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STAFF REPORT
September 24, 2018

Project Title: City of Eureka 2040 General Plan

Project Applicant: City of Eureka

Case No.: CITY-12-0005/GP-18-0002

Applicability: Citywide

Project Description: The City of Eureka is proposing to adopt the 2040 General Plan,
which creates a framework to plan for and guide residential and non-residential growth
and conservation in Eureka from the time of adoption until the year 2040. This
framework is based on a set of comprehensive goals and policies that in some instances
continue and in others expand existing land use patterns, while encouraging new growth
in undeveloped and underutilized areas of the City and its Sphere of Influence.

Staff Contact Person: Kristen M. Goetz, Senior Planner, City of Eureka, Development
Services Department, Community Development Division; 531 “K” Street, Eureka, CA
05501-1165; phone: (707) 441-4166, fax: (707) 441-4202, email: kgoetz@ci.eureka.ca.gov

Staff Recommendation and Suggested Motion:

1. Adopt a Resolution transmitting the Planning Commission’s recommendation to
the City Council to:

a. Certify the Environmental Impact Report;

b. Adopt the project findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations;

c. Adopt the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan; and

d. Adopt the implementation programs.

“I move the Planning Commission adopt a Resolution transmitting to the City Council
the Commission’s recommendation to certify the environmental impact report, and to
adopt the project findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City of
Eureka 2040 General Plan and the implementation programs.”

Background: In 2012, the City of Eureka began the process of updating the City’s
General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. California Government Code
Section 65300 et seq. directs that all cities and counties in the state adopt a
comprehensive planning document, called the general plan. The general plan provides
guidance to local government decision-makers regarding the conservation of resources
and the future physical form and character of development for the jurisdiction. The
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General Plan is the official local government statement regarding the extent and types of
development of land and infrastructure that will achieve the community’s physical,
economic, social, and environmental goals. A general plan expresses a city or county’s
goals and articulates its intentions with respect to the rights and expectations of the
general public, property owners, community interest groups, prospective investors, and
business interests. Although the general plan consists of individual sections, or
“elements,” that address specific areas of concern, it also embodies a comprehensive and
integrated planning approach for the jurisdiction.

The current General Plan for the City of Eureka was adopted in February 1997 and has
not been comprehensively updated since its adoption. Some of the data, analyses, and
policies in the 1997 plan do not fully reflect the current conditions or objectives of the
City. As a result, in addition to being required by state law, an update of the General Plan
is necessary to reflect the community’s current vision for accommodating future growth
and providing services within Eureka through 2040. All development projects,
subdivisions, zoning regulations, specific plans, capital improvements, and other related
plans, regulations, and actions are required to be consistent with the 2040 General Plan
upon its adoption.

Over the course of implementation of the General Plan toward its horizon year of 2040,
the City will focus development around the underutilized areas, which will result in
concentrated densification that will be largely driven by an increase in residential, office,
retail, entertainment, and cultural uses.

2040 General Plan Compared to Past General Plans:

Eureka was founded in the 1850s and grew quickly over the next 100 years. By the late
1950s, the vast majority of the large buildings that currently exist in the City had been
built, and the City’s distinct character had been largely established. The City of Eureka
adopted its first General Plan in 1965, with major updates in 1977 and 1997. The
development-related goals and policies of these three past General Plans represented a
departure from the development style that existed in Eureka prior to 1965 and led to new
development that was inconsistent with the City’s previous development patterns. For
instance, all three past General Plans called for Floor Area Ratios and residential densities
that were significantly smaller than buildings from earlier eras. This meant that the City
no longer supported the construction of buildings of the same dimensions or quality as
those that had been built prior to 1965 (such as the Carson Block, the Professional
Building, the Bank of Italy Building, etc.).

The three past General Plans (1965, 1977, and 1997) contained development-related goals
and policies intended to stimulate low-density suburban development patterns, despite
the fact that such development was inconsistent with the patterns that already existed
throughout the City. The 2040 General Plan, on the other hand, supports development
that builds upon Eureka’s historic development patterns and that utilizes greater
intensities and building heights than have been allowed in the past three General Plan
updates. In this way, the 2040 General Plan is a return to Eureka’s roots by encouraging
new development that is of the same scale and density as the development Eureka
experienced prior to the 1960s.
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Some of the major emphases of the 2040 General Plan are improving the City’s quality of
life, incentivizing and stimulating new development, stimulating the City’s economy,
strengthening the City’s role as an economic center for the region, and enhancing its role
as a great place to work and do business. The 2040 General Plan also highlights the
importance of fiscal resiliency and efficiency while working to retain and expand existing
businesses and increase investment in job opportunities in Eureka. To achieve these
goals, the 2040 General Plan is structured to be flexible enough to adapt to changing
conditions, while specific enough to provide predictability and consistency in guiding day-
to-day decision making.

Environmental Impact Report (EIR):

An EIR is an informational document to provide the public and decision-makers with
information on the environmental effects of proposed actions. The EIR evaluates the
direct physical environmental effects that may occur through the implementation of the
City of Eureka 2040 General Plan as well as the indirect physical effects. This is based on
“significance thresholds” adopted or accepted by agencies or by the City that serve as
benchmarks for determining if a component action will result in a significant adverse
environmental impact.

The City of Eureka prepared the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Update Program EIR
(State Clearinghouse #2016102025) in its capacity as lead agency under CEQA and in
compliance with CEQA. The EIR consists of the Notice of Preparation, the Draft EIR
including technical appendices, the Responses to Comments, Final Corrections and
Additions, and the Project Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
Recommending the adoption of the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan.

Planning Commission Role:
An EIR must be certified before the decision-makers can rely on it in deciding whether or

not to approve a project. The Planning Commission’s first role is to make a
recommendation to the City Council on whether to certify the Final Environmental
Impact Report. Certification is appropriate when the document: (1) has been completed
in compliance with CEQA; (2) was presented to decision-makers for consideration prior
to approving the project; and (3) reflects the City’s independent judgment and analysis.
The recommended findings are incorporated by reference into the Planning Commission
resolution in Attachment 1 as set forth in the EIR CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement
of Overriding Considerations in Attachment 2. A summary of the EIR process is
provided in this staff report.

EIR Development Proceedings:

Notice of Preparation

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the City, acting as Lead Agency,
circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the project on October 12, 2016, beginning a
30-day review period. As part of the scoping process, the City prepared a description of
the project, identified proposed project objectives, and identified the potential
environmental issues to be evaluated.

Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Following the Notice of Preparation period, the City prepared the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) evaluating the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan potential direct,
indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts on the following issues:
. Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources
Noise and Vibration
Population, Housing, and Employment
Public Services, Community Facilities, and Utilities
Transportation

The DEIR also analyzed two alternatives to the proposed project: Alternative 1 No Project
Alternative - retains existing General Plan; and Alternative 2 Historic Growth Rate
Alternative - implements the 2040 General Plan, but utilizes the same growth rate
experienced in the City over the last 20 to 30 years. The Historic Growth Rate Alternative
was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative.

The Draft EIR, provided as Attachment 3, was circulated for a 45-day public comment
period beginning May 29, 2018 and ending on July 13, 2018.

Final Environmental Impact Report

The City received comment letters from public agencies and the public regarding the Draft
EIR. The Final EIR responds to the comments received, as required by CEQA. As
prescribed by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, the lead agency (in this case,
the City of Eureka) is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues received
from persons who have reviewed the Draft EIR and to prepare written responses to those
comments. This Final EIR contains individual responses to each comment received
during the public review period for the Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088(c), the written responses describe the disposition of significant
environmental issues raised, and are included in the Final EIR. The City and its
consultants have made a good faith effort to respond in detail to all environmental issues
raised by the comments.

The Final EIR was circulated on September 5, 2018 and all required notifications were
provided pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21092.5). Following the
Planning Commission Public Hearing on September 24, 2018, a public hearing before the
City Council will be held to review the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan and the Final
EIR. The Final EIR is included as Attachment 4.

Project Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
The Project Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in
Attachment 2, are presented for recommendation by the City of Eureka Planning
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Commission as the City’s findings under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.) relating to the Project.

The Findings provide the City’s written analysis and conclusions regarding the General
Plan’s environmental impacts, alternatives to the project, and the overriding
considerations, which justify approval of the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan, despite
environmental effects that cannot be mitigated below a level of significance.

Tribal Consultation

In accordance with Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) and Government Code 69352.3, the City of
Eureka requested a list of Tribal Organization contacts from the Native American
Heritage Commission in December 2014. The City of Eureka extended an invitation to the
Wiyot, Blue Lake Rancheria, and Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria Tribes to
consult on the General Plan Update. All three tribes indicated they would like to consult.
City staff met with representatives of the three tribes on February 14, 2017. Members of
the tribes subsequently provided input on proposed General Plan goals and policies
pertaining to the management and protection of cultural resources.

Findings to Recommend Certification:
Based on the facts and the entire record of the proceedings, the Planning Commission can

make the findings needed to recommend certification of the City of Eureka 2040 General
Plan Environmental Impact Report and adoption of the CEQA Project Findings and
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopt the resolution provided as
Attachment 1.

General Plan (GP)

Planning Commission Role:
The Planning Commission’s second responsibility is to make a recommendation to the

City Council regarding adoption of the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan (Attachment
6) to serve as the City’s General Plan. This recommendation can be made, following
review and consideration by the Planning Commission, by making findings that the City
of Eureka 2040 General Plan is consistent with and reflective of the City’s continuing
goals, policies, actions and intent to adopt a general plan for the physical development of
the City; and the public was provided an opportunity to participate in the development of
the General Plan through public hearings or other means deemed appropriate by the City.
The recommended findings are set forth in Attachment 2 and summarized below in this
staff report.

Objectives:

The following objectives have been established for the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan
and will aid decision makers in their review of the project and associated environmental
impacts.

« Provide a comprehensive update to the City’s General Plan to more effectively address
the issues facing Eureka and to reflect the current values and vision of the community
(see the Preface of the General Plan for the General Plan Vision);
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« Enhance Eureka’s quality of life and enrich its sense of community;

« Support well planned infill projects that build upon Eureka's historic development
patterns and that utilize development intensities and building heights that are in closer
alignment with the City’s pre-1950s history;

» Meet the housing needs of existing and future residents through a variety of housing
types and designs including infill development, higher density products, and mixed use;
« Preserve and enhance existing neighborhoods;

» Promote a vital Core Area with a mix of uses that include retail, office, residential,
entertainment, and cultural uses that attract local residents, regional visitors, and
tourists;

« Provide additional opportunities for industry and employment to strengthen and
diversify the economic base of the City;

« Foster a diverse and resilient local economy friendly to new business investment and
the creation and retention of quality jobs;

« Minimize development regulations, such as parking requirements and other
development standards that unnecessarily complicate development processes.

« Improve mobility and safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles; and

« Accommodate growth that protects important environmental resources, as well as
ensures long term economic sustainability, and equity and social well-being for the
entire community.

General Plan Elements:

The proposed General Plan contains the elements listed below. Those elements marked
with an asterisk (*) are those required by State law. Those not marked with an asterisk
are optional elements that the City has included in the General Plan.

» Land Use*

« Circulation (or Mobility)*

» Housing*

» Conservation*

» Open Space*

» Noise*

« Safety*

« Air Quality and Climate Change*
« Environmental Justice*

» Economy

« Historic and Cultural Preservation
« Arts and Culture

» Agriculture and Timberlands

« Parks and Recreation

« Utilities

« Coastal Land Use Plan

City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Review Proceedings:

Joint City Council and Planning Commission Special Study Sessions were held during the
first four months of 2017. During the study sessions, Staff presented draft Goals and
Policies to the Council and Commission for initial review and comment. Council and
Commission comments, corrections, and additions were incorporated into the Draft
General Plan. Meetings were announced on the City of Eureka General Plan Update

-6-



City of Eureka 2040 General Plan
Case No. CITY-12-0015/GP-18-0002

Website and through the posting of the Special Study Session agendas pursuant to Brown
Act public meeting posting requirements. Agendas and written materials were posted on
the City’s website and linked in the agendas, and following each session, the video
recordings were linked on the website. A public comment period was included at each
meeting. Meeting dates and topics were as follows:

Special Study Session 17-1 - Land Use; Economy
Tuesday, January 10, 2017 - 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

Special Study Session 17-2 - Mobility; Community Services; Arts and Culture; Utilities
Tuesday, January 24, 2017 - 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

Special Study Session 17-3 - Fiscal Model Results and Annexation Discussion
Tuesday, February 21, 2017 - 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Continued to Regular City Council Meeting

Tuesday, February 21, 2017

Special Study Session 17-4 - Land Use Plan; LU Designations Map; LU Descriptions;
Density and Intensity Examples; Community Places Map and Descriptions; Estimated
Development Potential Map and Table; Policy: Land Use [re-visited]

Tuesday, March 7, 2017 - 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Special Study Session 17-5 - Air Quality; Sea Level Rise
Tuesday, March 28, 2017 - 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.

Special Study Session 17-6 - Health/Safety; Seismic/Geo Haz; Flooding; Haz Mat
Emergency Response; Health Care and Homelessness; Housing Element [fyi only]
Tuesday, April 4, 2017 - 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Special Study Session 17-7 - Historic Preservation; Ag/Timberlands; Parks; Noise;
Natural Resources; Open Space
Tuesday, April 25, 2017 - 3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Public Meeting — “Set the Tone for Your Zone”
Tuesday, November 28, 2017 — 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

The Public Review Draft of the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan was made available to
the public on May 29, 2018 along with the Draft EIR. Digital copies of the document were
posted on the City’s website, and hard copies were available for review at the Development
Services Department at City Hall, the Police Department, the Community Center and the
Hermosa Beach Library.

Written comments on the Public Review Draft received by the end of the public comment
period for the Draft EIR on July 13, 2018 were incorporated into the draft GP as
appropriate. Any comments received after that date would be provided to the Planning
Commission and City Council during their review of the City of Eureka 2040 General
Plan.
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Opportunities to provide verbal comments will be available during the public hearing
portion of the following public meetings:
« September 24, 2018 - Planning Commission Special Meeting and Public Hearing
» October 10, 2018 - City Council Special Meeting and Public Hearing

Implementation Programs

The majority of the City’s 2040 General Plan goals and policies will be implemented
through a number of routine actions, regulations, and operations. When a particular
policy is not implemented, or fully implemented through routine procedures, more
specific implementation programs are been created. The Implementation Programs are
included in the General Plan at the end of each section, and are summarized in General
Plan Section 4. A copy of the Implementation Program table is included as Attachment
5.

Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan:

The Local Coastal Program (LCP) is the foundational policy document for areas of the City
located in the coastal zone. It establishes farsighted policy that forms the basis for and
defines the framework by which the City’s physical and economic resources in the coastal
zone are to be developed, managed and utilized. The LCP is divided into two components:
the first component is the Land Use Plan (LUP), which is basically the General Plan in the
coastal zone. It outlines the existing conditions, permitted uses, and policies needed to
achieve the goals of the Coastal Act and includes the general plan land use map. The
second component of the LCP is the Implementation Plan (IP), which includes zoning
regulations and the zoning map for land in the coastal zone, and specific coastal zone
ordinances necessary to implement the policies of the LUP.

The Land Use Plan Element of the General Plan is being prepared under separate cover
and will be adopted at a later time. The City of Eureka 2040 General Plan, when adopted,
will be effective immediately and will apply citywide. However, until the future Local
Coastal Program Land Use Plan update is certified, the current 1997 General and Land
Use Plans will apply within the Coastal zone.

Findings to Recommend Adoption:
Based on the facts and the entire record of the proceedings, the Planning Commission can

make the findings needed to recommend adoption of the City of Eureka 2040 General
Plan and adopt the resolution provided as Attachment 1.

Attachments:

Attachment 1 Planning Commission Resolution on 2040 General Plan ............. page 9
Attachment 2 EIR CEQA Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations..... page 12
Attachment 3 Draft Environmental Impact Report.........cceccueeveviieeciieenciieencieennns page 47
Attachment 4 Final EIR, Comments, Response to Comments, and Errata ......... page 48
Attachment 5 Implementation Programs Table ........cccccceevvveeriiiienniieeniieennieennns page 154
Attachment 6 Draft General Plan...........ccocooviiiiiiiieiieiiiieeccieecceeecee e page 159
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NoO. 2018-

A Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Eureka
recommending the City Council certify the Final Environmental
Impact Report and adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Consideration and adopt the proposed
Eureka 2040 General Plan

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. directs that all
cities and counties in the state adopt a comprehensive planning document, called the
general plan, which provides guidance to local government decision-makers regarding
the conservation of resources and the future physical form and character of
development for the jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the City has been operating under a General Plan adopted in 1997
consisting of General Plan text and a map; and

WHEREAS, in 2012, the City of Eureka began the process of updating the City’s
General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan to bring the plan into
conformance with State law and to make all the elements internally consistent; and

WHEREAS, the Land Use Plan Element of the General Plan is being prepared
under separate cover and will be adopted in the future. The future Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan update is certified, the current 1997 General and Land Use
Plans will apply within the Coastal zone; and

WHEREAS, on June 17, 2014, the City Council of the City of Eureka adopted
City Council Resolution 2014-41 approving and adopting the 2014-2019 Housing
Element, which shall remain in full force and effect; and

WHEREAS, seven joint City Council and Planning Commission Special Study
Sessions were held during the first four months of 2017 to present draft goals and
policies for initial review and comment and each meeting included a public comment
period; and-

WHEREAS, on November 28, 2017, a public meeting entitled “Set the Tone for
your Zone” was held to present the overall concepts of the General Plan and to gather
input and answer questions from the public; and

WHEREAS, the City as Lead Agency determined that the proposed General
Plan was a “Project” under the California Enviornmental Quality Act and that
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was warranted; and

WHEREAS, the City issued a Notice of Preparation on October 12, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the City then prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report,
which was sent to the State Clearinghouse (SCH#2016102025) circulated for a 45-day
public comment period beginning May 29, 2018 and ending on July 13, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the City received comment letters from public agencies and the
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public regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report, and as required by CEQA,
responded to the comments in the Final Environmental Impact Report; and

WHEREAS, as a result of public input and comments received, Staff has
recommended changes to the Draft General Plan as contained in the Final
Enviornmental Impact Report; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission is responsible for reviewing updates to
the General Plan and forwarding a recommendation to the City Council on the adoption;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered
information from a variety of sources, including but not limited to, City staff, outside
agencies, the Draft Environmental Impact Report, and members of the public; and

WHEREAS, public notice was provided as required by law and a public hearing
was held at a special Planning Commission meeting called for the purpose of reviewing
and recommending to City Council the adoption of the 2040 General Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the
City of Eureka that after consideration of text, maps, facts, attachments, testimony, staff
reports, public comments and other evidence submitted in this matter, the Planning
Commission recommends the City Council:

Section 1

Certify the Final Enviornmental Impact Report as presented and adopt the CEQA
Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, Implementation Programs, and
adopt the 2040 General Plan.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the
City of Eureka, County of Humboldt, State of California, on the 24t day of September
2018, by the following vote:

AYES: COMMISSIONERS
NOES: COMMISSIONERS
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS
ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS

Jeff Ragan

Chairman

City of Eureka Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Rob Holmlund, AICP
Director of Development Services
Planning Commission Executive Secretary
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CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
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Draft

CITY OF EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
EIR CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding

Considerations
SCH #2016102025

Prepared for September 2018
City of Eureka

ESA
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Draft

CITY OF EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
EIR CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding

Considerations
SCH #2016102025

Prepared for

City of Eureka

2600 Capitol Avenue
Suite 200

Sacramento, CA 95816
916.564.4500

www.esassoc.com

Bend Oakland San Francisco
Camarillo Orlando Santa Monica
Delray Beach Pasadena Sarasota
Destin Petaluma Seattle

Irvine Portland Sunrise

Los Angeles Sacramento Tampa

Miami San Diego

September 2018

ESA

OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change
and emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a
registered assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a
Climate Leader, and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is
also a corporate member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the
Business Council on Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has
adopted a Sustainability Vision and Policy Statement and a plan to
reduce waste and energy within our operations. This document was
produced using recycled paper.
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CITY OF EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN
UPDATE

EIR CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Considerations

1. Project Description

California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. directs that all cities and counties in the state
adopt a comprehensive planning document, called the general plan. The general plan provides
guidance to local government decision-makers regarding the conservation of resources and the
future physical form and character of development for the jurisdiction. It is the official local
government statement regarding the extent and types of development of land and infrastructure
that will achieve the community’s physical, economic, social, and environmental goals. A general
plan expresses a city’s or county’s goals and articulates its intentions with respect to the rights
and expectations of the general public, property owners, community interest groups, prospective
investors, and business interests. Although the general plan consists of individual sections, or
“elements,” that address specific areas of concern, it also embodies a comprehensive and
integrated planning approach for the jurisdiction.

The current General Plan for the City of Eureka was adopted in February 1997 and has not been
comprehensively updated since its adoption. Some of the data, analyses, and policies in the 1997
plan do not fully reflect the current conditions or objectives of the City. As a result, in addition to
being required by state law, an update of the General Plan is necessary to reflect the community’s
current vision for accommodating future growth and providing services within Eureka through
2040.

Proposed City of Eureka 2040 General Plan

The proposed City of Eureka 2040 General Plan creates a framework to plan for and guide
residential and non-residential growth and conservation in Eureka from now until 2040. This
framework is based on a set of comprehensive goals and policies that in some instances continue
and in others expand the existing land use patterns, while encouraging new growth in
undeveloped and underutilized areas of the City and its Sphere of Influence.

Over the course of implementation of the General Plan toward its horizon year of 2040, it is
envisioned that the City will focus development around the underutilized areas, which would
result in concentrated densification that would be largely driven by an increase in residential,
office, retail, entertainment, and cultural uses.
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1. Project Description

General Plan Objectives

The following objectives have been established for the proposed project and will aid decision
makers in their review of the project and associated environmental impacts.

e Provide a comprehensive update to the City’s General Plan to more effectively address the
issues facing Eureka and to reflect the current values and vision of the community (see the
Preface of the General Plan for the General Plan Vision);

o Enhance Eureka’s quality of life and enrich its sense of community;

e Support well planned infill projects that build upon Eureka's historic development patterns
and that utilize development intensities and building heights that are in closer alignment with
the City’s pre-1950s history;

e Meet the housing needs of existing and future residents through a variety of housing types
and designs including infill development, higher density products, and mixed use;

e Preserve and enhance existing neighborhoods;

e Promote a vital Core Area with a mix of uses that include retail, office, residential,
entertainment, and cultural uses that attract local residents, regional visitors, and tourists;

e Provide additional opportunities for industry and employment to strengthen and diversify the
economic base of the City;

e Foster a diverse and resilient local economy, friendly to new business investment and the
creation and retention of quality jobs;

e Minimize development regulations, such as parking requirements and other development
standards that unnecessarily complicate development processes.

e Improve mobility and safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles; and

e Accommodate growth that protects important environmental resources, as well as ensures
long term economic sustainability, and equity and social well-being for the entire community.

General Plan Elements

The proposed General Plan contains the elements listed below. Those elements marked with an
asterisk (*) are those required by State law. Those not marked with an asterisk are optional
elements that the City has included in the General Plan.

o Land Use* e Open Space*

e Circulation (or Mobility)* e Noise*

e Housing* o Safety*

e Conservation* e Economy

e Historic and Cultural Preservation e Artsand Culture

e Agriculture and Timberlands e Parks and Recreation
e Air Quality and Climate Change* o  Utilities

e Health and Safety

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2 ESA /130261
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1. Project Description

Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations

Proposed land use designations in the Land Use Element of the General Plan are broadly
structured to allow for flexibility in defined land use types, densities, and intensities to account
for change over time. Each land use designation is described in Table 1-1 below, and standards
for building intensities are also provided as an allowable range of residential densities and
nonresidential floor area ratios (FARS) per net acre. These proposed land use designations are
included for the City Limits only.

TABLE 1-1

PROPOSED 2040 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Residential Neighborhoods

Estate Residential
(ER)

Single-family detached homes, accessory dwelling units and limited
agricultural uses on larger lots. Intended to retain a lower density,
rural character compatible with adjacent agriculture, timberland and
open space uses. The City may approve the clustering of ER units to
preserve significant open space resources.

Density:

Up to 4.0 dwelling units
per gross acre; greater
density may be allowed
through a special permit as
provided by the applied
zoning district.

Low Density
Residential (LDR)

Single-family detached and attached homes, accessory dwelling units
and compatible public/quasi-public uses. Intended to be suburban in
character and located in proximity to parks, schools, and public
services. Limited neighborhood serving market-commercial uses may
be allowed where they enhance the quality of life of the neighborhood
and as provided by the applied zoning district.

Density:

Up to one primary unit and
one accessory dwelling
unit per lot; greater density
may be allowed through a
special permit as provided
by the applied zoning
district.

Medium Density
Residential (MDR)

Single-family detached and attached homes, multi-family housing,
accessory dwelling units and compatible public/quasi-public uses.
Intended to compliment the character of adjacent lower density
residential and neighborhood commercial development, and be
located in proximity to parks, schools, public services, and
employment centers. Limited neighborhood serving market-
commercial uses may be allowed where they enhance the quality of
life of the neighborhood and as provided by the applied zoning district.

Density:

Up to 22 dwelling units per
gross acre (equivalent to
maximum of three units on
an average 6,000 square
foot City lot); greater
density may be allowed
through a special permit as
provided by the applied
zoning district.

High Density
Residential (HDR)

Higher density multi-family housing, accessory dwelling units, and
compatible public/quasi-public and related uses. Intended to be urban
in character and located in proximity to commercial and employment
uses, parks, schools, and public services. Limited neighborhood
serving market-commercial uses and limited mixed use development
with residential/neighborhood-serving retail may be allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district.

Density:

Up to 44 dwelling units per
gross acre (equivalent to
maximum of six units on
an average 6,000 square
foot City lot); greater
density may be allowed
through a special permit as
provided by the applied
zoning district.

Commercial, Office, and Mixed Uses

Downtown
Commercial (DC)

Mix of retail, restaurants, lodging, entertainment, cultural, visitor
services, offices, and upper floor residential uses. Applied to the bulk
of the Core Area, which serves as the traditional business and cultural
center for the City. Intended to have a high intensity urban form, retain
and enhance Eureka’s identity and historic character, and promote a
vibrant pedestrian environment. Residential and office uses are
primarily allowed only on upper floors and non-street-facing portions
of buildings, and only as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 6.0 FAR

City of Eureka General Plan Update 3
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1. Project Description

TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)
PROPOSED 2040 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Commercial, Office, and Mixed Uses (cont.)

Neighborhood
Commercial (NC)

Limited-scale convenience retail, restaurants, offices, residential, and
personal services, including pedestrian-oriented neighborhood retail.
Intended to primarily serve nearby neighborhoods, be compatible with
the character and form of adjacent residential uses, support a vibrant
pedestrian environment, and promote short neighborhood-based trips.
Residential and office uses are primarily allowed only on upper floors
and non-street-facing portions of buildings, and only as provided by the
applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Maximum 3.0 FAR

General
Commercial (GC)

Broad variety and scale of retail, office, restaurants, lodging,
entertainment, outdoor sales, large product retail sales, storage,
warehousing, wholesale, and residential uses. Intended to be an
intensive auto- and pedestrian-oriented commercial district primarily
located in or adjacent to highly visible areas, and provide for local,
regional and visitor needs. Residential and office uses are primarily
allowed only on upper floors and non-street-facing portions of
buildings, and only as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Maximum 2.5 FAR

Old Town
Commercial (OC)

Visitor-related retail, restaurants, lodging, entertainment, recreation, and
tourist services, as well as residential and office uses. Intended to
emphasize commercial retail and tourism-related uses, recreation, leisure
activities, hotels, and upper floor office/residential uses. Primarily caters
to local and non-local visitors in historic and multi-story buildings with
pedestrian-scaled storefronts lining the sidewalks. Residential and office
uses are primarily allowed only on upper floors and non-street-facing
portions of buildings, and only as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 5.0 FAR

Bayfront
Commercial (BC)

Visitor-related retail, restaurants, multi-story lodging, entertainment,
recreation, boating, and tourist services, as well as residential, office,
and a mix of coastal and non-coastal dependent uses. Intended to
emphasize commercial retail and tourism-related uses, leisure
activities, hotels, and upper floor office/residential uses along the
bayfront. Primarily caters to local and non-local visitors in multi-story
buildings with pedestrian-scaled storefronts lining the sidewalks,
boardwalk, and waterfront trails. Residential and office uses are
primarily allowed only on upper floors or non-street-facing portions of
buildings, and only as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Maximum 4.0 FAR

Professional Office
(PO)

Customer-serving and non-customer-serving professional offices,
clinics, hospitals, and related retail and services, as well as residential
uses. Also applied to areas with a mix of single-family and multi-family
housing, small scale offices, some converted residential buildings, and
lodging where the intent is to generally retain the character, scale and
form of the residential neighborhood. Intended to provide a mix of office
and residential uses in an environment with a different character and
lower intensity than the mixed-use commercial districts of the City.
Limited commercial uses may be allowed as provided for by the
applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 2.5 FAR

Industrial Uses

Light Industrial (LI)

Lower-intensity manufacturing, assembly, packaging, processing,
wholesaling, warehousing, distribution, research and development and
other employment-generating uses. Intended to be able to operate in
close proximity to commercial and residential uses with minimum
mutual adverse impacts. Small scale retail service uses that support
employees and are incidental to the primary use may be allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district. Office uses and upper floor
residential uses may be allowed as provided by the applied zoning
district.

