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Commissioner Compilation for July 25, 2023

Gateway Code

3) 9.29.100 — Community Benefits

e Question: Where is Table 7 — Development Standards? ? [Staff: in the Gateway Area Plan. We
could pull these into the Code if this is confusing.]

General comments re residential density:

e Proposal: Eliminate any maximum residential density. Allow unlimited residential density
subject, of course, to other codes. Consider a minimum floor area for residential units, but keep
it low to maximize the number of units and reduce costs per unit. [Staff: there is no max density
currently proposed]

e Finally, because a form-based code would be new to Arcata, we have no history here to
accurately assess its potential impacts on our community; we can only make predictions, based
on information from staff, consultants, our own research, etc. Given the uncertainty of the
effects of a form-based code on our community, | suggest adding a provision along the following
lines:

come back with examples to vet the

idea.

Need more info

need a proposed max spacing.



8) I propose we increase the inclusionary zoning requirements and also have them begin at 20 rather
than 30 units. | also think we may want to consider a second, higher tier for particularly large
developments.

a. Inclusionary zoning and deed restricted affordable units are an important component of
the gateway plan

10) Recommended change: Gateway District boundaries should NOT straddle Coastal Zone boundary.
This recommendation was previously made with regard to the text of the GAP, BEFORE the current
GAP review protocols.

9.29.010- Introduction B. Gateway Districts. 1 and 2:

The Gateway Area is divided into five feur form and design districts: Gateway Barrel
District (G-B), Gateway Barrel COASTAL District (G-BC), Gateway Hub (G-H), Gateway Corridor
(G-C), and Gateway Neighborhood (G-N). These four districts are collectively referred to in this
chapter as the Gateway districts.
2. The boundaries of the Gateway districts are shown in the City’s Zoning Map
established by Sec. 9.12.020. [Revise boundaries so no boundary straddles Coastal Zone
boundary] [Staff: this recommendation is incongruent with the LCP draft to date. The LCP will
be an overlay zone. The base zone will be the existing citywide zoning. Staff recommends the
Gateway follow the same zoning established elsewhere in the Coastal Zone.]

11) Recommended change: The language suggested reflects staff’s insistence that the FBC would NOT
prevent existing property owners from continuing viability of non-residential property uses in the
Gateway, or maintaining and reasonably improving their properties to support continuing non-
residential use, even though the primary purpose of the GAP is to promote residential development,
and support conversion of under-utilized Industrial properties to residential use:.

9.29.010- Introduction B. Gateway Districts. 3:
3. This chapter is intended to allow for continued use and improvement of residential
uses existing in the Gateway districts at the time of code adoption. Sueh Residential uses are
exempt from the requirements of Chapter 9.60 (Nonconforming Uses, Structures, and Parcels.
Non-residential uses existing at the time of code adoption will be subject to Chapter 9.60
relating to Nonconforming Uses, Structures, and Parcels. [Staff: this would conflict with other
parts of the code re: Gateway Use Permit uses and would make existing legal uses non-
conforming and unable to expand or rebuild. Staff cautions against this approach. The current
provisions were based on community feedback. Many businesses in the Gateway are
concerned that they will lose their ability to grow with the community if they are considered
non-conforming.]

12) Recommendation: By-right approval — The Planning Commission did agree in principle that a tiered
review approach to ensure that the public has some role, and that the project conforms to objective
standards should apply, but we have NOT agreed on size or other tiering break-points. The Planning
Commission has still NOT addressed the specifics of Ministerial Permit “by-right” approval with
regard to the Gateway Plan, and a broader discussion should take place before the Planning
Commission recommends this text for adoption. This discussion should extend to a Planning
Commission study session with the City Council. | strongly suggest:



Table 2-19: Gateway Ministerial Permit Requirements

Project Size

Review Authority

Public Notice

Administrative
Hearing

New floor area less
than 10,000 sq ft
and/or building
height less than 37 ft

Zoning Administrator

Notice of application
and Notice of
Administrative
Decision

No, with appeal
possible to Planning
Commission

40,000 sq ft and/or
building height over
47 ft

for Ministerial
Approval and Notice
of Administrative
Hearing

New floor area Planning Commission | Notice of application | Yes
10,000 sq ft to for Ministerial
30,000 sq ft, and/or Approval and
building less than 37 Notice of
ft Administrative
Hearing
New floor area Planning Commission | Notice of application | Yes
30,000 sq ft to for Ministerial
40,000 sq ft and/or Approval and Notice
building height 38 ft of Administrative
to 47 ft Hearing
New floor area over Planning Commission | Notice of application | Yes

13) Recommendation: 9.29.040 — District Standards, A. Gateway Barrel District (G-B). As previously
recommended, the Barrel District boundaries should NOT straddle the Coastal Zone. Even if the
Gateway code standards are largely similar for areas of the Draft’s Barrel District are largely similar
within and outside the Coastal Zone, the Planning Commission should discuss and address separate
standards for coastal zone areas and those outside the Coastal Zone. The risk of adopting the
proposed standards in a district that straddles the Coastal Zone is that the City may have trouble
imposing those standards anywhere in that portion of the Gateway Area. The requirement for a
Master Plan in a major portion of the Coastal area helps, but still doesn’t answer this concern.[Staff:

see comment above.]

14) Recommendations: Barrel District Master Plan requirements
These requirements should refer to the standards related to revised district boundaries to separate
out the Coastal Zone of the Gateway Area:
e Given its size and importance, the Master Plan should not be subject to Ministerial approval. It’s
unlikely that CA Coastal Zone standards would permit Ministerial approval in any case!
e Ideally, a full site development and master design plan should be required, but if the developer
cannot provide it as part of an early “Master Plan” proposal, then AT LEAST the following

(below)




e Several text areas require a community square. It makes more sense, and provides greater
design flexibility, to indicate a contiguous area, without locking the design to a square
configuration.

e Recommended changes marked in Red, below:

b. Master Plan Contents. The Barrel District Master Plan must contain a detailed site plan including
maps and, graphics, as well as and-text that identifies the following:

(1) Natural resource protection areas to remain as permanent open space with appropriate
management plan.

(2) Publicly accessible open space, including a new community sguare gathering contiguous area of
at least XX? acres.

(3) The location and design of new streets, greenways, and emergency vehicle access facilities.

(4) The placement of buildings and surface parking.

(5) Planned land uses-fkrewn-

(6) Building heights and bulk.

(7) Requested modifications to building design standards in Section 9.29.060 (Building Design
Standards), if any. [Staff: These are good suggestions. This would be on consent if not for the
statement that the barrel district should be separated into coastal and non-coastal areas. As
for ministerial approval, if the proposal does not have exceptions from the code, staff
recommends this master plan, which is non-regulatory, be a ministerial approval at the
Planning Commission level. If they seek exceptions, it would require a Gateway Use Permit.]

15) Recommendations: B. Gateway Hub

These comments relate to Table 2-23 and 2-24, and Figure 2-29, and the accompanying text:

e The Gateway Hub proposed standards still have not taken into account strong public
recommendations to consider L Street as part of a linear park, or to retain L Street as a
pedestrian and cycle oriented corridor, rather than as part of an L/K Street one-way vehicular
couplet. The Planning Commission and City Council SHOULD incorporate design standards
appropriate to an L-Street linear park and pedestrian / bicycle corridor alternative.

e Re Table 2-24: The step-back requirement should begin at the 3™ Story, not the 5" story

e Maximum building length should be no longer than 150 feet for Ministerial approval. (It may still
be possible to build longer buildings with appropriate visual modulation or articulation but not
for Ministerial approval, especially to avoid creating future inflexible “white elephant” mega-
structures.)

16) Recommendations for C. Gateway Corridor:

These recommendations address Table 2-25 and Figure 2-26 , and the accompanying text.
Recommended changes are marked in Red.

e language encouraging driver distraction is NOT a recipe for pedestrian safety! Moreover,
addressing language to encourage drivers to park and walk assumes there are sufficient places
for them to park!

Purpose. The G-C district accommodates active, inviting, high-intensity, mixed-use development
along major pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular gateways into the City. Pedestrian-oriented
ground floor design aesthetic enhances pedestrian, cyclist, stationary, and slow-pace
experience. helps-to-slow passing vehiculartrafficand-encourage drivers to-parkand-walk

e Consider a 15-foot or greater setback requirement for “Non-active” building frontages on for
larger and higher buildings especially where a Zero-setback risks blocking sunlight to lower
stories of adjacent buildings, or outdoor land uses. (The solar access review requirements are




not sufficient for this purpose, as they are geared toward power and energy considerations,
rather than more simply preserving neighbors’ access to light and sunshine.) A Zero-setback
could still be allowed if applicants can demonstrate that their developments would not unduly
block neighbors’ light, but Ministerial approval would not be available for Zero-setback very
large or very high buildings.

17) Recommendations for D. Gateway Neighborhood:
These recommendations address Table 2-27 and Figure 2-33, and 2-34 , and the accompanying text.

