called the greenhouse effect.
The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of warming
and cooling documented in the geologic record. The rate of change has typically been
incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands of years.
The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers have
steadily retreated across the globe. Scientists have observed, however, an unprecedented
increase in the rate of warming in the past 150 years.
This recent warming has coincided with the global Industrial Revolution, which has seen the
widespread destruction of forests to accommodate urban centers and agriculture and the use
of fossil fuels, primarily burning of coal, oil, and natural gas for energy, which in turn has released
substantial amounts of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. Carbon dioxide accounts for
approximately 85% of total emissions, and methane and nitrous oxide account for almost an
additional 14%.
Concentrations of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere have risen approximately 30% since the
Industrial Revolution. Because greenhouse gases persist and mix in the atmosphere, emissions
anywhere in the world impact the climate everywhere. During the past 100 years, average
global temperatures have risen by more than one degree Fahrenheit (F). Meteorologists have
documented that the past ten years have been the hottest decade since 1850. Warming has
not been uniform, with temperatures at the poles experiencing the greatest increase, with up to
a 9 degree increase observed in large areas of the Arctic over the 20th century. In response to
warming, the growing season has lengthened and trees are flowering earlier; some animal and
plant species ranges have been migrating toward higher latitudes and altitudes; plant and
animal species adapted to cold temperatures have declined; and species adapted to warm
temperatures have increased.
Human Influence on Climate
The world’s leading climate scientists have reached consensus that global climate change is
underway, is “very likely” caused by humans, and hotter temperatures and rises in sea level
“would continue for centuries,” no matter how much humans control future emissions. The latest
report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCG) – an international group of
scientists and representatives of 113 governments – released February 2, 2007, concludes
“The widespread warming of the atmosphere and ocean, together with ice-mass loss,
support the conclusion that it is extremely unlikely that global climate change of the past
50 years can be explained without external forcing, and very likely that it is not due to
known natural causes alone.”
The IPCG predicts temperature increase of between 2.0 and 11.5 degrees F by the year 2100,
with the most likely scenario between 3.2 and 7.1 degrees F. The IPCG report projects sea level
rises of seven to 23 inches by the end of the century, with an additional 3.9 to 7.8 inches possible
depending upon the rate of polar ice sheets melting from increased warming. The IPCG report
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states that an increase in hurricane and tropical cyclone strength since 1970 “more likely than
not” can be attributed to human-generated greenhouse gases.
According to the 2006 California Climate Action Team Report, the following climate change
effects are predicted, based on the IPCG trends described above, the following conditions can
be expected in California over the course of the next century:
 A diminishing Sierra snowpack declining by 70% to 90%, threatening the state’s water supply;
 Increasing temperatures from 8 to 10.4 degrees F under the higher emission scenarios,
leading to a 25 to 35% increase in the number of days ozone pollution levels are exceeded
in most urban areas;
 Coastal erosion along the length of California and sea water intrusion into the Sacramento
River Delta from a four- to 33-inch rise in sea level. This would exacerbate flooding in already
vulnerable regions;
 Increased vulnerability of forests due to pest infestation and increased temperatures;
 Increased challenges for the state’s important agriculture industry from water shortages,
increasing temperatures, and saltwater intrusion into the Delta; and
 Increased electricity demand, particularly in the hot summer months.
Greenhouse Gases
“Greenhouse gases” are so called because of their role in trapping heat near the surface of the
earth; they are emitted by human activity are implicated in global climate change, commonly
referred to as “global warming.” These greenhouse gases contribute to an increase in the
temperature of the earth’s atmosphere by preventing the escape of heat in much the same
way as glass in a greenhouse. Thus, this condition is often referred to as the “greenhouse effect.”
In its “natural” condition, the greenhouse effect is responsible for maintaining a habitable
climate on earth, but human activity has caused increased concentrations of these gases in the
atmosphere, thereby contributing to an increase in global temperatures.
The principal greenhouse gases (GHGs) are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and
water vapor. Of these gases, carbon dioxide and methane are emitted in the greatest
quantities from human activities. Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by-products of fossil fuel
combustion, whereas methane predominantly results from off-gassing associated with
agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs – with much greater heat-absorption potential
than carbon dioxide – include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride,
and are generated in certain industrial processes.
There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will
continue to contribute to global warming, although there is much uncertainty concerning the
magnitude and rate of the warming.
Some of the potential impacts in California of climate change may include loss in snow pack,
sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires,
and more drought years. Globally, climate change has the potential to impact numerous
environmental resources through potential, though uncertain, impacts related to future air
temperatures and precipitation patterns. On a global level, the projected effects of global
warming on weather and climate are likely to vary regionally, but are expected to include the
following direct effects:
• Snow cover is projected to contract, with permafrost areas sustaining thawing.
• Hot extremes, heat waves, and heavy precipitation events are likely to increase in frequency.
• Future tropical cyclones (typhoons and hurricanes) will likely become more intense.
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• Non-tropical storm tracks are projected to move poleward, with consequent changes in wind,
precipitation, and temperature patterns. Increases in the amount of precipitation are very likely
in high-latitudes, while decreases are likely in most subtropical regions.
• Warming is expected to be greatest over land and at most high northern latitudes, and least
over the Southern Ocean and parts of the North Atlantic ocean.
There are also many secondary effects that are projected to result from global warming,
including global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, and
changes in habitat and biodiversity. While the possible outcomes and the feedback
mechanisms involved are not fully understood, and much research remains to be done, the
potential for substantial environmental, social, and economic consequences over the long term
may be great.
The California Energy Commission estimated that in 2004 California produced 500 million gross
metric tons (about 550 million U.S. tons) of carbon dioxide-equivalent GHG emissions. The CEC
found that transportation is the source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG emissions, followed by
electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 23 percent and industrial sources at 13
percent.
In the San Francisco Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-road motor
vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest source of the Bay Area’s
GHG emissions, accounting for just over half of the Bay Area’s 85 million tons of GHG emissions in
2002. A similar trend, though on a less scale, is expected for the Humboldt Bay region. Industrial
and commercial sources were the second largest contributors of GHG emissions with about onefourth of total emissions. Domestic sources (e.g., home water heaters, furnaces, etc.) account for
about 11 percent of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions, followed by power plants at 7 percent. Oil
refining currently accounts for approximately 6 percent of the total Bay Area GHG emissions.
Regulatory Context for Global Climate Change
Global climate change resulting from greenhouse gas emissions is an emerging environmental
concern being raised and discussed at the international, national, and statewide level. At each
level, agencies are considering strategies to control emissions of gases that contribute to global
warming.
California has taken a leadership role in addressing the trend of increasing GHG emissions, with
the passage in 2006 of California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act. This
legislation is discussed, under Regulatory Setting.
At the present time, there are no rules or regulations in place from the ARB, State Clearinghouse,
or other resource agency applicable to the Proposed Project that define what is a “significant”
source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and there are no applicable facility-specific GHG
emission limits or caps. The NCAQMD has not yet established thresholds for greenhouse gas
emissions. And, as of the time of this writing, no other air districts within California have
established emission thresholds for determining the significance of GHGs from industrial projects.
Also, while the goal of AB 32 is to reduce in-state GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020,
there is no clear metric that would determine if a single project advances toward or away from
this goal.
Because global warming is a global issue, a pound of GHGs emitted in California would
presumably have the same effect, individually and cumulatively, as a pound of
GHGs emitted anywhere else in the world.. However, no agency has yet assumed jurisdiction to
regulate greenhouse gases and there are no established standards for gauging the significance
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of greenhouse gas emissions. Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines provide any methodology
for analysis of greenhouse gases.