Intensity:

Maximum 2.0 FAR

City of Eureka General Plan Update 4
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1. Project Description

TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)

PROPOSED 2040 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Industrial Uses (cont.)

General Industrial
()]

Intensive manufacturing, assembly, packaging, processing,
wholesaling, warehousing, distribution, research and development and
other employment generating uses. Generally intended to be located
away from residential, commercial and visitor serving uses due to the
potential to produce loud noise, noxious odors and emissions,
vibrations and high volumes of truck traffic. Retail and service uses that
support employees and are incidental to the primary use may be
allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Maximum 2.0 FAR

Coastal Dependent
Industrial (CDI)

Coastal-dependent and coastal-related manufacturing and processing,
fishing, shipping, marine services, aquaculture, oil and gas facilities
and other uses that must be located on or adjacent to Humboldt Bay in
order to function. Intended to encourage activities related to the
shipping and fishing industries and support those uses given priority by
the California Coastal Act of 1976. Retail and service uses that are
incidental to the primary use, interim non-coastal uses, non-coastal-
dependent uses, and non-coastal-related uses may be allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district. Offices and other non-coastal-
dependent or non-coastal-related uses may be allowed on upper floors
as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Maximum 2.0 FAR

Public/Quasi-Public Uses

Public/Quasi-
Public (PQP)

Public and private institutional uses, government facilities and services,
schools, courts, cemeteries, fairgrounds, airports, marinas and wharves,
and major utility facilities, as well as parks, golf courses and other public
recreational facilities. Intended to be applied to uses and facilities that are
of a size and intensity that warrant an individual land use designation
and/or to accommodate both active/programmable and passive/self-
directed recreational facilities. Retail, service uses, and other uses
determined to have a public benefit and that are incidental to the primary
use may be allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Maximum 4.0 FAR

Open Space and Resource Related Uses

Agriculture (A)

Production of crops, livestock grazing, animal and poultry raising,
apiaries, dairies, stables and associated residences and farmworker
housing. Intended to protect land, including farmed or grazed wetlands,
that is primarily suitable for long-term agricultural and wildlife habitat
uses and to ensure adequate separation from adjacent development.
Compatible commercial and public/quasi-public uses may be allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district.

Density:

Maximum 2 dwelling units
per lot plus farmworker
housing as allowed by the
applied zoning district.

Timberland (T)

Growing, harvesting, and processing of timber and other forest
products, resource management activities, and associated support
uses and residences. Intended to protect land that is primarily suitable
for long-term timber production and compatible resource related uses.
Limited public recreation and agricultural uses may be allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district.

Density:

Maximum 2 dwelling units
per lot.

Natural Resource
(NR)

Protection, enhancement, restoration, management, study, and
passive recreational use of land-based habitats and natural areas.
Intended to protect land that is primarily suitable for permanent habitat
preservation, compatible resource related uses, nature study, and
natural-resource-related recreation. Public access, passive recreation,
active recreation, and visitor-related facilities (such as restrooms,
interpretive centers, trailheads, etc.) may be allowed as provided by the
applied zoning district.

Intensity:

Nature-study-related
buildings/structures may
be constructed at an
intensity determined by
the applied zoning district.

Water
Conservation (WC)

Protection, enhancement, restoration, management, and study of
environmentally sensitive habitat within the estuarine waters of
Humboldt Bay. Intended to protect waters that are primarily suitable for
permanent habitat preservation, compatible resource related uses,
nature study, and natural-resource-related recreation. Public access,
passive recreation, active recreation, boat ramps, commercial fishing,
aquaculture, commercial outdoor recreation, and other compatible uses
may be allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
NA

City of Eureka General Plan Update
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1. Project Description

TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)

PROPOSED 2040 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Open Space and Resource Related Uses (cont.)

Water
Development (WD)

Port, harbor, commercial fishing, recreation and aquaculture related
uses of the estuarine waters of Humboldt Bay. Intended to be carried
out consistent with the City's resource protection policies. Coastal
dependent industrial, incidental public services, recreational use,
nature study, and other compatible uses may be allowed as provided
by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:

NA

Proposed General Plan Land Use Acreages

The acreage of each proposed land use designation within the City limits is shown below in

Table 1-2.
TABLE 1-2
2040 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE ACREAGES

Land Use Designation Acreage
Estate Residential (ER) 46
Low Density Residential (LDR) 2,005
Medium Density Residential (MDR) 340
High Density Residential (HDR) 359
Agricultural (A) 450
Downtown Commercial (DC) 151
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 62
General Commercial (GC) 539
Old Town Commercial (OC) 34
Bayfront Commercial (BC) 69
Professional Office (PO) 143
Light Industrial (LI) 50
General Industrial (GI) 257
Coastal Dependent Industrial (CDI) 72
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 846
Natural Resource (NR) 776
Water Development (WD) 959
Water Conservation (WC) 3,201

General Plan Buildout

Proposed 2040 General Plan land uses have been allocated considering projected future housing
and employment demands. The General Plan provides capacity beyond projected needs in order
to maximize opportunities for new job- and revenue-generating uses, and in recognition that not

all lands will be available for development at a given time.
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1. Project Description

To estimate the amount of new growth that is anticipated to occur within the City over the next
two decades, City staff considered a range of factors, including community desires, physical or
environmental limitations, existing infrastructure constraints, and socioeconomic trends. Based on
this analysis, the City developed the proposed 2040 General Plan Land Use Diagram. The Land
Use Diagram represents the desired type, amount, and arrangement of future land uses within the
City. The land use plan forms the basis for the General Plan policies and the environmental
documentation in the EIR.

Based on current market conditions and growth projections for the region, the City used
density/intensity assumptions and persons per household estimates for new growth that are
expected to occur within the timeframe of the General Plan, consistent with historic growth
patterns and reflecting a foreseeable buildout scenario. Table 1-3 shows how much additional
development could be built under the proposed 2040 General Plan, and corresponding population
growth and employees generated, are also shown in the table.

TABLE 1-3
PROPOSED 2040 GENERAL PLAN DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Anticipated | Anticipated
Incremental | Incremental

Gross Maximum Growth Growth
Land Use Gross |Developable Allowed (Dwelling (Square |Population
Designation Acres? Acres? Density/Intensity | Units)®* Feet)® growth® |Employees®
Residential
(EES:;te Residential 46 41 4.0 or less du/ac 9 NA 21 NA
Low Density 1 primary unit and
Residential (LDR) 2,005 1,436 1 accessory 314 NA 722 NA

dwelling unit per lot

Medium Density

Residential (MDR) 340 222 22.0 or less du/ac 119 NA 224 NA

High Density

Residential (HDR) 359 219 44.0 or less du/ac 130 NA 244 NA

Agricultural (A) 2 or less dwelling

450 71 units per lot 2 NA 5 NA
Commercial, Office, Intensity Based on
and Mixed Use NA NA ity Basec 1,290 NA 2,425 NA
Units? Zoning District

nits

Industrial Use Intensity Based on
Units® NA NA Zoning District 20 NA 37 NA
Public/Quasi-Public Intensity Based on
(PQP) Units NA NA Zoning District 2 NA 5 NA
Total Residential 3,200 1,989 NA 1,886 NA 3,683 NA
Non-Residential
Downtown See
Commercial (DC) 151 7 6.0 FAR NA 283,894 | +Commercial 1,136
Neighborhood . See
Commercial (NC) 62 36 2.5 FAR NA 83,111 ‘Commercil 166
General See
Commercial (GC) 539 447 2.5 FAR NA 406,400 Ucn?tnswngg\l/ael 813
City of Eureka General Plan Update 7 ESA /130261
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1. Project Description

TABLE 1-3 (CONTINUED)
PROPOSED 2040 GENERAL PLAN DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

Anticipated | Anticipated
Incremental | Incremental
Gross Growth Growth
Land Use Gross Developable | Maximum Allowed | (Dwelling (Square Population
Designation Acres? Acres? Density/Intensity Units)3# Feet)? growth® | Employees®
Non-Residential (cont.)
Old Town 34 16 5.0 FAR NA 88,665 “C mercl I 355
H . y ommercial
Commercial (OC) Units” above
Bayfront See
; 69 47 4.0 FAR NA 260,373 “Commercial 521
Commercial (BC) Units” above
Professional Office See
(PO) 143 99 2.5 FAR NA 122,499 “Commercial 245
Units” above
Light Industrial (LI) 50 39 2.0 FAR NA 89,385 NA 89
General Industrial 257 215 2.0 FAR NA 230,679 NA 231
(Gn
Coastal Dependent 72 33 2.0 FAR NA 22,627 NA 23
Industrial (CDI)
Public and Quasi-
Public (PQP) 846 470 4.0 FAR NA 16,261 NA 16
Natural Resource Intensity Based on
(NR) 776 817 Zoning District NA NA NA NA
Water-Development 959 NA NA NA NA NA NA
(WD)
Water-Conservation 3.201 NA NA NA NA NA NA
(We)
Total 7,160 1,796 NA NA 1,603,894 NA 3,595
Non-Residential ' ' AN '
Eureka Total 10,360 3,785 NA 1,886 1,603,894 3,683 3,595
NOTES:
1. The gross acres for each land use designation include all land, both developable and non-developable, that exists within the Eureka city
boundary.

2. The gross developable acres for each land use designation include all developable land that has been calculated for either new
development or redevelopment.

3. The anticipated incremental growth (in terms of dwelling units and non-residential square feet), assumes the new development of
vacant parcels and redevelopment of a select set of already developed parcels that have been identified as suitable for redevelopment.
As the City is largely developed, the amount of undeveloped land is significantly lower than the gross acreage of land designated for
urban uses under the General Plan.

4. The anticipated incremental growth in dwelling units, 1,886 total dwelling units, is consistent with the growth projections identified in the
City of Eureka Community Background Report, which is benchmarked to the 2010 Census total and using the annual average growth
rates projected by the California Department of Finance and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) between 2010 and
2040, in five-year increments.

5. Population growth is calculated based on two factors: 2.3 people per household for single family housing (for Estate Residential, Low
Density Residential, Agricultural, and Public/Quasi-Public); and 1.88 people per household for multifamily housing (for Medium Density
Residential; High Density Residential; Commercial, Office, and Mixed Use Units; and Industrial Use Units).

6. Employee calculations were determined using the following assumptions:

1. 1 employee per 250 square feet for Downtown Commercial and Old Town Commercial.
2. 1 employee per 500 square feet for Neighborhood Commercial, General Commercial, Bayfront Commercial, and Professional Office.
3. 1 employee per 1,000 square feet for Light Industrial, General Industrial, Coastal Dependent Industrial, and Public/Quasi-Public.

7. "Commercial, Office, and Mixed Use Units" includes mixed use housing occurring within the Bayfront Commercial, Downtown
Commercial, General Commercial, Neighborhood Commercial, Old Town Commercial, and Professional Office designations.

8. "Industrial Use Units" includes mixed use housing occurring within the General Industrial and Light Industrial designations.

9. Where applicable, acreages include the Brainard Industrial Area, which is currently undergoing annexation to the City.

SOURCES: ESA, 2018; City of Eureka, 2018.
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2. Findings Required Under CEQA

Buildout of the 2040 General Plan provides for a total increase of up to 1,886 dwelling units
resulting in a population increase of approximately 3,683 residents. The 2040 General Plan also
provides for a total of up to 1.6 million square feet of nonresidential uses.

2. Findings Required Under CEQA

Procedural Findings

The Draft EIR for the City of Eureka’s 2040 General Plan Update (SCH # 2016102025) was
prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed in full compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”),
the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.), and the City of
Eureka environmental guidelines, as follows:

a. A Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was filed with the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) and each responsible and trustee agency and was circulated
for public comments from October 12, 2016 through November 14, 2016.

b. A public notice was distributed notifying the community of a Public Scoping Meeting
scheduled for October 26, 2016.

c. A public scoping meeting was held on October 26, 2016, at the Wharfinger Building, 1
Marina Way, Eureka, California, 95501, to request the public’s input on the scope and
content of the environmental information that should be addressed in the Draft EIR.

d. A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) on October 12, 2016, and to those public
agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the plan, or which exercise
authority over resources that may be affected by the plan, and to other interested parties
and agencies as required by law. The comments of such persons and agencies were
sought.

e. An official 45-day public review and comment period for the Draft EIR was established
by the OPR. The official OPR public comment period began on October 12, 2016 and
ended on November 14, 2016.

f. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was mailed on May 27, 2018 to all
interested groups, organizations, and individuals who had previously requested notice in
writing. The NOA stated that the City of Eureka had completed the Draft EIR and that
copies were available at the City of Eureka Development Services Department, 531 K
Street, Eureka, California, 95501, at the Eureka Main Library, 1313 3" Street, Eureka,
California, 95501, and on the City’s website. The letter also indicated that the official 45-
day public review period for the Draft EIR would begin on May 29, 2018 and would end
onJuly 13, 2018.

g. The NOA and Draft EIR were published on the City’s General Plan Update website
at http://www.eureka2040gpu.com/project_document_library.html.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 9 ESA /130261
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2. Findings Required Under CEQA

h. Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on the Draft EIR
during the comment period, the City’s written responses to the significant environmental
points raised in those comments, and additional information added by the City were
added to the Draft EIR to produce the Final EIR.

i. Planning Commission and City Council Public Hearings are planned for September
and/or October 2018 to inform the public of key analyses and conclusions reached in the
Draft EIR.

j-  The Final EIR was made available for public review and published on the City’s website.

k. Notices were mailed to all agencies that provided comments on the Draft EIR. The notice
sent to each agency included that agency’s comment letter and specific responses to its
comment letter.

I. Incertifying the Final EIR, the City Council would find that the Final EIR does not add
significant new information to the Draft EIR that would require recirculation of the EIR
under CEQA because the Final EIR contains no information revealing (1) any new
significant environmental impact that would result from the proposed plan or from a new
or revised mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in
the severity of a previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible project
alternative or mitigation measures considerably different from others previously analyzed
that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the plan but that was rejected by
the City, or (4) that the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Record of Proceeding

The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Public
Resources Code Section 21167.6. In particular, the following information is incorporated by
reference and made part of the record supporting these findings:

a. The Draft and Final EIR and all documents relied upon or incorporated by reference
therein;

b. The City of Eureka 2040 General Plan to be adopted on October 10, 2018 and all
updates;

c. The Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan to be
certified on October 10, 2018 and all updates;

d. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Adoption of the
Eureka 2040 General Plan Update to be adopted on October 10, 2018 and all updates;

e. Municipal Code of the City of Eureka, as passed through the date of this Resolution;

f. Preferred Land Use Plan, City of Eureka, as provided for in the adopted 2040 General
Plan;
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2. Findings Required Under CEQA

g. All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters, synopses of
meetings, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or prepared by any City
commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to the Projects; and

h. Any other materials required by Public Resources Code Section 21167.6, or other
applicable law, to be included in the record of proceedings.

Findings

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would otherwise occur.
Mitigation measures or alternatives are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible
or where the responsibility for the project lies with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15091, sub. (a), (b).)

Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364
includes another factor: “legal” considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (Goleta Il) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565.)

The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v.
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (City of Del Mar).) “[F]easibility” under
CEQA encompasses “desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Ibid.; see
also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715
(Sequoyah Hills); see also California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177
Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [after weighing “‘economic, environmental, social, and technological
factors’ ... “an agency may conclude that a mitigation measure or alternative is impracticable or
undesirable from a policy standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that ground’”].)

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are identified that are not avoided or
substantially lessened, a public agency may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first
adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency
found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental
effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, sub. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code,
Section 21081, sub. (b).)

In seeking to effectuate the substantive policy of CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid
significant environmental effects to the extent feasible, an agency, in adopting findings, need not
necessarily address the feasibility of both mitigation measures and environmentally superior
alternatives when contemplating approval of a proposed project with significant impacts. Where a
significant impact can be mitigated to an “acceptable” level solely by the adoption of feasible
mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its findings, has no obligation to consider the
feasibility of any environmentally superior alternative that could also substantially lessen or avoid
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2. Findings Required Under CEQA

that same impact — even if the alternative would render the impact less severe than would the
proposed project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83
Cal.App.3d 515, 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the
University of California (““‘Laurel Heights 1”*) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.)

In these Findings, the City first addresses the extent to which each significant environmental
effect can be substantially lessened or avoided through the adoption of feasible mitigation
measures. Only after determining that, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures,
an effect is significant and unavoidable does the City address the extent to which alternatives
described in the EIR are (i) environmentally superior with respect to that effect and (ii) “feasible”
within the meaning of CEQA.

In the Statement of Overriding Considerations found at the end of these Findings, the City
identifies the specific economic, social, and other considerations that, in its judgment, outweigh
the significant environmental effects that the projects will cause.

The California Supreme Court has stated that “[t]he wisdom of approving ... any development
project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound
discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The
law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore
balanced.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta I1) (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553,
564 [276 Cal. Rptr. 410, 801 P.2d 1161].)

In support of its approval of the plan, the City Council’s findings are set forth below for each of
the potentially significant environmental effects and alternatives of the Projects identified in the
EIR pursuant to Section 21080 of CEQA and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact
contained in the Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and
conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the
discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the determination regarding the impacts of the
Projects and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In making these findings, the
City Council ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings the determinations and
conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures except to
the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by
these findings.

As set forth below, City Council finds no mitigation feasible to substantially lessen or avoid the
potentially significant and significant impacts of the Eureka 2040 General Plan Update as
identified in the Final EIR. There is no mitigation proposed in the Final EIR to reduce or
eliminate significant impacts resulting from the General Plan Update, beyond compliance with
standard regulatory requirements and implementation of policies included in the General Plan, to
maintain acceptable standards of significance for each of the environmental settings listed below.
The impact numbers used in these findings reflect the information contained in the Final EIR.
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Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant and Thus Requiring No
Mitigation

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than significant. (Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.)
Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the City Council finds that
implementation of the projects will not result in any significant impacts in the following areas and
that these impact areas, therefore, do not require mitigation.

3.1 Aesthetics

3.1-1: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource or scenic vista.

3.1-2: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the Plan Area or its surroundings.

3.1-3: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not create a new
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area.

3.1-4: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
resource or scenic vista.

3.1-5: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the Plan Area or its surroundings.

3.1-6: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

3.2 Agricultural and Timber Resources

3.2-1: The proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result in conversion of Important
Farmland to non-agricultural use.

3.2-2: The proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with existing zoning for
agriculture, aquaculture-supporting, or timber uses.

3.2-3: The proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with existing zoning for
aquaculture-supporting uses.

3.2-4: The proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with existing zoning for
timber uses.
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3.2-5: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not involve other
changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, aquaculture-supporting uses to non-
aquaculture-supporting uses, or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

3.2-6: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not result in conversion of Important Farmland to
non-agricultural use.

3.2-7: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not involve other
changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of aquaculture-supporting uses to non-aquaculture-supporting uses.

3.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.3-1: Implementation of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

3.3-4: Implementation of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

3.3-5: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

3.3-6: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment.

3.3-7: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

3.4 Biological Resources

3.4-1: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

3.4-2: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and
Wildlife Service.

3.4-3: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.
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3.4-4: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not interfere substantially with the movement
of any 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.

3.4-5: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

3.4-6: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not have a substantial adverse effect on biological
resources.

3.6 Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources and Paleontological Resources

3.6-1: New development under the Eureka 2040 General Plan Update would not directly or
indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction, or landslides.

3.6-2: New developments under the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

3.6-3: New developments under the Eureka 2040 General Plan could 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.

3.6-4: New developments under the Eureka 2040 General Plan Update could be located on
expansive soil, as defined in Section 1803.5.3 of the 2016 California Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property.

3.6-5: New development under the Eureka 2040 General Plan could directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource or site, or unique geologic feature.

3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

3.7-1: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

3.7-2: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not create
hazardous emissions or hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

3.7-3: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan could include a project
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 create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 15 ESA /130261
EIR CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations _33_ Attacharient2 Psye 21



2. Findings Required Under CEQA

3.7-4: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result in a
project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport that would result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the Plan Area.

3.7-5: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

3.7-6: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not 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.

3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality

3.8-1: Buildout of the Eureka General Plan Update would not include development that
could result in a violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.

3.8-2: Buildout of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not include development that would
substantially interfere with groundwater recharge or result in a lowering of the local
groundwater table level.

3.8-3: Buildout of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not include development that would
substantially alter existing drainage patterns or result in an increase in the rate and amount
of localized flooding.

3.8-4: Buildout of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not include development that could
increase the rate and amount of runoff water which could exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff.

3.8-5: Buildout of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would not place housing within a
designated 100-year flood hazard area in a manner that would impede or redirect flood
flows.

3.8-6: Buildout of the Eureka General Plan Update would not expose people or structures to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death from flooding due to levee failure, sea level rise, or
inundation by seiche or tsunami.

3.9 Land Use, Population, and Housing

3.9-1: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not physically
divide an established community.
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3.9-2: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not conflict with
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

3.9-3: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not induce
substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure).

3.9-4: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not displace
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

3.9-5: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development in Humboldt County, would not result in significant impacts
related to land use, population, or housing.

3.10 Noise and Vibration

3.10-1: Construction activities associated with implementation of the Eureka 2040 General
Plan Update would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies or result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.

3.10-2: Stationary noise sources from development within the proposed 2040 General Plan
Update area would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies or result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.

3.10-3: Implementation of the 2040 General Plan Update would not result in exposure of
persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

3.10-4: Transportation activities under the Eureka General Plan Update would not result in
a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project.

3.10-5: Implementation of the Eureka General Plan Update would not expose people
residing or working within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, in the project area to
excessive noise levels.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 17 ESA /130261
EIR CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations _35_ Attacharient2 Psye 23



2. Findings Required Under CEQA

3.10-6: Implementation of the Eureka General Plan Update in combination with regional
growth and traffic conditions would not result in increased traffic noise exposure at existing
and proposed noise-sensitive uses within the City.

3.11 Public Services and Recreation

3.11-1: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered facilities, or create a need
for new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives.

3.11-2: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not 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.

3.11-3: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not result in a cumulative impact on public services
and recreation systems.

3.12 Transportation

3.12-2: The Eureka General Plan Update would not conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways.

3.12-3: Implementation of the 2040 Eureka General Plan Update would not result in a
change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that would result in substantial safety risks.

3.12-4: The Eureka General Plan Update would not substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g.,
farm equipment).

3.12-5: The Eureka General Plan Update would not result in inadequate emergency access.

3.12-6: The Eureka General Plan Update would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease
the performance or safety of such facilities.

3.13 Utilities and Service Systems

3.13-1: Sufficient water supplies from existing entitlements and resources would be
available to serve the Eureka 2040 General Plan, and new or expanded entitlements would
not be needed.
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3.13-2: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not 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.

3.13-3: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the Department of Water Resources or the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

3.13-4: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not 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.

3.13-5: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities that could exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.

3.13-6: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate solid waste disposal needs.

3.13-7: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste.

3.13-8: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy by residential, commercial, industrial, or public uses
associated with increased demand due to anticipated development in the City.

3.13-9: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan, in combination with
other cumulative development, would not result in a cumulative impact on utilities and
service systems.

Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts for which Mitigation
Measures Are Found to Be Infeasible

As set forth in the Draft and Final EIRs for the project, the City found, based on the evidence in
the record before it, that feasible mitigation measures are not available to mitigate the potential
effects of the impacts listed below. The impacts and the facts supporting the finding of
infeasibility of mitigation are set forth below. Notwithstanding the disclosure of these impacts
and the finding of infeasibility, the City Council elects to approve the project due to the
overriding considerations set forth at the conclusion of this document.
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

3.3-2: Implementation of the Eureka 2040 General Plan would violate an air quality
standard and would contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Impact Significance After Mitigation: NCUAQMD rules and regulations and applying the 2040
General Plan policies and standards would reduce construction and/or operational impacts that
might otherwise be greater. Though the General Plan’s contribution to this deficiency would be
small, the analysis conservatively concluded that the operation of the Eureka 2040 General Plan
would have the potential to contribute to the continuing violations of an air quality standard,
specifically, for PM1o emissions, and would therefore be a significant impact. However, there
are no mitigation measures identified that would reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the analysis conservatively concluded that impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

3.3-3: The Eureka 2040 General Plan would result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.

Impact Significance After Mitigation: 2040 General Plan policies and standards would reduce
impacts that might otherwise be greater; However, as discussed under Impact 3.3-2, the Eureka
2040 General Plan would result in an increase in emissions and thus have the potential to violate
an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation,
specifically, for PM1o emissions. Therefore, as described under Impact 3.3-2, the analysis
conservatively concluded that this increase would be cumulative considerable and would be
significant. There are no mitigation measures identified that would reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, the analysis conservatively concluded that impacts would be
significant and unavoidable.

3.5 Cultural and Historic Resources

3.5-1: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5.

Impact Significance after Mitigation. Compliance with 2040 General Plan policies would
ensure that historic buildings are preserved when feasible. However, the policies would not
ultimately prevent the demolition of all historic buildings or structures. The 2040 General Plan
does not propose policies that would absolutely prohibit the demolition of all historic buildings
that could be eligible for state and federal listing, nor can it feasibly do so. Therefore, it is likely
that some existing historic resources will be lost over the life of the General Plan. As provided for in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, such an impact is, by definition, significant. Further, there are
no measures that can fully mitigate the loss of those resources. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s finding
that such an impact would be significant and unavoidable is the only logical and legally
supportable conclusion that can be made.
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3.5-2: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan could cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5 or a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 21074 or could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

Impact Significance After Mitigation. While the policies proposed under the Eureka 2040
General Plan to protect archaeological resources, tribal cultural resources, and human remains are
substantially protective and require projects to identify and mitigate impacts to potential
archaeological resources, tribal cultural resources, and human remains prior to ground
disturbance, there remains the potential for ground-disturbing construction activities to
inadvertently damage or destroy archaeological resources, tribal cultural resources, or human
remains. In addition, many projects undertaken under the 2040 General Plan will be as-of-right,
and in those projects no review relative to archaeological resources is required by the City prior to
issuance of demolition or excavation permits. Because there are no feasible or practical policies
or mitigation measures available to ensure that all archaeological resources, tribal cultural
resources, or human remains are not damaged or destroyed, this impact is considered significant
and unavoidable.

3.12 Transportation

3.12-1: Implementation of the General Plan Update would create an adverse effect with
respect to vehicle miles traveled.

Impact Significance After Mitigation. The proposed 2040 General Plan contains a number of
policies that are aimed towards decreasing per-capita VMT, particularly with respect to provisions
for more efficient transit operations, the increased availability of alternative modes of
transportation (walking, biking, etc.), and implementation of Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) programs and techniques when applicable. The most substantial contributor
to overall VMT reductions would be the proposed land use plan, which provides for increases in
densification, infill development, and provisions for housing and employment within the central
core of the City. Each of these land use characteristics would contribute to an overall decrease in
VMT when compared with more traditional suburban development on the City’s fringes. These
VMT-reduction strategies are generally in line with similar strategies being implemented in other
cities in California, but the effectiveness of those strategies in Eureka is lessened by the existing
development patterns of the area and the continued reliance on automobile travel in this rural
portion of the state. Although the General Plan contains a progressive urban land use plan and
policies that seek to reduce overall VMT, per-capita VMT is projected to decrease only slightly
over the next 20 years, and will certainly not decrease to the 15 percent reduction levels targeted
by OPR in its most recent guidance. As such, the effect on VMT of implementing the proposed
2040 General Plan is likely to be significant and unavoidable.
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Project Alternatives

Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration

In identifying alternatives to the proposed plan, primary consideration was given to alternatives
that could reduce significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the proposed plan while still
obtaining the plan’s objectives. The impacts that are identified as being significant and
unavoidable under the proposed plan are due primarily to developing an area that is currently
undeveloped or intensifying development activity beyond current levels. These impacts would not
be possible to eliminate, but could be reduced, for example, by limiting the scope of the proposed
plan, reconfiguring uses, or implementing mitigation measures.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires an EIR to identify and briefly discuss any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency and rejected from further evaluation. In
identifying alternatives to the proposed project, primary consideration was given to alternatives
that would reduce impacts while still meeting most of the basic project objectives as well as the
City’s planning goals and objectives, such as those articulated in the Eureka 2040 General Plan.
The alternative scenarios that the City considered but rejected are discussed briefly below, along
with the specific reasons they were not evaluated further in this document.

Alternative Location

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) recommends considering an alternative location to
reduce potential impacts of a project. However, the goals and policies of the proposed project are
specific to the geographic context of the City’s 2040 Planning Area. Buildout consistent with the
goals and policies of the proposed project at another location is not feasible for a general plan that
applies to all properties within the City limits and its associated Study Area. Thus, this EIR does
not evaluate an Alternative Location Alternative.

Higher Density/More Housing Units

Many EIRs consider an alternative that considers greater levels of development intensity than a
proposed project. This is usually done to consider the effects of a worst-case scenario. For the
2040 General Plan Update, however, there would be little value to be gained in such an exercise,
since the proposed 2040 General Plan actually provides for a higher level of growth than has been
occurring in recent decades, so the General Plan itself represents a worst case scenario, and
provides for a level of development that is unlikely to be surpassed, given historical trends and
future projections. In addition, alternatives are generally selected to determine if they could lessen
or eliminate the significant impacts that have been identified for a proposed project. Since a
higher intensity of development would only increase the level of identified impacts, evaluating
such a scenario would serve no purpose with respect to potentially lessening effects. For these
reasons, this EIR does not evaluate a Higher Density/More Housing Units alternative.