Minimum setback requirements in this district should be similar to those in the rest of Arcata,
especially for buildings intended for non-residential uses, and for bulky buildings which could
shade-out residences. (Exceptions could be made for multi-parcel developments being developed
together, where shading of new uses is anticipated as part of the development, however such
multi-parcel developments may not necessarily qualify for Ministerial approval.)

Building massing: Stepback requirements should start at 3 stories. No single structure in the
Neighborhood district should be longer than 150 feet, even with visual modulation or
articulation. (Larger, multi-parcel, or institutional developments may link separate structures
through covered walkways, etc.) Again, this will prevent the creation of future “white elephants.
Exceptions may be made, but not for Ministerial approval.

7

18) Recommendations for 9.29.050 — Supplemental to Districts considerations:

In Figures 2-36, 2-37, and 2039: Active Building Frontage Type Required Location (and related
text), eliminate the “active building frontage” requirements along L Street and on corners that
include L Street. Ground-floor at-grade access, large windows, and narrow setbacks could still
be possible, but would not be required, in keeping with the possibility of developing an L-Street
linear park.

The Figure 2-38 Enhanced Upper Story Step Back Location map goes some way toward
protecting neighbors’ sunlight, but will ultimately be confusing. ALL bulky buildings should be
subject to stepback requirements at the 3™ story and above. And, there is little difference
between an 8-foot stepback and the more effective 10-foot “enhanced” stepback from a public
perspective.

D. Bird-safe buildings: THANK YOU for this section! See Red for recommended changes:

2. Applicability. The bird-safe building standards in this subsection apply to new construction where
glass or other rigid transparent or highly reflective material occupies 25 35 percent or more of the
building facade.

3. Standards. a. Bird-Safe Glazing or highly reflective surfaces. Any regulated continuous transparent or

highly reflective material must meet at least one of the following conditions:

a. Bird-Safe Glazing.....(2) Patterned Glazing Treatment. Panes with patterns that are etched,

fritted, stenciled, silk-screened, or otherwise permanently incorporated into the transparent or highly
reflective material ....

19) Recommendations on E. Landscaping:
The Gateway Code’s landscaping standards should incorporate understanding that “landscaping” is
not limited to vegetation, and that high quality landscape design may attractively combine
vegetation, aquatic features, and “hardscaping” to enhance human experience and protect or




21.

enhance an area’s ecological functions. Thus, the landscape standards in the Gateway Code’s
language should address vegetation and hardscape aspects of “landscaping” design together.

“2. Landscaping shall combine eensistefany-combination-of trees, and-shrubs, and-may-include

grass or related natural features, such as rock, stone, or mulch. Concrete or paving ground surfaces
Nen-plantmaterials-may occupy no more than 25 percent of the landscaped area ...”

Barrel District Community Square (in future “Master Plan”) — Consider a minimum size of a

22.

contiguous open space larger than % acre; Consider allowing it to be car-free (no car access
on 2 sides, as proposed); consider City acquisition of this space as actual public space,
rather then privately-owned public space.

Clarify Table 2-35 (Publicly accessible Open Space Requirement), Packet p. 71; GAP draft p.

54. — Since no 8-story buildings will be allowed, Tier 4 designation makes no sense. (Staff
and Commission may have addressed this while | was gone.)

Ideas for Discussion

1)

2)

3)

4)

Greenways & Greenway Standards (9.29.080), Fig. 2-56, and Table 2-31, as well as additional
concerns list from staff — The Planning Commission should address concerns about L-Street with the
City Council, including eliminating the L-K one way couplet as part of the plan, and any standard
relating to the corridor itself and development facing it.
Because of the limited Greenway proposals beyond that, and because the City itself will be
responsible for maintaining many of those Greenway areas, Greenway design should be
addressed as part of other designs, but not necessarily assume the (minimum) footages
indicated in Table 2-31 and Figure 2-57 for any designated “Greenway” in the GAP.
Bird Safe Buildings (9.29.050) — Bird safe standards should apply for new buildings throughout
Arcata, NOT JUST in the GAP. The threshold should not be based on the total % of glass or reflective
surface in the building as a whole (draft indicates 35% in GAP), but on any side of a building,
especially in upper stories. If a to is used, the threshold should be less than 35%, especially on upper
stories.
Reduce Maximum building length allowed for Ministerial permit in GAP (9.29.040 -- District
Standards): Draft GAP standards could allow Ministerial approval for buildings up to 300’ long, with
some articulation. We should address this with the City Council.
This is longer than existing City blocks, and longer than all but a few existing buildings in Arcata.
Even with visual breaks, buildings of this size will dominate all around them, and especially in
private ownership, risk becoming “white elephants” over time. (City policy should encourage
developers to build more moderately sized structures, even if they build several of them.)
Setback Standards for GAP (9.29.040 — District Standards): The GAP district standards in the DRAFT
set no setback requirements for “all other property lines” in all Gateway districts except Gateway
Neighborhood (Min. 10 ft.). This would enable a block-long wall of building anywhere else in the
Gateway area, especially if up to 300’ long structures are allowed. For any new Gateway building,
which presumably would ALL be at least 2 stories, a “zero setback” should be allowed ONLY if
buildings on both sides of a back or side property line are designed to accommodate it.
Otherwise, buildings could pose seismic, fire, or privacy problems to neighboring properties and
their occupants, in addition to the shading issues addressed (still inadequately) in step-back
requirements. This is especially true for the very large, bulky buildings the proposed standards
would allow in all except the Neighborhood district.



5)

6)

Open Space (for General Plan including GAP; for GAP at 9.29.090): Avoid the terms “passive open
space” and “passive recreation” throughout the plan (and see E. Passive Open Space definition,
Packet p. 73, draft p. 56; General Plan June 2022 update p. 4-1, etc). The connotation is to relegate
uses of open space that do not require significant construction or expensive facilities to a second-
class status, even if those places and uses DO require significant protection, management, and
appropriate facilities.

9.29.050 - Supplemental to Districts

Figure 2-36: Active Building Frontage Type Required Location

Question: Why are active building frontages only in the area of 8", 9™, K and N Streets? Should
active building frontages be required elsewhere?

9.29.080.A.3. Mobility. Greenways Required: As drafted this code section states in relevant part:

7)

8)

9)

“Greenways are required in the approximate locations shown . . . “(emphasis added). My question:
Is the word “approximate” too vague or ambiguous to be legally enforceable? [Staff: they would be
designated further in the plan that is called for.]

9.29.050.B. Enhanced Upper Story Step Backs

What analysis was done to derive these step backs? What would impacts be if they were reduced?

Table 2-19: Gateway Ministerial Permit Requirements | support Commissioner Mayer’s suggestions

(1) that projects less than 10,000 sf or 37 feet high be subject to ZA approval in the first instance,

and those greater than 10,000 sf or 37 feet high be subject to Planning Commission approval in the

first instance; and (2) that a notice of application be required for all projects.

Recommendations: 9.29.040 — District Standards A. Gateway Barrel District (G-B). 2. Building

Placement: See Table 2-21 and Figure 2-26 and related narrative standards

* Please indicate later location in the FBC text for the definition of “Active” building frontages
(9.29.050 — Supplemental to Districts A.)

*There is NO requirement for any setback whatsoever from either side or rear parcel boundaries.
However, a zero-setback standard should best be linked to OTHER design standards as well.
Zero-setbacks may reasonably allow for row houses or townhouses up to +/- 4 stories, but 5-7
story apartment buildings SHOULD be set back from side and rear property boundaries, if only to
provide reasonable protection from fire and seismic hazards, as well as for light to reach
structure interiors. Building massing standards may address this, but that should also be
reflected in setback standards and diagrams.

*It’s great that the standards allow for courtyards and plazas, but a maximum 50’ setback seems
arbitrary, especially if that setback encompasses publicly accessible non-parking/ non-driveway
space that provides access to residential or commercial space. If the FBC must indicate some
maximum for such setbacks, 100’ would provide both greater flexibility, and the potential for
such setbacks to accommodate pleasant and usable courtyards or plazas. If developers DO want
zero-setbacks to the sides and rear of structures higher than 4-stories (+/- 47°), those would still
be possible, just not approvable with Ministerial permitting.

Recommendations/ Questions related to Table 2-22, Figure 2-28, and corresponding text:

e Previous Planning Commission discussions indicated that the “tiering” for purposes of
Community benefits required should begin at 4 stories (+/- as indicated, 50 feet height).

e Previous Planning Commission discussion preferences indicated that massing/step-back
requirements should begin at 3 stories (i.e., anything above 2 stories), not at 5 stories (60 ft
height) as indicated in the chart. Those discussions took place before current decision procedures
were adopted.

e Planning Commission and public preferences for maximum building length, especially where any
Ministerial approval is possible, have been considerably LESS than 300’ for a single structure!
Arcata now has only very few buildings of that length, and those are either Industrial or on the

7



Cal Poly campus. Even design “modulation” at 150’ would not compensate for allowing such
mega-structures with Ministerial approval. Segmenting major developments into smaller units
will avoid Ministerially approving structures that could become unadaptable “white elephants”
in the future, especially under private ownership.[Staff: not aware that the Commission made
decisions on these matters, but these are good points of discussion.]