In the fall of 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the global warming bill, into law. The
Bill requires the state Air Resources Board (ARB) to adopt regulations by January 1, 2008 to
require reporting and verification of statewide greenhouse gas emissions and to monitor and
enforce compliance with that program. The bill requires achievement by 2020 of a statewide
greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to 1990 emissions, and the adoption of rules and
regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse
gas emissions reductions.

CEQA requires public agencies to evaluate whether a project that requires discretionary
approval may have significant environmental effects and, if so, to impose feasible mitigation
measures. In general, when it determines in the first instance that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment, the public agency must prepare an environmental impact
report (EIR).
After the passage of AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, lead agencies
began receiving comments on draft EIRs – including from the Attorney General’s office
demanding that the project’s contribution to global climate change be assessed by estimating
the project’s GHG emissions. In the fall of 2006, Attorney General Lockyer submitted lengthy
comments on the draft EIR for the County of San Bernardino’s General Plan update arguing that
it must evaluate GHGs and climate change in light of the Legislature’s adoption of AB 32. Earlier
this year, Attorney General Brown took the further step of challenging in a CEQA lawsuit San
Bernardino County’s failure to analyze climate change issues in the EIR.
The Attorney General’s demand to analyze global warming issues was not easily met. AB 32
requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt by 2012 regulations to reduce GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Consequently, CARB had not taken any substantive actions
pursuant to AB 32 by the time San Bernardino certified its EIR. Moreover, while recent air quality
modeling software (URBEMIS 2007) provides a methodology for estimating a project’s carbon
dioxide emissions, there are no established thresholds or standards for determining whether a
project’s GHG emissions are significant. Global warming and climate change impacts are by
definition global in scope, and no one study has been able to predict where, or if, particular
global warming effects (e.g., wildfires, loss of endangered or threatened species, increase or
decrease in precipitation) will occur in any region, much less any local area.
In August 2007, Attorney General Brown announced his office had settled with San Bernardino
County. The settlement requires San Bernardino to amend its General Plan to add a policy that
describes its goal to reduce GHG emissions “reasonably attributable to [San Bernardino’s]
discretionary land use decisions” and internal operations, and that calls for adoption of a
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions Plan.” The Plan must include: (a) a current inventory of
sources of GHGs within San Bernardino, and a current baseline inventory of GHG emissions from
those sources; (b) an inventory of greenhouse gas emissions from the same sources in San
Bernardino in 1990; (c) a projection of new GHG emissions in San Bernardino in 2020 from its
discretionary land use decisions and governmental operations; and (d) a target for the
reduction of those emissions.
The settlement with San Bernardino is significant because it establishes a precedent for how
public agencies that prepare long-term planning documents should address GHG emissions and
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climate change. The settlement does not, however, resolve or even materially advance the
debate over how to judge the significance of a project’s GHG emissions. The regulated
community may gain greater insight into those issues as the Office of Planning and Research
develops its guidelines.
Another recent piece of legislation, SB 97, requires the Office of Planning and Research to
promulgate by July 1, 2009 guidelines for feasible mitigation of GHG emissions. By July 1, 2010,
the California Resources Agency must adopt those guidelines nearly 1 ½ years before CARB
adopts its regulations implementing AB 32. Therefore, mitigation measures must be imposed
through the CEQA process before CARB, which is charged by AB 32 to impose GHG emissions
regulations, has acted.