Expanded City Limits

During the development of the General Plan, the City considered the possibility of annexing
selected unincorporated areas around the City for inclusion into the City of Eureka. These areas
included the Samoa Peninsula, Myrtletown, Fields Landing, Cutten, and several other areas. After
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assessing the fiscal impacts and the feasibility of extending City infrastructure and services into
these areas, it was determined that annexation was not practicable for those areas at this time.
Therefore, this EIR did not evaluate annexations into the City, and such a scenario is not offered
as an alternative.

No Development

The No Development Alternative would prohibit additional future development within the City,
and would hold all aspects of City development to that which was present when preparation of the
EIR began. By stopping all future development, this alternative would lessen or eliminate some of
the significant impacts identified in the EIR for the proposed project. However, while a No
Development Alternative may be an option for an individual development project, eliminating all
future development in the City would not be a realistic or feasible General Plan alternative.
Therefore, the No Development Alternative is not considered further.

Summary of Alternatives Considered

Alternative 1: No Project Alternative

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate and analyze the
environmental impacts of the “No Project” Alternative. Under this alternative current
development patterns are assumed to occur in accordance with the adopted 1997 General Plan
and all current land use regulations would remain in place.

The currently adopted General Plan allows for a full range of urban uses within the City. Under
this alternative, the designated land uses in the City would remain unchanged, the management
and location of the various uses in the City would carry on as they have been, and the City’s
currently adopted development intensities and densities would remain in place.

This alternative would realize few of the project objectives. For example, continuing with the
existing 1997 General Plan would not allow the City to effectively address many of the issues
currently facing Eureka, nor would it provide expanded opportunities for effective infill
development of vacant or underutilized parcels. The No Project Alternative would also not
provide additional opportunities for industry and employment to strengthen and diversify the
economic base of the City. Further, this alternative would not substantially lessen any of the
significant and unavoidable effects that have been identified for the proposed 2040 General Plan
Update, and in some cases would worsen those effects.

Alternative 2: Historic Growth Rate Alternative

This alternative considered the environmental impacts of adopting the 2040 General Plan Update
but projected for and allowed development within the context of the same growth rate
experienced in the City over the last 20 to 30 years. The proposed 2040 General Plan Update
provides for a higher level of growth than has historically occurred during the last 30 years, and
this alternative considered what growth in the City could look like if historical population trends
continue in the same manner as they have since 1990 instead of increasing as envisioned in the
2040 General Plan project analysis.
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the City of Eureka had 27,025 residents in 1990. The
resident population declined to 26,128 residents by the year 2000. This represented a loss of
nearly 900 residents, or 3.3 percent. From 2000 to 2010, the City regained the population lost
during the prior period. During this time, the City grew at a rate of 0.4 percent per year, and
added more than 1,000 new residents. This growth resulted in a total population of 27,191 in
2010. As of 2017, the California Department of Finance (DoF) estimated that the population of
the City was 27,102, and the annual growth rate from the previous year (2016) was 0.9 percent.1

As the above population figures indicate, population growth in the City has been largely flat since
1990. While the population has modestly ebbed and flowed over the decades, the population has
generally hovered around 27,000. The City’s populations in 1990 and 2017, for example, are
nearly identical (27,025 in 1990 and 27,102 in 2017). The rate of population growth in the larger
Humboldt County area during the same period of time has been greater, with growth rates of

6.2 percent between 1990 and 2000, and 6.4 percent between 2000 and 2010. However, the rate
of growth in the County has been trending downwards since 2010, with a total growth of only
1.5 percent between 2010 and 2017. The DoF has projected a downward trend in population in
the County as part of its long term projections through 2060,2 and the County’s recently-adopted
General Plan estimates that peak population in the County will be reached in 2028, with gradual
population declines thereafter.3

In comparison, the City’s proposed 2040 General Plan Update envisions and provides for a
sustained level of growth that could add up to 1,886 new residential units to the City during the
planning period, with a resultant growth in population of 3,683 persons. This would provide for a
total City population of 30,784 in 2040, which is 2,647 more than the City’s peak population of
28,137, which occurred in 1960. The extent to which this additional growth is realized will be
largely dependent upon economic factors, particularly expanded employment opportunities in the
City and in the surrounding area that could attract new residents to the City. While the proposed
2040 General Plan Update would not directly cause this projected growth, it would accommodate
such growth if it did, in fact, occur.

The Historic Growth Rate Alternative would be able to achieve more of the objectives for the
project than the No Project Alternative because it would still allow for many of the same infill and
diversification opportunities as the proposed 2040 General Plan Update, but at a lessor intensity.
This lessor intensity would be a result of fewer people and employers driving potential change in
the City. As such, some of the project objectives would not be realized, or at least not to the same
extent. Thus, the Historic Growth Rate Alternative would be marginally better than the No Project
Alternative in meeting the project objectives, but not as good as the proposed 2040 General Plan
Update project. In addition, this alternative would not substantially lessen any of the significant

1 california Department of Finance. E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State — January 1, 2016
and 2017. http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-1/. Accessed March 27, 2018.

2 california Department of Finance. P-1: State Population Projections (2010-2060): Total Population by County
(1-year increments). http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/projections/. Accessed March 27, 2018.

3 Humboldt County. 2017. Humboldt County General Plan Update Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report.
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3. Statement of Overriding Considerations

and unavoidable effects that have been identified for the proposed 2040 General Plan Update, and
in some cases would worsen those effects.

3. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to Guidelines section 15092, the City Council finds that in approving the project it has
eliminated or substantially lessened all significant and potentially significant effects of the project
on the environment where feasible, as shown in the EIR and described in these Findings. The City
Council further finds that it has balanced the economic, legal, social, technological, and other
benefits of the project against the remaining unavoidable environmental risks in determining
whether to approve the project and has determined that those benefits outweigh the unavoidable
environmental risks and that those risks are acceptable. The City Council makes this statement of
overriding considerations in accordance with section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines in support
of approval of the project.

In the City Council’s judgment, the project and its benefits outweigh its unavoidable significant
effects. The following statement identifies the reasons why, in the City Council’s judgment, the
benefits of the project as approved outweigh its unavoidable significant effects.

Any one of the stated reasons is sufficient to justify approval of the project. Thus, even if a court
were to conclude that not every reason set forth in this Statement is supported by substantial
evidence, the City Council finds that any individual reason is separately sufficient. This
Statement is supported by the substantial evidence set forth in the Draft EIR, Final EIR, the
Findings set forth above, and in the documents contained in the administrative record referenced
above.

1. Achieving the City’s Vision. The 2040 General Plan is a long-range planning document that
establishes a framework for the City to achieve its vision and to grow, evolve and prosper.
The plan establishes a roadmap for the long-term physical, social, and economic future of
Eureka. The plan is structured to be flexible enough to adapt to changing conditions, while
specific enough to provide predictability and consistency in guiding day-to-day decision
making. The 2040 General Plan represents the first comprehensive update since 1997. While
many of the issues facing Eureka remain constant, various conditions, challenges,
opportunities, and legal requirements have changed since the last update. The 2040 General
Plan responds to these changes, allowing today’s residents, businesses and decision makers to
express their thoughts, ideas and aspirations for the future. The General Plan contains a series
of goals, policies and implementation programs that articulate a direction for Eureka’s future
and provide the framework necessary to fulfill the City’s objectives to enhance quality of life,
focus growth inward (including revitalizing the Core Area), meeting the housing needs of
both today’s residents as well as tomorrow’s, protecting the City’s natural resources,
improving mobility, and supporting a robust economy.

While the previous General Plan served the City well since its 1997 adoption, the 2040
General Plan reflects changed conditions and priorities, streamlines development review and
implementation, and addresses new state laws. The 2040 General Plan integrates new
planning concepts endorsed by the City Council, and translates the updated goals and policies
into an implementation strategy (including reviewing and updating regulatory plans,
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ordinances, and processes to be consistent with the General Plan) to ensure that the City’s
vision is implemented.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the project to provide
a policy framework for achieving the City’s vision outweighs its environmental impacts.

2. Enhancing Quality of Life and Enriching Community. The 2040 General Plan includes
goals and policies that create more livable neighborhoods through better access to healthy
foods, improved access to affordable housing, improved community engagement into the
public process, reducing health risks associated with air pollution exposure, improving access
to parks and recreation facilities, and the promotion of physical activities. The 2040 General
Plan includes both Land Use and Circulation diagrams that provide for economic activities
and employment locations, along with adequate housing, parks and recreation, and open
space. The City recognizes that the quality of life in Eureka is dependent on both creating and
preserving attractive buildings, streets, and public spaces that facilitate and enrich the life of
the community, and on creating a compatible and complementary mix of residential,
employment, commercial, and service uses that can sustain a vibrant economy, a healthy
environment, and a creative and social community. Policies to support these uses are
provided in the Land Use Element. The Economy Element provides policies that work
towards improving the City’s quality of life, incentivizing and stimulating new development,
reshaping the City’s economy, and enhancing its role as a great place to work and do
business. This element focuses on policies that provide for business development,
infrastructure, tourism, and on strengthening the City role as an economic center for the
region. Policies also highlight the importance of fiscal resilience and efficiency while
working to retain and expand existing businesses and increasing investment in job
opportunities in Eureka. Policies are included to protect the cultural and historic resources
that make up Eureka’s historic legacy and are part of the community’s unique assets. The
2040 General Plan also provides policies to support the diversity of arts, cultural facilities,
and creative civic environment. Throughout the General Plan, policies support people’s
health and well-being, economic opportunities, housing and transportation needs, community
services, infrastructure, and health and safety.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the plan to improve
residents’ quality of life and enrich the community outweighs its environmental impacts.

3. Focusing Growth Inward. The 2040 General Plan includes goals and policies designed to
support well planned “infill first” development that builds upon Eureka’s historic
development patterns and that utilizes greater intensities and building heights than have been
allowed in the past three general plan updates. The 2040 General Plan envisions (and sets
goals and policies to support) the Core Area expanding its influence as the business and
cultural center of the City, with increased opportunities for tourism and expanded upper floor
residential uses. The plan supports a compact urban form which would radiate from the Core
Area, Employment Areas, Commercial Corridors, and Commercial Centers to make efficient
use of the City’s limited remaining developable lands and to promote walkability and urban
growth.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the plan to focus
growth inward which would result in a more compact and higher density pattern of
development and mix of uses in complementary fashion outweighs its environmental impacts.
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4. Meeting Housing Needs. The 2040 General Plan contains goals and policies designed to
provide for adequate housing and serve those who are homeless. While the Housing Element
is provided under separate cover and is not to be adopted with this plan, many of the other
elements provide the goals and policies needed to continue to serve residents and make
housing available to all who need it, including a Land Use Diagram that provides for a range
of densities and residentially-designated properties throughout the City, expanding the supply
of housing in the Core Area, providing for safe and walkable neighborhoods, and supporting
the neighborhood services every resident needs for their daily life. Goals and policies also
include providing for emergency and interim shelter, low cost housing, mental health
services, and other services for the support of those who are homeless in the community.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the plan to provide
for and protect housing outweighs its environmental impacts.

5. Protect Natural Resources. Approval and implementation of the 2040 General Plan would
protect natural resources, including water resources consisting of rivers, creeks, gulches,
sloughs, and groundwater basins, as well as a diverse ecosystem of plants, animals and
fisheries. Goals and policies are included to protect valuable open space and visual resources
located throughout the City which provide for flood corridors, riparian habitat, groundwater
recharge, and stormwater management. These resources also contribute to Eureka’s unique
character.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the plan to preserve
open space and biological resources and habitats outweighs its environmental impacts.

6. Improving Mobility. The 2040 General Plan continues goals and policies that improve the
mobility and access of both persons and goods throughout the city and the region. It promotes
alternative forms of transportation (e.g., transit, bicycle, pedestrian) in order to reduce vehicle
congestion, parking demand, improve air quality, and facilitate a healthier community. The
2040 General Plan includes a policy shift that maximizes the efficiency of the roadway
network for all transportation modes while minimizing potential negative impacts. The
General Plan Land Use and Mobility elements work together to promote increased
accessibility and use of alternative transportation modes, as well as provide a more
comprehensive design for all modes of transportation. The Mobility element provides goals
and policies that integrate improvements to create more complete streets, and promote
efficient use of streets and highways, connected pedestrian and bicycle paths to encourage the
use of alternative transportation modes, coordinated transit service, adequate parking,
efficient goods movement, and adequate water transportation service.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the plan to reduce
vehicle miles traveled and provide alternative travel options outweighs its environmental
impacts.

7. Supporting Economic Development. The 2040 General Plan provides the framework to
support the future economic health of the City and its residents. Policies throughout the plan
provide for the attraction and retention of businesses, providing housing in proximity to
employment opportunities and major transportation corridors, creating a business-friendly
environment, and enhancing workforce job readiness.

The Land Use Diagram provides sufficient land for a broad range of commercial, office, and
mixed uses to meet the needs of the community and contribute to the City’s economic
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vitality. Policies support the City’s focus on investing and reinvesting in the places that will
attract and keep employers and local businesses, and on providing for a variety of industrial
uses, including coastal dependant industrial. The plan provides for the needs of various
industries by protecting employment-generating uses from encroachment, modifying
development regulations to allow for an expanded healthcare sector, supporting the fishing
industry, and others. The Economy Element provides policies that work towards improving
the City’s quality of life, incentivizing and stimulating new development, reshaping the
City’s economy, and enhancing its role as a great place to work and do business. Policies
provide for business development, infrastructure, tourism, and strengthen the City role as an
economic center for the region.

Policies also highlight the importance of fiscal resilience and efficiency while working to
retain and expand existing businesses and increasing investment in job opportunities in
Eureka.

For the reasons set forth above, the City Council finds that the ability of the plan to support a
strong economy outweighs its environmental impacts.

8. The City Council has considered these benefits and considerations and has considered the
potentially significant unavoidable environmental effects of the plan. The City Council has
determined that the economic, social, technological and other benefits of the plan outweigh
the identified impacts.

The City Council has determined that the plan benefits set forth above override the significant
and unavoidable environmental costs associated with the plan.

The City Council makes this statement of overriding considerations in accordance with
Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines in support of approval of the plan.
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OUR COMMITMENT TO SUSTAINABILITY | ESA helps a variety of
public and private sector clients plan and prepare for climate change and
emerging regulations that limit GHG emissions. ESA is a registered
assessor with the California Climate Action Registry, a Climate Leader,
and founding reporter for the Climate Registry. ESA is also a corporate
member of the U.S. Green Building Council and the Business Council on
Climate Change (BC3). Internally, ESA has adopted a Sustainability Vision
and Policy Statement and a plan to reduce waste and energy within our
operations. This document was produced using recycled paper.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and List of Commenters

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) document includes all agency and public
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR, SCH #2016102025)
for the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Update project (proposed project). Written comments
were received by the City of Eureka during the public comment period from May 29, 2018
through July 13, 2018. This document includes written responses to each comment received on
the Draft EIR. The responses correct, clarify, and amplify text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate,
and these text changes are included in Chapter 3 of this document. These changes do not alter the
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

This Final EIR document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and will be used by the decision-makers during project hearings.

1.2 Organization of the Final EIR

The Final EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters: This chapter summarizes the project under
consideration and describes the contents of the Final EIR. This chapter also contains a list of all
of the agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the Draft EIR during
the public review period.

Chapter 2 — Comments and Responses: This chapter contains the comment letters received on
the Draft EIR, followed by responses to individual comments. Letters are grouped by agencies,
organizations, and individuals, but are otherwise presented in the order in which they were
received. Each comment letter is presented with brackets indicating how the letter has been
divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the letter number
appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, comments in Letter 1 are
numbered 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and so on. Immediately following the letter are responses, each with
binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.

Some comments that were submitted to the City do not pertain to CEQA environmental issues or do
not address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. When a comment does not
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directly pertain to environmental issues analyzed in the Draft EIR, does not ask a question about the
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, expresses an opinion related to the merits of
the project or how it should be implemented, or does not question an element of or conclusion of
the Draft EIR, the response notes the comment and may provide additional information where
appropriate. The intent is to recognize the comment. Many comments express opinions about the
merits or specific aspects of the proposed project and these are included in the Final EIR for
consideration by the decision-makers.

Chapter 3 — Revisions to the Draft EIR: This chapter summarizes refinements and text changes
made to the Draft EIR in response to comments made on the Draft EIR and/or staff-initiated text
changes. Changes to the text of the Draft EIR are shown by either a line through the text that has
been deleted, or is underlined where new text has been inserted. The revisions contain clarification,
amplification, and corrections that have been identified since publication of the Draft EIR. The
text revisions do not result in a change in the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

1.3 Summary of Proposed Project

The proposed project is an update to the City of Eureka’s General Plan. The current General Plan
for the City of Eureka was adopted in February 1997 and has not been comprehensively updated
since its adoption. Some of the data, analyses, and policies in the 1997 plan do not fully reflect
the current conditions or objectives of the City. As a result, in addition to being required by state
law, an update of the General Plan is necessary to reflect the community’s current vision for
accommodating future growth and providing services within Eureka through 2040.

California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. directs that all cities and counties in the state
adopt a comprehensive planning document, called the general plan. The general plan provides
guidance to local government decision-makers regarding the conservation of resources and the
future physical form and character of development for the jurisdiction. It is the official local
government statement regarding the extent and types of development of land and infrastructure
that will achieve the community’s physical, economic, social, and environmental goals. A general
plan expresses a city’s or county’s goals and articulates its intentions with respect to the rights
and expectations of the general public, property owners, community interest groups, prospective
investors, and business interests. Although the general plan consists of individual sections, or
“elements,” that address specific areas of concern, it also embodies a comprehensive and
integrated planning approach for the jurisdiction.

The City of Eureka 2040 General Plan creates a framework to plan for and guide residential and
non-residential growth and conservation in Eureka from now until 2040. This framework is based
on a set of comprehensive goals and policies that expand the existing land use patterns,
encouraging new growth in undeveloped and underutilized areas of the City and its SOIL.

The following objectives have been established for the proposed project and will aid decision
makers in their review of the project and associated environmental impacts.
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e Provide a comprehensive update to the City’s General Plan to more effectively address the
issues facing Eureka and to reflect the current values and vision of the community (see the
Preface of the General Plan for the General Plan Vision);

e Enhance Eureka’s quality of life and enrich its sense of community;

e Support well planned infill projects that build upon Eureka's historic development patterns
and that utilize development intensities and building heights that are in closer alignment with
the City’s pre-1950s history;

e Meet the housing needs of existing and future residents through a variety of housing types
and designs including infill development, higher density products, and mixed use;

e Preserve and enhance existing neighborhoods;

e Promote a vital Core Area with a mix of uses that include retail, office, residential,
entertainment, and cultural uses that attract local residents, regional visitors, and tourists;

e Provide additional opportunities for industry and employment to strengthen and diversify the
economic base of the City;

e Foster a diverse and resilient local economy, friendly to new business investment and the
creation and retention of quality jobs;

e Minimize development regulations, such as parking requirements and other development
standards that unnecessarily complicate development processes;

e Improve mobility and safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles; and

e Accommodate growth that protects important environmental resources, as well as ensures
long term economic sustainability, and equity and social well-being for the entire community.

The proposed General Plan contains the elements listed below. Those elements marked with an
asterisk (¥) are those required by State law. Those not marked with an asterisk are optional
elements that the City has included in the General Plan.

e Land Use* e Open Space*

e Circulation/Mobility* e Noise*

e Housing* e Safety*

e Conservation* e Economy

e Historic and Cultural Preservation e Arts and Culture

e Agriculture and Timberlands e Parks and Recreation
e Air Quality and Climate Change e Utilities

e Health and Safety
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1.4 Required Jurisdictional Approvals

City of Eureka

The 2040 General Plan requires the approval of a number of discretionary actions by the City
Council. According to Sections 15050 and 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City is designated as
the Lead Agency for the project under CEQA. Project implementation would require a series of
interrelated planning and regulatory approvals by the City of Eureka, as Lead Agency.
Specifically, the City is considering taking the following approval actions:

e Certification of the EIR; and

e Adoption of the 2040 General Plan

The Final EIR, along with other applicable documents, including CEQA Findings of Fact and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations, will be reviewed by the Planning Commission and a
recommendation will be made to the City Council regarding Final EIR approval. The City
Council will consider and certify the Final EIR if it is determined to be in compliance with
CEQA. The Final EIR will include any text changes made to the Draft EIR, and responses to
comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period. After or concurrent with
certification of the Final EIR, the City Council will consider the 2040 General Plan for approval.

Other Governmental Agency Approvals

As the Lead Agency and as appropriate under CEQA, the City also intends this EIR to serve as the
CEQA-required environmental documentation for consideration of this project by other
Responsible Agencies and Trustee Agencies which may have limited discretionary authority over
development proposals associated with the project. Under the CEQA Guidelines, the term
“Responsible Agency” includes all public agencies, other than the Lead Agency, which have
discretionary approval power over aspects of the project for which the Lead Agency has prepared
an EIR (Section 15381); and the term “Trustee Agency” means a state agency having jurisdiction
by law over natural resources affected by the project which are held in trust by the people of
California (Section 15386).

While there are no responsible agencies for the adoption of the 2040 General Plan, there are
several potential responsible agencies for the implementation of future development projects
consistent with the General Plan. Those agencies include:

Local Agencies

e Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) — Any Sphere of Influence (SOI)
modifications or annexations associated with the General Plan would be reviewed and
approved by LAFCO.
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Regional and State Agencies

e Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) — Construction projects over one acre require
coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). New point
sources of discharge, including industrial and public facilities, may require individual permits
issued by the RWQCB.

e C(California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) — Transportation improvements identified in
this EIR include facilities operated by Caltrans. Encroachment permits and other approvals may
be required for the implementation of these improvements.

e North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD) — Future development
projects may be subject to review by the NCUAQMD. In the case of “new sources” of criteria
air pollutants, the NCUAQMD may require permits, and act as a responsible agency.

e C(California Coastal Commission (CCC) — Review and approval of development projects within
the Coastal Zone.

Federal Agencies

e Federal agencies, including US Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers
may have jurisdiction over future development projects (those which may impact federally
protected species or jurisdictional waters of the US). For projects affecting the airspace
protection surfaces surrounding Humboldt County airports, the Federal Aviation
Administration may be a reviewing and/or permitting agency. Expenditure of federal funds to
support future development within the scope of the 2040 General Plan (such as housing or
infrastructure projects) may involve other federal agencies not identified here. While the federal
agencies discussed here are identified as potential agencies of jurisdiction with regards to future
development, federal agency actions must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and are therefore not typically considered responsible agencies under CEQA.

1.5 Public Participation and Review

The City of Eureka has complied with all noticing and public review requirements of CEQA. This
compliance included notification of all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups,
organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR was available for review. The following list of
actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR:

e On October 12, 2016, the City sent a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the State Clearinghouse
[SCH No. 2016102025], responsible and trustee government agencies, organizations, and
individuals potentially interested in the project. The NOP requested that agencies with
regulatory authority over any aspect of the project describe that authority and identify
relevant environmental issues that should be addressed in the EIR. Interested members of the
public were also invited to comment. A scoping meeting was held on October 26, 2016.
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e On May 25, 2018, a Notice of Completion (NOC) was filed with the State Clearinghouse to
announce the availability of the Draft EIR. Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the
Clearinghouse and interested agencies following the requirements of CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15085 and 15206. Notices of the Draft EIR’s availability were also distributed to
interested agencies, organizations, and individuals using the same distribution process as

outlined above. An announcement was also posted in a newspaper of general circulation. The
Draft EIR was also published on the City’s website and filed at the County Clerk’s office.
The 45-day public comment period began on May 29, 2018, and ended on July 13, 2018.

1.6

List of Commenters

The City received 13 comment letters or emails during the comment period on the Draft EIR for

the proposed project. The table below indicates the numerical designation for each comment

letter, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter. Letters are grouped by

agencies, organizations, and individuals, but are otherwise presented in the order in which they

were received.

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE EIR

Letter # Entity Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail Date Received

Agencies
California Department of . .

1 Transportation — District 1 Jesse Robertson, Transportation Planning July 9, 2018
Governor’s Office of .

2 Planning and Research Scott Morgan, Director July 10, 2018
North Coast Regional . .

3 Water Quality Control ’S'.y‘."?a Mangelsdorf, Planning and Stewardship ;. 17 5018

ivision

Board
Humboldt County Dana Murguia, Sr. Program Manager

4 Department of Health and June 25, 2018
Human Services Public Health, Healthy Communities
Humboldt County

5 Association of Oona Smith, Senior Planner July 13, 2018
Governments
Humboldt County

6 Department of Public James Tompkins, Associate Civil Engineer July 13, 2018
Works

Organizations

Humboldt Fishermen’s

7 Marketing Association

8 Redwood Community
Action Agency

9 Humboldt Bay Bicycle
Commuters Association

10 Eureka Heritage Society

Coalition for Responsible

" Transportation Priorities

Ken Bates, Vice-President, Board of Directors

Emily Sinkhorn Deputy Director, Natural
Resources Services Division

Rick Knapp, President
Mary Ann McCulloch, President

Colin Fiske, Executive Director

June 17, 2018

July 5, 2018

July 10, 2018
July 11, 2018

July 12, 2018
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE EIR

Letter # Entity Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail Date Received
12 Humboldt Baykeeper Jennifer Kalt, Director July 13, 2018
13 :Environr_nental Protection Tom Wheeler, Executive Director and Staff July 13, 2018
nformation Center (EPIC)  Attorney
Individuals
City of Eureka General Plan Update 1-7 ESA /130261
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CHAPTER 2
Comments and Responses

2.1 Introduction

This section contains the comment letters that were received on the Draft EIR. Following each
comment letter is a response by the City intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information
provided in the Draft EIR or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the document where the
requested information can be found. Comments that are not directly related to environmental
issues may be discussed or noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft EIR are
warranted based upon the comments, those changes are discussed in the response to comments
and also included in Chapter 3, Text Changes to the Draft EIR.

2.2 Master Responses

This section presents a response to issues raised in multiple comments. Rather than responding
individually, this master response has been developed to address such comments
comprehensively. The Master Response number is identified in the individual response to
comments so that reviewers can readily locate all relevant information pertaining to the following
issue of concern.

Master Response 1: Comments Expressing Support or
Opposition to the Proposed General Plan, and Comments
Suggesting Changes to the General Plan and its Polices

A number of comments were received expressing support or opposition to the proposed General
Plan, as well as comments that put forth suggestions for changes to the proposed General Plan and
its policies.

The principal purpose of an EIR is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely
environmental effects of a proposed project. When a Draft EIR is circulated for public review, it is
done so to provide the public with an opportunity to determine if the Draft EIR has adequately
analyzed and disclosed the project’s environmental effects. An EIR is not intended to advocate for
or against a particular action. Instead, it is intended to serve as an impartial analysis that informs the
public and decision makers of the environmental effects that are likely to occur if a project is
implemented.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-1 ESA /130261
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2. Comments and Responses

A number of comments were received that either expressed support or opposition to the General
Plan and its policies, or provided suggestions as to how the General Plan and its policies should be
modified to better meet the goals and desires of the commenters. These types of comments, though
of interest to decision makers, concern the policy content of the General Plan itself, not the
adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Ultimately, these comments
assert the opinion of the commenters as to how the General Plan should be implemented. They do
not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that were not thoroughly analyzed
and disclosed in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, no additional analysis, nor a direct response to these
comments is required. [See Twain Harte Homeowners Ass 'n v. County of Tuolumne (1982) 138
Cal.App.3d 664, 679, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d).] However, the City will take all
General Plan suggestions under advisement, and all comments will be forwarded to the City
Council for consideration. In addition, the City may take proactive action to modify some General
Plan policies in response to public suggestions.

2.3 Individual Responses

This section contains the responses to comments submitted during the public review period.
Commenters on the Draft EIR, their associated agencies, and assigned letter identifications are
listed in the table below. This section presents the comment letters received on the Draft EIR.
Each comment letter received during the public comment period was bracketed to identify
individual topics, and individual responses to those comments are provided. In situations where
the comment issue(s) was identified in multiple letters, a “Master Response” was prepared to
address the general concern, and the response to comment may refer the reader to one of the
Master Responses provided above. If a subject matter of one letter overlaps that of another letter,
the reader may be referred to more than one group of comments and responses to review all
information on a given subject. Where this occurs, cross-references are provided.

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE EIR

Letter # Entity Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail Date Received

Agencies
California Department of . .

1 Transportation — District 1 Jesse Robertson, Transportation Planning July 9, 2018
Governor’s Office of .

2 Planning and Research Scott Morgan, Director July 10, 2018
North Coast Regional . .

3 Water Quality Control Alvada Mangelsdorf, Planning and Stewardship 17, 2018

ivision

Board
Humboldt County Dana Murguia, Sr. Program Manager

4 Department of Health and June 25, 2018
Human Services Public Health, Healthy Communities
Humboldt County

5 Association of Oona Smith, Senior Planner July 12, 2018
Governments
Humboldt County

6 Department of Public James Tompkins, Associate Civil Engineer July 13, 2018
Works
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2. Comments and Responses

COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE EUREKA 2040 GENERAL PLAN UPDATE EIR

Letter # Entity Author(s) of Comment Letter/e-mail Date Received

Organizations
Humboldt Fishermen’s

7 ; o Ken Bates, Vice-President, Board of Directors June 17, 2018
Marketing Association
Redwood Community Emily Sinkhorn Deputy Director, Natural
8 - - A July 5, 2018
Action Agency Resources Services Division
Humboldt Bay Bicycle . .
9 Commuters Association Rick Knapp, President July 10, 2018
10 Eureka Heritage Society Mary Ann McCulloch, President July 11, 2018
11 Coalition for Responsible -y, Ficke Executive Director July 13, 2018
Transportation Priorities
12 Humboldt Baykeeper Jennifer Kalt, Director July 13, 2018
13 Environmental Protection Tom Wheeler, Executive Director and Staff Julv 13. 2018
Information Center (EPIC)  Attorney y e,
Individuals
City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-3 ESA /130261
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Letter 1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 1, P. O. BOX 3700

EUREKA, CA 95502-3700

PHONE (707) 441-4693

FAX (707) 445-6314

Making Conservation

TTY 711 a California Way of Life.
July 9, 2018 1-HUM-Eureka
Eureka 2040 GPU DEIR
SCH# 2016102025

Rob Holmlund, Director
Community Development Services
City of Eureka

531 K Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Holmlund:

Thank you for giving Caltrans the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed City of Eureka
2040 General Plan Update (GPU) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). We offer the following
comments:

2040 General Plan Update

We would like to praise Eureka city staff for promoting innovative and sustainable land uses that help to
promote a more affordable and efficient transportation network.