10) Question for consideration: Gateway Use Permit. Table 2-20 indicates Gateway Use Permit
Requirements, including for NEW commercial or industrial uses. The Use Permit thresholds indicate
only floor area. But what if the uses do not take place in structure interiors, but are OUTDOOR uses? |
can imagine this situation with regard to outdoor industrial operations, material or vehicle storage
or transfer, or for outdoor event, entertainment, or performance spaces. How would the Gateway
Code address such uses that do NOT involve large or permanent structures with related floor area?
5.c might address this in terms of off-site impacts, or an Administrator’s decision that such a use is
“similar or compatible” with an allowable use, but this is not clear.

11) Comments on 9.29.060 — Building Design Standards:

C. Long Building Division — 2. Standard — | strongly recommend that Ministerial approval should
NOT be available to any single structure longer than 150 feet in any dimension. So, the building
modulation standards should apply, but a “Long Building Division” standard similar to this should
apply for any building longer than 100 feet.

Roofline articulation — All of those choices are good to qualify for Ministerial approval, except
the roof deck option, which may benefit building users, but a roof deck in itself provides no
visual benefit to the public.

Entrances --

“Functionality. Entrances required by Paragraphs (a) and (b) above must remain functional for
entry as well as exit and available for use by occupants” . An “entrance” that only functions as
an exit should not qualify as an entrance for this purpose.

Entrances —

“d. Entrances to Individual Units.

(1)

For units adjacent to a public street that are accessed through ground level individual entrances
(e.g., townhomes), the primary entrances must face the street or publicly accessible courtyard
or plaza.” This change may enhance livability, walkability, and safety, especially for young
children and elderly residents and passers-by, increasing the usability of publicly-accessible
private spaces for all.

Entrances —

“iv. A patio with minimum dimensions of 5 feet by 5 feet. A patio sust may include a row of shrubs,

a fence, or a wall not to exceed 42 inches in height between the sidewalk and the patio to define
the transition between public and private space.”
Garage doors and entries —

“Shared Garages and Parking Structures. The following standards apply to garages serving multiple

dwelling units and/or non-residential uses. (1) No more than 25 percent of the site frontage
facing a street may be devoted to garage opening, unless the street frontage is less than 80 feet,
in which case a 20-foot garage opening is allowed. Garage and parking structure entrances with
curb cuts are not permitted on K Street or L Street.” Other appropriate places for this
requirement would be in the Circulation section of the GAP and in this Code’s 9.29.070 —
Streetscape. Protecting pedestrian and cyclist safety as well as protecting cycle or motor traffic
should prevail where garage entrances/ exits / curb cuts can instead be located on east-west
streets or on alleys.



12) Comments on Streetscape 9.29.070:

Figure 2.53 Pedestrian Realm may somewhat misrepresent the area between a building and
street areas where motor vehicles are allowed, by showing the frontage/ setback area as paved,
when it could (perhaps should) actually be landscaped (e.g., with materials that still allow
pedestrians to walk on them), whether it is “Active” or “Non-Active” frontage, while providing
access for mobility-impaired people.

Frontage zone: The distinction in terms of what the frontage zone may contain appears to be
over-restrictive for “non-active” frontages, as long as those uses do not obstruct movement of
people using wheelchairs or strollers. There is little reason why a “non-active” frontage may not
also include dining, seating, or outdoor displays. In fact, especially during the recent Pandemic,
some highly successful outdoor adaptations have been on “non-active” frontages.

13) Comments on 9.29.080 Mobility:

On “Greenways” and Figure 2-56 -- The Draft indicates that the Greenways map will be
removed from the Gateway Code, and instead incorporated into the GAP. However, this Figure
still makes NO provision for an L Street Linear Park, or even a significantly enhanced or shaded L
Street bikeway.

On Greenways: This map, its conceptual basis, and its associated standards must be seriously
reconsidered in light of an L Street Linear Park alternative and in close consultation with the
Arcata Fire Department.

On Parking -- Offstreet parking standards (Table 2-32): Significant discussion should address the
basis of a policy decision to require NO parking whatsoever for residential or most commercial
uses anywhere in the Gateway Area, except for hotels and some offices, while imposing
extremely low maximum parking allowances for residential and commercial uses. If the Code’s
intention is to promote viable residential and commercial development, wishful thinking about
the impact of those low maximums may not support desired private investment; no parking
minimum requirements at all for residential development may actually scuttle the GAP’s mixed-
use aspirations, as well as aspirations supporting a variety of housing tenancy and ownership
types.

Transportation Demand Management — Non-residential standards : 10,000 sq ft seems very
low for a Demand Management Plan requirement to kick in. That would be the equivalent of
four small shops or offices. Such a low-threshold standard would also be difficult to enforce,
especially if the non-residential users are commercial renters rather than their landlords, and
where the number of employees varies enormously between business users occupying the same
extent of building space.

F. Parking Location and Design: Add after “Alley Access” section: “Site designs for commercial
or residential projects that qualify for Ministerial approval may not have primary access for
motor vehicles to parking from K Street, L Street, or N Street if access from an east-west street or
from an alley is possible. (Emergency access may be from K, L, or N Street).

2. Bicycle Parking: It makes NO SENSE to link the number of bicycle parking spaces to the
number of required motor vehicle parking spaces, if the GAP intends to encourage cycling and

discourage driving!




Bike Rack
The following document the Bike Rack items that the Commission will resolve as time allows consistent
with the Meeting Framework adopted March 14, and amended thereafter. Items shown in grey
were discussed at a prior hearing but no decision was made. Iltems without highlighting have not
been discussed.

General Plan Introduction

e Regional and Local Setting: | suggest eliminating the word “Funky” from the list of community
attributes. Personal note: | have spent my professional career trying to deflect the reputation of
Humboldt County as “pot smoking” and “funky.” It painted me—and all of us by association—as
laid-back, unprofessional, and not serious about the important work we are doing. We do not
want to perpetuate that reputation.

Air Quality Element

¢ Policy AQ-1b: Reduce emissions from stationary area sources: residential, commercial, and
industrial. Even though there is tradition of wood-burning in this area, there is no reason City policy
should support this practice going forward; emissions from wood-burning stoves are very significant
air quality and health hazards. Suggest that this policy be changed to eliminate wood-burning from
any new construction and read as follows: “Wood-burning appliances are banned in any new
construction in the City. Residents are encouraged to replace wood-burning appliances currently
in use with electric heat pump (preferred) or gas fired appliances whenever possible.”

¢ 4.9 Implementation Measures. AQ-2: Funding sources for wood-burning appliance retrofits for
low income and elderly. Suggest the following: “Use funding obtained to eliminate wood-burning
appliances and replace them with electric heat pump (preferred) or gas fired appliances whenever
possible.”

Noise Element

e Policy N-5: Intrusive and Intermittent Noise Sources, N-5d, #2: Note that this policy stipulates
that heavy equipment will not be used on Sundays and holidays. I'll note that this is a Christian
slanted policy. While Christians consider Sunday the Sabbath, the Sabbath is Friday for Muslims
and Saturday for Jews. Do we want to change this in some way to reflect a more ecumenical
policy?

Land Use Element

Ideas for Discussion
14) LU-1k: Support and revitalize other existing neighborhood and commercial activity areas.

Although not a “neighborhood” center, it would also help to have some explicit mention of
Uniontown, especially in light of AB 2011. Uniontown might be a prime target for mixed use

10



redevelopment (and a reasonable one), if not under its current owners, then under some future
ownership by 2045.

15) LU-2: Residential Land use That’s real estate-talk. Change that to “residents.” The policy refers to
“in higher density developments”. Clarify: Does that refer to RM and RH only? What about in those
mixed use developments we’re expecting, and in :PD Planned Developments?

16) LU-2c: Planned Development — residential: Add: Planned Development may also incorporate non-
residential uses where they will not reduce safety or livability for residents, and must include
adequate walkways, and set conditions for commercial operations. (Avoid a scenario where
commercial use is added to a residential :PD and brings dangerous vehicle traffic or constant loud
noise into a previously kid-friendly, quiet area.)

a)

The Implementation Measures list calls for the City to review sites in the :PD combining zone,
and possibly releasing some of them from :PD requirements. However, new state housing laws
already limit City discretion for projects that include affordable housing, and exempt some of
those projects from CEQA review. The City should generally retain the discretionary review that
the :PD combining zone provides, especially for already developed sites, to ensure that
intensified development there does not threaten safety or existing environmental assets and
recreational spaces.

17) LU-3a Commercial use classifications “Large scale retail uses shall require a use permit due to
evaluate...” Can we add a threshold size or scale?

a)

b)
c)

d)
e)
f)
g)

h)

j)

“Potential impact on existing and projected traffic conditions” — Add: pedestrian and residents’
safety

Table LU34 COMMERCIAL LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS: (Questions mainly)

What is the rationale for adding Travel trailer [RV] parks to principally permitted uses in the C-G
zone?