The Attorney General’s press release announcing the settlement with San Bernardino identifies a
number of “feasible” mitigation measures that can be used to minimize GHG emissions. The
more feasible measures include high-density development to reduce vehicle trips; promotion of
carpooling, alternative fuel vehicles, public transportation, and transportation impact fees;
energy efficient design for buildings, appliances and lighting; solar panels, water reuse systems
and on-site renewable energy production.

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions
To provide a context for the Humboldt County General Plan Update greenhouse gas emissions,
it is useful to consider the state of California as a whole. California is a substantial producer of
greenhouse gas emissions. As mentioned previously, carbon dioxide accounts for approximately
85% of total emissions, and methane and nitrous oxide account for almost an additional 14%.
Each gas contributes to global warming at a different relative rate. Methane has a global
warming potential 21 times that of carbon dioxide, while nitrous oxide is 310 times that of the
same amount of carbon dioxide.
According to the California Climate Action Team, in 2002, total carbon dioxide emissions in
California from fossil fuel combustion were 360 million tons, accounting for approximately seven
percent of U.S. emissions from this source. According to the California Energy Commission,
California is the second largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the U.S. (trailing only Texas) and
the 12th largest in the world. In 2004, California produced 492 million metric tons of total carbon
dioxide-equivalent emissions. California has relatively low carbon emissions intensity, however,
ranking fourth lowest of the 50 states in carbon dioxide emissions per capita from fossil fuel
combustion in 2001. California was also the fifth lowest of the 50 states in carbon dioxide
emission from fossil fuel combustion per unit of gross state product in 2001, largely as a result of
the state’s energy efficiency and renewable energy programs.
California Air Resource Board Scoping Plan
When AB 32 was enacted it set in motion a requirement that the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) determine greenhouse gas reduction targets and adopt, by the end of 2008, a “Scoping
Plan” that provides a detailed pathway to meet these targets by the year 2020. Regulations to
implement the Scoping Plan are to be in effect not later than 2012. The draft Scoping Plan (June
2008) was developed by several working groups, and was released for comment on June 26th.
The following is a summary of the draft Scoping Plan, including how it could affect local
governments.
Background. California is the 15th largest emitter of greenhouse gases (GHG) on the planet,
representing 2% of worldwide emissions. The transportation sector is responsible for nearly 40% of
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GHG emissions in California, and electricity in the commercial and residential sectors follows
closely with 30%. Although only 22% of our electricity is produced out of state, this imported
electricity is largely produced at coal-fired power plants and accounts for over 50% of GHG
emissions in this sector.
The goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions in California in 2020 to the level they were in 1990.
The ARB calculates that emissions were 427 million metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MMTCO2E) in
1990 and that there will be 596 MMTCO2E in 2020 under a “business as usual” scenario. The
Scoping Plan identifies how the state can accomplish the reduction of 169 MMTCO2E to reach
the 1990 level.
In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, Governor
Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target dates by
which statewide emission of greenhouse gas would be progressively reduced, as follows:
• By 2010, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels;
• By 2020, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and
• By 2050, reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.
In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill
No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32),
which requires CARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures,
such that feasible and cost-effective statewide greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to 1990
levels by 2020 (representing an approximate 25-percent reduction in emissions).
In June 2007, CARB directed its staff to pursue 37 early actions for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions under AB 32. The broad spectrum of strategies to be developed – including a Low
Carbon Fuel Standard, regulations for refrigerants with high global warming potentials, guidance
and protocols for local governments to facilitate greenhouse gas reductions, and green ports –
reflects that the serious threat of climate change requires action as soon as possible (CARB,
2007d).
In addition to approving the 37 greenhouse gas reduction strategies, CARB directed its staff to
further evaluate early action recommendations made at the June 2007 meeting, and to report
back to CARB within 6 months. The general sentiment of CARB suggested a desire to try to
pursue greater GHG reductions in California in the near-term. Since the June 2007 CARB hearing,
CARB staff has evaluated all 48 recommendations submitted by several stakeholder and several
internally generated staff ideas and published the Expanded List of Early Action Measures To
Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions In California Recommended For Board Consideration in
October 2007 (CARB, 2007). Based on its additional analysis, CARB staff is recommending the
expansion of the early action list to a total of 44 measures, which are listed in Table IV.C-3.
The 2020 target reductions are currently estimated to be 174 million metric tons/year of CO2
equivalent (CO2e). In total, the 44 recommended early actions have the potential to reduce
GHG by at least 42 million metric tons/year of CO2e emissions by 2020, representing about 25
percent of the estimated reductions needed by 2020. CARB staff is working on 1990 and 2020
greenhouse gas emission inventories in order to refine the projected reductions needed by 2020.
The 44 measures are in the sectors of fuels, transportation, forestry, agriculture, education,
energy efficiency, commercial, solid waste, cement, oil and gas, electricity, and fire suppression.
In addition to identifying early actions to reduce greenhouse gases, CARB is also developing
mandatory greenhouse gas reporting regulations pursuant to requirements of AB 32. The
regulations are expected to require reporting for certain types of facilities that make up the bulk
of the stationary source emissions in the state. Currently, the draft regulation language identifies
major facilities as those that generate more than 25,000 metric tons/year of CO2e. Cement
plants, oil refineries, electric-generating facilities/providers, cogeneration facilities, and hydrogen
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plants and other stationary combustion sources that emit more than 25,000 metric tons/year of
CO2e make up 94 percent of the point source CO2e emissions in California (CARB, 2007f).
AB 32 also requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan to achieve GHG reductions in California.
On June 26, 2008, CARB released the initial draft of the AB 32 Scoping Plan for public review
(CARB, 2008). The Scoping Plan contains the main strategies the State intends to use to reduce
GHGs. Key elements of CARB’s preliminary recommendation for reducing California’s GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 include:
• Expansion and strengthening of existing energy efficiency programs and building and
appliance standards;
• Expansion of the Renewables Portfolio Standard to 33 percent;
• Development of a California cap-and-trade program that links with other WCI Partner
programs to create a regional market system;
• Implementation of existing State laws and policies, including California’s clean car
standards, goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard; and
• Targeted fees to fund the State’s long-term commitment to AB 32 administration.