Because public investment in bicycle and pedestrian facilities can promote private investment, we
encourage the City to consider the potential economic benefits to low income populations and small
business when prioritizing infrastructure investments.

Page 132: Streets and Highways

The definition for “Freeway” is characterized in the by restricted access and the presence of grade-
separated cross traffic more so than the number of travel lanes. Grade separation improves travel time by
eliminating traffic control devices (traffic signals and stop signs) by putting conflicting traffic on separate
alignments, which allows for unimpeded, high-speed travel. Grade separation also eliminates the potential
for high severity collisions (broadsides and head-on collisions). The number of lanes may vary based on
travel demand, which indicative of the number of people dependent upon the facility (or a function of the
population size).

The definition for “Expressway” is characterized by restricted access of the abutting properties but without
having grade-separated intersections. These facility types are efficient at moving large volumes of traffic
at higher speeds due to limited but still present cross traffic.

Freeways, when not congested, are inherently safer than expressways due to the presence of over-
crossings and under-crossings, and with access limited to interchanges. Freeways, and to a lesser extent
expressways, enable long-distance travel with a minimal investment of time.

Page 137: Goods Movement

The City may wish to consider designating specific city streets as routes for truck traffic, including:
e Railroad Ave/Waterfront Drive;
e 6" Street;
e 7% Street; and,

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
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Letter 1

Mr. Rob Holmlund

7/9/18
Page 2 of 4

e Myrtle Avenue.

Page 138: Complete Streets Goals

M-1.1

Page 139: Complete Streets Goals

M-1.9

Page 140: Streets and Highways Goals

M-2.1

Pages 145-146: City-wide Circulation, Parking Supply and Management

M-5

Pages 148-149: Implementation

Imp M-4

Setting goals to develop “Complete Streets” is valuable to remind the public, commissioners,
and councilmembers of the need and benefits of accommodating multiple modes of travel. It
is also a State law, which was passed in 2008 (AB 1358, Leno). For existing streets with
narrow rights of way, it may not be possible to reconstruct streets to accommodate all modes
of travel for all ability levels. Where compromise is needed among competing space for
transportation facilities, we recommend the development of a “layered” transportation network
that distributes a range of facility types across neighborhoods and districts.

Aesthetic design or enhancements have been proposed for State routes within the City of
Eureka (US Route 101, State Route 255). A visual preference survey that was conducted in
November 2017 in conjunction the General Plan Update and the subsequent zoning code
updates or amendments, indicated a preference for street trees or other landscaping within the
Broadway (US 101) corridor. While it is possible for the State to cooperate with the City to
construct landscape strips adjacent to sidewalk areas, the City would need to fund the
installation and maintenance of landscaping and other aesthetic betterments, subject to an
updated maintenance agreement with Caltrans. The City should identify potential revenue
sources that can be dedicated to landscaping or other aesthetic enhancement purposes.

Street classifications are a function of the Federal Highway Administration and are a
determinant for federal funding eligibility. The Caltrans Local Assistance office is responsible
for ensuring that local government agencies adhere to requirements tied to federal
transportation funding.

We suggest that the City consider adding a policy which supports the “unbundling” of parking
costs for multi-family residential developments where existing parking requirements can be
reduced in favor or promoting other modes of travel. “‘Unbundled” parking costs provide
parking to residents or building occupants for an additional price, beyond rents charged
strictly for occupancy. This measure could be employed as a suite of measures employed by
the City for parking management and travel demand management.

In addition to or as part of a Parking Management Program, we suggest that the City consider a Curb
Zone Management Program. Curb space in Core Areas is a valuable public asset, and parking is only
one of the desired uses of this area. Other users/uses of curb zone space could include delivery trucks,
buses, taxis/TNCs, bike parking, bike share, and parklets. i

Because Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is proposed to replace Level of Service (LOS) under
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) for measuring transportation impacts, we
recommend that the City study the applicability of VMT to future City growth and
development. The trip lengths that are used to evaluate project-specific VMT analysis for
CEQA is not limited by jurisdictional boundaries, so we encourage the City to work with the
Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) when evaluating potential regional

applications both to evaluate and to reduce VMT. With support from other local agencies,

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
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Letter 1

Mr. Rob Holmlund
7/9/18
Page 3 of 4

HCAOG may be willing to develop a regional methodology or program as a part of their
annual Overall Work Program.

Draft Environmental Impact Report

The DEIR for the Eureka 2040 General Plan Update identifies a significant and unavoidable effect related
to Vehicle Miles Traveled with the implementation of the General Plan Update. The City may have less
influence over trip origination (home-based trips) than trip destination as the City holds the distinction as
the primary employment center within the County. The City may provide encouragement for employers to
establish travel demand measures to curb VMT for employees.

The California Natural Resources Agency is nearing the end of the formal rulemaking process which will
amend the CEQA Guidelines to maintain consistency with recent legislation, including Senate Bill 743.
Among the anticipated changes include the removal of Level of Service (LOS) as a measure of
transportation impacts. While the City may continue to use LOS for managing the design and operation of
city streets, LOS may no longer be considered a potential impact under CEQA. While Caltrans may
continue to request future operational analyses for encroachment permit projects, we will focus future
CEQA comments on ways to reduce trip lengths, the provision of multi-modal facilities (or “Complete
Streets” facilities), and on facility design elements to ensure the safety of the traveling public.

Future interagency transportation coordination efforts both to reduce trip length (Vehicle Miles Traveled)
and reduce congestion on interregional road corridors and networks can be conducted through the Greater
Eureka Area (GEA) Travel Demand Model forum. Continuous, collaborative engagement in the GEA
Technical Advisory Group is needed to keep the model up-to-date.

Page 3.12.19 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report quotes the Caltrans Director’s Policy 22,
regarding Context Sensitive Solutions. Please note that since the Policy was written, Caltrans has revised
its mission and vision to the following:
e Mission: Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system to enhance
California’s economy and livability;
e Vision: A performance-driven, transparent and accountable organization that values its people,
resources and partners, and meets new challenges through leadership, innovation and teamwork.

3.12.1 Truck Routes

The description of the “Terminal Access” Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) truck route
states that industry standard trucks may be accessed on westbound State Route 299 ““from Iron Mountain
Road near Redding to US [Route] 101 southbound to Eureka”. Please be aware that the entirety of SR 299
is designated an STAA truck route within the State of California. To avoid confusion, we recommend
removing the reference to Iron Mountain Road as it introduces an unnecessary partition of the route.

Errata
o TFigure 3.12-1: (1). The map of street classifications states that Waterfront Drive is a Major
Collector. The classification changes status at H Street and is only true for the portion of
Waterfront Drive west of H Street. Two sections of Waterfront Drive are classified as “Local”
streets. (2). It appears that Figure 3.12-1 also shows Harrison Ave continuing south to Bainbridge,
which is mislabeled as a Major Collector. The southern terminus of Harrison Ave currently ends
at Manzanita Street. Please refer to CRS Map 1D14 for the most up-to-date street classifications.

e The Streets and Highways Policy 3.A.4 refers to the California Traffic Manual, which has been

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
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Letter 1

Mr. Rob Holmlund

7/9/18
Page 4 of 4
7
replaced by California Manual of Uniform Traftic Control Devices (CA MUTCD). cont.
Resources T

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has developed and published a web page
(http://opr.ca.gov/planning/transportation/) with resources for addressing transportation in General Plan
Updates and for CEQA compliance. The City may wish to consider expanding the General Plan Update 8
policies to provide city staff with more targeted approaches for addressing parking demand in Old Town,
improve transportation affordability for city residents, adopt rural travel demand management measures
with the potential to reduce the need for costly infrastructure projects, or to achieve other community goals
and priorities. -+

We look forward to collaborating with the City to implement the 2040 General Plan Update. Please
contact me with questions or for further assistance regarding the above comments at: (707) 441-4693 or by
email at: <jesse.robertson@dot.ca.gov>.

Sincerely,

&j"gg;(\x_

Jesse Robertson
Transportation Planning
Caltrans District 1

c:  State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 1 Jesse Robertson, Transportation Planning, California
Response Department of Transportation — District 1 (Caltrans)

July 9, 2018
1-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master

response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. It should be noted,
however, that the City has proactively revised portions of the General Plan to
incorporate some of the additional information that was provided in the District’s
letter. For instance, the definitions of “Freeways” and Expressways” have been
modified to conform to the District’s definitions. Certain General Plan policies
have also been revised to reflect some of the District’s suggestions. These revisions
can be found in the General Plan itself, or, when those revisions affected text in the
Draft EIR, in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. These revisions do not alter the
conclusions of the Draft EIR, and no additional analysis is required.

1-2 See the response to comment 1-1, above.
1-3 See the response to comment 1-1, above.
1-4 See the response to comment 1-1, above.
1-5 Based on the District’s comment, the referenced information in the Draft EIR has

been revised. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. These revisions do not alter
the conclusions of the Draft EIR, and no additional analysis is required.

1-6 The classifications shown were current as of the date of the General Plan’s
initiation and circulation of the Notice of Preparation. Regardless, the changes
described in the District’s letter are minor in nature, and would not affect the
findings contained in the Draft EIR. As such, no additional analysis is required.

1-7 Policy 3.A.4 is a policy in the City’s existing General Plan, which dates from
1997. This policy will not be a part of the 2040 General Plan, and will no longer
be applicable when adopted.

1-8 See the response to comment 1-1, above.
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EDMUND G. BROWN JR.

GOVERNOR

Letter 2

é\("-a \\\LH'I*
N \h,’G

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

GOVERNGG,
I 3 *
k ﬁ/i‘*

b A
7% oF o POF

KEN ALEX
DIRECTOR

July 10, 2018

w12 B
Rob Holmlund Wt OF
City of Eureka DEPP‘RT N\E\‘I\;LOPMENT
531 K Street UNTY DE
Eureka, CA 95501 welll

Subject: City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Update and Climate Action EIR
SCH#: 2016102025

Dear Rob Holmlund: -

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on July 9, 2018, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the

commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the envirenmental review

process.

Sincerely,

ScottMorgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
1-916-322-2318 FAX 1-916-558-3184 www.opr.ca.gov
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Letter 2

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2016102025 /
Project Title  City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Update and Climate Action EIR
Lead Agency Eureka, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  The project consists of a comprehensive update to the current General Plan for the City of Eureka, as
well as a Climate Action Plan. Buildout of the 2040 General Plan could result in approx. 2,500
additional housing units and 1.2 million sq. ft. of additional non-residential space.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Rob Holmlund
Agency City of Eureka
Phone 707-441-4160 Fax
email
Address 531 K Street
City Eureka State CA  Zip 95501
Project Location
County Humboldt
City Eureka
Region
Lat/Long 40°48'07"N/124° 09" 49" W
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base 1
cont.

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

US 101, SR 255

Murray Field Airport

NCRA(inactive)

Humbeoldt Bay, Eureka Slough, Elk River
Several

Various/Multiple

Project Issues

Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeclogic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption;
Coastal Zone; Economics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic;
Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities:
Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing;
Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish
and Wildlife, Region 1; Cal Fire; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water
Resources; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 1; Office of
Emergency Services, California; Department of Housing and Community Development; Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Region 1; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities
Commission

Date Received

05/25/2018 Start of Review 05/25/2018 End of Review 07/09/2018
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Letter 2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA —CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY d"&" v EDMUND G. BROWN Ir., Governor

LY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ”} ﬁ
DISTRICT 1, P. O. BOX 3700 ’o
EUREKA, CA 95502-3700
PHONE (707) 441-4693

FAX (707) 445-6314 Making Conservation
TTY 711 a California Way of Life.

July 9,2018 1-HUM -Eureka

Eureka 2040 GPU DEIR
' SCH# 2016102025

Rob Holmlund, Director Qovemor's Officeof Planning & Research

Community Development Services ;

City of Eureka JUL 09 2019

531 K Street

el a3l STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

Dear Mr. Holmlund:

Thank you for giving Caltrans the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed City of Eureka
2040 General Plan Update (GPU) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). We offer the following
comments:

2040 General Plan Update

We would like to praise Eureka city staff for promoting innovative and sustainable land uses that help to
promote a more atfordable and efficient transportation network.

Because public investment in bicycle and pedestrian facilities can promote private investment, we
encourage the City to consider the potential economic benefits to low income populations and small
business when prioritizing infrastructure investments.

Page 132: Streets and Highways

The definition for “Freeway” is characterized in the by restricted access and the presence of grade-
separated cross traffic more so than the number of travel lanes. Grade separation improves travel time by
eliminating traffic control devices (traffic signals and stop signs) by putting conflicting traffic on separate
alignments, which allows for unimpeded, high-speed travel. Grade separation also eliminates the potential
for high severity collisions (broadsides and head-on collisions). The number of lanes may vary based on
travel demand, which indicative of the number of people dependent upon the facility (or a function of the
population size).

The definition for “Expressway” is characterized by restricted access of the abutting properties but without
having grade-separated intersections. These facility types are efficient at moving large volumes of traffic
al higher speeds due to limited but still present cross traffic.

Freeways, when not congested, are inherently safer than expressways due to the presence of over-
crossings and under-crossings, and with access limited to interchanges. Freeways, and to a lesser extent
expressways, enable long-distance travel with a minimal investment of time.

Page 137: Goods Movement
The City may wish to consider designating specific city streets as routes for truck traffic, including:
e Railroad Ave/Waterfront Drive;
o 6™ Street;
o 7% Street; and,
Attachment 4-Page 25
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Letter 2

Mr. Rob Holmlund
7/9/18
Page 2 of 4

o Myrtle Avenue.

Page 138: Complete Streets Goals

M-1.1 Setting goals to develop “Complete Streets™ is valuable to remind the public, commissioners,
and councilmembers of the need and benefits of accommodating multiple modes of travel. It
is also a State law, which was passed in 2008 (AB 1358, Leno). For existing streets with
narrow rights of way, it may not be possible to reconstruct streets to accommodate all modes
of travel for all ability levels. Where compromise is needed among competing space for
transportation facilities, we re¢ommend the development of a “layered” transportation network
that distributes a range of facility types across neighborhoods and districts.

Page 139: Complete Streets Goals

M-1.9 Aesthetic design or enhancements have been proposed for State routes within the City of
Eureka (US Route 101, State Route 255). A visual preference survey that was conducted in
November 2017 in conjunction the General Plan Update and the subsequent zoning code
updates or amendments, indicated a preference for street trees or other landscaping within the
Broadway (US 101) corridor. While it is possible for the State to cooperate with the City to
construct [andscape strips adjacent to sidewalk areas, the City would need to fund the
installation and maintenance of landscaping and other aesthetic betterments, subject to an
updated maintenance agreement with Caltrans. The City should identify potential revenue
sources that can be dedicated to landscaping or other aesthetic enhancement purposes.

Page 140: Streets and Highways Goals

M-2.1 Street classifications are a function of the Federal Highway Administration and are a
determinant for federal funding eligibility. The Caltrans Local Assistance office is responsible
for ensuring that local government agencies adhere to requirements tied to federal
transportation funding.

Pages 145-146: City-wide Circulation, Parking Supply and Management
M-3 We suggest that the City consider adding a policy which supports the “unbundling” of parking
costs for multi-family residential developments where existing parking requirements can be
reduced in favor or promoting other modes of travel. “Unbundled™ parking costs provide
parking to residents or building occupants for an additional price, beyond rents charged
strictly for occupancy. This measure could be employed as a suite of measures employed by
the City for parking management and travel demand management.

In addition to or as part of a Parking Management Program, we suggest that the City consider a Curb
Zone Management Program. Curb space in Core Areas is a valuable public asset, and parking is only
one of the desired uses of this area. Other users/uses of curb zone space could include delivery trucks
buses, taxis/TNCs, bike parking, bike share, and parklets.

Pages 148-149: Implementation

Imp M-4  Because Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is proposed to replace Level of Service (LOS) under
CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) for measuring transportation impacts, we
recommend that the City study the applicability of VMT to future City growth and
development. The trip lengths that are used to evaluate project-specific VMT analysis for
CEQA is not limited by jurisdictional boundaries, so we encourage the City to work with the
Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) when evaluating potential regional
applications both to evaluate and to reduce VMT. With support from other local agencies,
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Letter 2

Mr, Rob Holmlund
7/9/18
Page 3 of 4

HCAOG may be willing to develop a regional methodology or program as a part of their
annual Overall Work Program. '

Draft Environmental Impact Report

The DEIR for the Eureka 2040 General Plan Update identifies a significant and unavoidable effect related
to Vehicle Miles Traveled with the implementation of the General Plan Update. The City may have less
influence over trip origination (home-based trips) than trip destination as the City holds the distinction as
the primary employment center within the County. The City may provide encouragement for employers to
establish travel demand measures to curb VMT for employees.

The California Natural Resources Agency is nearing the end of the formal rulemaking process which will
amend the CEQA Guidelines to maintain consistency with recent legislation, including Senate Bill 743.
Among the anticipated changes include the removal of Level of Service (LOS) as a measure of
transportation impacts. While the City may continue to use LOS for managing the design and operation of
city streets, LOS may no longer be considered a potential impact under CEQA. While Caltrans may
continue to request future operational analyses for encroachment permit projects, we will focus future
CEQA comments on ways to reduce trip lengths, the provision of multi-modal facilities (or “Complete
Streets” facilities), and on facility design elements to ensure the safety of the traveling public.

Future interagency transportation coordination efforts both to reduce trip length (Vehicle Miles Traveled)
and reduce congestion on interregional road corridors and networks can be conducted through the Greater
Fureka Area (GEA) Travel Demand Model forum. Continuous, collaborative engagement in the GEA
Technical Advisory Group is needed to keep the model up-to-date.

Page 3.12.19 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report quotes the Caltrans Director’s Policy 22,
regarding Context Sensitive Solutions. Please note that since the Policy was written, Caltrans has revised
its mission and vision to the following:
» Mission: Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system to enhance
California’s economy and livability;
e Vision: A performance-driven, transparent and accountable organization that values its people,
resources and partners, and meets new challenges through leadership, innovation and teamwork.

3.12:1 Truck Routes

The description of the “Terminal Access” Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) truck route
states that industry standard trucks may be accessed on westbound State Route 299 “from Iron Mountain
Road near Redding to US [Route] 101 southbound to Eureka”. Please be aware that the entirety of SR 299
is designated an STAA truck route within the State of California. To avoid confusion, we recommend
removing the reference to Iron Mountain Road as it introduces an unnecessary partition of the route.

Errata
e Figure 3.12-1: (1). The map of street classifications states that Waterfront Drive is a Major
Collector. The classification changes status at H Street and is only true for the portion of
Waterfront Drive west of H Street. Two sections of Waterfront Drive are classified as “Local”
streets. (2). It appears that Figure 3.12-1 also shows Harrison Ave continuing south to Bainbridge,
which is mislabeled as a Major Collector. The southern terminus of Harrison Ave currently ends
at Manzanita Street. Please refer to CRS Map 1D14 for the most up-to-date street classifications.

e The Streets and Highways Policy 3.A.4 refers to the California Traffic Manual, which has been
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replaced by California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD).

Resources

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has developed and published a web page
(http://opr.ca.gov/planning/transportation/) with resources for addressing transportation in General Plan
Updates and for CEQA compliance. The City may wish to consider expanding the General Plan Update
policies to provide city staff with more targeted approaches for addressing parking demand in Old Town,
improve transportation affordability for city residents, adopt rural travel demand management measures
with the potential to reduce the need for costly infrastructure projects, or to achieve other community goals
and priorities.

We look forward to collaborating with the City to implement the 2040 General Plan Update. Please
contact me with questions or for further assistance regarding the above comments at: (707) 441-4693 or by
email at: <jesse.robertson@dot.ca.gov>.

Sincerely,
S S R .
Jesse Robertson

Transportation Planning
Caltrans District 1

c:  State Clearinghouse
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Letter 2 Scott Morgan, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Response Research (OPR)

July 10, 2018
2-1 This letter acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR by the State Clearinghouse, and

indicates that the Clearinghouse circulated the Draft EIR for agency review. The
Clearinghouse also forwarded a comment letter on the General Plan and Draft
EIR from Caltrans District 1. That letter has been responded to in Letter 1 of this
response to comment document. No further response is required.

ity of Eureka General Plan Update -
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SECH FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

July 17,2018

Mr. Rob Holmlund, AICP

City of Eureka, Planning and Zoning
531 K Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Holmlund:

Subject: Comments on the City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Update 2018 DEIR,
SCH No. 2016102025

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for |
the City of Eureka’s 2040 General Plan Update. The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board (Regional Water Board) is a responsible agency with jurisdiction over the quality of
ground and surface waters (including wetlands) and the protection of the beneficial uses of those
waters.

The proposed project consists of a General Plan Update designed to bring the existing Plan into
alignment with current market conditions and growth projections. The project will result in an
increase in the inventory of housing units in the City by up to 1,886 dwelling units and up to
3,683 residents. The 2040 General Plan also provides for a total of up to 1.6 million square feet
of nonresidential uses.

Germane to the statutory responsibilities of the Regional Water Board, specific environmental
information that is prudent to identify in a subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
include impacts to wetlands and waters of the state, biological resources affected, potential
hazardous materials associated with candidate sites, wastewater treatment and disposal,
construction and post-construction storm water Best Management Practices (BMPs), and the
proposed use of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques. Additionally, the Regional Water
Board strongly recommends that the proposed new developments be located within areas
containing existing infrastructure with adequate capacity to accommodate the projected increase
in demand. 1

We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared for the City of Eureka 2040 General ]
Plan Update and offer the following general comments:

Davio M. NoREN, CHAIR MaTTHIAS ST. JOHN, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast

-~

% RECYCLED PAPER
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The following permits may be required for this project:

Construction General Storm Water Permit: Land disturbances on projects of one acre or
more require coverage under the construction general storm water permit. If the land
disturbance will be one acre or more, the owner of the property will need to apply for coverage
under this permit prior to the commencement of activities on-site. This permit requires the
preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that
identifies BMPs to implement and maintain to minimize pollutant discharges from a construction
site. The permit also requires a risk level analysis for the project based on erosion risk and
sensitivity of the receiving waters, inspections of construction sites before and after storm
events, and every 24 hours during extended storm events, storm event monitoring, and
electronic document and data submittal. The permit requires the use of Low Impact
Development to treat post-construction storm water runoff from impervious surfaces.

Owners may find the permit at:

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/construction.html

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) or a Conditional Waiver of WDRs: Under authority
of the California Water Code, the Regional Water Board may issue WDRs for any project which
discharges or threatens to discharge waste to waters of the state. Projects that impact waters of
the state (including discharges of post-construction storm water runoff, grading activities within
stream courses or wetlands, and removal of riparian vegetation in some cases) require
permitting by the Regional Water Board.

Where projects involve the repair and installation of new and replacement onsite wastewater
treatment systems (also known as septic systems or OWTS), the OWTS must meet the minimum
standards contained in Tier 1 of the statewide Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design,
Operation, and Maintenance of Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS Policy), or an
alternate standard provided by a Local Agency Management Program (LAMP), if the local agency
has an approved LAMP.

The Regional Water Board approved the Humboldt County LAMP on February 8, 2018. The
approval authorizes the County to regulate OWTS with projected wastewater flows up to 10,000
gallons per day. For OWTS with projected wastewater flows greater than 10,000 gallons per day
or for OWTS that receive high strength wastewater from a commercial service building, project
proponents are required to submit a report of waste discharge (Form 200) to the Regional Water
Board for possible establishment of waste discharge requirements.

The Form 200/application for waste discharge requirements can be downloaded at
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/publications forms/forms/docs/form200.pdf

Water Quality Certification (401 Certification): Permits must be issued for activities resulting
in dredge or fill within waters of the United States. All projects must be evaluated for the
presence of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the state. Destruction of or impacts to
these waters should be avoided. Under the Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404, disturbing
wetlands requires a permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and a state
401 permit. To determine whether wetlands may be present on any proposed construction site,
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please contact Kasey Sirkin of ACOE at (707) 443-0855. If wetlands are present, please contact

Stephen Bargsten from our office at (707) 576-2653 for a 401 Permit or other permit action.

In addition to the preceding general comments, Regional Water Board staff has the following
specific comments on the draft City of Eureka 2040 General Plan Update:

1.

Goal U-2.7 (p. 3.3-39) Best Management Practices to reduce waste water flows to waste water:
treatment plant - The use of waterless toilets, composting toilets, and the like will require a
revision to Humboldt County’s LAMP, which Regional Water Board staff understands applies
to OWTS within the City boundaries, or development and approval of LAMP specifically for
the City of Eureka. Also, Goal U-2.7 appears to conflict with Goal U-2.5, which prohibits
alternative wastewater treatment and disposal systems.

Goal U-4.4 (p. 3.3-39)- Composting operations may require permitting under statewide
Composting General Waste Discharge Requirements, State Water Resources Control Board
Order WQ 2015-0121-DWQ, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Composting
Operations.

Policy 6.A.3 (p. 3.4-33) - The Regional Water Board supports water recycling/reuse of
wastewater to reduce treated wastewater discharges to surface water.

Policy 7.A.9 (p. 3.6-20), Policy HS-1.6 (p. 3.6-26) - Regional Water Board strongly
recommends that the City develop an Emergency Response Plan to ensure water supply and
delivery and wastewater treatment and disposal in case of damage to these assets from
seismic events, sea-level rise, and other disasters.

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality (Sea Level Rise, p.3.8-8) — The General Plan should
acknowledge that, as a condition of the City’s NPDES permit, Waste Discharge Requirements
Order No. R1-2016-0001 (NPDES Permit No. CA0024449, the City of Eureka is required to
prepare and submit a Climate Change Readiness Study Plan by July 1, 2020. Order No.
R1-2016-0001 requires the City to “(1) conduct an assessment of the wastewater treatment
facility, operations, collection and discharge systems to determine areas of short and long-
term vulnerabilities related to climate change, (2) identify control measures needed to
protect, improve, and maintain wastewater infrastructure, waste discharge compliance, and
receiving water quality under changing climate conditions, and (3) develop a schedule to
implement necessary control measures. Control measures shall include, but are not limited
to, emergency procedures, contingency plans, alarm/notification systems, training, backup
power and equipment, and the need for planned mitigations to ameliorate climate-induced
impacts such as changing influent and receiving water quality and conditions, as well as the
impact of rising sea level, storm surges and back-to-back severe storms that are expected to
become more frequent.”

NR-1.7 Groundwater Protection (p. 3.8-20) - This Policy indicates that the City is regulating
the use of septic systems or OWTS. If the City intends to regulate OWTS within its
jurisdiction, it must develop and submit to the Regional Water Board a Tier 2 LAMP, or
regulate OWTS in compliance with Tier 1 of statewide OWTS Policy.

1 cont.
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Goal U-2.5 Onsite Sewage Treatment (p. 3.8-21) - Regional Water Board generally
discourages disposal of industrial waste to septic systems, even with pretreatment of the
waste. Regional Water Board staff recommends connection of industrial wastewater systems
to municipal sanitary sewer systems. Where non-domestic wastewater is discharged to a
septic system, the owner of the septic system must submit a report of waste discharge for
possible establishment of waste discharge requirements for the discharge.

Goal U-2.7 Best Management Practices (p. 3.8-21) - This Policy appears to encourage
alternative wastewater treatment systems, such as waterless toilets and composting toilets.
Use of waterless toilets, composting toilets, and the like will require change to Humboldt
County LAMP or development and approval of LAMP for the City of Eureka. Goal U-2.7
appears to conflict with Goal U-2.5, which prohibits alternative wastewater treatment and
disposal systems.

California Department of Public Health (p. 3.13-10) - This section is outdated. Enforcement
authority and regulatory oversight of the state’s Safe Drinking Water Program was
transferred from CDPH to the State Water Resources Control Board in 2014. The General
Plan should be updated to acknowledge this change. For details, see the State Water Board

webpage at https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking water/safedrinkingwaterplan/.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Chuck Striplen at (707) 576-2689 or
Charles.Striplen@waterboards.ca.gov.