Will eliminating animal sales and services make existing pet stores and veterinary services in C-G
non-conforming? Or are these rolled into some larger category?

Add to the “Gas sales” category electric vehicle charging stations? What about zip car rentals,
etc?

Restaurants, Bars, Taverns and pubs, nighclubs: Will bars still require a Use Permit? If we're
now allowing on-site cannabis consumption, should these be added to the list?

Commercial Recreation / Entertainment: How come “outdoor recreation uses and services” are
NOT allowed in either the C-C or C-M zones? Should they be?

Educational, Cultural & Religious Uses: Since no “Religious Uses” are actually listed, and since
the City has limited authority to regulate them anyway, should we take “Religious Uses” off the
category title? (AND ... Does the City have discussion / condition procedures set up for when an
Arcata church decides XYZ is actually a religious use, and demands services to support it?)
Urban Agriculture: Not allowed in the C-C zone. So, NO herb or vegetable gardens on a
temporarily vacant lot downtown? What about as an accessory use? (No commercial herb
gardens in backyards and roofs? Or is that allowed under some other rule?)

Commercial — General This is mainly Valley West. With a max residential density up to 50 “units”
per acre in addition to commercial uses on the same site (???), with density bonuses likely to
allow up to 90 dwellings per acre, what do we envision in Valley West for this allowable density,
especially in light of AB 20117

18) LU-3e Commercial — Central : Residential use is allowed as the primary use on vacant sites.
Presumably, NO maximum density & no parking? Given current vacancy rates, may existing
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commercial buildings be converted to residential use anywhere in C-C? [Staff Response - | think that
is the next step. This could be an implementation measure]

19) LU-4b Little Lake : The City has sat on cleaning up its Little Lake site for 20 years. There’s some new
activity there now. (I'd heard “staging and material storage” for the WWTP upgrades?) The draft
policy is: “... The site shall be planned as a mixed-use development including passive recreational
uses and a dog park. Development shall be consistent with the adopted Long Range Property
Management Plan.” That plan indicates the site should be used for “economic development,” which
presumably means jobs. But the property management plan doesn’t go further than this. | hope
our Sea Level Rise discussions on Tuesday will help us envision what types of structures could be
safely allowed on that site — IF ANY — and strongly recommend against allowing permanent
structures, or ANY “mixed use” that includes housing.

i) Throughout the Plan, let’s replace the term “passive recreational uses” with something that
actually relates to land use / infrastructure, like “recreation facilities for walking, running,
sitting, nature observation, and social interaction.” It’s more words, but better connotation
in our sports-dominated society. [Staff response — no mixed use or residential use is planned
on this site]

20) Table LU-6: AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCE LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS

a)

b)

d)

Coastal-dependent recreation in the A-E zone: What would this be? Duck hunting blinds? Kayak
docks & rentals?

Keeping confined animals isn’t allowed in the A-R zone. No backyard hen coop? No backyard
goat pen? It’s odd that hens are allowed in residential zones but not in an ag zone. It might help
to re-state the list of allowable uses to reflect scale of confined animal keeping (I think the LUC
does this.)

“Silvicultural operations” and “Aquacultural operations” are not allowed in either agricultural
zone. It might make sense to allow tree nurseries and fish ponds, for example, with a Use
Permit to protect groundwater and prevent noxious odors.

Farm worker housing policy is clear for diked/ reclaimed former tidelands (LU-6d2) but not for
other ag lands. Farm worker housing should count as “residential units” and “dwelling units”
with standards identical to other housing or ADUs.

21) 2.3 IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES TABLE — This is a bare-bones list, focusing on the near-term, with
little except the “ongoing” items and Economic Development Strategic Plan 5-year updates that
carries us beyond the first couple of years. It would be great to develop a much more substantial list
of implementation actions to achieve the goals of the many policies in the Land Use element.

a)

b)

It would help to include specific implementation measures for Policy LU-1b “Promotion of infill
development and designated Infill Opportunity Zones,” if only to identify a time frame for
action.

LU-4 Pedestrian-friendly activity centers: These measures are more policies themselves, than
specific implementation actions, and will be only parts of the types of form-based standards that
would be needed to implement them. Once we have experience with a form based code in the
Gateway, would it make sense to include an implementation measure to consider developing
appropriate standards for the other activity centers?

LU-5 Business park plans: The city should seriously revisit the “business park” master plan idea
for Little Lake, even though the City is committed to putting those 12 acres to some economic
use. Developing a site plan for Little Lake: Yes. But let’s reconsider calling it a “business park.”
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d)

LU-6 Planned Development Overlay: An inventory of :PD sites will be useful. (See comments
above.) But beware of using this review to eliminate City development guidance and discretion
as a gift to developers.

22) LU-7 Commercial Visitor Serving Overlay — Is there a rationale for retaining the Visitor Serving zoning
designation? It seems the proposed Land Use classification system has already assumed that the
Commercial General classification is appropriate for Valley West, especially as so many of the motels
there no longer serve “visitors.”

23) Land Use Designations We did address the two rezoning proposals that appear to have received the
most public attention to date. However, we have not addressed any of the other specific rezoning
proposals at any point in our process, other than through the Gateway Area Plan discussions.

[staff] indicated that at the end of our May 9 meeting there will be an opportunity to address the rest of
the rezoning proposals, so it would be important to indicate my concerns beforehand. So I’'m writing
them out briefly:

a)
b)

d)

e)
f)

g)

h)

Exhibit 1: I-L to C-M south of Giuntoli to Boyd Rd:

Since C-M could include residential uses, and there remain several Industrial/ Industrial-
Commercial types of uses. Because many of those parcels are quite large, would a Planned
Development permit still be required? If affordable housing is included, would there then be no
housing density maximum? How would allowable intensities be regulated in C-M in this area?
(Or, would we need to wait for a draft amended LUC to figure that out?) What objective design
code standards would / could apply for a C-M one in this location? (It would be in the Giuntoli /
Valley West “infill opportunity zone”? Or outside of it? HOW would the C-M zone protect
possible future residents from lingering contamination from former industrial uses? (E.g.: the
easternmost parcels are now the school bus lot and shop; many anecdotes about former
practices of history of oil, lubricant, & other chem dumping, etc on the site.) Are any of the
current uses actually Industrial, rather than things that could transfer to Commercial in the
transition time? (And would they then be non-conforming?)

Exhibit 2: |-G to I-L east of West End Road:

WHY rezone? This appears to be the land behind the wetland back of what’s now the Cannabis
Innovation Zone? Last we heard, was this the land proposed for the “eco-burial” site? The
Property Report on the cit GIS already lists this as BOTH I-G and I-L. Since the site is already so
heavily disturbed, with access ONLY through the adjacent Industrial land, is the purpose of
eliminating possible heavier industry there as a buffer to the NR-TP land to the east?? Why not
just leave zoning as it is? (Or, is it too ambiguous?)

Exhibit 3: R-VL to R-M lots west of Alliance & south of Spear:

| propose we retain the current zoning in this area, at least until developer(s) or owners actually
request rezoning. The area is adjacent to A-E land (agriculture, even when used intensively by
Sun Valley’s bulb operation), and within the Coastal Zone. Up-zoning this area now will be,
essentially, an invitation to land speculators.

Is the purpose of up-zoning to R-M be to encourage developers to combine parcels to build
larger projects? Is the City’s concern that the combination of subdivision and ADUs on existing
small landlocked lots make for a continued fragmented residential development?

Realistically, developing any of those small parcels at R-M density would probably require
assembling a multiple-parcel project site. That would then be big enough to require a PD
anyway, which could effectively increase actual housing density, without also opening the area
up to the density bonus requirements above and beyond the face value R-M maximum. The
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j)

k)
1)

qa)
r)

v)
w)

current R-L zoning already would allow ADUs, and SB9 subdivision, effectively increasing the
amount of housing the area could provide.

Several parcels at the south end have broad water pipe easements. (Didn’t we approve a PD
there a few years ago? It appears that’s never actually been built.)

Many of those interior parcels are “land locked” though they have shared driveways. The
northern parcels were only recently rezoned from A-R to R-VL; at least, the City’s 2008 zoning
map (online) still shows them as A-R in the Coastal Zone. And the area just to the interior (west,
and south of the parcels proposed for rezoning) is still A-E (coastal), part of Arcata’s greenbelt.
Rezoning this land to R-M now would effectively dump our longstanding policy of gradual
transition from lower density / lower height development to much higher density adjacent to A-
E land in western Greenbelt.

Exhibit 6: C-G to C-M for all parcels facing G Street from 11 to 18" (“Northtown”):

This would encourage redevelopment with commercial uses on ground and apartments above,
with NO maximum use intensity, and no parking requirements. If this rezoning occurs, we
should have “objective standards” in place at the time of the rezone for such intensified
development in this area. (A Northtown FBC would be at least as necessary here as one is
necessary to the Gateway. That would get us things like appropriate utility connections, wider
sidewalks, appropriate upper story design, and limited curb cuts onto our major N-S street.
Would any SB 2011 provisions override our C-M?