CARB Draft Scoping Plan Recommended GHG Reduction Measures1

SECTOR
____________________

STATE GOVERNMENT

MMTCO2e
REDUCTION
____________________

1 TO 2

% OF TOTAL
REDUCTION
_________________

1%

The state will demonstrate leadership by reducing emissions by a minimum of 30% by 2020 from
its own buildings, vehicles, investments via PERS and STRS, purchasing policies, employer
practices such as encouraging alternate commute options, and by examining and adjusting all
legislative, executive, and financial practices that affect Californians.
CAP AND TRADE

35.2

21%

The state has established a “cap and trade” system through a partnership (the Western Climate
Initiative, consisting of California, Arizona, New Mexico, Oregon, Washington, Utah, Montana,
British Columbia, Manitoba, and Quebec) to place a upper limit (“cap”) on GHG emissions from
these states and provinces, with the limit decreasing each year. Capped sectors would include
electricity, transportation fuels, natural gas, and large industrial sources. Emission credits would
be in the form of “allowances.” It has not been decide whether these allowances would be
distributed for free to capped firms or auctioned to produce capital to fund other GHG emission
reduction programs. The cap and trade system would require efficiencies from energy
producers and providers--- “upstream” of consumers. The cap and trade system would be in
addition to other sector requirements for GHG reductions.
CARS AND SMALL TRUCKS

31.7

19%

In 2002, California enacted AB 1493 (the “Pavley bill” named after its author, Fran Pavley) to
require, beginning with model year 2009, cars and trucks sold in California to meet emission
standards set by the ARB for GHGs out the tailpipe. The federal government is required by the

1

May not total to 169 or 100% due to rounding.
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Clean Air Act to grant a waiver for these regulations to go into effect and has, to date, refused
to do so.
ENERGY EFFICIENCY

26.4

16%

Utilities such as PG&E are currently required by law to prioritize energy efficiency first (instead of
new power plants) when energy needs. The bulk of the 26.4 MMTCO2E GHG reductions required
for this sector will be met through demand reduction. The PUC and California Energy
Commission will require that utilities offer incentives and programs for building and appliance
energy efficiency, as well as through solar water heating systems. All new schools built starting in
2010, and schools applying for modernization funds, will be required to meet Collaborative for
High Performance Schools criteria.
RENEWABLES PORTFOLIO STANDARD

21.2

13%

Current law requires utilities to provide a minimum of 20% of retail electric load from “renewable”
sources, including wind, solar, geothermal, small hydroelectric, biomass, and biogas by the year
2010. The current level is estimated to be 12%. The Scoping Plan proposes to increase it to 33% by
2020.
LOW CARBON FUEL STANDARD

16.5

10%

Executive Order S-1-07 requires that the “carbon intensity” of motor vehicle fuel be reduced by
at least 10% by 2020. This standard is performance based, rather than prescribing a specific
technology, and relies on the market to determine which non-petroleum fuel alternative is most
efficient. Examples of potential low carbon fuels include ethanol, natural gas, biodiesel, hybrid
and neighborhood electric, and propane.
HIGH GWP GAS MEASURES

16.2

10%

Some gases have a much higher effect on global warming than CO2. For example, the Scoping
Plan indicates that one pound of ‘blowing agents’ used to make insulating foam released into
the atmosphere has a “global warming potential” equal to 5 metric tons of CO2. The Scoping
Plan identifies actions to regulate refrigerants in air-conditioning and fire-suppression systems that
are currently in use, as well as how new systems may be used in the future. Strategies include
requirements for checking for leaks in air-conditioning systems at the time a vehicle undergoes a
smog check and limits on sulfur hexafluoride (a gas used primarily in the electrical industry with a
GWP 22,000 times that of CO2).
SUSTAINABLE FORESTS

5.0

3%

The Scoping Plan identifies reductions through sustainable forest management, reducing the risk
of fires, and avoidance of loss of forest land to other uses.
WATER

4.8

3%

The Scoping Plan places a high level of emphasis on water use efficiencies, since it is estimated
that nearly one-fifth of electricity used in California is associated with pumping, transporting,
using, and treating water. Measures to reduce water use will also reduce electricity use. Water
efficiency measures are embedded in other parts of the scoping plan, so the reduction target
are not included in the 169 MMTCO2E state goal for 2020. The state has set a goal of 20%
reduction in water use by 2020 that will be accomplished by establishment of a “public goods:
charge on water bills that will fund investments in water efficiency.
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MISCELLANEOUS VEHICLE MEASURES

11.0

7%

The Scoping Plan identifies three separate sets of measures, which I have combined into this one
category. These are: (1) Vehicle Efficiency measures, estimated to reduce GHG emissions by 3.7
MMTCO2E through such things as tire inflation programs; (2) Goods Movement Measures,
estimated to provide a reduction of 3.7 MMTCO2E primarily through port-related efficiencies;
and, (3) Heavy and Medium Trucks, estimated to reduce emissions by 2.5 MMTCO2E through
retrofit programs to reduce rolling resistance and increase aerodynamic efficiency of large
trucks AND increased fuel efficiency.
MILLION SOLAR ROOFS