For additional questions, please contact:

Storm Water: Brendon Thompson, (707) 576-2699 or
Brendan.Thompson@waterboards.ca.gov

Water Quality Certification: Stephen Bargsten, (707) 576-2653 or
Stephen.Bargsten@waterboards.ca.gov

Waste Discharge Requirements: Rachel Prat, (707) 576-2542 or
Rachel.Prat@waterboards.ca.gov

Sincerely,

%j” - /géo%/bgf_

Alydda Mangelsdorf, Chief
Planning and Stewardship Division

180717_AM_er_CityofEurcka_CEQA_Ltr

CC:

Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812
Re: SCH No. 2016102025
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Letter 3 Alydda Mangelsdorf, Planning and Stewardship Division North
Response Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NC RWQCB)

July 17, 2018
3-1 This comment provides an overview of the proposed General Plan and the

Board’s statutory responsibilities concerning management of water quality. This
aspect of the comment raises no new environmental concerns that have not
already been adequately analyzed and disclosed in the EIR, so no further
response to this aspect of the comment is required (see Master Response No. 1 in
Section 2.2 of this chapter). The comment additionally suggests that future
development that is carried out as part of the General Plan’s implementation be
located in areas containing existing and adequate infrastructure. This comment
reflects the opinion of the Board as to how the General Plan should be
implemented, and no further response is required. However, the City would like
to take this opportunity to state that a principal component of the General Plan is
the encouragement of infill development in areas that already contain adequate
infrastructure. As such, the Board’s expressed concern will be addressed by the
land use plan and the policies already contained within the General Plan.

3-2 This comment outlines the statutory and regulatory requirements that would have
to be met as part of the General Plan’s implementation. Each of the regulations,
permits, or other requirements listed in the Board’s comment were presented and
described in the various topical discussions of the EIR, particularly Sections 3.1
Biological Resources; 3.6 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources; 3.8
Hydrology and Water Quality; and 3.13 Utilities and Service Systems. Therefore,
the comment does not raise any new environmental concerns that have not
already been adequately analyzed and disclosed in the EIR, so no further
response to the comment is required (see Master Response No. 1 in Section 2.2
of this chapter).

3-3 This comment raises various points concerning the General Plan’s
implementation: 1) the comment presents additional information as to the
regulatory requirements that could be associated with aspects of the General
Plan’s implementation; 2) the comment indicates the Board’s support for various
policies within the General Plan; and 3) the comment provides suggestions
concerning the General Plan’s implementation or suggestions for revision of
various General Plan policies. The comment does not raise any new
environmental concerns that have not already been adequately analyzed and
disclosed in the EIR, and no further response is required (see Master Response
No. 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter).

3-4 The City appreciates the Board’s pointing out this outdated information on Page
3.13-10 of the Draft EIR. The relevant information has been updated, as
described in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-20 ESA /130261
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From: Luke Evans

Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 10:59 AM
To: Luke Evans

Subject: FW: GPU Language

From: Murguia, Dana [mailto:DMurguia@co.humboldt.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 2:00 PM

To: Rob Holmlund <rholmlund@ci.eureka.ca.gov>

Cc: Nelson, Sarah <SNelson@co.humboldt.ca.us>

Subject: GPU Language

Hello, Rob:

I wanted to ask you if there is still time to make a mini-change to the language of the
GPU. It would be the highlighted text below.

Is this a possibility?
“HS-5.2 Education for Healthy Communities.

Promote opportunities for health education and awareness throughout the City,
emphasizing the importance of not smoking, regular exercise, walking, nutrition, and
regular check-ups as a preventive measure against cardiovascular and other diseases.
(PI)”

Thanks so much!

In Partnership,

Dana

Dana Murguia, MBA

Sr. Program Manager

Public Health, Healthy Communities

Phone: (707) 441-5086

BlackBerry: (707) 296-8295

dmurguia@co.humboldt.ca.us

CLICK Here » Healthy Communities Programs & Services

GH‘L'\I ™,
CondododeHumboict gp 1,)
Dep{}ﬁ@m@ﬂTO::-:: y éﬁ,—f '55..5
SOIUd&SeMCiDS - -~ 5 I
Humanos. o 3, i 8
M Accrio™
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the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received
this email in error please notify the sender. This message contains confidential
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify
the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and
delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are
notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the
contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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Letter 4
Response

Dana Murguia, Senior Program Manager for Public Health,
Healthy Communities, Humboldt County Department of Health
and Human Services

June 25, 2018

4-1

This comment presents a suggestion for revisions to one of the General Plan’s
policies. The comment addresses the policy content of the General Plan itself, and
does not raise any concerns about the adequacy of the environmental analysis
presented in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, no additional analysis is required (please
see Master Response No. 1 in Chapter 2.2 of this Final EIR). However, in response
to the Department’s suggestion, Policy HS-5.2 has been revised to incorporate the
requested revision. This revision can be found in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. The
revision does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, and no additional
analysis is required.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-23 ESA /130261
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July 12,2018

Attn: General Plan Update
Development Services Department

City of Eureka

531 K Street

Eureka, CA 95501

c/o generalplanupdate@ci.eureka.ca.gov

Dear Ms. Kristen Goetz,

The Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG), in its
capacity as the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA) for Humboldt County, has the duty to guide the development
of a safe, efficient, coordinated, balanced regional transportation
system. In that capacity, HCAOG is pleased to review the City of
Eureka’s draft 2040 General Plan, and associated Draft EIR, for
consistency and coordination with the goals of the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP).

HCAOG?’s Regional Transportation Plan—Variety in Rural Options of
Mobility, or VROOM, is the primary policy and planning document
that HCAOG uses to identify specific actions that will address the
region’s needs for connectivity, mobility, accessibility, and goods
movement. (VROOM is a 20-year plan, which HCAOG last updated
and adopted in December 2018.)

[ have read “Our Vision” in the draft 2040 General Plan, and Chapter
3 “Goals and Policies” for Land Use, Air Quality and Climate Change,
and Mobility. In these elements the 2040 General Plan promotes land
use and transportation planning strategies to improve multi-modal
balance, access to active transportation and transit, and use of existing
infrastructure investments, away from car-centric land use patterns
which tend to foster sprawl, single-occupancy vehicle trips, and
greenhouse gas emissions. The proposed policies align with VROOM
policies, which are meant to achieve (six objectives) balanced mode
share/complete streets, economic vitality, efficient and viable
transportation systems, environmental stewardship, equitable and
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sustainable use of resources, and safety. Overall, the Land Use, Air Quality and Climate Change,
and Mobility Elements support these regional objectives and do not propose policies that directly
conflict with them.

Below are my comments on specific policies in the draft 2040 General Plan.

(1) Lu ' stin ildir Limit adverse impacts to existing sites caused by
requnred new on-site parking, mcludmg when the use of a site changes. (RDR)

The “adverse impacts” are open to interpretation, i.e. this policy could mean you want to expand,
protect, limit, or decrease parking spaces. This could make it confusing for Council members,
commission members, and staff to interpret and apply consistently.

(2) Core Area. Goal LU-2 and Figure LU-1: Pedestrian-Oriented Shopping District.

Will the City plan for transition areas for mobility within the Core Area between the proposed Ped-
Oriented Shopping District and 4™ Street (C St. through I Street, between 3™ and 4" Street), and
also 4™ and 5" Streets between Old Town Commercial and Downtown Commercial? (Is this to
be included in the proposed development of (LU-2.11) Core Area Specific Plan?)

(3) Lu-: ‘ € 1d . Study the concept of expanding the Parking
Assessment Dlstrlct to cover the entlrety of the Core Area and collecting an assessment in the district.
Initiate periodic parking studies to assess potential parking needs, capacities, and recommended actions.
Actively manage public parking facilities, including the raising of funds for the development,
maintenance, and operation of parking facilities as appropriate.

Consider potential parking funds expended not just on parking facilities, but on facilities and
services that get people to not drive their personal cars to the Core Area; such as public transit,
shuttles, bikeshare, walking infrastructure, carshare, and the like.

4) ? Measure N. Consider efforts to repeal ballot Measure N (November 2010) should it become an
impediment to the desired development of the Marina District (formerly known as the Balloon Track).

This sentence could be more clearly stated as “Consider supporting a ballot measure to repeal
ballot Measure N...” As written, it is a little confusing: “Consider efforts to repeal” — consider
whose efforts to repeal? And “it” in “...should it become an impediment” could refer to the
repeal of Measure N.

(5) AQ-1.7 Large Empl s. Encourage large employers to allow for flexibility in the work schedule that
would reduce emissions of air pollutants such as more alternative schedules and telecommuting, in addition
to providing incentives for public transit and carpooling and non-motorized transportation.

(6) -1.9 Transit Funding. Strive to secure adequate funding for transit, autonomous vehicle, and
ridesharing services to provide viable transportation alternatives to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
New development shall contribute its fair share of the transit service costs to serve new projects.

Consider if it would be worthwhile to also explicitly include “mobility on-demand” services.

HCAOG — July 12, 2018 2
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(7 AG- duci ity’ ion Emiss . Continue to promote strategies aimed at
Iowerlng the Clty s operatlon emissions, including exploring the feasibility of purchasing 100% renewable
power through a Community Choice Aggregation program.

[s there reason not to direct exploring power through the local (RCEA) CCA program?

(8) /-3, Consider adding: “to walk and bike for commute, utilitarian, or recreational trips.”

(9) Suggested addition: Mm-3.9 Facilitie vel nts. Where applicable, require new
development to provide bicycle access to and through projects, as well as secure and properly installed
bicycle parking and/or storage, and to construct, dedicate and/or pay its equitable share contribution to
the citywide system.

(10) Transi | M-4 and policies. The Goal 4 transit policies set good practices for enhancing
transit service and amemtles however, the strategies tend to be more responsive than proactive,
even in Policy M-4.4 Developer Improvements. I encourage the City of Eureka to discuss and
discover what opportunities the City has for planning transit-oriented development at the
foundational level of the General Plan, and/or at the level of neighborhood strategic plans.

In light of the goals to revitalize and focus growth in the Core Area (Goal LU-2), the City would
be well served to develop a comprehensive plan for how to bring people from other parts of the
City into the Core Area via public transit, and how to maximize transit service in the City’s
densely developed areas, where public transit tends to work best.

(11) Suggested addition: | Int rans ; - Work with the Humboldt Transit
Authority to develop an |ntermodal transportatlon center that would provnde a central focal point for all
transportation modes serving Humboldt County, including buses, cabs and limousines, bicycling and

bikeshare, railroad passenger service, bay excursion services, horse-drawn carriages, and possibly cruise ships,

and trolleys, and carshare.

The 2040 General Plan S efforts to refresh the balance of parklng (personal car storage) and
access for other travel modes opens up more opportunities to create neighborhoods that have
more diverse activities and uses, as well as more opportunities to maximize the use of developed
land. In addition, in order to affect real change in driving behavior, the City and community at-
large must consider and weigh the unintended consequences of free parking.! Although it tends
to be one of the most controversial changes, curtailing free parking is one of the very simplest
ways to effectively promote mode shift.

(13) Suggested addition: | wrking Lot Location. Discourage placement of parking lots along major
commercial, high pedestrian-use street frontages and corners in the interest of maintaining continuous building
frontages along the primary commercial streets and improving the “walkablity” quality in the Core Area.

! See, for example, Petter Christiansen, @ystein Engebretsen, NilsFearnley, and JanUsterud Hanssen, “Parking
facilities and the built environment: Impacts on travel behavior” in Transportation Research Part A: Policy and
Practice (Vol. 95, Jan. 2017); Donald Shoup “Instead of Free Parking,” Access No. 15, Fall 1999.

HCAOG — July 12,2018 3
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(14) | If-driving icle strategies. This is a good, forward-looking policy. Consider
giving the same type of attentlon to 1ntegrat1ng bikeshare, carshare, and electric-vehicle share

programs (such as e-scooters), including dockless share programs. 1 cont.

Below are my comments on the associated Draft EIR (May 2018).

(15) (Pages 3.12-39 and -40) Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) — “Per capital VMT is projected to
decrease only slightly over the next 20 years”.... and the impact is “likely to be significant and
unavoidable.” The DEIR states there are no feasible mitigation measures for VMT, but it seems 2
that there are mitigation measures that could lessen the severity of the impact even if they would
not lessen it to a level of less than significant. There are more stringent standards that the City
could consider to aggressively promote and support modal shift, such as funding criteria or
priorities for active transportation projects, eliminating free public parking, or increasing public
transit service. It may be that these practices may not be feasible for the City of Eureka, but the
DEIR doesn’t discuss why that may be the case.. 1

(16) Impact 3.12-2. The reference to HCAOG’s RTP is incorrect. The current RTP was adopted
not in 2014, but in December, 2017. The Policy HR-11 that is reproduced in the DEIR is from
HCAOG’s 2008 RTP, and therefore no longer applies. 1

Additionally, I have attached an errata sheet that lists a few minor syntax errors or typos that I
noticed while reading the documents. The sections I read are organized well and have impressively
few typos, which makes it easier for the reader to concentrate on the content and is much
appreciated.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
o~ T y . 1]
N
Oona Smith W
Senior Planner
HCAOG — July 12,2018 4
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ERRATA
City of Eureka “2040 General Plan” (Draft)

Goals and Policies
e page 48 — i. Waterfront hotel(s) that draw(s)
j. Vacation rentals
l. Craftsman shops
n. Government facilities and services
e page 55— LU-5.4. ...Encourage the location of high density housing in elese proximity to...
{Or “housing close to... ”, but not both.}

e page 56— c. ...in any single-family residential neighborhood.
e page 60— (4™ paragraph) At this time,.... however, if future annexation were considered...

e page 105 — When an adjective, hyphenate sea level rise, e.g., sea-level-rise policies, sea-level-
rise adaptation policies, sea-level-rise impacts.

e page 109 — pise Struc . Require new development and substantial improvements
to ex1st1ng development

e page 111 - Imp AQ-1, Responsible Department: Development Services, Redwood Coast
Energy Authority {Consider clarifying, as RCEA is not a City department, and is
not responsible for preparing a Climate Action Plan for the City.}

o page 137 — Public Transit — ... Fre Two regional fixed bus route system within Humboldt County is are
the Redwood Transnt System (whose Mainline route is along the US-101 corridor) and which

eperates-the Southern Humboldt Intercity Route ane-the Maintine{the-US-101corrider)
Reute. Both routes are operated by the Humboldt Transit Authority. Both routes provide
service to Eureka and surrounding communities.

e page 138 — Do these two references refer to the same existing guide?
=  M-1.1 “City of Eureka Design/Complete Streets Design Guide”
= M-2.5 “...standards shown in the street design guidelines.”
e page 143 — M-3.7 “to improve way-finding for bicyclists...”
e page 147 — M-8.1 Fishing Facilities. This policy applies more to economy and recreation than
mobility or water transportation.
e There is no Goal 6 in the 2040 General Plan.

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (May 2018)

page 2-22 —  Light Industrial... “Intended to be able to operate in elese proximity to
commercial...”

page 3.12-11— Humboldt County Regional Pedestrian Plan should be italicized or in quotation
marks.

page 3.12-15- “Redwood-Fransit-Systert Humboldt Transit Authority provides regional fixed
bus route systems within Humboldt County.” {Redwood Transit System is/has the
Mainline, which is distinct from the Southern Humboldt Intercity System. Both are
operated by HTA. (It is misstated in at least one place on their website.)}

page 3.12-27- M-1.9: “...when designing and eenstruetion constructing new transportation
facilities...” s

HCAOG — July 12,2018 5
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FHWA — Livability — Newsletter
FHWA's Fostering Multimodal Connectivity Newsletter - July 2018

Washington D.C. Explores Dockless Bikeshare Options

Jonathan Rogers, Transportation Management Specialist, District Department of Transportation

The District of Columbia
has operated a bicycle-
sharing system since
2008, and today a decade
later, Capital

Bikeshare offers more
than 4,300 bicycles at
nearly 500 stations
throughout the region. As
the District continues to
expand the number of
stations and bicycles
available to riders, new
private-sector stationless =
or dockless bikeshare Figure 4: Dockless bikeshare bikes parked at bicycle racks. (Image courtesy of DDOT)
companies have emerged

as a new model of bicycle

sharing. These dockless bikeshare systems require relatively low public investment and have the potential to
rapidly improve access to bicycles for residents and visitors. With sustainability and social equity in mind, the
District Department of Transportation (DDOT) began a dockless bikeshare demonstration period in late
September 2017. The demonstration period was designed to determine whether this new service could
increase bicycle ridership in the District overall, introduce new users to bicycle sharing, complement the
Capital Bikeshare system, and provide greater mobility to underserved communities. As the demonstration
progressed, the opportunity to evaluate new vehicles such as electric scooters also emerged. Using Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) funding programs to support research staff, DDOT is well positioned to
evaluate the success of its dockless demonstration.

The District of Columbia has the second highest share of bicycle commuters in the country, reflecting the
District’s Sustainable DC goals for reducing single occupancy motor vehicle trips, as well as DDOT’s moveDC
goals to improve mobility and active transportation. To pilot the dockless bikeshare model, DDOT opted to
create an open system, in which operators could apply to offer a fleet of vehicles no greater than 400. Seven
companies are participating in the demonstration from September 2017 through August 2018, allowing
DDOT to observe several different models of dockless vehicle sharing in action. These models included
standard bicycles and motorized (or electric pedal-assist) bicycles, bicycles that utilize rear-wheel locks, and
bicycles that require locking to a piece of street furniture, as well as electric standing scooters.

Open data has been a guiding principle in DDOT’s dockless demonstration because it provides transparency
to the public and enables robust evaluation of the program’s performance. DDOT required each dockless
company to provide a public application programming interface (API) that displays the location of every
vehicle available to rent in real time. In addition, DDOT required internal monthly reporting that includes
information on all trips taken, such as the route and duration of each trip. This data has been critical in
assessing the interaction of dockless services with Capital Bikeshare and in detecting origin and destination
locations of the highest demand.
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While a strong foundation of bicycle infrastructure - such as protected bike lanes, trails, and sufficient bicycle
parking in public spaces - is integral to the success of any bicycle-sharing approach, local jurisdictions
interested in increasing bicycle ridership may consider dockless bikesharing. Setting parameters for the
program will help mitigate some of the main drawbacks of dockless bikesharing. During the DDOT
demonstration, such challenges included:

Parking of bicycles at locations not permitted by DDOT (such as national parks or private property) or
within DDOT rights-of-way but in a fashion that creates barriers to accessibility (blocking curb ramps
and sidewalks).

The likelihood of some degree of bicycle theft and vandalism in a dockless program.

Need for regional collaboration, as bicyclists will justifiably cross municipal borders in their travels.

Based on the findings from the demonstration period, DDOT offers a number of recommendations for other
jurisdictions to consider regarding dockless bicycle systems:

Consider a cap on the total number of vehicles, companies, and/or vehicles per company that are
allowed to participate in the program.

Decide what kinds of vehicles should participate, taking existing regulations into account. Will the
program include bicycles, motorized bicycles, electric scooters, etc.? Review what current
regulations do not explicitly disallow.

Monetize the value and calculate the cost of private companies operating in public space. Consider
offsetting the costs of program administration through a permit fee.

Evaluate what kind of parking infrastructure will be required. Will the program include new
designated parking areas?

Actively encourage dockless companies to improve access to bicycling for underserved communities.
This could include geographic distribution requirements and/or addressing barriers to using
bikesharing systems.

Explore the kinds of data you will need to evaluate the effectiveness of the program and decide
which data would be valuable to the public.

Remember that most dockless bikeshare models involve smartphone applications that track and
provide valuable customer data. Ensure there are protections for customer privacy and that user
data cannot be exploited.

Coordinate with law enforcement on an approach to address theft and vandalism.

DDOT continues to evaluate ridership data, survey responses, and public input as the demonstration period
moves forward through the summer of 2018. The results of the demonstration will inform the District’s
approach to dockless vehicle sharing in the future, likely in the form of regulations that would shape any
permanent vision of the program.
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Letter 5 Oona Smith, Senior Planner, Humboldt County Association of
Response Governments

July 12, 2018
5-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master

response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. It should be noted,
however, that the City has proactively revised portions of the General Plan and its
policies to incorporate some of the additional information and suggestions that
were offered by various commenters, including HCAOG. These revisions can be
found in the General Plan itself, or, when those revisions affected text in the Draft
EIR, in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. These revisions do not alter the conclusions
of the Draft EIR, and no additional analysis is required.

5-2 The General Plan contains numerous policies to encourage and support modal
shifts, particularly in the Core Area. These policies have been strengthened
further with the revisions to numerous policies within the Mobility Element,
many of which were suggested by HCAOG. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final
EIR for descriptions of those revisions.

In response to the comment that the Draft EIR did not discuss why impacts to
per-capita VMT would be significant or unavoidable, or why the General Plan’s
policies would not substantially lessen those impacts, please refer to the Vehicle
Miles Traveled discussion under Impact 3.12-1, beginning on page 3.12-39 of the
Draft EIR. The discussion lists some of the policies that would contribute to
reductions in VMT, including provisions for more efficient transit operations, the
increased availability of alternative modes of transportation (walking, biking,
etc.), and implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
programs and techniques when applicable. The discussion also points out that the
General Plan’s largest contribution to VMT reductions will be the land use plan
itself, which provides for higher levels of densification, infill development, and
provisions for housing and employment within the central core of the City. In
general, both the land use plan and the proposed policies contained within the
General Plan are relatively aggressive with respect to the goal of VMT reduction,
particularly for a city like Eureka, given its size and setting. As stated in the Draft
EIR, these VMT reduction strategies are generally in line with strategies being
implemented in other cities in California, many of which are much denser and
more heavily urbanized than Eureka is ever likely to be, especially given the
region’s flat projections for population growth. However, and as stated in the
Draft EIR, the effectiveness of these or other strategies in Eureka is lessened by
the existing development patterns of the area and the continued reliance on

ity of Eureka General Plan Update -
City of Eureka General Plan Upd 2-31 ESA /130261
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automobile travel in this rural portion of the state. In summary, the Draft EIR
provides a firm and reasonable justification for why VMT impacts will remain
significant and unavoidable, and why the General Plan’s policies or even more
stringent policies would be limited in their effectiveness. As such, the comment
does not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that were not
thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no additional analysis is
required.

5-3 The City appreciates HCAOG’s pointing out this outdated information on Page
3.12-40 of the Draft EIR. The relevant information has been updated, as
described in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.

5-4 The City has proactively revised portions of the General Plan and its policies to
incorporate some of the additional information and suggestions that were offered
by various commenters, including HCAOG. These revisions can be found in the
General Plan itself, or, when those revisions affected text in the Draft EIR, in
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. These revisions do not alter the conclusions of the
Draft EIR, and no additional analysis is required.

5-5 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no additional
analysis is required.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-32 ESA /130261
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT

MAILING ADDRESS: 1106 SECOND STREET, EUREKA, CA 95501-0579

Letter 6

AREA CODE 707
ARCATA-EUREKA AIRPORT TERMINAL PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING CLARK COMPLEX
McKINLEYVILLE SECOND & L ST, EUREKA HARRIS & H ST, EUREKA
FAX 839-3596 FAX 445-7409 FAX 445-7388
AVIATION 839-5401 ADMINISTRATION 445-7491 NATURAL RESOURCES 445-7741 LAND USE 445-7205
BUSINESS 445-7652 NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNING 267-9540
ENGINEERING 445-7377 PARKS 445-7651
FACILITY MAINTENANCE 445-7493 ROADS & EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 445-7421
07/13/2018

City of Eureka Development Services Department

Attn: General Plan Update
531 K Street
Eureka CA 95501

RE: GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

The Department has reviewed the draft General Plan and draft EIR and offers the following

comments:

1.0 Airports: The City of Eureka city limit is located within close proximity to Murray Field.
Murray Field is a general aviation airport maintained by the County. It is critical that
development of property near the airport be compatible with the airport. The Department

requests that:

1.1 The general plan conforms to the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. The General
Plan will need to have a consistency determination with the Airport Land Use
Commission. The Department is staff to the Airport Land Use Commission.

1.2 Proposed projects near the airport be evaluated for consistency with the Airport Land

Use Compatibility Plan.

1.3 Aviation easements and overflight easements be granted to the County as properties

are developed.

1.4 That projects within Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone A or B submit form 7460-
1 to the FAA; and that projects not be approved until comments from the FAA are

incorporated into the project.

1.5 That projects within Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone A or B be referred to the
Department for comment; and that projects not be approved until comments from the

Department are incorporated into the project.

1.6 The general plan designation and zoning for the airport are consistent will all airport

uses, incidental uses, and appurtenant uses.

areas within the City. The County requests that these properties have general plan and

2.0 County Owned Properties: The County owns many parcels in the down town and old town l
2
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zoning designations that support public facility uses, incidental uses, and appurtenant uses.
The following properties are owned by the County within the City.

Assessor Parcel Number Previous General Proposed Plan Humboldt County
Plan Designation Designation Recommended
Designation

011-056-002

Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential

001-191-002-004, 006-007

Public/Quasi Public

Civic Government
Center, Public/Quasi
Public, Downtown
Commercial

Civic Government
Center, Public/Quasi
Public, Downtown
Commercial

001-194-001 & 002

Civic Government Center

Civic Government
Center, Public/Quasi
Public, Downtown

Civic Government
Center, Public/Quasi
Public, Downtown

Commercial Commercial
001-134-003 & 005 Professional & Core Res | Professional & Core Res | Professional & Core Res
Office Office Office

011-055-006 Professional Office Professional Office Professional Office
011-055-008 Professional Office Professional Office Professional Office
011-055-010 Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential
011-062-001 Professional Office Professional Office Professional Office

013-101-009 & 010

Medical Services
Commercial

Medical Services
Commercial &
Professional Office

Medical Services
Commercial &
Professional Office

013-101-006, 013-111-003,
013-101-007

Medical Services
Commercial

Medical Services
Commercial &
Professional Office

Medical Services
Commercial &
Professional Office

011-073-003 Professional Office Professional Office Professional Office
016-222-018 Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential
302-071-010 Agriculture Agriculture, Natural Agriculture, Natural
Resources Resources
015-111-008 Neighborhood Neighborhood Neighborhood
Commercial, Low Commercial, Low Commercial, Low
Density Residential Density Residential, Density Residential,
Medium Density Medium Density
Residential Residential
010-183-007 Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential
010-183-006 | Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential | Low Density Residential
005-023-002 High Density Residential | High Density High Density
Residential, Public/Quasi | Residential, Public/Quasi
Public Public
001-161-005 Core Residential-Office Core Residential-Office, | Core Residential-Office,
Professional Office Professional Office
001-172-001 Core Residential-Office Core Residential-Office, | Core Residential-Office,
Professional Office Professional Office
001-213-001 Core Residential-Office Core Residential-Office, | Core Residential-Office,
Professional Office Professional Office
014-091-002 General Service General Service General Service
Commercial Commercial, General Commercial, General
Commercial Commercial
017-102-011 Natural Resources, Natural Resources, Natural Resources,

Public/Quasi Public

Public/Quasi Public

Public/Quasi Public
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3.0 Development of the Greater Eureka Area/Traffic: Much of the development in recent N

years has been focused in the McKinleyville Area. Most of McKinleyville has been
developed or has approved tentative maps on the remaining vacant land. There are only a
handful of larger developable vacant parcels that have yet to apply for a subdivision. As the
remaining inventory of land in McKinleyville is depleted, it is anticipated that growth will
most likely shift from McKinleyville to the unincorporated area that is adjacent and south of
the City of Eureka. It is important that circulation plans address the need for connectively
into the City of Eureka and that policies are in place that facilitate this eventual growth. The
County recently adopted an updated general plan. It would be ideal if the circulation maps in
both the City and County general plans were synchronized. The circulation map from the
County’s current general plan is shown below.
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cont.
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General Plan Circulation System Improvements for the Eureka Community Plan.
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Letter 6

4.0 General Plan Policy Statements: The Department requests that the following policy
statements be modified as follows: (additions are in underline and deletions are in strike-

through)

4.1 Civic Government Center — Please define what is permitted for this land use.

4.2 Ceoastal-Service-Commereial— Please remove “Coastal Service Commercial from

Page 2-8 & Change to “General Service Commercial”.

5.0 EIR Statements: The Department requests that the following statements be modified as
follows: (additions are in underline and deletions are in strike-thretrgh) — No modifications
at this time.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at 707.445.7205.

Sincerely,

—_

James Tomkins, PE
Associate Civil Engineer
Land Use Division

3015 "H" Street

Eureka, CA 95501
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Letter 6
Response

James Tompkins, Associate Civil Engineer, Humboldt County
Department of Public Works

July 13, 2018

6-1

6-2

6-3

The General Plan and the Draft EIR provided detailed analysis of land use
compatibility with Murray Field, particularly as it relates to new development
that could be implemented under the General Plan. Existing conditions associated
with the airport are presented on page 3.7-7 of the Draft EIR, airport land use
compatibility requirements are discussed on page 3.7-14, and impacts associated
with compatibility are addressed on page 3.7-26 under Impact 3.7-4. The analysis
addressed the General Plan’s consistency with the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), and the Airport Land Use Commission’s legal
authority over proposed development that could conflict with safe and efficient
airport operations. As such, this comment does not identify or raise any new
environmental issues or impacts that were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in
the Draft EIR. Further, an additional policy has been added to the General Plan
(Policy LU-1.22) to further clarify the requirement for compliance with the
ALUCP. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for the new policy. This revision
to the Draft EIR does not alter the EIR’s conclusions, and no additional analysis
is required.

Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR.

In discussing this particular comment with the County, the City has learned that the
comment is an expression of a concern that the new land use designations would
reduce or prohibit the uses that are currently allowed on County-owned parcels
below the levels that are currently allowed. The City has subsequently reviewed
each parcel. Based on that analysis, it does not appear that the proposed land use
changes would result in an existing use to no longer be allowed. Additionally, in
many cases, the new land use designations allow for greater densities and
intensities (floor area ratio) than previously allowed. The City will continue to
work with the County on this issue if the County so desires.