Exhibit 7: R-H to C-C for two corner parcels on the east side of J Street, at 6" and 8*":

Seems to make sense, since this would bring those whole blocks into C-C. Housing would still be
possible with C-C. What makes less sense is why those blocks aren’t included in the Gateway.
Exhibit 8: R-M to R-H on parts of 4 blocks, 5™ 6™ Streets between F & I:

I’'m also wondering why this area wasn’t included in the Gateway. Presumably at R-H Question:
Will the alley between G & H, and 5™ & 6" be retained as public right-of-way, even if a
developer attempts to redevelop that whole block?

Exhibit 9: Uniontown C-G to C-M; and enclave south of Uniontown R-M to R-H:

Is the reason for rezoning Uniontown to allow for redevelopment of the center with housing as
well as stores? Rezoning the enclave south of Uniontown to R-H could allow density up to 90
dwellings per acre, with density bonuses; so over 1000 more people. Could work — if they don’t
all bring their cars ... This rezoning would be an investment windfall for current owners there.
Exhibit 10: Several parcels at the south end have broad water pipe easements. (Didn’t we
approve a PD there a few years ago? It appears that’s never actually been built.)

Exhibit 10: C-G to C-M for multiple parcels south of Samoa, between E & | Streets:

Retain the current zoning at least pending policies that will be in the Coastal Element / Local
Coastal Program update. C-M zoning could allow new housing to be built in the mixed-use zone.
While this is right on Samoa, it goes against the principle of NOT adding new housing south of
Samoa, where SLR, liquefaction, etc could put new residents in harm’s way (likely renters).
Exhibit 11: R-M to R-H for the Bayside Road townhouse and apartments:

Retain current R-M zoning. Have the owners of these two apartment properties actually asked
for this rezoning? These are high quality, relatively new rental housing, at a scale appropriate for
this part of the neighborhood. Additional density here (up to 90 units per acre, de facto) likely
means knocking down existing high quality and reasonably affordable housing. Rezoning these
areas now, before developing the multiple use potential of the Sunnybrae shopping center
areas, is really just a gift directly to the landlord(s).

Exhibit 12: R-VL to R-L on Buttermilk frontage:

The owners will love it, especially with SB9 subdivision possibility. Have any of them asked for
this rezoning?

14



z) Exhibit 13: PF to R-VL, pumping station (?) & land?:

aa) Recommend either keeping the PF designation for now, or changing zoning to R-L instead of R-
VL on this % acre site. Potential access from Anderson Lane instead of Old Arcata Road? If the
public facility is no longer needed (a pumping station?) does it make sense to replace it with
another public facility? If it will be privately developed, doesn’t it make sense to allow slightly
higher density right on the road, at least R-L instead of R-VL, even thought the neighbors have R-
VL?

bb) Exhibit 14: The Gateway Area

cc) Presumably will be subject to Gateway zoning — to be addressed with the GAP. Avoid
designating any zone that straddles the Coastal Zone boundary (e.g., the Barrel District).

Public Safety Element

Consent Added After the Scheduled Meeting Date

1.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The “Guiding Principles and Goals” section, which now follows the background / overview material,
should precede it, appearing immediately after the 2 introduction paragraphs, and before the first
“Overview” section. (This should be where the “Guiding Principles and Goals” should appear in EACH
element. This is not just an “editing” suggestion, since the Guiding Principles and Goals should
actually guide the entire element, its policies, and implementation measures.

e Add after “D”: “Address increasing risks of flooding associated with sea level rise and rising
groundwater levels in terms of both safety of people and property, and in terms of long term
land use policy. (The Coastal Element also addresses these.)”

e Add after “J”: “Foster community safety by developing hazard mitigation, emergency response,
and long-term resilience programs through open, participatory, and responsive planning and
decision processes, and support for community safety communication, education and training,
organization, and working groups.”

e Add after “J”: “Cooperate and coordinate with regional bodies, neighboring communities, and
major institutions, as well as state and federal agencies to address emergency response, hazard
mitigation, post-disaster plans, and planning to increase Arcata’s and our region’s resilience.”

PS-1a City Emergency Response Plan: ADD at the end: “The City will periodically revise Arcata’s

Emergency Response Plan with open communication and community participation in response to

community concerns.” (The Emergency Response Plan is the most opaque of the City’s plans. Let’s

change that! ) Also: Do we want to mention health emergencies, or is that a County responsibility?

PS-1b Evacuation routes / transportation facilities : ADD at the end — “The City shall coordinate

with regional jurisdictions, transportation and health care providers, and Cal Poly Humboldt to

develop plans for evacuation, transportation, or remaining in place during emergencies.”

PS-1d Siting and design of critical facilities: Should we consider electric power as “critical”? ADD at

the end: “The City should consider opportunities to relocate critical facilities to less dangerous

locations, and do so where relocation is feasible.”

PS-1e Development & design standards for emergency response: ADD at the end: “The City shall

work with Fire and emergency response organizations to acquire and operate equipment that is

sized appropriately for varied access and response contexts.” (Remember, it may be the Fire

District not the City of Arcata itself that makes those equipment choices and purchases.)

After or before PS-1f Citizen training ... ADD a Policy: “The City shall assist neighborhood and

community-based groups who request help aiming to support education, cooperation, and mutual

aid before, during, and after emergencies, apart from and in addition to the CERT, or the County’s

Office of Emergency Services.” (Such community-based efforts have been extremely effective, and
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may provide alternative support that boosts safety in situations where formal organizations don’t
work well, especially those linked with or dependent on police or fire district responses. )

6) PS-1h Severe Weather Hazards: MOVE this policy to just after PS-1e Development & design
standards

7) Table PS-1 GEOLOGIC HAZARD LAND USE MATRIX: This Table requires explanation! Even if it refers
to another document, something in the Plan should explain categories, standards, abbreviations,
etc! The Draft eliminated even the little explanation in the deleted text box. The Table will mean
little to the general public without further explanation.

8) PS-2e Shoreline hazards (tsunami inundation, tidal flooding): Are emergency shelter locations
considered “critical”? Our current zoning allows emergency shelters on South G Street, within the
shoreline hazard area. Should we designate alternative / additional locations? ADD: “The City shall
seek locations for emergency shelters and services in locations outside the shoreline hazard area.”

9) PS-3c Hillside development standards: #3. Vegetation removal: Add to complete: “Vegetation
removal in the natural area of each lot shall be subject to review and approval by the City. The City
may require hillside development approval to include a vegetation management program to reduce
fire risks, including monitoring and enforcement provisions.”

10) PS-3g in “OTHER GEOLOGIC HAZARDS AND AIRSPACE PROTECTION”: Airspace Protection should be
a separate policy category, NOT lumped in with “other geologic hazards”! ADD a policy to restrict
Drone operation, especially around the low-fly approaches to the airport, around power lines, and
in wildlife areas (the Marsh, though | think there’s already a drone prohibition there). This is
probably beyond the General Plan’s scope, but those mylar balloons should be prohibited too, since
they can knock out power lines, clog waterways, and endanger wildlife. [Staff: supports adding this.
The mylar balloon piece may be interesting to weave in...]

11) ADD after PS-4h: Drainage Master Plan — “The City shall update its Drainage Master Plan
periodically, at least once every [10? 5?] years, or whenever significant new hydrologic data appear
to make building or development based on the existing Plan’s assumptions obsolete.”

12) POLICY PS-5 FIRE HAZARDS Obijective: “Minimize risk of personal injury and property damage
resulting from structural (urban) and wildland fires. Manage City forests to sustain ecosystems and
their services in ways that also reduce risks of injury to people and damage to property.” (Refer also
to the Forest Management Plan, which will be updated, and which should be consistent with and
subsidiary to the General Plan.)

Policy Pitch Added After the Scheduled Meeting Date

1. Fire Hazards Overview (p. 6-4): The first paragraph of the overview addresses the USFS “broad
brush” fire hazards classification. This is NOT one that is particularly meaningful in Arcata, since it
fails to differentiate parts of the city. While a good warning, this broad brush use of federal and
even state classifications in the first two paragraphs of the overview would scare any potential new
resident, developer, or insurer clean out of town! Start with an Arcata-oriented description,
referring to a more finely-differentiated fire hazard map, which should be developed separately
from the city-wide multi-hazard map. This isn’t just an editing matter; differentiating among risk
levels at a finer grain than the 70% of the city in the Wildland Urban Interface is a significant policy
matter with important implications for development location and intensity, and investment-
motivating fire protection and prevention policies.

2. Hazardous Materials Overview (pp. 6-4 & 6-5): Add to p. 6-4 list: “4. Cleaning up, remediating, and
restoring areas contaminated by toxic chemicals, in accord with state and federal programs and
standards.” Mention ongoing assessments and cleanup status of known contaminated sites. (Since
those assessments and cleanups can take 20 years, Plan readers in 2030 might still be concerned
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about the same places! The Little Lakes assessment has been going on since at least 2004!) This
might also be the place to note that Arcata is a Nuclear Free Zone.