2.1

1%

The state has set a goal of installing 3,000 megawatts of new solar electric power by 2017
through a ratepayer financed program that offsets electricity that would otherwise have to be
produced by utilities.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT

2.0

1%

The Scoping Plan envisions “encouraging” but not requiring local governments to “set
quantifiable emission reduction targets for their jurisdictions.” The plan also recommends that the
state establish regional, rather than city or county specific, GHG reduction targets. Local
governments “should” develop climate action plans,” set 2020 reduction goals, and incorporate
GHG reduction measures into General Plans. The land use and other measures are expected to
be low by 2020 but increase over time as the percentage of new construction built under new
land use policies increases. The plan indicates that “infill development, mixed use communities,
and improved mobility options” will be important implementation strategies. The plan also
includes specific emphasis on the “Blueprint” process and coordination of local and regional
planning, as well as an indication that CEQA documents and General Plans address greenhouse
gas reduction targets.
The plan states that: “Although not quantified at this time, actions taken by local government
are expected to provide significant greenhouse gas reduction that ARB will track and account
for as the Scoping Plan is implemented, ARB, along with relevant State agencies, will work with
the California Climate Action Registry, ICLEI-Local Government for Sustainability, Local
Government Commission, and the Institute for Local Governments “California Climate Action
Network,” to develop measurement and tracking protocols, planning tools, and best practices
to assist local governments in planning for, quantifying, and reporting greenhouse gas emission
reductions. Using these tools, ARB encourages local governments to set municipal and
community-wide 2020 greenhouse gas reduction goals and adopt measures and best practices
to meet those goals. ARB will work with local governments to reconcile local level accounting
with state and regional emissions tracking as the Scoping Plan is implemented.”
MISCELLANEOUS

3.0

2%

The Scoping Plan envisions GHG reductions of 1 MMTCO2e from each of the following: high
speed rail; landfill methane control; and, methane capture at large dairies.
Humboldt County’s Proportional Reduction Target
Under the CARB draft scoping plan, local government’s reduction share of GHG comes to 2
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e). In June 2007 the California total
population was 37,700,000. The estimated population for unincorporated Humboldt County in
2007 was 70,620 (interpolated from Building Communities Table 1-1, Dyett and Bahtia, 2002).
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Taking Humboldt County’s unincorporated population as a proportion of the statewide
population and multiplying this by the local government target under the CARB scoping plan
results in a reduction target of 3,746 metric tons of CO2e for the unincorporated County. On a
per capita basis, that equals 0.05 metric tons per person in the unincorporated County.
The following is excerpted from the General Plan Update Chapter on Air Quality:
California is the fifteenth largest emitter of greenhouse gases (GHG’s) in the world,
representing about two percent of worldwide emissions. In an effort to help curb global
warming, new state laws regulating GHG’s were enacted in 2006. Assembly Bill 32, the
Global Warming Solutions Act, requires the State to implement a series of actions to
achieve a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
Through AB 32, the statewide cap for 2020 GHG emissions has been set at 427 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (MMTCO2E). Reducing GHG emissions to this
level means cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual emission levels
projected for 2020, or about 10 percent from today’s levels. On a per-capita basis, that
means reducing our annual emissions of 14 tons of carbon dioxide for every person in
California down to about 10 tons per person by 2020.
California’s draft Climate Change Scoping Plan (June 2008) recommends 2 MMTCO2E
reduction in GHG emissions by 2020 from local government actions. The Scoping Plan
believes local government can directly influence:
o

o

o

o

o

Energy. The energy used in local government buildings, equipment, and
infrastructure as well as the amount of energy used by community
businesses and residents through building codes, conservation programs
and other mechanisms.
Waste and Recycling. Local government’s own waste and recycling
activities and the carbon footprint of their jurisdiction’s waste and
recycling operations through collection system adjustments and
promotion of waste reduction and recycling.
Water and Wastewater Systems. Water use in municipal operations and
through community-wide water conservation and reclamation program
efforts.
Transportation. Increases in the carbon efficiency of government fleets
and local transportation planning processes to increase the use of transit,
carpooling, biking, and walking. Population growth can be planned and
distributed in a carbon-efficient way.
Design. Siting and design of new developments in a way that reduces
greenhouse gases associated with energy, water, waste, and vehicle
travel.