No response is required.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-37 ESA /130261
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Re: Opposition to changes in CDI zoning

Greetings,

After a thorough review of the “online” condensed version of the proposed 2018 Eure
General Plan Update document , there appears to be many significant benefits to Eureka
residents and land-based business interests located outside of the City’s waterfront area.
Unfortunately these benefits do not carry over to the commercial fishing industry. The text
changes to CDI zoning in the new plan document are unacceptable in light of the General Plan’s
goal to protect and enhance Eurek’s Inner Reach working waterfront. Just the idea that the
consultants and city staff might consider the addition of non-water dependent, non-conforming
uses being allowed to compete within the zone from C Street south (the 3 'z block scrap of
waterfront left to the commercial fishing industry) is unreasonable, if not absurd, considering the
General Plan’s succinctly stated goals. Including this language in the General Plan document
basically reinstates the city’s policies of the 1970’s to erode and erase fishing fleet activities
from the Inner Reach Waterfront .

Humboldt Fishermen’s Marketing Association will not allow any further reduction
or challenge to our Coastal Dependent industry by individuals, businesses, nor the city
itself —- in the “interim” or long term.

Below is the exact wording for CDI wording which the commercial fishing industry will accept.
Strikeouts denote removal and underlining denotes addition to Text.

Coastal Dependent Industrial (CDI), Land Use- Section 2
Coastal Dependent and coastal related manufacturing and processing, fishing, shipping,
marine services, aquaculture, oil and gas facilities and other uses that must be located on or
adjacent to Humboldt Bay in order to function. Intended to encourage activities related to
shipping and fishing industries and support those uses given priority by the California Coastal
Act of 1976. Retail and service uses that are incidental and ancillary to the primary use.

may-be-alloewed-by-the-appliedzoning-distriet: Offices and-othernon-coastal-dependentuses

may be allowed on upper floors as provided by applied zoning district.

Residential and visitor serving uses not allowed, due to the potential of the permitted
uses to produce loud continuous noise, hoxious odors and emissions, vibrations, strong lights,
glare and high volumes of forklift and truck traffic.

Please note:

The above text directly mirrors the General Plan Goal LU-4.2 which states “protect
industrial lands from encroachment by incompatible uses and activities that can conflict
with or limit industrial activities”

The city’s latest press release for the June 2018 public meeting asks Eureka citizens to

“imagine the 19th century waterfront amidst a lively scenery of fishing boats and shops”. One
only needed to be in Eureka as recently as 1970 to see six fish processing plants, three fish
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buying stations, the largest cold storage in Northern California and the entire fishing fleet of over
300 boats moored on the Eureka waterfront from “I” Street to Washington Street — all
producing huge economic benefit for Old Town and Downtown, all the while generating the
“lively scenery “ the city now pines for.

Removing protective zoning language and advocating for non-coastal dependent shops,
restaurants etc, within the CDI zoning from C Street south will just continue the short sighted
policy of 1972 Eureka in which the city evicted the fishing fleet and inadvertently destroyed the
vibrant fishing economy and culture of our community. Our present City Council , professional
city staff and Humboldt Fishermen’s Marketing Association ( HFMA) have been left with the task
of recovery from a massive failure of the misguided economic development plan of the 1970’s in
Eureka.

The HFMA board of directors believes this is the appropriate opportunity to correct this
oversight in the proposed General Plan as well as addressing the HFMA text amendment for
Woodley Island Marina submitted to the General Plan update process in 2013 and still not
brought before the City Council for action. While HFMA has had years of success in appealing
zoning and land use issues before the Coastal Commission, it is always our first choice to work
with the city for everyone’s collective benefit .

Thank you for these considerations and for your insightful efforts to preserve and
enhance Eureka’s future.

Ken Bates, Vice-President
Humboldt Fishermen’s Marketing Association
Board of Directors

CC California Coastal Commission
Bob Merrill
Cristin Kenyon
Cassidy Teufel
Laurie Richmond
Denise Vanden Bos
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Letter 7 Ken Bates, Vice-President, Board of Directors, Humboldt
Response Fishermen’s Marketing Association

June 17, 2018

7-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is
required, and no response is required.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-40

ESA /130261
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Comments on the Eureka General Plan Update 2040
July 5,2018

Emily Sinkhorn
Deputy Director, Natural Resources Services Division
Redwood Community Action Agency

Introduction

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Eureka General Plan Update
2040. It is wonderful to see a forward-thinking General Plan Public Review Draft that will
benefit our city in many ways for decades to come. Below are several comments on specific
sections of the Public Review Draft. Previously, I had provided comments on multi-modal
transportation issues and community gardens during the release of draft GPU chapters.
Thank you for the consideration of these comments.

Specific Comments
Page 136 Map

e Comments on Figure M-2: Bike Facilities

o Proposed routes are shown as dashed lines on the maps but solid thin lines
in the legend

o Campton has existing Class II bike lanes from Oak Street to the city limit
boundary to the south

o The trails through Cooper Gulch Park, Sequoia Park and the Eureka Dog Park,
while somewhat bike compatible are not Class I trails. Perhaps add “Bike
Compatible Trail” to the legend? Class I trails define an expectation of
conditions for bicycling that may not be met by these natural surface, steep
and more narrow trails.

o A Class I trail is shown along Truesdale between the Eureka Waterfront Trail
and Highway 101...this is not accurate. There are no bike facilities on this
stretch of road.

o Suggest extending the scope of the map further south to include Herrick
Avenue and the proposed Class I trail south from the Hikshari’ to Spruce
Point.

o Ihave not seen W Street between Harris and Hemlock signed as an existing
Class III bike route. Consider updating.

o The southern section of Marina Way was vacated by the city so Marina Way
is no longer a loop.
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e Include the proposed Bay to Zoo Class I Trail on this map (Public Works department
leading)

e The Eureka North South Multimodal Corridor Plan project (currently ongoing with
presentation to City Council on July 17, 2018) has proposed bike facilities on both H
and I Streets, whether Class II or Class IV. Consider adding proposed Class Il on H
and I between 6t and Harris.

e Suggest taking a look at HCAOG’s recent Regional Bicycle Plan Update for accurate
mapping (http://www.hcaog.net/calendar/date/tac-meeting-74)

Page 137

e Under definition of Class II Bikeway - Vehicle parking is not permitted in a bicycle
lane!

Page 139

e [ wonder about the compatibility between M-1.7 (consider multimodal level of
service) and M-2.3 which sets a Level of Service Standard of C as the goal for city
streets. How to make sure LOS standard for vehicles not become only priority for
analyzing roadways?

Page 141

e M-2.8 Proportional Share Payments and M-2.13 Traffic Impact Fees seem very
similar...the Implementation Measure associated with M-2.8 (Imp M-5) references
Traffic Impact Fees

Page 145

e Could it be feasible to add here: Bike parking requirements for commercial
developments? Car parking space reduction if provide bike parking?

These policies are great!

e M-3.7 Bicycle Signage Infrastructure
e M-5.4 Parking Lot Location
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 8 Emily Sinkhorn Deputy Director, Natural Resources Services
Response Division, Redwood Community Action Agency

July 5, 2018
8-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master

response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is
required, and no response is required.
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Letter 9

HUMBOLDT BAY| Qur goal: To improve and encourage bicycle commuting

P.O. Box 9054, Eureka, California 95502-9054

COMMUTERS
ASSOCIATION

City of Eureka Development Services Departmen

Attn: General Plan Update JuL 10 10
531K Street OF
Eureka, CA 95501 DEPP‘RWS\?ELOPN\ENT
\TYD
COMMUN

Dear Development Services Staff:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the City's Draft General Plan Update (GPU). We commend the city on
Draft GPU policies—particularly land use policies—that are strongly supportive of walkable
and bikeable development. However, the mobility element policies do not seem to integrate
with land use policies in a way that will support an increase in walking and biking. The DEIR
recognizes this in its analysis of impacts to vehicle miles traveled (VMT): “Most importantly,
the proposed land use plan itself provides a pattern of development that would rely heavily
on infill development and densification within the central portion of the City. These VMT-
reduction strategies are generally in line with similar strategies being implemented in other
cities in California, but the effectiveness of those strategies in Eureka is lessened by the
existing development patterns of the area and the continued reliance on automobile travel
in this rural portion of the state” (DEIR 3.12-39).

The City of Eureka is in a unique position to change “reliance on automobile travel.” The
City’s geographical size, mild climate, and grid street network are all assets to bicycling for
transportation. Prioritizing—rather than just accommodating—bicycle travel could help to
decrease the City's VMT to less than significant levels. We encourage you to consider some
of the strategies below to realize an increase in bicycling for transportation.

1. Establish mode share targets. Such targets could be tied to land use. For example,
perhaps aim for 50% of all trips to schools, 40% of all trips in core areas and
commercial centers, and 20% of trips in commercial corridors could be
accomplished by walking and biking. Programs and infrastructure projects should
be focused on achieving mode share targets, and a way to monitor the increase in
bicycling over time should be established.

2. Establish level of stress targets for all bikeways, including Class III bike routes. The
current planned bicycle facilities will not result in mode shift. Roughly 60% of adults
identify as “interested but concerned” when it comes to riding bicycles. This group
of potential riders are more sensitive to traffic stress, and they prefer low speed, low
volume routes. Many of the planned bicycle facilities (for example, Class III routes
on 14t, Buhne, and S/West) will not result in low-stress routes, and thus will not
appeal to the “interested but concerned” potential cyclists. Bikeway classifications
(e.g. Class I, I, 111, & IV) do not inherently indicate the level of traffic stress
experienced by cyclists. However, a full range of bikeway options should be
considered in development of a bikeway network. The Draft GPU and DEIR do not
include Class IV separated bikeways nor are bicycle boulevards discussed as an
“enhanced” Class 11l bike route option.
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3. Use bikeway classification designations (e.g. Class I, II, 111, & IV) consistent with the
Streets and Highways Code, Sections 890 through 891. Bikeway classifications are a
function of transportation engineering; they indicate the transportation facility is
consistent with State and/or nationally recognized design guidance. The trails
identified in Cooper Gulch and Sequoia Park are not consistent with the minimum
design criteria for Class I bikeways (also called shared use paths), so it is misleading
to define them as such. We strongly encourage the City to adhere to engineering
design guidance when planning, constructing, and maintaining bikeways to
encourage their use as safe, efficient transportation facilities.

4. Reexamine the planned bicycle facilities network. We are strongly supportive of
future planning efforts that will increase the use of bicycling for transportation in
Eureka. Such efforts identified in the Draft GPU include the development of a
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (policies M-3.1 and Imp 3-6) and various
parking analyses and strategies. The proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
should reexamine the planned bicycle facilities network through a robust public
process, set mode share targets if none will be included in the GPU, and perform a
level of traffic stress analysis. Bicycle parking should be included in parking
analyses. Bicycle parking should not be driven by demand, as suggested in policy M-
3.8. Rather, convenient and visible bicycle parking should be used as a strategy to
support increased bicycle use. We also suggest that other curb-zone uses be
analyzed as part of parking studies. In addition to vehicle and bicycle parking, curb
zone area use may also include delivery vehicles, taxis/transportation network
companies, parklets, and bike share stations.

The Draft GPU includes exciting policies that will have positive impacts on the quality of life
for Eureka’s residents. If the City prioritizes bicycling for transportation, the cumulative
effect when combined with the proposed land use policies and the existing assets could
position Eureka to be one of the more bikeable cities in the nation. We hope you consider
our comments. Increasing bicycling for transportation will not only reduce VMT impact; it
will also help realize the vision set forth in the GPU for the health and prosperity of our
community.

Sincerely,

~

7

Rick Knapp, President
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 9 Rick Knapp, President, Humboldt Bay Bicycle Commuters
Response Association

February 15, 2018

9-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is
required, and no response is required.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 2-46

ESA /130261
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Letter 10

July 11, 2018

City of Eureka
Development Services
ATTN: General Plan Update
531 K Street

Eureka, CA 95501

This letter is the Eureka Heritage Society's response/comments to the Draft EIR for the City of
Eureka 2040 General Plan Update (GPU), specifically in the area of cultural and historic resources
and in other areas of the plan update that directly, or indirectly, affect cultural and historic
resources.

The Eureka Heritage Society has been advocating for the preservation of historic resources in the
city of Eureka since 1973 and is intimately familiar with the impacts of Eureka's General Plan
Updates and zoning on Eureka's historic neighborhoods. Over the decades, we have witnessed
the demolition of historic homes to create higher-density dwellings, which only served to degrade
neighborhoods, both aesthetically and economically.

Comments

2040 GPU Project Objectives:
e Enhance Eureka's quality of life and enrich its sense of community
e Preserve and enhance existing neighborhoods

These objectives align with those of the Eureka Heritage Society; however, upon further review
of the General Plan details, the objectives and details seem to be in direct conflict. Encouraging
development in Medium Density Residential (MDR) and High Density Residential neighborhoods
to an extent that exceeds the current General Plan density (increase in density per gross acre vs.
less density per net acre in current plan - see Table 2-3) will certainly result in demolition of
historic resources (as noted in the Draft EIR) and the degradation of existing neighborhoods.
Evidence of neighborhood deterioration due to the current General Plan has occurred in the
western half of Eureka, where higher density and development has been encouraged for decades
and homeowners have felt ignored. The Eureka Heritage Society would encourage the retention
of the current Medium and High Density Residential density levels in order to maintain the

PO Box 1354 Eureka, CA 95502 (707) 445-8775
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historic resources in those areas and to support the homeowners and those who continue to
come to Eureka to purchase historic homes.

2040 GPU Project Objective: Minimize development regulations, such as parking requirements
and other development standards, that unnecessarily complicate development processes.

This objective is vague and, honestly, too subjective. Current parking requirements and other
development standards were implemented for a reason. Those reasons should be thoroughly
explored and the impacts on affected homeowners of removing any requirements and
development standards should be vetted. Dismissing these requirements as not being necessary
without thorough examination is irresponsible. Adequate parking is necessary to a well-planned
community.

Policy HCP-1.1 encourages and supports the identification, preservation, rehabilitation, and
restoration of historically significant buildings. As stated in the Draft EIR, historic resources
throughout the city have not been subjected to professional historical resource surveys or
evaluations since 1973. That is only partially correct: the building inventory surveyed in 1973
was again evaluated in 1987 for inclusion in Eureka: An Architectural View. The architectural
consultants for the book reviewed the survey materials and a site visit was performed if they
guestioned a building's historic integrity; however, not every structure was visually surveyed at
that time. ldentification of structures that have become historic since the 1973 survey is
imperative in order to ensure that a historic resource is identified and is not lost in the
implementation of this proposed GPU.

Policy HCP-1.4 discourages demolition of only those structures listed in the Local Register of
Historic Places. As the Local Register had an "opt-out" clause when the Register was
implemented, there are many buildings in Eureka that are not on the Local Register, but are
eligible for the register. In addition, as mentioned above, buildings in Eureka have not been
surveyed since 1973; therefore, many potentially historic structures, which may be eligible for
the Local Register, have not been identified. Unless a survey is completed upon immediate
implementation of the proposed General Plan, other means of dealing with possible demolition
of historic resources need to be found. City of Eureka Historic Preservation Commission review
of all proposed demolitions of buildings older than 50 years must be implemented in the new
General Plan to protect our historic resources. In addition, salvage of materials should be
included in an environmentally responsible plan, rather than disposing the materials in a landfill.

Policy HCP-1.5 promotes Heritage Tourism opportunities. Currently, many visitors to Eureka tour
our historic neighborhoods and streetscape architecture. Implementing a plan that encourages
development without determining a way to appropriately mitigate the possible demolition of
thousands of historic buildings will significantly decrease the chance for Heritage Tourism
opportunities.

Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Impact 3.5-1: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040
General Plan could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5: For a city that prides itself on its historic

PO Box 1354 Eureka, CA 95502 (707) 445-8775
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architecture and is continually recognized for its wealth of historic buildings, the statement that a
potentially significant impact is unavoidable to those resources is unacceptable. In our response
to Policy HCP-1.4, we have provided one mitigation measure. There are certainly others. We
should avoid demolishing any historic structure without qualified review. Once they are gone,
they cannot be replaced.

Eureka is unique: it does not, and should not, resemble any other city. One of Eureka's cont.
exceptional attributes is the number of historic structures that have survived over the decades. It
is what makes Eureka special. Eureka should not lose its identity in the name of development.
Progress can certainly be made while protecting our historic resources. Other California cities
have done so and thrived; in fact, by embracing the past, property values have increased in those
cities without destroying the historic fabric with new development.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann McCulloch
President

PO Box 1354 Eureka, CA 95502 (707) 445-8775
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 10 Mary Ann McCulloch, President, Eureka Heritage Society
Response . 11 2018

10-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. No further analysis is
required, and no response is required. It should be noted, however, that with
respect to the commenter’s comments on proposed General Plan Policy HCP-1.4,
existing design review regulations within the City of Eureka Historic Preservation
Code (Eureka Municipal Code Chapter 157) provide for review and assessment of
proposed additions, alterations, new construction, and demolition of listed
structures and features. The General Plan would not change this existing
requirement, and policies within the General Plan will support its continued
implementation.

10-2 As stated in the above response to comment, existing City requirements provide for
qualified review and assessment of proposed additions, alterations, new
construction, and demolition of listed structures and features. In addition, General
Plan Policy HCP-1.4 directly reduces the probability of demolition by requiring
the City to consider demolition of listed historic resources as a last resort, to be
permitted only if rehabilitation is not feasible, and where demolition is necessary
to protect health, safety, and welfare, or the public benefit.

Despite these requirements, and as stated under Impact 3.5-1 of the Draft EIR, it is
not feasible to retain every historic resource in the City, and it would be unrealistic
for the City to suggest that it could do so over the approximately 20-year timeline
of the General Plan. Therefore, as disclosed in the Draft EIR, it is likely that some
existing historic resources will be lost over the life of the General Plan. As further
disclosed in the Draft EIR, this would be the case regardless of whether the
General Plan is implemented or not. The Draft EIR freely discloses that this likely
outcome would result in a permanent loss of some historic resources. As provided
for in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, such an impact is, by definition,
significant. Further, there are no measures that can fu/ly mitigate the loss of those
resources, because, as stated by the commenter, once historic structures are gone,
they cannot be replaced. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s finding that such an impact
would be significant and unavoidable is the only logical and legally supportable
conclusion that can be made. Accordingly, the comment does not identify or raise
any new environmental issues or impacts that were not thoroughly analyzed and
disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no further analysis is required.
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CRTP Sni

Coalition for Responsible
Transportation Priorities

July 12, 2018

Rob Holmlund, Director
Development Services, City of Eureka
531 K Street

Eureka, CA 95501

via email: rholmlund@ci.eureka.ca.gov

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for City of Eureka 2040 General
Plan Update

Mr. Holmlund:

The Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities (CRTP) is an organization whose mission
is to promote transportation solutions that protect and support a healthy environment, healthy
people, healthy communities and a healthy economy on the North Coast of California. CRTP
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the City’s 2040 General Plan Update (GPU). Our comments are as follows:

Infill & Densification

Three of the seven significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DEIR (Impacts 3.3-1,
3.3-3 and 3.12-1) relate directly to vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Impact 3.12-1 is an impact to
VMT per se, while Impacts 3.3-1 and 3.3-3 are impacts to air quality related to PM1o which the
DEIR specifically identifies as largely a result of increased VMT (p.3.3-45). Significantly reducing
VMT requires dense, mixed-use development patterns, as well as directing new development
toward already urbanized areas. The GPU does contain policies designed to encourage this kind
of infill and densification, as the DEIR correctly notes. However, the DEIR is incorrect in
concluding that there is no additional mitigation which could reduce VMT (and thus also PM 1o
air quality impacts) below the level of significance.

We strongly support the following features and policies of the GPU, which will encourage
denser infill development:

e Policy LU-1.2 (“Compact Form”)
e Policy LU-2.12 (“Building Intensity”)
e Policy LU-5.3 (“High Density Housing”)

145 G Street, Suite A, Arcata, CA 95521 ° transportationpriorities.org
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e Policy LU-5.4 (“Location”)

e Policy LU-6.2 (“Infill First”)

e Policy M-1.6 (“Dense Development”)

e Policy CS-3.4 (“Accessible School Sites”)

e Policy U-5.2 (“Energy Conserving Land Use Practices”)

e Increased density and intensity in many of the proposed land use designations (e.g., p.2-
21 et seq.)

However, in contrast to these policies, we note that the vast majority of residential land in the
city will continue to be restricted to low densities under the GPU (e.g., p.S-8). In fact, Policy LU-
5.5 (“Existing Neighborhoods”) appears to be focused largely on maintaining the low-density
nature of most of Eureka’s residential areas and preventing any densification beyond the
development of Accessory Dwelling Units. The lack of any densification of the approximately 2
one-third of the City’s (non-water) land area currently devoted to low-density residential cont.
neighborhoods severely limits the potential effectiveness of the policies noted above.

The failure to allow or provide for any densification of these neighborhoods is also perhaps the
most important reason the GPU has failed to limit per capita VMT sufficiently, as they
constitute a significant portion of the “existing development patterns of the area” and the
resultant “continued reliance on automobile travel” (p.3.12-40). Furthermore, there is no
reason that some additional housing densification and mixed-use development could not be
allowed in these neighborhoods. Therefore, the GPU could and should provide for some
additional densification and mixed-use development of low-density residential neighborhoods
in order to mitigate impacts to VMT and air quality.

Sea Level Rise

Dense infill development is of little use in reducing VMT, or achieving any other public purpose,
if it is at a high risk of damage or destruction from natural or otherwise predictable events or
causes. We are concerned that much of the GPU’s proposed dense infill development is directly
in the path of expected sea level rise (SLR). We do not have confidence in Policy SL-1.8
(“Protection Management Strategy”), which calls for protecting “developed areas and areas
designated for urban uses” from SLR “until such time as the magnitude of sea-level rise is such
that the protection management strategy can no longer be achieved.” Current SLR protections 3
make it hard to imagine the City being able to defend its entire shoreline through the GPU
planning horizon.

We do believe that protecting some of the most valuable portions of the shoreline—likely
Downtown and Old Town—from sea level rise will likely be technically and financially feasible.
However, the City will have to prioritize. We are particularly concerned with the areas north
and south of Downtown and Old Town, much of which the GPU targets for infill development,
but which is at high risk of inundation from SLR and will likely not be feasible to protect.

transportationpriorities.org
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We encourage the City to direct infill development away from areas which it cannot have the
reasonable expectation of being able to protect from SLR for the foreseeable future. The threat
of SLR increases the importance of densifying existing inland low-density residential
neighborhoods.

cont.

Encouraging Walking, Bicycling & Transit

As noted above, three of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the DEIR relate
directly to VMT. Another critical factor in reducing VMT is shifting transportation modes away
from personal vehicles and toward walking, bicycling and transit.

We strongly support the following policies in the GPU, which are designed to encourage
residents, workers and visitors to Eureka to move from place to place by foot, by bicycle, or by
transit:

e Policy LU-1.3.g (“encourages people to walk, bike or use transit”)

e Policy LU-1.3.h (“...plazas, boardwalks, trails...”)

e Policy LU-1.14 (“Public Realm”)

e Policy LU-1.19 (“Pedestrian Oriented Design”)

e Policy LU-5.2 (“Parking Access for Residential Uses”)

e Policy LU-5.5.d (“...infilling sidewalk gaps...”)

e Policy AG-1.8 (“McKay Tract Community Forest”)

e Policy AQ-1.7 (“Large Employers”) 4

e Policy AQ-1.10 (“Non-Motorized Transportation”)

e Policy AQ-1.11 (“City Employee Incentives”)

e Policy M-1.2 (“Investment in Alternative Modes”)

e Policy M-1.7 (“Consider All Users of Transportation System”)

e Policy M-2.9 (“Multi-modal Access”)

e Goal M-3 and supporting policies (“a system of walkways, bikeways and bicycle parking
facilities...”)

e Goal M-4 and supporting policies (“coordinated transit service...”)

Policy M-1.2 is particularly important, as it calls for prioritizing investment in non-vehicular
modes in order to level the playing field among modes (left decidedly unlevel by the last
century of car-dominated transportation planning). We also commend the City for including
Policy M-1.8 (“Slowing Traffic”), which will help to make our communities safer for people
walking and bicycling, and Policy E-7.4 (“Strategic Street Closures”), which has the potential to
transform parts of the Core Area into culturally and economically vibrant pedestrian zones.

However, we have noted two important omissions in the treatment of bicycles and pedestrians
in the GPU. First, Policy M-3.8 calls for bicycle parking to be installed “in areas generating
substantial bicycle traffic and at major public facilities.” In fact, bicycle parking must be required

transportationpriorities.org
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even in areas which do not currently generate substantial bicycle traffic, because secure
parking is a major part of the infrastructure which supports and encourages bicycling. Limiting
bicycle parking infrastructure to areas which already see high levels of bicycling will not serve
the GPU’s many other goals and policies which encourage more transportation by bicycle.

Second, we think it is critically important that the DEIR include descriptions of the high levels of
vehicular collisions with bicyclists and pedestrians in Eureka. The city has some of the highest
rates of such collisions in the state, but the current description of the bicycle & pedestrian
system (p.3.12-10 et seq.) contain no mention of this critical fact.

cont.

In addition to addressing Eureka’s bicycle and pedestrian safety problem, the GPU’s many
strong policies in support of walking, bicycling and transit will surely reduce per capita VMT.
However, some of these measures could be strengthened, as described above, to further
mitigate Impacts 3.3-1, 3.3-3 and 3.12-1.

Vehicular Parking

Abundant free parking has been shown to encourage driving, among many other negative
impacts to the urban landscape. We applaud the City for recognizing the problems associated
with providing too much parking and working to reduce parking requirements for new
development and reuse projects (e.g., p.S-4).

We strongly support the following policies to reduce the requirement to devote valuable space
to free parking for private vehicles:

e Policy LU-1.10 (“Parking Standards for Existing Buildings”)
e Policy LU-1.17 (“Parking”)

e Policy LU-2.1.d (“...reduced or eliminated parking requirements”) 5
e Policy LU-2.6 (“Parking for Urban Uses”)

We also strongly support the creation and utilization of Parking Assessment Districts, as
suggested in Policies LU-2.5 (“Parking Analyses and Fundraising”) and LU-3.5 (“Henderson
Center”). These Districts reduce the public subsidy required to maintain parking for private
vehicles and reduce the incentive to drive, and in many places they have been very successful
at raising money to improve local neighborhoods.

All of these policies, and any others which reduce the availability or increase the cost of
parking, should be considered to reduce the severity of Impacts 3.3-1, 3.3-3 and 3.12-1. Finally,
we support Policy M-5.5 (“Alternative Fuel Vehicle Parking”) and Policy AQ-1.4 (“Off-Street
Parking”) to encourage the use of zero-emission vehicles. These policies will also reduce the
severity of Impacts 3.3-1 and 3.3-3. 1

transportationpriorities.org
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Level of Service, Congestion Management and Road Capacity

Aside from the lack of densification of most residential neighborhoods in the city (see above),
the other main factor contributing to the GPU’s failure to adequately reduce VMT per capita is
the continuation of outmoded congestion management goals and policies.

Policy M-2.2 (“Traffic Management”) and Policy M-2.10 (“Congestion Relief”) call for the
reduction of traffic congestion and delays. These policies may be reasonable if they are pursued
by means of reducing the number of cars on the road (reducing VMT). However, if they instead
result in building increased vehicular capacity or modifying infrastructure to allow existing
traffic volumes to flow more quickly, they will be entirely counter-productive. It is well
established that increased capacity and increased travel speed induces travel demand and leads
directly to increased VMT.!

Unfortunately, it appears that the GPU intends to manage congestion by increasing capacity
and travel speed. Almost all of the planned future improvements to the road system identified
in the DEIR at p.3.12-33 et seq. add vehicular capacity, a fact explicitly recognized when they
are referred to at p.3.12-38 (“the planned changes in the transportation system that would
increase capacity”).

Furthermore, Policy M-2.3 (“Level of Service Standard”) doubles down on the City’s use of
outmoded Level of Service (LOS) standards for vehicular transportation management. Use of
LOS to assess traffic impacts has been shown to lead to the construction of increased capacity,
which in turn leads directly to more traffic (increased VMT). For this reason, the State of
California is transitioning to the use of VMT rather than LOS to measure transportation impacts,
and the use of VMT in CEQA proceedings will be required by all jurisdictions by January 1, 2020.
At that time, it would appear that Policy M-2.3, which calls for the use of LOS in evaluating
development proposals, would be in direct conflict with state law. The same may apply to
Policy M-2.4 (“Vehicle Miles Traveled”), which calls only for the City to “consider the
applicability” of using VMT to assess transportation impacts.

The use of LOS in the DEIR itself to assess the transportation impacts of the GPU (p.3.12-35 et
seq.) is similarly problematic, and for the same reasons. Additionally, this analysis assumes an
“adequacy” standard of LOS C. However, it is not at all clear why this should be the case, since
the existing General Plan’s standards cannot logically be applied to the project (as its entire
purpose is to update and modify the existing General Plan), and the GPU itself is not yet in
effect. Thus, there is no logical justification for the use of LOS to determine the significance of
the GPU’s transportation impacts.

This analysis further points out the flaw in the DEIR’s conclusion that impacts to VMT and to
PM1o (the latter in large part a result of VMT impacts) are “significant and unavoidable.” In fact,
replacing the policies which promote LOS and traditional congestion management via capacity

1 Cervero, Robert. 2003. “Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A Path Analysis.” Journal of the
American Planning Association 69(2): 145-163.
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increases with policies which promote VMT as the standard for measuring impacts and which
further promote lower-emission modes of transportation could help mitigate these impacts to
a less than significant level.