3. Airspace Protection Overview (p. 6-5): Address drone operation in Arcata airspace! Mention PG&E's
frequent helicopter inspections of their transmission lines, which now include extremely low flights
over residential areas. [Staff: It isn’t clear that this is policy]

4. Climate Change Adaptation and Resiliency Overview (p. 6-5 & 6-6): This language is so general,
most of it could be moved to the “Introduction” at the start of the Element! But it’s a good
statement, and its position here fulfills the state requirement.

5. PS-5b Review of development for fire safety: ADD at end of policy: “... and design features, building
height and bulk. The City shall not permit construction of any building or development that the
Arcata Fire Protection District’s plan review indicates cannot be adequately protected from fire risk
by the District, or through mutual aid agreements with other fire districts in the region.” [Staff: This
is too broad.]

6. PS-6¢c Use of potentially harmful materials on public lands and rights-of-way: ADD at the end: “The
City shall also prevent utility companies from applying toxic substances along their transmission
lines or other facilities within City limits.” (PG&E isn’t a public agency, and a City prohibition might
not stand up in court. But a very clear City policy in the General Plan will help make sure PG&E won’t
spray herbicides in Arcata, regardless what they do elsewhere.) [Staff: we would like to support
this, but as written, it is unlikely enforceable}

7. PS-7a Development/building and site design standards for crime prevention: ADD at the end:
“Video surveillance that unduly invades privacy shall not be an acceptable part of any Arcata design
standard or City practice.” [Staff: need to better define unduly invading privacy and confirm that
there is no case law around this issue]

8. 6.3 IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES PS-3 Evacuation Planning: ADD: “Develop protocols for providing
resources and assistance to community members within the City through a variety of means when
remaining in place appears to be more prudent than evacuation, and in circumstances where the
Emergency Operations Center cannot provide adequate help.”

9. 6.3 IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES PS-5 and PS-6 “Evaluate renewing a cooperative agreement with
CALFIRE” and “Wildland Urban Interface Risk Reduction Program”: Add the Fire Management
Commiittee to the list of responsible parties to consult in this evaluation.

Other Matters

1. POLICY PS 8 HUMAN HEALTH HAZARDS: Is this section cut because there will be a “Healthy
Community” element?

2. PS-4c: Limitations on development within Flood Zone. This section describes requirements for
building within Flood Zone A. Why are we allowing any new building within Flood Zone A?

Editorial Comments

For anything you might abbreviate later, write it out in full the first time you mention it in each
Element, and ideally make a list of ALL abbreviations to be included as a Plan Appendix. Examples in
the Safety Element draft: CERT (mentioned on p. 6-2, but not written out in full until policy PS-1f on
p. 6-8); HPM (mentioned at end of top paragraph on p. 6-2).

Avoid text boxes that don’t reach the full page width — transferring them to some online media
platforms doesn’t work well. (A small box on a full-page PDF doesn’t read well on a phone!)

The Redwood Coast Tsunami Working Group does a huge job. But although it’s been around for several
years now, as a pretty ad hoc group, its records and reports aren’t easily available to the public (who
will be reading this plan; see p. 6-2). The last sentence on p. 6-2 refers to a map of hazard areas in
Figure PS-a, located in a map pocket at the end of this Element. NB: In a digital version of this plan,
there’s NO map pocket. So including a digital map at a reasonable, readable scale is important.
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Flooding hazards overview (p. 6-3): Add a statement regarding flooding associated with sea level rise,
and possible rises in groundwater in coastal areas. (Even if that’s covered in the Coastal Element, the
Safety element should address it too.

Arcata’s Drainage Master Plan Goals: P. 6-3: Mention Plan date (or last update)

Designh Element

Discussion Items

1. D-1b: Emphasize Arcata Plaza area as a community focal point. “Buildings facing the
Arcata Plaza shall be multi-story.” Are we suggesting this as a future policy? Do we want
to? Some of the buildings on the plaza are not now multi-story. [Note this is addressed
above with a specific proposal for revision]

2. D-1le Promote energy efficiency and solar access. Site and building design shall emphasize
energy efficiency, and solar orientation and minimize shading of adjacent structures to the
extent feasible, balancing development needs with solar access.

a. We should consider direct sunlight in terms beyond just energy efficiency, especially as
direct sunlight is the basis of many buildings' and yards' existing design and use. The
City's design policies should NOT support new buildings' suddenly cutting off direct
sunlight to neighbors!

3. D-3j: Streamside riparian areas. Policy comment: It should not be possible to just dig a ditch
and then have it become a riparian area that must “be retained in a natural state.” It would
be easy to impede development if this were true.

4. D-7e: Upgrade of non-conforming landscape. This states, “When improvements are made to
structures on sites where landscaping is non-conforming, landscaping should be required to be
upgraded if feasible.” Policy comment: Requiring the “non-conforming” (Who decides what is non-
conforming?) landscaping be upgraded is a barrier to making improvements to structures. Do we
want to impose that requirement?

5. D-1h City edges - Restricting development in surrounding open space lands to very low height, bulk,
and density (minimum parcel size from twenty to sixty acres; ?? maximum structure height, and 50
feet maximum structure length or width visible from Arcata)

a. As with Agricultural zoning, we should discuss and consider what IS (and what shouldn’t be)
allowed in agricultural and resource zones, and since much of that bordering area is beyond
Arcata’s city limits, where zoning is actually controlled by the county, or DESIGN policies should
address structures, lighting, etc, regardless of parcel size. To what extent does prohibiting
massive buildings or many buildings require such large parcel sizes, when “agricultural
processing” or massive greenhouses may still build out Arcata’s “greenbelt”?

6. A question or two: why is former Policy D-2i (Design of signs) deleted? Don’t we want the General
Plan to contain some policy guidance on signs? [Staff: These are too detailed for a general plan
policy. This detail is already included in the zoning ordinance.]

7. Another question: In Policy D-4c (Grading and hillside subdivisions), why are criteria 1 — 7 deleted?
[Staff: These are too detailed for a general plan policy. This detail is already included in the zoning
ordinance.]
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8. Question: In Policy D-5b (single-family residential design on existing lots in hillside areas), why are
criteria 1 — 6 deleted? [Staff: These are too detailed for a general plan policy. This detail is already
included in the zoning ordinance.]

Editorial Comments
1. D-1h, #3: Editorial change: 101 is a U.S. highway, not a state highway.
2. D-3c: Editorial change: 101 is a U.S. highway, not a state highway. This change should be made
throughout the document.

Resource Conservation Element

1.

Climate Action Planning Overview: Suggest changing the last sentence as follows: There is
scientific consensus that significant human-caused greenhouse gas emissions reductions are
needed by-the-mid-21st-century immediately to prevent the most catastrophic effects of
climate change.

General Plan Resource Conservation and Management Element: . It appears that the
Committees have had very significant input to this element already. Presentation to the
Planning Commission of the significant 2022 Forest Management Plan (updating the
1994 plan) would help, as would a direct presentation in conjunction with the Local
Coastal Program (GP Coastal Element) about work of the Wetlands and Streams
Committee (It would help for the Planning Commission to know if those committees
have outstanding issues to this Draft, so we don’t encounter surprises later, including on
issues including the Marsh and its relation with the Wastewater Treatment Plant,
streamside protection, etc.)

Open Space Element

1.

Open Space, General Plan, Biotic resources (General Plan OS-2b, Draft P. 4-7): Address
all aspects of ecosystem: “Development limitations and management for maintenance of
biotic resources and diversity, including aquatic resources and sensitive habitats. Creeks,
marshes, and wetlands are significant components of Arcata’s natural open space system. The
City shall restore and maintain this system for the benefit of tribal members, residents, visitors,
fish, and wildlife, plants, and all healthy ecosystem functions. ”

Vision Statement

1.

“Vision” statement: This is not included online in the list of General Plan elements, yet it is
intended to guide the whole General Plan and all its elements. We should continue to review
the new Vision statement, and amend it to more fully reflect Arcata’s aspirations in the Plan.
The Vision statement and Introduction should also be included in the online General Plan
Update sidebar, preceding the list of plan Elements.

Why? During the single meeting when we finally discussed it, the entire version of the Vision
Statement which grew out of 20 years of our current General Plan was quickly and summarily
discarded, in favor of a new statement developed by a committee operating separately from the
Planning Commission’s process. During the portion of the meeting where we discussed the
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Vision statement, there was some confusion for at least 2 (maybe 3) Commission members as to
which version we were actually discussing. As a result, few of the values listed in Arcata’s
existing plan vision transferred across to the new statement. | believe that several of these
should continue to be explicitly stated in the updated General Plan, and that we should return
to this discussion, including our sessions with the City Council.
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Prior Decisions

Gateway Code
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28) 9.29.050.G. Inclusionary Zoning

. As for in lieu fees, this
would run counter to the desire to have mixed-income neighborhoods and buildings. Requiring
on-site affordable housing is one of the most effective ways to combat gentrification.]