On December 4, 2007, the Board of Supervisor adopted a resolution to join the
International Council on Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) campaign to reduce local
carbon emissions using a five step process:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Conduct a baseline emissions inventory and forecast of emissions growth.
Set an emissions reduction target.
Develop a climate action plan to meet the emissions reduction target.
Implement the action plan.
Monitor and verify progress and results.
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Through this process the County intends to lead by example and reduce GHG emissions
in its own operations to 10% below 2003 levels by 2020. Through this General Plan and
participation in a County-wide Climate Action Plan the County intends to reduce GHG
emissions in the unincorporated area resulting from its discretionary land use decisions to
10% below 2003 levels by 2020. The County will also partner with the Redwood Coast
Energy Authority and local cities to attain this level of reduction for the entire County.
CEQA requires public agencies to identify the potentially significant effects on the
environment of projects they intend to carry out or approve, and to mitigate significant
effects whenever it is feasible to do so. AB 32 establishes by law that greenhouse gas
emissions cause significant adverse impacts to the environment, so the General Plan
must include feasible mitigations to offset the GHG emissions associated with the Plan.
The Plan includes a range of mitigations for reducing GHG emissions and mitigations to
achieve increased carbon storage within the County. Increasing carbon storage on
timber and agricultural lands may be the County’s most effective means to combat
global warming
The State’s 2020 target for California’s forest lands is to retain the current carbon storage
capacity of California’s forests through sustainable management practices, reducing the
risk of wildfire, and the avoidance or mitigation of land-use changes that reduce carbon
storage. This equates to 5 MMTCO2E of carbon storage, which is more than 10 percent
all of non-transportation reductions planned through 2020, underscoring the role that
forest lands will play in California’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions.
The state’s first forest carbon storage project to be verified through the California Climate
Action Registry was located in Humboldt County on 2,100 acres owned by the van Eck
Forest Foundation. The project generated more than 500,000 tons of carbon credits that
are being sold to interested purchasers. Under AB32, California is planning to implement
a cap-and-trade program by 2012 that could increase the demand for verifiable carbon
credits. This may create increased financial opportunities for forest and agricultural land
owners in Humboldt County willing to manage their lands consistent with accepted
carbon storage protocols.
While timber management is regulated by the State under the Forest Practices Act, this
Plan proposes the development of a program that could provide carbon credits to local
forest landowners who voluntarily agree to long-term restrictions on land uses that
increase GHG emissions. These carbon credits could be registered and potentially sold
under a GHG emissions cap-and-trade program and provide a financial incentive to
maintain lands in resource production.
The International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI,), is a worldwide membership
organization of local governments and their associations working to achieve tangible
improvements in global environmental and sustainable development conditions.
ICLEI’s Cities for Climate Protection program (CCP) began working with local governments in
1993 to reduce local sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. ICLEI developed software to
quantify GHG emission reduction efforts, providing tools to inventory, categorize, and quantify
past, present and future conditions. The software helps identify opportunities and priorities for
reducing GHG emissions. The County has used this software to develop a GHG emissions
baseline for 1990 and to assess the current level of GHG emissions for compliance with AB32.
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Impact 4.3.2.6. Would the project conflict with the State goal of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020, as set forth in AB 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006.

Figure 4.1 shows the GHG inventory developed for unincorporated Humboldt County
using the CACP software package of ICLEI, including a 1990 baseline, and 2006 CEQA
NOP baseline which represent current emissions data. In terms of overall GHG
emissions, the County has seen a significant decline in industrial emissions since 1990.
This may be attributed to a steady and significant decline in the lumber industry and
closure of major industrial facilities related to timber processing, including numerous
lumber mills and several pulp mills. Currently (2006 data), the overall GHG emissions in
unincorporated Humboldt County in terms of carbon dioxide equivalents (eCO2) is
approximately a half million metric tones less than in 1990.
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Figure 4.1. Unincorporated Humboldt County GHG Emission Report.
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Project Contributions to Global Climate Change
Given the truly global scope of global climate change, the challenge under CEQA is for a Lead
Agency to translate the issue down to the level of a CEQA document for a specific project in a
way that is meaningful to the decision making process. Under CEQA, the essential questions are
whether a project creates or contributes to an environmental impact or is subject to impacts
from the environment in which it would occur, and what mitigation measures are available to
avoid or reduce impacts.
Accordingly, projects can both contribute to global climate change and be exposed to
impacts from global climate change, and mitigation measures can be identified to minimize
project impacts to and from global climate change. The following discussion describes both
conditions and potential impacts associated with the General Plan Update.
Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts
The primary sources of the General Plan Update greenhouse gas emissions are anticipated to be
combustion of fossil fuels from grid-delivered electricity use and from motor vehicles. Additional
water and wastewater treatment and distribution facilities, as described in the Capital
Improvements and Public Facilities Element, could someday be located in the project area.
These plants could generate some amount of greenhouse gas emissions associated with
operations, pumping and emergency back-up generators. No other significant stationary
source generators, e.g. fossil-fuel burning power plants, are anticipated in the project area.
Implementation of the proposed project would contribute to long-term increases in greenhouse
gases (GHGs) as a result of traffic increases (mobile sources) and residential building heating
(area sources), as well as indirectly, through electricity generation. According to a study
conducted by the Rocky Mountain Institute, the average household (approximately 2.6
residents) would generate 22,287 pounds of CO2 per year from transportation vehicles and
equipment, and 23,159 pounds of CO2 per year from heating, condition, lighting, and
appliances, for a total of 22.7 tons of CO2 per year per household.
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Table 4-2. Humboldt County Population Growth Forecasts.
Humboldt County Population Projections
Projected Population
Projected AAGR
Between Years
126,839
131,410
0.71%
2000 to 2005
134,785
0.51%
2005 to 2010
138,681
0.57%
2010 to 2015
142,167
0.50%
2015 to 2020
145,004
0.40%
2020 to 2025
Overall Growth Rate
0.54%
2000 to 2025
Source: DOF Table P-1, State of California, Department of Finance, Population Projections for
California and Its Counties 2000-2050, Sacramento, California, July 2007.
Year
2000
2005
2010
2015
2020
2025

Table 4-3 presents the estimated baseline and incremental increases in CO2 emissions
associated with development of additional residential households for the projected population
increase for the unincorporated County.
Table 4-3. Humboldt County Households CO2 Emissions Increases.
Humboldt County Households Projections

Year

Projected
Population

Portion of
Population in
Unincorporated
County (53%)

2007
2010
2015
2020
2025

132,760
134,785
138,681
142,167
145,004

70,362
71,436
73,501
75,348
76,852

Estimated
Households
(at 2.39
persons per
household)
29,440
29,890
30,754
31,526
32,156