However, it is also clear that the VMT analysis performed in the DEIR is inadequate. The
analysis assesses only VMT “using roads within the City of Eureka” (p.3.12-39), but
development in the city has huge impacts on traffic outside its limits. The city’s high “job
density” compared to its population (p.2-4) results in a large population of commuters, and its
status as the county seat also generates a significant amount of travel for services from outside
the city. The DEIR must analyze the GPU’s impact on VMT overall, rather than arbitrarily
drawing a boundary at the City limits.

Finally, we must note that Policy AQ-1.8 (“Localized Concentrated Air Pollution”) relies partly on
the false premise that reducing congestion will reduce air pollution. In fact, as we have
demonstrated, reducing vehicle delays will simply lead to more driving and thus more pollution.
Furthermore, the DEIR itself demonstrates that intersections in Eureka to not result in hotspots
of such toxic pollutants as carbon monoxide (p.3.3-47). The proposal contained in Policy AQ-1.8
to reduce pollution by synchronizing traffic lights is a red herring.

Freight Transportation

We applaud the City for Policy M-8.3 (“Shipping”), which encourages short-sea shipping as a
freight transportation strategy. Short-sea shipping has the potential to replace a significant
fraction of the truck trips in and out of our region with a lower-cost, lower-emission mode of
transportation. However, we oppose Policy E-5.2 (“Alternative Goods Movement”) as currently
written, as it calls for an expansion of highway and rail freight which would be both
economically and environmentally unsustainable. Expanding the use of highway freight also
exacerbates the GPU’s impact on VMT.

Additionally, we encourage the DEIR to include analysis of the pending legislative approval of SB
1029, the Great Redwood Trail Act, which would dramatically change the environment for local
freight rail by dissolving the North Coast Railroad Authority and railbanking its rights-of-way.

In sum, we applaud the GPU for its many policies in support of dense infill development;
walking, bicycling, and use of transit; and reduction of free and abundant parking. However, the
DEIR notes that these policies have not effectively reduced the GPU’s impact to VMT below the
level of significance, nor the resultant air quality impacts. Therefore, the City must implement
additional measures to mitigate these impacts. The most important mitigation measures
available include: (1) planning for increased density and mixed-use development in existing
low-density residential neighborhoods; and (2) abandoning LOS, capacity increases, and other

transportationpriorities.org
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outmoded congestion management tools in favor of explicit VMT-reduction plans and /I\ 10
measures. cont.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

Colin Fiske

Executive Director

Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities
colin@transportationpriorities.org

transportationpriorities.org
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2. Comments and Responses

Letter 11 Colin Fiske, Executive Director, Coalition for Responsible
Response Transportation Priorities

July 13, 2018
11-1 In response to the comment that the Draft EIR did not discuss why impacts to

per-capita VMT would be significant or unavoidable, or why the General Plan’s
policies or other proposed measures would not substantially lessen those impacts,
please refer to the Vehicle Miles Traveled discussion under Impact 3.12-1,
beginning on page 3.12-39 of the Draft EIR. The discussion lists some of the
policies that could be expected to contribute to reductions in VMT, including
provisions for more efficient transit operations, the increased availability of
alternative modes of transportation (walking, biking, etc.), and implementation of
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs and techniques when
applicable. The discussion also points out that the General Plan’s largest
contribution to VMT reductions will be the land use plan itself, which provides
for higher levels of densification, infill development, and provisions for housing
and employment within the central core of the City. In general, both the land use
plan and the proposed policies contained within the General Plan are relatively
aggressive with respect to the goal of VMT reduction, particularly for a city like
Eureka, given its size and setting. As stated in the Draft EIR, these VMT
reduction strategies are generally in line with strategies being implemented in
other cities in California, many of which are much denser and more heavily
urbanized than Eureka is ever likely to be, especially given the region’s generally
flat or declining projections for population growth. However, and as stated in the
Draft EIR, the effectiveness of these or other strategies in Eureka is lessened by
the existing development patterns of the area and the continued reliance on
automobile travel in this rural portion of the state. In summary, the Draft EIR
provides a firm and reasonable justification for why VMT impacts will remain
significant and unavoidable, and why the General Plan’s policies or even more
stringent policies would be limited in their effectiveness. As such, the comment
does not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that were not
thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no additional analysis is
required.

11-2 Please refer to the preceding response to comment. Also, please refer to Master
Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master response to comments that
either supported or opposed the General Plan and its policies, or recommended
changes to the General Plan and its policies. These comments do not identify or
raise any new environmental issues or impacts that were not thoroughly analyzed
and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no further analysis is required.

11-3 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
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policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no further
analysis is required.

11-4 Please see the response to comment 11-3, above. With respect to information in
the Draft EIR concerning bicyclist and pedestrian safety, questions and
thresholds concerning these issues are not included in the Environmental
Checklist contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, and therefore such
information is typically not included in EIRs. This is particularly true if the issue
has not been identified by the public during the EIR scoping process as a topic of
environmental concern that should be analyzed. Ultimately, it is not clear what
bearing such information would have on the environmental analysis. Regardless,
and as noted by the commenter, the General Plan contains a number of policies
that could be expected to have a beneficial effect with respect to bicyclist and
pedestrian safety. As such, the comment does not raise any new environmental
impacts that have not already been analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and
no further analysis is required.

11-5 Please see the response to comment 11-3, above.

11-6 Please see the response to comment 11-3, above. With respect to the adequacy of
the VMT analysis contained within the Draft EIR, please see response to
comment 11-1, above. With respect to the suitability of including an analysis of
LOS impacts in the Draft EIR: as stated by the commenter, the State of
California is currently transitioning to the use of VMT rather than LOS to
determine impacts. This transition, however, is not fully in effect, and the current
guidelines concerning that transition are still interim in nature. As such, the
presentation and analysis of both LOS and VMT impacts, as presented in the
Draft EIR, is a reasonable approach. Regardless, if LOS had been precluded from
the analysis, as is apparently being advocated by the commenter, the final
conclusion of the VMT analysis would remain unchanged. As such, the comment
does not raise any new environmental impacts that have not already been
analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no further analysis is required.

11-7 Please see the response to comment 11-3, above.
11-8 Please see the response to comment 11-3, above.
11-9 Comment noted. As of the time of this response, SB 1029 is no longer titled the

“Great Redwood Trail Act” and no longer calls for the dissolution of the NCRA.
Also, since there are currently no operating rail connections to Eureka, nor have
any existed for the past 20+ years, nor are there any reasonably viable plans to
provide such services, it would be reasonable to assume that passage and
implementation of the referenced legislation (or any similar legislation) would
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2. Comments and Responses

have no effect with respect to impacts from rail connectivity to Eureka. As such,
the comment does not raise any new environmental impacts that have not already
been analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no further analysis is required.

11-10 Please see the responses to comments 11-1, 11-3, and 11-6, above.
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Letter 12
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July 13, 2018
Rob Holmlund, Director
Development Services, City of Eureka
531 K Street
Eureka, CA 95501

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for City of Eureka 2040 General
Plan Update

Mr. Holmlund:

Humboldt Baykeeper works to safeguard our coastal resources for the health, enjoyment, and
economic strength of the Humboldt Bay community, and is a member of the California
Coastkeeper Alliance and the international Waterkeeper Alliance.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the City’s 2040 General Plan Update, which
establishes a roadmap for the long-term physical, social, and economic future of Eureka;
provides goals, policies, and programs to direct land use and development decisions, manage
resources, deliver public services, and provide infrastructure; and provides the City’s decision
makers with guidance in setting priorities for the conservation of resources, provision of services
and infrastructure, and allocation of public expenditures.

The Plan will shape Eureka’s future, and includes many forward-thinking policies, but the
implementation measures for many policies are unusually vague for a 20-year planning
document. In general, we recommend more specific implementation measures for many of the
policies discussed below. Our specific comments are as follows:

Stormwater Drainage

We support the policy that continues to encourage the use of green infrastructure in new
construction as well as retrofitting of existing development (U-1.5), as well as the policy that
requires new development and redevelopment to minimize stormwater runoff and pollutants
entering drainage facilities and drainage courses by incorporating Low Impact Development
measures and appropriate Best Management Practices (U-3.11).

We question whether it is consistent with state and federal regulations to allow manmade
drainage to be dredged etc. even if classified as wetlands (U-3.5). The document does not

p =
Mailing Address: 600 F Street, Suite 3 #810 w

Office: 415 I Street, Arcata, CA 95521 WATERKEEPER®ALLIANCE
(707) 499-3678 MEMBER
www.humboldtbaykeeper.org
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Letter 12

appear to include a definition of wetlands, which should be included. We strongly support the
adoption of the single-parameter wetland definition used by state agencies and the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, since it is much more effective in protecting water quality and habitat values for
protected species.

Adequate infrastructure to accommodate stormwater runoff and prevent flooding (U-3.1)
should also take into consideration erosion and sedimentation related to peak flows, and should
incorporate long-term plans to prepare for sea level rise.

Biological Resources

We support the plan to develop guidelines for gulch greenway preservation and management
(NR-2.2). Given that this was an intended outcome of the last General Plan and has yet to be
completed, specific implementation measures should be adopted to ensure that this is
completed in a timely manner.

The policy that allows limited development in gulches and greenways states that vegetation
removal must not occur below the high water mark (NR-2.1). This is wholly inadequate to
protect water quality, habitat values, and wildlife corridors that riparian buffers provide. The
related policy on buffers is also inadequate (NR-2.6); it requires the provision and maintenance
of “reasonably-sized buffers,” which has no meaning whatsoever. It also states that the buffers
need not be larger than recommended by a “qualified professional ecologist,” which is not a
licensed or certified professional classification and again has no specific meaning. We strongly
support adoption of quantifiable buffer widths for riparian, wetland, and sensitive habitat areas
that are consistent with established standards.

Marina District

We support policies LU-3.8 and LU-3.9 as well as the vision of the Marina District as expanding
the look and feel of Old Town to the west, instead of expanding the look and feel of Broadway
to the north (p. 21). Full characterization of contamination at this the site is long overdue, and
the zoning enacted by Measure N is inconsistent with the City’s LCP and Coastal Act standards.
Any comprehensive planning for the site should involve early consultation with the Coastal
Commission to ensure that coastal resources, particularly wetlands, are protected.

Hazardous Materials and Toxic Contamination

We generally support the policies on site identification (HS-3.2) and remediation (HS-3.3),
although again, implementation measures are vague. We also support the policy on known
areas of contamination (HS-3.4), but a policy on suspected contamination at former industrial
sites should be added. Many of these sites, including but not limited to historic lumber mill sites,
contain soil and groundwater contamination that has not been identified. Any historic or extant
industrial sites that have not been subject to appropriate site assessment should be investigated
before any ground-disturbing activities are permitted.

Sea Level Rise Adaptation Measures

We support the policy that calls for integrating resilience to anticipated sea level rise impacts
into City project designs when repairing and replacing aging infrastructure (SL-1.12). However,
the Plan fails to describe the long-term planning for capital improvements to vulnerable
infrastructure. The City’s land use and development plan for the next two decades ought to
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Letter 12

begin planning in earnest for the flooding, erosion, and rising groundwater that is projected in
the coming decades.

Policy SL-1.9 calls for placing “safe” fill material in the Bay to protect existing and planned
development should specify what is considered safe. Given our work on contamination issues,
we assume it to mean “uncontaminated,” but the policy should be made more clear, perhaps by
references standards that govern fill placement in Humboldt Bay.

We strongly support the inclusion of policies to limit new development in low-lying areas that
will be subject to the projected impacts of sea level rise. Instead, the Plan proposes to simply
kick the can down the road to future generations by enlarging shoreline protective structures
(SL-1) and incorporating a “Protection Management Strategy” (SL-1.8). This strategy calls for
protecting “developed areas and areas designated for urban uses” from sea level rise “until such
time as the magnitude of sea-level rise is such that the protection management strategy can no
longer be achieved.” At best, this is poor planning; on its face, it appears infeasible, unlikely to
be funded, and will create more problems than already exist by putting more life and property
in hazardous zones. We strongly recommend that the City take a more conservative approach
by planning for protection in strategic areas of existing developed areas while launching the
long-term planning process to move critical infrastructure to higher elevations, restore low-lying
areas to preserve, restore, and enhance coastal wetlands that will absorb wave action, and limit
new development in vulnerable areas.

cont.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the City’s 2040 General Plan Update.
Sincerely,

_s/
Jennifer Kalt, Director
jkalt@humboldtbaykeeper.org
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Letter 12 Jennifer Kalt, Director, Humboldt Baykeeper
Response 13 2018

12-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master
response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. It should be noted,
however, that the City has proactively revised portions of the General Plan to
incorporate some of the additional information and recommendations provided in
the commenter’s letter. These revisions can be found in the General Plan itself, or,
when those revisions affected text in the Draft EIR, in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.
These revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, and no additional
analysis is required.
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Letter,13

Keeping Northwest California Wild Since 1977

Sent via email on date shown below

July 13,2018

Rob Holmlund, Director
Development Services, City of Eureka
531 K Street

Eureka, CA 95501

RE: Comments on Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report

Please accept these comments on behalf of the Environmental Protection Information Center
(EPIC) the Eureka’s draft General Plan and accompanying Environmental Impact Report. EPIC
advocates for the science-based protection and restoration of Northwest California’s forests,
using an integrated approach, combining public education, citizen advocacy, and strategic
litigation.

EPIC applauds the broad goal of the General Plan to create a more livable Eureka through the
promotion of infill development. As the city is largely built out, with the exception of its
greenways and gulches, to grow Eureka must build up. Failure to do so will not only negatively
impact Eureka but will impact the whole county, as pent up housing pressure will be relieved in
unincorporated areas, reducing the open space and coastal forests that make Humboldt such a
special place and increasing our carbon footprint by requiring longer commutes.

If you have any questions or concerns about these comments, please do not hesitate to contact
EPIC at tom@wildcalifornia.org or 707 822 7711.

Hire a Sustainability Director

EPIC recommends that the city hires a Sustainability Director, to be housed under the City 1
Manager, to develop and implement sustainability-related programs and projects identified in the
General Plan and to coordinate inter-departmental sustainability initiatives.
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EPIC is concerned that absent a staff person directly tasked with implementing some of these
items, that their development will not occur. For example, in the 1996 General Plan, the city
called for the development of a greenways and gulches policy. In 2006, the city released a draft
document for comment only to never finalize the plan. Now, over 20 years later, the new General
Plan again calls for the development of a greenways and gulches preservation and management
guidelines.

In addition to the development of the greenways and gulches management guidelines, the
Sustainability Director could work to, inter alia:

e Pursue available funding sources for open space acquisition, management, and
enhancement. (NR-3.4)

e Development and maintain a program to identify, evaluate, and eradicate non-native
invasive species on public lands where they are displacing native species. (NR-2.8)

e Develop a program to encourage the preservation of native plants and trees (NR-2.7)

e Develop an active relationship with adjacent community and government agencies to
coordinate on natural resource issues. (NR 1.10, NR-2.9)

Plan for Rising Sea Levels

The city must plan for sea level rise, including which areas will be armored and defended and
which areas will be retained as natural shorelines. The General Plan does not contain any
mandate for planning of this nature; rather, it leaves questions largely unanswered about where
the city will work to protect development. EPIC requests that the General Plan be amended to
include a direction that the city plan for which areas it anticipates it will allow to be inundated by
rising

As the General Plan acknowledges, sea level rise is already occurring and will continue to rise,
inundating parts of the city unless some action is taken. EPIC appreciates that some areas of the
city will need to be defended against sea level rise; it makes sense to protect the historic
buildings of Old Town and other investments, however it is not likely feasible that all of the
shoreline can be protected. Where it can’t the city should work to develop natural shorelines and
remove existing infrastructure in advance of rising tides.

Mandate Use of VMT and Eliminate Use of LOS

EPIC applauds the city’s stated desire to promote infill development, however this goal is
undercut by the city’s insistence on retaining LOS and its lukewarm approach towards adopting
VMT as its preferred transportation metric.

Use of LOS to assess traffic impacts has been shown to lead to the construction of increased
capacity, which in turn leads directly to more traffic (increased VMT). For this reason, the State
of California is transitioning to the use of VMT rather than LOS to measure transportation
impacts, and the use of VMT in CEQA proceedings will be required by all jurisdictions by
January 1, 2020. At that time, it would appear that Policy M-2.3, which calls for the use of LOS
in evaluating development proposals, would be in direct conflict with state law. The same may
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apply to Policy M-2.4 (“Vehicle Miles Traveled”), which calls only for the city to “consider the
applicability” of using VMT to assess transportation impacts. EPIC urges the city

Develop City Fleet Policy

The General Plan should direct that all city departments develop a fleet policy that encourages
the purchase of plug-in hybrid vehicles (PHEV), zero emission vehicles (ZEV), and alternative
forms of transportation. EPIC appreciates the intent of AQ-1.12 “City Vehicle Fleet” although
the existing language only weakly encourages their purchase. Of emissions directly attributable
to city business, the city’s vehicle fleet is the most significant source of greenhouse gas
emissions. By evaluating each department’s vehicle use, the city can plan for the transition of
city-owned vehicles from standard combustion engines to electric. Without such a policy,
decisions will be made on an ad hoc basis, and given the current price disparity, the city will
continue to invest in standard cars. Each purchase has an elongated temporal impact, as the city
will continue to use and maintain these vehicles for many years, delaying the city’s ultimate
transition to fossil free infrastructure.
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Letter 13 Tom Wheeler, Executive Director, Environmental Protection
Response Information Center (EPIC)

July 13, 2018
13-1 Please refer to Master Response 1 in Section 2.2 of this chapter for a master

response to comments that either supported or opposed the General Plan and its
policies, or recommended changes to the General Plan and its policies. These
comments do not identify or raise any new environmental issues or impacts that
were not thoroughly analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR. It should be noted,
however, that the City has proactively revised portions of the General Plan to
incorporate some of the additional information that was provided in the
commenter’s letter. These revisions can be found in the General Plan itself, or,
when those revisions affected text in the Draft EIR, in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.
These revisions do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR, and no additional
analysis is required.

13-2 See the response to comment 13-1, above.

13-3 See the response to comment 13-1, above. With respect to the suitability of
including an analysis of LOS impacts in the Draft EIR: as stated by the
commenter, the State of California is currently transitioning to the use of VMT
rather than LOS to determine impacts. This transition, however, is not fully in
effect, and the current guidelines concerning that transition are still interim in
nature. As such, the presentation and analysis of both LOS and VMT impacts, as
presented in the Draft EIR, is a reasonable approach. Regardless, if LOS had
been precluded from analysis, as is apparently being advocated by the
commenter, the final conclusion of the VMT analysis would remain unchanged.
As such, the comment does not raise any new environmental impacts that have
not already been analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and no further analysis
is required.

13-4 See the response to comment 13-1, above.
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CHAPTER 3
Revisions to the Draft EIR

3.1

This section summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment
letter or initiated by City staff or in response to a technical correction or modification to the
proposed project.

3.2 Text Changes to the Draft EIR

New text is indicated in underline and text to be deleted is reflected by a strike-threugh. Text
changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR. The text revisions
provide clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified since publication of

Introduction

the Draft EIR. The text changes do not result in a change in the analysis or conclusions of the

Draft EIR.

Chapter 2.0, Project Description

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “Estate Residential” land use designation is revised to read:

Estate Residential
(ER)

Single-family detached homes, accessory dwelling units and limited
agricultural uses on larger lots. Intended to retain a lower density,
rural character compatible with adjacent agriculture, timberland and
open space uses. The City may approve the clustering of ER units
to preserve significant open space resources.

Density:

Up to 4.0 dwelling units
per gross acre; greater
density may be allowed
through a special permit as
provided by the applied

zoning district.

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “Low Density Residential” land use designation is revised to read:

Low Density
Residential (LDR)

Single-family detached and attached homes, accessory dwelling
units and compatible public/quasi-public uses. Intended to be
suburban in character and located in proximity to parks, schools,
and public services. Limited neighborhood serving market-
commercial uses may be allowed where they enhance the quality of
life of the neighborhood and as provided by the applied zoning
district.

Density:

Up to one primary unit and
one accessory dwelling
unit per lot; greater density
may be allowed through a
special permit as provided
by the applied zoning
district.

City of Eureka General Plan
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “Medium Density Residential” land use designation is revised to read:

Medium Density
Residential (MDR)

Single-family detached and attached homes, multi-family housing,
accessory dwelling units, and compatible public/quasi-public uses.
Intended to compliment the character of adjacent lower density
residential and neighborhood commercial development, and be
located in proximity to parks, schools, public services, and
employment centers. Limited neighborhood serving market-
commercial uses may be allowed where they enhance the quality of
life of the neighborhood and as provided by the applied zoning
district.

Density:

Up to 22 dwelling units per
gross acre (equivalent to
maximum of three units on
an average 6,000 square
foot City lot); greater
density may be allowed
through a special permit as
provided by the applied

zoning district.

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “High Density Residential” land use designation is revised to read:

High Density
Residential (HDR)

Higher density multi-family housing, accessory dwelling units, and
compatible public/quasi-public and related uses. Intended to be
urban in character and located in proximity to commercial and
employment uses, parks, schools, and public services. Limited
neighborhood serving market-commercial uses and limited mixed
use development with residential/neighborhood-serving retail may
be allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.

Density:

Up to 44 dwelling units per
gross acre (equivalent to
maximum of six units on
an average 6,000 square
foot City lot); greater
density may be allowed
through a special permit as
provided by the applied
zoning district.

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “Downtown Commercial” land use designation is

revised to read:

Downtown
Commercial (DT)

Mix of greund-fleer retail, restaurants, lodging, entertainment,
cultural, visitor services, offices, and upper floor residential uses.
Applied to the bulk of the Core Area, which serves as the traditional
business and cultural center for the City. Intended to have a high
intensity urban form, retain and enhance Eureka’s identity and
historic character, and promote a vibrant pedestrian environment.
Residential and office uses are primarily allowed only on upper
floors and non-street-facing portions of buildings, and only as
provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 6.0 FAR

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “Neighborhood Commercial” land use designation is revised to read:

Neighborhood
Commercial (NC)

Limited-scale convenience retail, restaurants, offices, residential,
and personal services, including pedestrian-oriented neighborhood
retail. Intended to primarily serve nearby neighborhoods, be
compatible with the character and form of adjacent residential uses,
support a vibrant pedestrian environment, and promote short
neighborhood-based trips. Residential and office uses are primarily
allowed only on upper floors and non-street-facing portions of muHti-
story-commereial buildings, and only as provided by the applied
zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 25 3.0 FAR
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 2-21, Table 2-3, the “General Commercial” land use designation is revised to read:

General Commercial
(GC)

Broad variety and scale of retail, office, restaurants, lodging,
entertainment, outdoor sales, large product retail sales, storage,
warehousing, wholesale, and residential uses. Intended to be an
intensive auto- and pedestrian oriented commercial district primarily
located in or adjacent to highly visible areas, and provide for local,
regional and visitor needs. Residential and office uses are primarily
allowed only on upper floors ef-multi-story-commerecial and non-
street-facing portions of buildings, and only as provided by the
applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 2.5 FAR

Page 2-22, Table 2-3, the “Old Town Commercial” land use designation is revised to read:

Old Town
Commercial (OC)

Visitor-related retail, restaurants, lodging, entertainment, recreation,
and tourist services, as well as residential and office uses. Intended
to emphasize commercial retail and tourism-related uses,
recreation, leisure activities, hotels, and upper floor
office/residential uses. Primarily caters to local and non-local
visitors in historic and multi-story buildings with pedestrian-scaled
storefronts lining the sidewalks. Residential and office uses are
primarily allowed only on upper floors and non-street-facing
portions of buildings, and only as provided by the applied zoning
district.

Intensity:
Maximum 5.0 FAR

Page 2-22, Table 2-3, the “Bayfront Commercial” land use designation is revised to read:

Bayfront
Commercial (BC)

Visitor-related retail, restaurants, multi-story lodging, entertainment,
recreation, boating, and tourist services, as well as residential,
office, and a mix of coastal and non-coastal dependent uses.
Intended to emphasize commercial retail and tourism-related uses,
leisure activities, hotels, and upper floor office/residential uses
along the bayfront. Primarily caters to local and non-local visitors in
multi-story buildings with pedestrian-scaled storefronts lining the
sidewalks, boardwalk, and waterfront trails. Residential and office
uses are primarily allowed only on upper floors or non-street facing
portions of buildings, and only as provided by the applied zoning
district.

Intensity:
Maximum 4.0 FAR

Page 2-22, Table 2-3, the “Light Industrial” land use designation is revised to read:

Light Industrial (LI)

Lower-intensity manufacturing, assembly, packaging, processing,
wholesaling, warehousing, distribution, research and development
and other employment-generating uses. Intended to be able to
operate in close proximity to commercial and residential uses with
minimum mutual adverse impacts. Small scale retail service uses
that support employees and are incidental to the primary use may
be allowed as provided by the applied zoning district. Office uses
and uYpper floor residential uses may be conditionally allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 2.0 FAR

City of Eureka General Plan

3-3

Final Environmental Impact Report _133_

ESA /130261
Attachrrientet Piye 85



3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 2-22, Table 2-3, the “Coastal Dependent Industrial” land use designation is revised to read:

Coastal Dependent
Industrial (CDI)

Coastal-dependent and coastal-related manufacturing and
processing, fishing, shipping, marine services, aquaculture, oil and
gas facilities and other uses that must be located on or adjacent to
Humboldt Bay in order to function. Intended to encourage activities
related to the shipping and fishing industries and support those
uses given priority by the California Coastal Act of 1976. Retail and
service uses that are incidental to the primary use, interim non-
coastal uses, non-coastal-dependent uses, and non-coastal related
uses may be allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.
Office-spacesOffices and other non-coastal-dependent or non-
coastal-related uses may be allowed on upper floors as provided by
the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 2.0 FAR

Page 2-23, Table 2-3, the “Public/Quasi-Public” land use designation is revised to read:

Public/Quasi-Public
(PQP)

Public and private institutional uses, government facilities and
services, schools, courts, cemeteries, fairgrounds, airports, marinas
and wharves, and major utility facilities, as well as parks, golf
courses and other public recreational facilities. Intended to be
applied to uses and facilities that are of a size and intensity that
warrant an individual land use designation and/or to accommodate
both active/programmable and passive/self-directed recreational
facilities. Retail, service uses, and other uses determined to have a
public benefit and that are incidental to the primary use may be
allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Maximum 4.0 FAR

Page 2-23, Table 2-3, the “Agriculture” land use designation is revised to read:

Agriculture (A)

Production of crops, livestock grazing, animal and poultry raising,
apiaries, dairies, stables and associated residences and
farmworker housing. Intended to protect land, including farmed or
grazed wetlands, that is primarily suitable for long-term agricultural
and wildlife habitat uses and to ensure adequate separation from
adjacent development. Compatible commercial and public/quasi-
public uses may be cenditionally allowed as provided by the applied
zoning district.

Density:

Maximum 2 dwelling units
per lot plus farmworker
housing as allowed by the
applied zoning district.

Page 2-23, Table 2-3, the “Natural Resource” land use designation is revised to read:

Natural Resource
(NR)

Protection, enhancement, restoration, management, study, and
passive recreational use of land-based habitats and natural areas.
Intended to protect land that is primarily suitable for permanent
habitat preservation, compatible resource related uses, nature
study, and natural-resource related recreation. Public access,
passive recreation, andactive recreation, and visitor-related facilities
(such as restrooms, interpretive centers, trailheads, etc.) may be
allowed as provided by the applied zoning district.

Intensity:
Nature-study-related
buildings/structures may
be constructed at an
intensity determined by the
applied zoning district.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 2-23, Table 2-3, the “Water Conservation” land use designation is revised to read:

Water Conservation | Protection, enhancement, restoration, management, and study of Intensity:
(WC) environmentally sensitive habitat within the estuarine waters of NA
Humboldt Bay. Intended to protect waters that are primarily suitable
for permanent habitat preservation, compatible resource related
uses, nature study, and natural-resource-related recreation. Public
access, passive recreation, active recreation, boat ramps,
commercial fishing, aquaculture, commercial outdoor recreation,
and other compatible uses may be allowed as provided by the
applied zoning district.

Section 3.2, Agricultural and Timber Resources
Page 3.2-16, Policy E-4.3 is revised as follows:

E-4.3: Cold Storage Facility. Work with the Humboldt Bay Harbor Recreation, and
Conservation District, H R .

Distriet]; private landowners, and other stakeholders to secure a site and fundlng for the
construction and operation of a commercial cold storage facility.

Section 3.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Page 3.3-35, Policy AQ-1.7 is revised as follows:

AQ-1.7: Large Employers. Encourage large employers to allow for flexibility in the work
schedule that would reduce emissions of air pollutants, such as more alternative

schedules and telecommuting, in addition to providing incentives for non-single
occupancy vehicle commuting modes, including public transit, and-carpooling, and non-
motorized transportation.

Page 3.3-35, Policy AQ-1.9 is revised as follows:

AQ-1.9: Transit Funding. Strive to secure adequate funding for transit, autonomous
vehicle, mobility on-demand, and ridesharing services to provide viable transportation
alternatives to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Require nNew development toshalt
contribute its fair share of the transit service costs to serve new projects.