[Staff: While unnecessary because
the Council and the Commission can undertake a review and initiate a code amendment at
any time, there is no reason this could not be added.]
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https://www.meyersnave.com/wp-content/uploads/California-Density-Bonus-Law_2021.pdf
https://www.meyersnave.com/wp-content/uploads/California-Density-Bonus-Law_2021.pdf
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from the 3/27/23 meeting

This is from Appendix D2 from the 3/27/23 meeting
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Land Use
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19) Table LU-4 INDUSTRIAL / PUBLIC FACILITY LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS




1) Table LU-4 INDUSTRIAL / PUBLIC FACILITY LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS
a) Residential uses are allowed in I-L zones, though limited and requiring Use Permits. When we
amend the Land Use Code and its Use Permit standards for residential uses of I-L sites, let’s
think clearly and protectively about what IS allowed there, and who is vulnerable to those
hazards (even in I-L permitted uses).

Ideas for Discussion

Circulation
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[=

Provide a connected multimodal transportation and mobility system which-allewsthat
contributes directly to the safety, health, economic vitality, and quality of life of all
people in Arcata. residents. andefficient travel

B.Recognize that safe mobility is a right of all people in Arcata. The City will adopt

policies and pursue plans that further transportation and mobility equity.

A- Put safety first in all transportation and mobility planning, policies, and projects.\

B.C. Create atransportation system which-providesthat incentivizes a choice of travel modes
and is safe, accessible, comfortable, accommodating, and welcoming to all users.

C.D. Provide for increased use of active and shared transportation modes as alternatives to
the single-occupant vehicle, including walking, rolling, bicycling, public transit,
carpooling/vanpooling, and ridesharing.

D.E. Manage the street and highway system to promote more efficient use of existing
capacities rather than increase the number of travel lanes.

EF. Create a multimodal transportation system which-that will improve the livability of
residential neighborhoods, including use of methods to calm or slow traffic and reduce
through-traffic on local neighborhood streets. JADD statement on varied ability mobility
here]

E.G.  Educate residents, employees, and students about the importance of using alternative
forms of transportation and mobility instead of the single-occupant automobile.

G-H. Pror‘note land use patterns that encourage walking, rolling, bicycling, and public transit

use,

H. Establish a set of curb-fee-based parking prices that are high enough to maintainan
adaniiate ciinnhe of availabla enacacdrive mare artive and shared transnartatinn

Policy Pitch Section
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3) With regard to the Gateway Area, within the Circulation Element:

The draft’s “Proposed Circulation Network” section addresses street and circulation changes City staff
now propose in the draft Gateway Area Plan. Current language is “Additionally, implementation of
mobility improvements within the Gateway Area Plan, including the “K” and “L” Streets couplets, and the 8"
and 9t Street couplets extension, will alleviate traffic congestion within the Gateway and will ensure all
trhasportation modes remain comfortable, convenient, safe, and attractive ...” However, significant
disagreement among Arcatans, is far from resolved, especially about the proposed K/L Street one-

way couplet. | recommend the following:
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3.

7)

Improvements at intersections. Improvements at intersections shall be designed to

allow the safe, comfortable, convenient and accessible use of streets and walkways

for all roadway users.

a) Minor improvements at intersections. Minor projects to improve traffic safety
include redistributing lane allocations and coordination of traffic signals.

The City shall consider developing City-operated traffic signals and signalized
pedestrian crossings to accommodate new or denser land uses, traffic patterns,
and safety concerns, especially Downtown, in the Gateway Area, and in the
Giantuli / Valley West area.

b) E.—Minimize the installation of new traffic signals. New traffic signals shall
be provided erly-in-instanceswhere there is no feasible alternative to relieve a
demonstrated safety problem at an intersection {based endocumented
accidents}). Alternatives which shall be studied prior to signals include

roundabouts or installation and monitoring of all-way stop signs#

| propose the following changes to the section “Functional Classifications of the Street System”:

The Federal Highway Administration’s functional classification system is not a useful tool for guiding

the design of city streets.This system is based on a suburban style of development that assumes

dead-end local cul-de-sacs with houses on them feed into ever larger streets (collectors and
then arterials) whose job is to get the residents of those houses to other places. Even in this

context, the scheme fails, because most commercial destinations are concentrated on collectors

and arterials, creating the deadly “stroad” effect of streets that are designed primarily to move

cars at high speeds but also have lots of destinations and multimodal use for which they are not

designed. In a gridded streets system, such as the one that prevails in much of Arcata, functional

classification makes even less sense. Our city streets all serve multiple purposes - as places for
walking, biking, rolling, driving, and riding from one place to another, but also for accessing our

destinations and even for social gathering. Pretending that access is just for local streets while
others (arterials and collectors) are primarily for moving people quickly around in the city, while

ignoring that all of our streets are in fact lined with destinations that people need to access, is
unhelpful and leads to dangerous designs. It is not a coincidence that traffic collisions in Arcata

are concentrated on the designated arterial streets, which are designed for speed and capacity

rather than for access and safety. We should abandon this inappropriate way of thinking about

our street system.
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https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/design-controls/functional-classification/
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/design-controls/functional-classification/

b) The effect of induced demand is well documented in transportation planning, and is even

referenced in Arcata’s own planning documents. Managing for LOS means adding vehicular
capacity (whether that means adding lanes or making smaller “functional improvements”), but
the principle of induced demand dictates that any resulting reductions in congestion will be
temporary - the street will fill back up with more cars soon. Managing for LOS is just pretending
that induced demand isn’t real, when we know it is. In other words, managing for LOS just
doesn’t work.

Instead of managing for LOS we should be managing to reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) in order to reduce environmental impacts. The State recognized this in 2013 with the
passage of SB 734 which required all environmental studies for proposed projects in the state to
switch from LOS to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the critical measure of a project's impact.
Previously, the state, its local municipalities, and its regional governments had been basing an
assessment of a project's environmental consequences based solely on whether the project
would create congestion. By focusing on VMT instead of LOS, CEQA now puts the planning onus
on the reduction of car trips.

Furthermore, even if we could reduce congestion with engineering projects, it is not
clear if that would really be desirable. Congestion, by definition, slows down traffic, and slower
speeds result in greater safety for all road users. It’s time for Arcata to stop prioritizing the
annoyance of minor delays for drivers over the lives of community members and the
environment. If fully rejecting LOS is out of the questions, other cities, like Seattle, have
reformed their LOS to set specific target rates of transportation modes (e.g., walking, biking,
transit, and driving) rather than solely focusing on driving.



https://www.wired.com/2014/06/wuwt-traffic-induced-demand/
https://usa.streetsblog.org/2013/10/23/the-problem-with-multi-modal-level-of-service/
https://usa.streetsblog.org/2013/10/23/the-problem-with-multi-modal-level-of-service/
https://www.planetizen.com/news/2019/01/102434-level-service-reform-bill-approved-seattle-city-council
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Verify this has been changed.
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See above discussion of LOS and congestion management.
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Public Facilities and Infrastructure
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Guiding Principles and Goals.

A. Provide an adequate, safe, and affordable water supply and delivery system for day-to-
day and emergency needs.

B. Maintain and improve wastewater management systems that will protect water guality
in an affordable manner by updating wastewater technology and reducing wastewater
and stormwater loads that the City must treat. Maintain the Arcata Marsh and Wildlife
Sanctuary as an exemplary model of how natural systems can be effectively and
efficiently used to treat and reclaim wastewater.|

C. Utilize natural systems and processes for managing stormwater with preference for
approaches that reduce stormwater flows to City facilities while also preventing

undesirable flooding.

D. Ad#ance Meet state-mandated waste dwersmn goals set-faﬁth-m-state-mandate;and
the City’s Zero Waste Action Plan. Arcata will strive to become a leader in developing

small d:|t1.f waste reduction programs. -RublmhLadvocatmducmg-sohdmaste-as-tM-ﬂ;;t

E._ Promote lifelong learning by supporting educational facilities and programs at all levels.

The City government will encourage educational institutions to cooperate with the City
to achieve City goals in our shared space.

and Constitutional rights in Arcata’s public sphere, and especially on Crt\r property and
public rights of way, and in any facility that receives City support.