Increased
Number of
Households
Over Baseline
(Unincorp.
Co.)
CEQA
baseline
450
1,314
2,086
2,716

Projected
Increase in
CO2e
emissions in
1,000s of tons
1.94
56.7
90.0
117.2

The project’s incremental increases in GHG emissions associated with traffic increases, residential
space heating, and increased energy demand would contribute to regional and global
increases in GHG emissions and associated climate change effects. However, since the current
level of GHG emission is approximately a half million metric tons less than 1990 levels, the
projected increase of 117,200 tons of eCO2 would still be within the targets to be met under
AB32. It should also be noted that the project proposes to accommodate growth within Urban
Study Area of unincorporated Humboldt County. An urban development boundary is an
officially adopted and mapped line that separates an urban area from its surrounding greenbelt
of open lands, including farms, watersheds and parks. Growth boundaries are set to discourage
speculation at the urban or suburban fringe. As such, it discourages urban sprawl by keeping
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development contained, and thus limiting vehicle emissions by geographically keeping
development within the urban study areas.
Other Emissions Sources
Additional unknown quantities of greenhouse gases would be emitted as part of the project
related residential construction process from the manufacture and transport of building
materials and the operation of construction equipment.
The actual number of trees to be removed as a consequence of the project remains to be
determined pending development details concerning the design and location of public and
private developments. Given this uncertainty, no attempt is made at a quantitative analysis of
the global climate change effects from project related tree removal. At a qualitative level, trees
absorb carbon dioxide and produce oxygen, while their shade provides a cooling effect in
urban environments. As trees are removed, there would be an interim loss of a decade or more
of an important source of carbon dioxide absorption capacity, and loss of cooling from tree
canopies. These effects would be mitigated over time as replacement trees matured and
provided the above described beneficial effects.
Conclusion with respect to AB32 compliance: The review of the State goals for reducing GHG
emissions indicate that the project would not conflict with the goals identified in AB32 and
therefore the proposed project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to
GHG emissions. This impact would be less-than-significant.

Impacts to Humboldt County from Global Climate Change
As previously described, projects can be exposed to impacts from global climate change, and
mitigation measures can be identified to minimize project impacts from global climate change.
In this case, the project is the Humboldt County General Plan Update. Acknowledging the
global climate change trends described above, CEQA requires the project EIR discuss the
reasonably foreseeable impacts from warming that can be predicted at a scale meaningful to
the level of project decision-making, namely the adoption of the General Plan Update for
Humboldt County.
Given the climate change predictions for California, it is reasonably foreseeable that
temperatures locally in Humboldt County will increase over the course of this century by as
much as 8 to 10 degrees with or without the General Plan Update. This warming could lead to
other climate effects within the unincorporated County including, but not limited to, increased
flooding due to increased precipitation and runoff, a decrease in the snowpack (a major water
source), habitat modification/loss, and impacts to sensitive plant and animal species. The
unincorporated County could also be affected by an increase in sea level. However, the
planning horizon of the General Plan Update is to the year 2025. As noted above, the IPCG
report projects sea level rises of seven to 23 inches by the end of the century. Extrapolating this
100-year sea level rise prediction to the 20 year planning period of the project results in a
potential rise of 1.4 to 4.6 inches.
Strategies to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Given the global nature of climate change, the ultimate solution is a national policy addressing
greenhouse gas emissions and global climate change, rather than piecemeal state-by-state or
city-by-city approaches. A meaningful national policy by the United States, as the world’s largest
economy and greenhouse gas producer, would likely lead to other nations doing their part. At
the local scale of land use decision-making, this is truly a situation where Humboldt County can
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‘think globally, and act locally’ and lead by example in adopting policies and programs to limit
the production of greenhouse gases associated with the project.
Given the predominant contribution of emissions from vehicles and electricity generation, efforts
to reduce project greenhouse gas emissions should focus on reducing vehicle trips and on
reducing electricity demand through energy efficient building design and operations, as
described below.
Electricity
As described in the Energy Element, the project encourages solar energy and other non-fossil
fuel energy sources. These sources tend to support the energy needs of individual
developments; however, during the build-out of the general plan, locally generated
“alternative” sources are encouraged.
The mitigation measures described in the Energy Element include incorporating Green Building
policies to mitigate impacts associated with electricity and natural gas consumption would
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Vehicle Trips
The Circulation Element, Land Use Element and Community Design Element have been
designed to promote non-auto modes of transportation and thereby reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. The planned land use intensity/urban-form and an extensive network of transit service,
trails, and bike routes encourage non-auto trips. Nonetheless, as described above, the project
will generate increased daily vehicle trips at build-out. The mix of land uses, however,
encourages a large degree of internalization of trips within the urban study areas, which leads to
shorter trip lengths and reduced vehicle emissions for those vehicle trips that start and end in the
urban study areas.
In the following analysis, 6,000 residential units were proportionally distributed based on the
development potential in each community planning area and in the unincorporated County
outside of the community planning areas. Annual vehicle miles traveled were estimated using
the Density-VMT calculator tool (This View of Density Calculator: www.sflcv.org/density). On a
comparative basis, it can be seen that the proposed General Plan Update can be expected to
have a 16.1% reduction in CO2e emissions from vehicle miles traveled (compared to similar
development under the 1984 General Plan) due to increased density.
Table 4-4. Estimated Annual VMT for distributed 6000 units based on Proportional Development Potential.

Annual VMT for distributed 6000 units based on Proportional
Development Potential
Community Planning
Area
Alderpoint CPA
Arcata CPA
Avenues CPA-Miranda
Avenues CPA-Myers Flat
Avenues CPA-Phillipsville

(based on density and number of units)
Total Acres

575
4,928
1,753
323
1,383

Alternative A
VMT Estimate

Alternative B
VMT Estimate

343,925
1,234,084
566,465
20,466
80,924

306,991
1,146,101
511,652
20,466
61,398
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VMT Estimate
274,131
1,305,935
428,176
21,409
64,226

Alternative D
VMT Estimate
319,820
1,553,410
365,508
22,844
68,533
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Avenues CPA-StaffordRedcrest
Avenues CPA-Weott
Blue Lake CPA
Eel River CZAP
Eureka CPA
Fieldbrook-Glendale CPA
Fortuna CPA
Freshwater CPA
Garberville-RedwayBenbow CPA
Humboldt Bay CZAP
Hydesville-Carlotta CPA
Jacoby Creek CPA
McKinleyville CPA
McKinleyville CZAP
North Coast CZAP
Orick CPA
Orleans CPA
Rio Dell CPA
Shelter Cove CPA
Shelter Cove CZAP
South Coast CZAP
Trinidad CZAP

4,527
795
7,762
34,469
10,054
12,452
1,940
8,964

60,693
80,924
890,159
828,466
27,756,765
1,112,698
971,082
768,773

40,932
61,398
1,841,947
716,313
27,792,939
1,944,278
839,109
675,381

42,818
42,818
1,584,249
599,446
28,054,498
1,669,885
727,898
663,672

45,689
68,533
753,861
776,705
19,851,662
2,124,516
639,639
753,861

12,017
23,921
12,010
11,404
9,554
3,455
22,347
1,349
6,379
2,545
1,563
1,139
18,536
3,718

2,771,630
6,190,649
2,002,857
849,697
9,629,898
1,092,467
1,072,237
182,078
647,388
141,616
809,235
7,121,269
263,001
465,310

2,312,667
5,546,308
1,739,617
757,245
9,025,542
1,043,770
941,440
143,263
634,449
122,796
716,313
6,344,485
225,127
409,322

1,969,607
4,838,384
685,081
685,081
7,193,349
1,241,709
792,125
107,044
535,219
107,044
599,446
5,180,924
192,679
363,949

2,261,582
3,632,237
1,027,992
936,615
6,145,106
571,107
982,303
137,066
685,328
205,598
731,016
6,716,213
228,443
434,041

Trinidad-Westhaven CPA

1,835

263,001

225,127

342,540

342,664

Willow Creek CPA

4,297

1,234,084

1,739,617

1,027,621

776,705

69,451,841

67,885,993

61,340,963

53,158,597

681,751,839

696,960,931

751,203,680

764,846,924

837,882,209

911,636,975

578,720

589,230

645,496

702,316

123,596
17.60

113,086
16.10

56,820
8.10

Within CPA's Total
Outside CPA's Total
Unincorporated Co.
Totals

225,993
2,059,187
2,292,640

Metric tonnes CO2e
Metric tonnes CO2e decrease from 1984
GP
Percent reduction from 1984 GP

776,541,246

858,478,378

On December 4, 2007, the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors resolved to join the
International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) and participate in the Cities for
Climate Protection Campaign. As part of the resolution, the County of Humboldt will undertake
the Cities for Climate Protection Campaign's five milestones to reduce both greenhouse gas
and air pollution emissions throughout the community, and specifically commits to progress
through the five milestones: 1) conduct a greenhouse gas emission inventory and forecast to
determine the sources and quantity of greenhouse gas emissions in the County; 2) establish a
carbon dioxide or greenhouse gas emissions reduction target; 3) develop an action plan with
both existing and future actions that, when implemented, will help meet the local greenhouse
gas reduction target; 4) implement the action plan; and 5) monitor and report progress.
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Mitigation Measure 4.3.2.2. The County of Humboldt will undertake the Cities for Climate
Protection Campaign's five milestones to reduce both greenhouse gas and air pollution
emissions throughout the community, and specifically commits to progress through the five
milestones: 1) conduct a greenhouse gas emission inventory and forecast to determine the
sources and quantity of greenhouse gas emissions in the County; 2) establish a carbon dioxide or
greenhouse gas emissions reduction target; 3) develop an action plan with both existing and
future actions that, when implemented, will help meet the local greenhouse gas reduction
target; 4) implement the action plan; and 5) monitor and report progress.
Conclusion Regarding Global Climate Change: Less than Significant with Mitigation
Given the scope of global climate change, it is not anticipated that a single development
project, even one of the relatively large scale of the Humboldt County General Plan Update for
a sparsely populated rural county, would have an individually discernable effect on global
climate change, i.e., that any increase in global temperature or sea level could be attributed to
the emissions resulting from the project. In this sense, it is not anticipated that the proposed
project would have a significant impact in and of itself. Rather, it is more appropriate to
conclude substantial project-related greenhouse gas emissions will combine with emissions
across California, the U.S., and the globe to cumulatively contribute to global climate change.
Thus there is a potential for a cumulative significant impact. To mitigate for that potential
cumulative impact, the General Plan Update includes policies, standards, implementation
measures and land use strategies for energy, traffic, land use, community design, water
conservation, and air quality impacts. These policies, standards, implementation measures and
land use strategies have been designed to incorporate all applicable identified measures to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, the County has joined ICLEI and committed to
the Cities for Climate Protection Campaign's five milestones which will serve to mitigate for
potential increases in greenhouse gases for the proposed project. With this mitigation, the
cumulative effects of the project on greenhouse gas emissions would be less than significant.
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