[Staff: This would be supported by staff if the specificity of committees and commission was removed.
All of these policy choices are vetted publicly, and the Council will likely want the ability, not the
requirement, to refer such decisions to committees or the Commission as it chooses.]
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PF2c Protecting, improving, and restoring water quality: Protecting surface and ground
water quality, preventing water pollution, restoring water gquality in waterways and
wetlands within the City and in receiving waters of California and the United States shall
guide design, construction, and operation of the City's water management
infrastructure. The City shall use necessary resources to comply Cempliance with
California Regional Water Quality Control Board wastewater treatment and discharge
standards. The City shall regularly test its wastewater discharges and make necessary
adjustments in treatment processes lavals, to ensure that effluent -t meets California
Regional Water Quality Control Board standards, and of,_The City chall also kean jts

PF-F Maintain the Joint City/ Cal Poly Humboldt State University Wastewater Utilization
Program. Recognize that Cal Poly Humboldt State University faculty and students were

instrumental in the design, testing, and development of the Arcata Marsh and Wildlife
Sanctuary. The City and the University jointly participate in a wastewater utilization
program, which provides ongoing research projects for students and faculty studying
wastewater, stormwater, and water guality issues. The City and University maintain an
five-year agreement to operate the program,swiththe City providing the funding and
Mwm@lmmmmmﬁdus@ The City shall renew
the program with the University when the current agreement ends, and the City should
collaborate with Cal Poly faculty in seeking funds for future research. -aslong as thera

are funds available to0 compansate the Univarciy, |

(Considering the additional burden that Cal Poly's expansion will impose on the City’s treatment system,
directly and indirectly, paying for research into the system's future operation improvements should
be a JOINT funding effort, especially since the environmental and civil engineering focus at the new
Cal Poly should enable the University/City collaborative to seek grants to fund the research. In fact,
the University should probably provide money to the city for this, rather than the other way around!)

objective standards for those design features and BMPs will be defined somewhere in the building or
land use code, or by state standard.)
Other Matters




POLICY PF-4  EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES|

Dbjective. Value Arcata’s educational institutions and facilities
as keys to achieving the high educational standards that will lead to
prosperity and community wellbeing. Enlist schools and the
University in support of Arcata’s future prosperity, and our diverse
and tolerant cultures. Seek the cooperation of Arcata’s educational
institutions to achieve City goals. hdentif-,r student enrollment ARCATA HIGH SCHO
increases, based on the projected future population of the City, and
coordinate with local school {public and private) drstrids,_%Humboldtsm-URMps@,
and other education providers to maintain and improve educational facilities and services.
Coordinate with Cal Poly Humboldt to project demand for City services and facilities based on
anticipated increases in ennllllment and employment. ~while preserving established
community/studant ratios,

PF-4a kmrdination with Arcata, Pacific Union, and Jacoby Creek school districts, the
Northern Humboldt Unified High School District, and with Charter School operators.
The City shall provide demographic information to assist the School Districts and charter
schools in projecting future student enrollments. The City shall encourage the school
districts and charter schools to expand existing schools rather than designating new
sites for this purpose. |
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9. PF-2b: Suggest inserting the bold phrases into the last sentence and rewording slightly to read: The
City acknowledges that it must plan for the possibility of a 1 meter sea level rise by 2050 and shall
ensure ongoing treatment system planning, investments, and mitigations are consistent with this
possible sea level rise, while balancing the City’s existing investments with habitat restoration and
sea level adaptation priorities. [[Discuss with LCP]]

[Staff: This is not the adopted policy of the City and we would not suggest we make it so. The
NOAA guidance eliminated the H++ scenario for the purposes of SLR planning. The H++
predicts up to a meter by 2050. This language needs to be finessed if adopted to reflect
the policy work that has led up to this point]

10. Page 2-76: The Zero Waste Action Plan calls for, “... a goal of achieving 90% landfill diversion by
2027.” Is this realistic? Do we want to continue to claim this? [ES can verify and update the date]

11. Page 2-77: Are we conforming with AB1383? This seems like a huge effort. How will the City do
this? What is the timeline? [have ES provide information on this]

Editorial Suggestions
The “Overview” sections for each set of facilities refer to many management plans. Note that all of these
must presumably be (or be amended to become) consistent with the General Plan.

Editing: Indicate in the element WHEN (the YEAR) each of these plans was adopted or most recently

updated. Readers should know the plan is adopted in 202(4?) so that most recent version is as of now.
As elements are amended in the future, those dates can also be updated.

Format: Avoid text boxes that use less than the full width of a page in a digital version. The “side-by-side”
formatting makes the document difficult to move between digital formats.

Consider adding a section about health care facilities. Even though that may also appear in the “Healthy
City” element (if such a thing will really exist!) it's important to at least mention Mad River Community
Hospital, United Indian Health Center/ Potawot, and Open Door Clinic, since their presence and
development all also have significant land use and service implications.

Revise basicinfo about schools in Arcata according to the editing suggestions I've provided in the MSWord

“track changes” version I’'m submitting attached to the same email as this set of suggestions. My

suggestions are detailed and extensive.

45



The Overview / background about changes in state solid waste diversion policies should be shortened (as
suggested in the “track changes” version I've submitted), remembering that the Plan looks forward
and must still make sense to someone reading it in 2045. The background of increasingly stringent
state regulation should focus on goals that Arcata must reach, and on the idea that Arcata needs to
anticipate more stringent state regulation, and that Arcata can become a small town leader in

progressive waste management.

Public Safety

Policy Pitch
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https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/21/us-police-violence-traffic-stop-data
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2022/apr/21/us-police-violence-traffic-stop-data

(Adopted and Added to conflicts table: The Arcata Police Department shall institute policies and
trainings in order to combat and prevent both systemic as well as overt racism within the
Department.)

see above

15. PS-8d: Sea Level Rise. Suggest inserting the following sentence and phrase shown in bold: “Using
guidance from the State and other climate scientists, the City will plan for a sea level rise of 1
meter in the year 2050. Using this assumption, the City will incorporate consideration....” (Also,
the word “local” in the last sentence has a typo.) [Staff: we recommend against committing to a
specific elevation or set of guidance sources. The science is evolving, and the Council should
commit to adaptation based on adaptive pathways, given latest science and social impact over
time.]

Historic Preservation

Consent




5)

Policy Pitch
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Other Issues

Editorial Comments

Policy H-1a, 4™ line — Delete “and counting”

Policy H-1d and throughout the document in several places — (1) the phrases “review authority”
and “design review authority” must be defined (maybe they are, somewhere else in the
General Plan), (2) need to be consistently lower or upper case; and (3) referred to
consistently as the “review authority,” “Review Authority,” “design review authority” or
Design Review Authority.

If the phrase “review authority” is different than “design review authority,” that needs to be
clarified and defined.

Policy H-1f — change “HSU” to Cal Poly Humboldt

Policy H-2a — needs reformatting

Policy H-2b - change “HSU” to Cal Poly Humboldt; change “noteworthy” to “potentially historic”

Policy H-2d — should be renumbered as H-2c or moved to appropriate location

Policy H-2c - should be renumbered as H-2d or moved to appropriate location

Policy H-3b — needs reformatting

H2-c and H2-d are reversed.

The AP style guide recommends capitalizing the word Indigenous

Design



https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Arcata/#!/LUC/ArcataLUC0970/ArcataLUC0972.html#9.72.040
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Arcata/#!/LUC/ArcataLUC0970/ArcataLUC0972.html#9.72.040







As a point of comparison, Policy D-5a lays out quite specific design criteria for multi-family
residences.

[Staff: this policy has led to disagreements about buildings that meet the code standards for
height and setbacks & etc, but are larger than buildings around them. Development should be
consistent with objective standards. If we wish to transition between smaller buildings and
larger buildings, a standard could be established that no building could be more than say two
stories larger than some percentage of the buildings immediately adjacent to them. This of
course would significantly impact the development potential of our vacant sites, but it would
be an objective standard. Any subjective standard will inevitably lead to disagreements about
how to interpret when a four story building is proposed next to a one story building.]
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D-2b Streetscape design. Future changes
to public street rights-of-way in the
downtown shall fecus-en-impreving

include amenities_such as !non-obstructive street furnitu reL access and safety for
pedestrians;- and bicycles, ardreasenable-andsafewhile maintaining vehicle access.
The following design features should be considered in future improvement projects:

1. Increase the width of sidewalks.

2. Demarcate pedestrian crosswalks with pavement marking or special paving

materials or colors.

Provide or improve bike lanes, where appropriate.

Incorporate street trees in appropriate locations.

5. Use special paving materials or patterns for sidewalks at key locations or
intersections.

6. Provide landscape screening between parking lots and the street, Mith preference
for parking associated with new buildings behind, or away from street frontaggl.

7. Provide shielded and directional street and parking lot lighting thatis-adequate for

safety but that is not overly bright.

Hw

10—Strongly encourage undergrounding of utilities to eliminate poles and overhead
wires. & ) - L )
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Editorial Comments
1. Introduction, Page 2-3, second paragraph under “Assets to health and wellbeing in Arcata” — change
“stoke” to “stroke”
2. Policy H-4a, Page 2-8 — Capitalize “Equity Arcata”

57



3. The policy statement should come FIRST, not last in a policy paragraph.
H-2d Commercial tobacco. The City shall prioritize the need of non-smokers to breath

smoke-free air in public places. Policies should discourage Reduce-the use of
commercial tobacco. Commercial tobacco use is linked to asthma, cancer, )COPD\,
diabetes, tooth loss, heart disease, stroke, and birth outcomes. Fre-Citypshall
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