Section 3.4, Biological Resources
Page 3.4-42, Policy NR-2.1 is revised as follows:

NR-2.1: Development in Gulches and Greenways. Allow limited development within
Eureka’s gulches and greenways and permit private property owners adjacent to gulch
and greenway areas to develop, provided sensitive species habitat, fish and wildlife
corridors, and the hydrologic capacity of the resource are protected and vegetation
removal does not occur below the high water mark (usually-a-change-inslope-of20

pereent-or-greater)-or in areas subject to flooding, consistent with local, State, and federal
regulations.
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Page 3.4-42, Policy NR-2.2 is revised as follows:

NR-2.2: Gulch Greenway Preservation and Management Guidelines. Prepare and adopt
Gulch Greenway Preservation / Management Guidelines that identify and protect
sensitive species habitat and the hydrologic capacity of Eureka’s gulches and greenways.
Include provisions in tFhese guidelines shal-inelude-provisions for defining the
boundaries of gulches and greenways, as generally indicated in Figure NR-1, identifying
the boundaries of all affected parcels lying wholly or partly within the gulches and
greenways, ensuring new development is compatible with the environmental and public
safety values of the gulches and greenways, and restoring gulch vegetation, wetlands, and
sensitive species habitat as appropriate.

Page 3.4-42, Policy NR-2.6 is revised as follows:

NR-2.6: Buffers. Require the provision and maintenance of reasonably-sized buffers
between sensitive habitat and adjacent urban uses to minimize disturbance of the
resources, as appropriate. Buffers need not be larger than is recommended by a qualified
professional ecologist (such as an ecologist, biologist, or wetland scientist).

Section 3.5, Cultural and Historic Resources
Page 3.5-17, Policy HCP-1.1 is revised as follows:

HCP-1.1: Preservation. Encourage and support the identification, preservation,
rehabilitation, and restoration of historically significant buildings, landscape features,
significant trees and plantings, hardscapes, fountains, lighting, sculptures, signs, and
other natural or designed features through incentives such as reduction of Historic

Preservation application fees and programs such as the Local Register of Historic Places
and the Mills Act.

Page 3.5-18, Policy HCP-1.2 is revised as follows:

HCP-1.2: City-owned Resources. Maintain City-owned historic buildings and resources,
such as structures, objects, monuments, landscapes, and-rights-of-way improvements,
retaining walls, granite curbs, entry monuments, light standards, street trees, and the
scoring, dimensions, and patterns of sidewalks, driveways, curbs, and gutters in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties.

Page 3.5-18, Policy HCP-1.4 is revised as follows:

HCP-1.4: Discourage Demolition. Consider demolition of historic resources that are
listed in EUREKA An Architectural View (Architectural Resources Group, 1987), also
known as “the Green Book™-the-Lecal Registerof Historie Places-as a last resort, to be
permitted only if rehabilitation is not feasible, demolition is necessary to protect health,
safety, and welfare, or the public benefit outweighs the loss of the historic resource
consistent with City regulations.

Page 3.5-19, policy HCP-2.7 is revised as follows:
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HCP-2.7: Discretionary Projects. Require discretionary development projects be
designed to avoid potential impacts to significant archaeological and cultural resources
whenever feasible, reduce unavoidable impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and
comply with mitigation measures as agreed upon during formal consultation. Make
dBeterminations of significance, impacts, and mitigation shal-be-made in conjunction
with a qualified cultural resources professional and/or local Tribes.

Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Page 3.7-22, is revised by the addition of a new policy, as follows:

Land Use Element

Goal LU-1: A Community that values its unique small town charm and livability while
thoughtfully advancing new prospects for growth and economic vitality.

Policies

LU-1.22 Airport Compatible Land Uses. Comply with the building intensity and height
requirements in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Humboldt County
Airports, for projects located within the airport land use compatibility zones.

Page 3.7-20, Goal HS-4 and its associated policies are revised as follows:

Goal HS-34: Safe production, use, storage, transport, treatment, and disposal of
hazardous materials and hazardous waste. (Modified 1997 General Plan Goal 7.E)

Policies

HS-34.1 Regulatory Compliance. Ensure that the use and disposal of hazardous
materials in Eureka complies with local, State, and federal safety standards.

HS-34.2 Site Identification. Participate in efforts to identify former and current sites
involving hazardous materials storage and disposal to reduce the risk of exposure.

HS-34.3 Remediation. Continue to work with property owners affected by toxic
contamination to identify cost-effective approaches to remediation of contaminated soils
and develop unified strategies to address the cleanup of large areas (e.g., the Westside
Industrial Area).

HS-34.4 Known Areas of Contamination. Require the development of projects near or
within known hazardous waste disposal or handling facilities, or known areas of
contamination to perform comprehensive soil and groundwater contamination
assessments. If contamination exceeds regulatory levels, require remediation procedures
consistent with county, regional, State, and federal regulations prior to any site
disturbance or development.

HS-34.5 Buffering. Require new industries that store and process hazardous materials to

provide an adequate buffer, as determined by the City, between the installation and the

property boundaries sufficient to protect public safety. Fhe-adequacy-ofthe-buffer zone
ball | l o od by the City.

HS-34.6 Disclosure. Require applications for discretionary development projects that

will generate hazardous wastes or utilize hazardous materials to include detailed
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information on hazardous waste reduction, recycling, and storage, consistent with local,
regional, and State regulations.

HS-34.7 Best Management Practices. Encourage industries, businesses, and residents to
incorporate best management practices and technologies to minimize the hazardous
material use and hazardous waste generation.

HS-34.8 Disposal. Collaborate with Humboldt Waste Management Authority, other local
agencies, businesses, and residents to encourage household hazardous waste and E-waste
disposal at special events and the Eureka Recycling Center.

HS-34.9 Public Education. Promote education efforts regarding the proper use, storage,
and disposal of hazardous materials.

HS-34.10 Financial Support. Financial Support. Continue to provide financial assistance
for the Humboldt/Del Norte Hazardous Material Response Team (HMRT), as a member
agency of the Humboldt/Del Norte Hazardous Materials Response Authority, to ensure
adequate countywide response capability to hazardous materials emergencies.

HS-34.11 Safe Homes. Promote and improve the quality of residential properties by
ensuring compliance with housing and property maintenance standards including the use
and removal of hazardous materials such as lead based paint, and asbestos.

Page 3.7-21, Goal HS-4 and its associated policies are revised as follows:

Goal HS-4: Adequate community response to effectively prepare for, respond to, recover
from, and mitigate the effects of natural or technological disasters and emergencies.

Policies

HS-45.1 Emergency Services Planning. Regularly review and update all documents
which relate to emergency services planning within Eureka and adjacent areas.

HS-45.2 Emergency and Disaster Preparedness. Continue to cooperate with Humboldt
County and other relevant agencies in conducting disaster-preparedness exercises, and
developing and operating a coordinated response program for major emergencies or
disasters.

HS-45.3 Humboldt Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan. Continue to participate
in, and ensure that new development and infrastructure are consistent with, the Humboldt
Operational Area Hazard Mitigation Plan.

HS-45.4 Tsunami Readiness. Continue to enhance the City’s tsunami awareness
program, in coordination with Humboldt County and other local agencies, to ensure that
Eureka residents and visitors are informed about the threat of tsunami and inundation.

HS-45.5 Evacuation Routes. Continue to work with Humboldt County, and appropriate
state and federal agencies, to identify major emergency transportation corridors for use
during disasters and emergencies. In particular, the City should ensure safe access routes
to communication centers, hospitals, airports, staging areas, and fuel storage sites.

HS-45.6 Critical Facilities. Ensure the continued function of critical facilities such as
hospitals, fire stations, police stations, and emergency command centers following a
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major disaster to facilitate post-disaster recovery. Locate such facilities outside of
identified hazard areas.

HS-45.7 Emergency Access. Require adequate road standards, driveway widths, and road
clearances around structures consistent with local and State requirements to ensure
adequate emergency access.

HS-45.8 Emergency Communication. Ensure government has the ability to
communicate with each critical facility and level of government.

HS-45.9 Alternative Energy Sources. ldentify alternative sources of energy (i.e., fueled
generators, solar, wind) for use in the event energy supplies are interrupted as a result of
an emergency.

HS-45.10 Wildland Fire Preparedness. Continue to work with Humboldt County,
CALFIRE, the U.S. Forest Service, and other regional cooperators to plan for and
mitigate the potential for wildland fire.

Page 3.7-26, Impact 3.7-4, is revised as follows:

Impact 3.7-4: Implementation of the proposed Eureka 2040 General Plan would not result
in a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport that would result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the Plan Area.

As discussed in the Environmental Setting, Murray Field and Samoa Field Airport are the only
airports located within two miles of the Eureka City limits. Murray Field’s Master Plan was
updated in 2008, during which time it was determined that existing land uses surrounding the
airport were compatible with normal airport activities and did not conflict with the safety
compatibility criteria established in the County’s ALUCP.! Per the requirements of the facility’s
ALUCP, new non-conforming land uses or major new development projects would be subject to
review for compatibility by the County’s Airport Land Use Commission. The ALUCP contains
designated zones within which certain off-airport activities would be deemed incompatible, such
as the construction of structures that exceed certain heights, facilities that could attract birds and
other wildlife that could pose a hazard to aviation, and the construction of uses that would be at
risk in the event of an aviation accident (schools, hospitals, etc.). By law, the Commission is
vested with the legal authority to require modification of proposed projects that could conflict
with safe and efficient airport operations. Accordingly, if any off-airport projects are proposed
within these designated zones, they would be required to undergo review and approval by the
Commission, and a determination of consistency with the ALUCP would have to be made. As
such, and as specified in proposed General Plan Policy LU-1.22, new projects in the vicinity of
the airport would need to be consistent with the ALUCP, and safety hazards for people working
and/or residing in the area would be avoided. The impact would therefore be less than
significant.

1 County of Humboldt Division of Aviation. 2008. Murray Field Airport Master Plan Update Environmental

Assessment
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Samoa Field Airport does not have an adopted ALUCP, though plans are underway to include the
facility in the County’s comprehensive update of selected ALUCP’s within the County. In general,
however, the airstrip is oriented in a north-south direction, and approach and departure flight paths
occur over Humboldt Bay to the south or the Pacific Ocean to the north. As such, approaches and
departures to and from the facility do not occur over populated areas. In addition, once an
ALUCRP is adopted for Samoa Field, and proposed development would be required to abide by the
ALUCP, as specified in proposed General Plan Policy LU-1.22. Accordingly, development
associated with the General Plan Update would not place people or structures in such a manner as
to create a safety hazard. The impact would therefore be less than significant.

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality

Page 3.8-20, Policy NR-1.7 is revised as follows:

NR-1.7: Groundwater Protection. Continue to regulate-the-use-of septie-systems;
encourage septic system users to connect to City services, and regulate-prevent onsite

disposal of toxic substances per local and State regulations to reduce groundwater
contamination.

Page 3.8-21, Policy U-2.7 is revised as follows:

U-2.7: Best Management Practices. 1dentify and implement, where feasible, best
practices and technologies for wastewater collection and treatment, including strategies

that reduce wastewater demand—reqwm-g—tre&ﬂﬁem—sueh—as—wa%eﬂess—teﬂees—ef
eempesﬂ-ng—gafbage—dﬂpesals—&nd—teﬁe%s maintain maximum energy efficiency, and

reduce costs and greenhouse gas emissions.

Page 3.8-22, Policy U-3.5 is revised as follows:

U-3.5: Manmade Drainage. Allow manmade drainage systems to be dredged, cleared,
and maintained to preserve the drainage capacity for which they were designed, even
those classified as wetlands, consistent with State and federal regulations.

Section 3.9, Land Use, Population, and Housing
Page 3.9-15, Policy LU-1.10 is revised as follows:

LU-1.10: Parking Standards for Existing Buildings. Allow developed sites to change

uses without requiring more parking than can adequately be provided on-site, even if the
umber of parklng spaces is below the minimum regulred for the use. P—feteet—@e}sfemg

Page 3.9-15, is revised by the addition of a new policy as follows:

LU-1.22 Airport Compatible Land Uses. Comply with the building intensity and height
requirements in the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Humboldt County
Airports, for projects located within the airport land use compatibility zones.
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Page 3.9-16, Policy LU-2.1 is revised as follows:

LU-2.1: Core Area Uses and Activities. Support the following uses and activities within
the Core Area:

a. Mixed-use emphasizing a highly-interactive retail and service environment at the
street level with office and residential uses primarily above the first floor and in
portions of buildings that do not have street frontage;

b. Evening Uses and activities that extend the hours of activity in the core area;

c. Housing including the rehabilitation and conversion of vacant upper floors of
buildings and portions of buildings that do not have street frontage;

d. Incentivized live-work and mixed use spaces that allow for joint living and working
quarters that are promoted through reduced or eliminated parking requirements and
other incentives;

e. Neighborhood markets and other services needed to serve the residents and
employees of the district;

f. Specialty and boutique shops, restaurants, and other locally-owned storefront
businesses with particular focus on the creation of a distinct pedestrian oriented
shopping district from C Street to I Street, and the Waterfront to 3™ Street;

g. Cultural and art related facilities and events that attract patrons with particular focus
on the creation of a cultural arts/theater district and renovation of the Ingomar
Theater and other historic facilities;

h. Visitor serving uses;mixed-uses, and recreational activities on street frontage

S;-and

i.  Waterfront Hotel(s) that to draw new visitors to businesses in the Core Area and
throughout the City (New);

j- Vacation Rentals that draw new visitors to businesses in the Core Area and throughout
the City (New);

k. Professional and business services, such as attorneys, realtors, architects, engineers,
investment specialists, and other professional fields that provide a daily customer
base for the retail and food-related uses in the area;

1. Craftsman Shops where items such as baked goods, glass, pottery, small furniture,
clocks, and other specialized items are made on site and sold onsite are strongly
encouraged (New);

m. Public Spaces such as plazas, squares, parks, pocket parks, parklets, small
community gardens, trails, boardwalks, piers, and public and private recreational uses
including the redesign and retrofit of the Gazebo and Clark Plaza to increase their
usefulness, safety and comfort;

n. Government Facilities and Services consolidated into a regional center of civic offices,
services and functions.
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Page 3.9-17, Policy LU-2.4 is revised as follows:

LU-2.4: Non-Coastal-Dependent Uses. Promote compatible, non-coastal dependent

mixed use-non-ceastal-dependent uses along Eureka’s commercial waterfront as a

mechanism to make development of these high maintenance properties viable.

Page 3.9-17, Policy LU-2.8 is revised as follows:

LU-2.8: Homeless Services. Discourage the development of new hemeless-services or
facilities that promote the concentration of homeless services in the Core Area. The City
supports the dispersal of homeless related services and facilities throughout Humboldt
County.

Page 3.9-17, Policy 2.11 is revised as follows:

LU-2.11: Core Area Specific Plan. Initiate a specific plan for the Core Area to create a
framework to focus community efforts and enhance the ability to attract funding for
reinvestment. The specific plan should solicit the active participation of property owners,
investors, local business owners, and residents and address:

a. Specific strategies to attract the types of users and activities identified in Policy
LU-2.1;

b. Use of vacant buildings and unused upper-story space;
c. Historic resource preservation;

d. Improvements to streetscapes and other public spaces including pedestrian scale
lighting;

e. Land use strategies for key properties along the waterfront including Halverson Park
and lands east of the Samoa Bridge, the waterfront properties between C and F
Streets, and the property north of First Street between G and I Streets;

f.  Enhanced pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connectivity and safety, including
transitioning south to 5th Street between Old Town and Downtown;

Parking;
Increased public safety and security;
i. Incentives, branding and promotional strategies; and

j. Identification of grants, associations, partnerships, financing districts and other public
and private funding mechanisms to implement defined actions, improvements and
maintenance.

Page 3.9-18 is revised by the addition of two new policies, as follows:

LU-2.13: Residential as Permitted Use. Allow residential uses as a permitted use in all
Core Area zoning districts.
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LU-2.14: Housing Expansion and Integration. Expand the supply of housing in the
Core Area through the vertical and horizontal integration of residential uses with other
uses.

Page 3.9-18, Policy LU-3.4 is revised as follows:

LU-3.4: Corridor Plan. Coordinate with Caltrans to initiate a corridor plan for the
Broadway Corridor to create a framework to focus community efforts and enhance the
ability to attract funding for reinvestment. The corridor plan should solicit the active
participation of local business owners and residents and address:

a. Upgrades to the visual quality and cohesiveness of development;
b. Improvements to the streetscape and other public spaces;

c. Integration of complete streets standards including enhancement of pedestrian,
bicycle and transit connectivity and safety;

d. Improved access, visibility and parking for businesses;
e. The development of underutilized, dilapidated or vacant properties;

f.  Uses, activities and strategies to encourage visitors and pass-through traffic to
stop in Eureka;

g. Incorporation of upperfloor residential uses and mixed use nodes;
h. Disposition and adaptive reuse of older hotels;
i. Increased public safety and security;

j. Incentives, unique branding, and promotional strategies that give each district/
corridor a unique image and sense of identity; and

k. Identification of grants, associations, partnerships, financing districts and other
public and private funding mechanisms to implement defined actions,
improvements and maintenance.

Page 3.9-19, Policy LU-4 is revised as follows:
LU-3.9: Measure N. Consider supporting a ballot measure efferts-to repeal ballot

Measure N (November 2010) should Measure N # become an impediment to the desired
development of the Marina District (formerly known as the Balloon Track).

Page 3.9-20, Policy LU-5.4 is revised as follows:

LU-5.4: Location. Encourage the location of high density housing in elese-proximity to
commercial and community services, employment opportunities, major transportation
corridors, and where City infrastructure can accommodate increased densities.

Page 3.9-20, Policy LU-5.5 is revised as follows:
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LU-5.5: Existing Neighborhoods. Protect and enhance the integrity of Eureka’s existing
neighborhoods by:

a. Retaining unique and/or historic residences and architecture;

b. Supporting efforts to improve and maintain neighborhood appearance and the
existing housing stock;

c. Promoting and supporting the development of Accessory Dwelling Units, while
striving to ensure that such development does not deteriorate the quality of life or
home values in any single-family residential neighborhoods;

d. Promoting/requiring the infilling of sidewalk gaps. upgrading of substandard
sidewalks and streetscapes where needed and including pedestrian scale lighting

on prlvate propertv and pubhc sidewalks, where feasible; I—Hﬁ-lh&g—g&pS—&ﬂd

e. Implementing traffic calming as appropriate; and

f. Ensuring that new or renovated structures are compatible with the established
character, development form, and function of the neighborhoods.

g. Encouraging solar powered systems and lighting.

Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration
Page 3.10-18, Policy N-1.7 is revised as follows:

N-1.7: Frequent, High-Noise Events. Require development of noise-sensitive uses
proposed in areas subject to frequent, high-noise events (such as aircraft overflights, or
truck traffic) to adequately evaluate and mitigate the potential for noise-related impacts.
Implement Mmitigation shal-to ensure noise-related annoyance, sleep disruption, speech
interference, and other similar effects are minimized using metrics and methodologies
appropriate to the effect(s) to be assessed and avoided.

Page 3.11-27, the Note in Table 3.10-9 is revised as follows:

NOTES: Lower eEach of the noise levels specified above shall-belowered by five dB for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily of
speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises. These noise level standards do not apply to residential units established in
conjunction with industrial or commercial uses (e.g., caretaker dwellings).

Section 3.11, Public Services and Recreation
Page 3.11-23, Policy CS-2.5 is revised as follows:

CS-2.5: Funding Strategy. Periodicallyreview-the-existing Explore the possibility of
adopting and maintaining a Fire-related development impact fee and-explore-the

pessibility-of-adopting-and-maintaining or an alternate funding mechanism for new and

existing development projects to assist in funding Humboldt Bay Fire operations and
facilities and to maintain adequate levels of fire protection.
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Page 3.11-27, the footnote in Table PR-1 is revised as follows:

NOTES: Develop Nnew parks and recreational facilities shal-be-developed to minimize impacts on environmentally sensitive areas such
as wetlands and riparian habitat. (Table based on Table 5-1 and Policy 5.A.1)

SOURCE: Table derived from Table PR-1 of the 1997 City of Eureka General Plan.

Section 3.12, Transportation
Page 3.12-1, final paragraph, is revised as follows:

Freeways provide for intra- and inter-regional mobility. They are characterized by restricted
access and grade separation, thereby accommodating higher volumes and higher speeds,
generally with two or more lanes in each direction. The only freeway segment within the City
limits is on US-101 at the southerly entry to the City, and ends just north of the Herrick Avenue
interchange. US-101 is grade-separated and carries 32,000 vehicle trips per day at the interchange
with Herrick Avenue, then transitions to a major arterial as it enters the City. This roadway
generally has four lanes, two in each direction, and connects the City of Eureka to points as far
south as Los Angeles and north to the State of Oregon.

Page 3.12-3, first paragraph, is revised as follows:

Expressways alse-provide for intra- and inter-regional mobility, but access is allowed only at key
intersections. They typically have two or more lanes in each direction, and are characterized by
lack of access from abutting properties. US-101 transitions from major arterial to Expressway as
it exits the City of Eureka and continues north towards Arcata. The road carries approximately
37,500 vehicle trips per day and has two lanes in each direction divided by a large unpaved
median.

Page 3.12-16, second paragraph, is revised as follows:

Terminal Access Truck Routes are State routes or local roads that allow Surface Transportation
Assistance Act (STAA) trucks (the federal standard length- ) US-101 is the only STAA route
through Eureka. Ev

Page 3.12-26, Policy M-1.1 is revised as follows:

M-1.1: Complete Streets. Design and construct both new and reconstructed streets with
adequate rights-of way and facilities to support the full range of locally available travel
modes, compliant with the City of Eureka Design/Complete Streets Design Guide and the
California Complete Streets Act (AB 1358). Consider a layered transportation network
approach that distributes a range of facility types across neighborhoods and districts.
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Page 3.12-26, Policy M-1.2 is revised as follows:

M-1.2: Investment in Alternative Modes. Emphasize investment in alternative travel
modes H-erder-to provide a realistic and cost-effective balance between travel modes;-the

v shall omohasize - alternat tos.

Page 3.12-27 is revised by the addition of a new policy, as follows:

M-1.10: Shared Transportation. Develop guidelines and incentives to direct how
transportation sharing (e.g., bikeshare, carshare, rideshare, e-scooters, bike rentals) would
be accommodated in the City, including where docking would be required, what amount
and type of parking (e.g.. automobile spaces, bike parking. docking stations) would be
required, passenger loading zones, and other considerations.

Page 3.12-27, policy M-2.1 is revised as follows:

M-2.1: Street Classifications. Expand and maintain the street and highway system
according to the most current version of the Caltrans Funetional-Classifieation Road
System mMaps. Classifications as of 2016 are depicted in the-Figure M-1Street

Classifieations-diagram [see Figure 3.12-1 of this EIR].
Page 3.12-27, Policy M-2.3 is revised as follows:

M-2.3: Level of Service Standard. Strive to manage streets and highways to maintain
Level of Service (LOS) C operation on all roadway segments and signalized
intersections, except for along any portion of US 101, where LOS D is shall-be
acceptable. For evaluation purposes, seﬂqe%}evels—shaﬂ—bedetermmed service levels
using methodologies and thresholds as set forth in the most up-to-date version of the
Highway Capacity Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers. For purposes of
evaluating development proposals, impacts of a project are less than significant if an
intersection is operating at LOS E or F without project-generated traffic added, the
project’simpactshall be-considered-less-than-signifieantifit and the project does not
cause operation to fall from LOS E to LOS F and #-inereases average delay for the
intersection as a whole increases by no more than 5 seconds-ertess. Where LOS for
multiple modes including vehicles, bikes, pedestrian and transit conflict, the project will
be taken to the City’s Transportation Safety Commission for recommendation to staff.

Page 3.12-27, Policy M-2.5 is revised as follows:

M-2.5: Design Standards. Unless otherwise approved by the Transportation and Safety
Commission (or equivalent body), require that all new and improved streets in Eureka be
designed, developed, and maintained in accordance with the roadway cross-sections
standards shown in the City of Eureka Design/Complete Streets Design Guide-street

lesi - delines.
Page 3.12-28, Policy M-2.8 is revised as follows:

M-2.8: Traffic Impact Fee. Coordinate with Humboldt County Public Works to
determine the feasibility, impacts, and benefits of establishing a Traffic Impact Fee that
requires all new development to pay its fair share contribution of the cost of any local or

regional transportation improvements.M-2-8:-Proportional-Share Payments—Require-all
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 3.12-28, Policy M-2.14 is revised as follows:

M-2.134: New Roads in Gulches. Require that streets developed in steep gulch areas
result in as little disruption of the natural topography as feasible. Do not allow new roads
to be constructed in such areas unless there is no feasible, less environmentally damaging
alternative and the impacts can be adequately mitigated.

Page 3.12-28, Policy M-2.15 is revised as follows:

M-2.145: Street Trees. Continue to work with local service and volunteer organizations,
and property owners to plant, maintain, and expand the street tree plan for public streets.

Page 3.12-28, Goal M-3 is revised as follows:

Goal M-3: A system of walkways, bikeways and bicycle parking facilities which will
safely and effectively serve those wishing to walk and bicycle for commute, basic
services, or recreational trips.

Page 3.12-29, Policy M-3.8 is revised as follows:

M-3.8: Bike Parking. Prioritize Promete-the installation of secure bicycle parking and
other supporting facilities in areas generating substantial bicycle traffic and at major
public facilities. Install, and encourage the installation by other entities of, bike parking
throughout the city.

Page 3.12-29, Policy M-3.9 is revised as follows:

M-3.9: Facilities at New Developments. Where applicable, require new development to
provide bicycle access to and through projects, as well as properly and securely installed
bicycle parking and/or storage, and to construct, dedicate and/or pay its equitable share
contribution to the citywide system.

Page 3.12-29, Policy M-4.3 is revised as follows:

M-4.3: Intermodal Transportation Center. Work with the-Humboldt Transit Authority
to develop-explore the development of an intermodal transportation center that would
provide a central focal point for all transportation modes serving Humboldt County,
including buses, cabs and limousines, rideshare, railroad passenger service, bay excursion
services, horse-drawn carriages, and possibly cruise ships, and-trolleys, and carshare.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 3.12-30, Policy M-4.5 is revised as follows:

M-4.5: Transit Use. Work with Core Area employers, workers, residents, and visitors to
encourage theiremployeestouse public transit use, thereby reducing traffic congestion
and parking demand in the Core Area.

Page 3.12-30, Policy 5.2 is revised as follows:

M-5.2: Parking Management Program. Continue to work with Core Area business and
property owners to develop a parking management program, such as a parking permit
program, to balance the long and short-term parking needs of residents, employees,
business patrons, and tourists. Include a curb zone management program that defines
users/uses of curb zone space to include delivery trucks, buses, taxis, ride share
companies, bike parking, bike share, and parklets.

Page 3.12-30, Policy 5.4 is revised as follows:

M-5.4: Parking Lot Location. Discourage placement of parking lots along major
commercial, high pedestrian-use street frontages, and corners in the interest of
maintaining continuous building frontages along the primary commercial streets and
improving walkability in the Core Area.

Page 3.12-30 is revised by the addition of a new policy, as follows:

M-5.7: Paid Parking. Explore removing free parking in the Core Area and evaluating
how paid parking may be used to promote a shift to non-single occupancy vehicle travel.

Page 3.12-30 is revised by the addition of a new policy, as follows:

M-5.8: Unbundling Parking Costs. Support the separation of parking costs for multi-
family residential developments such that parking for residents or building occupants is
available for an additional price thereby reducing existing parking requirements and
promoting other modes of travel.

Page 3.12-30, Goal M-7 and its associated policies are revised as follows:

Goal M-67: Transportation facilities that ensure goods can be moved to and from
industrial and commerecial sites in Eureka in a safe and efficient manner while ensuring
that heavy trucks remain on freeways and major arterial streets except when accessing
sites within the city.

Policies

M-67.1: Delivery Schedules. Encourage business owners to schedule deliveries during
off-peak traffic periods in residential, commercial, or mixed-use areas.

M-672: Passenger Air Service. Work with the County of Humboldt to plan for a full
range of aviation services and promote airline services that meet the present and future
needs of residents and the business community, while mitigating noise and other impacts
to residents and businesses.

M-67.3: Truck Route. Continue to study the feasibility and necessity of a truck route.
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Page 3.12-31, Goal M-8 and its associated policies are revised as follows:

Goal M-78: Water transportation facilities that serve the needs of commercial fishing
and recreational boating operations, short sea shipping, and a maritime highway.
(Modified 1997 General Plan Goal)

Policies

M-78.1: Fishing Facilities. Protect and, where feasible, upgrade facilities serving and
supporting the commercial fishing and recreational boating industries. Participate in the
design and construction of new or improved facilities to support commercial fishing and
recreational boating and seek funding sources to maintain and enhance existing facilities.
Such facilities shall not be reduced unless the demand for the facilities no longer exists or
adequate substitute space has been provided. Proposed recreational boating facilities
shall, to the maximum extent feasible, be designed and located so as not to interfere with
the needs of the commercial fishing industry.

M-78.2: Berthing Facilities. Limit new or expanded berthing facilities to sites at the
Woodley Island Marina, the Eureka Small Boat Basin, or the Eureka Channel Inner
Reach. Provide fEacilities supporting party- or charter-fishing boat operations shal-be
provided at these sites to meet demand for them.

M-78.3: Shipping. Promote Eureka as a port and rail City including options such as short
sea shipping.

Page 3.12-40, the discussion in the first paragraph under Impact 3.12-2 is revised as follows:

The Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) is the Regional Transportation
Planning Agency for Humboldt County. There is no regional congestion management agency in
the County. The HCAOG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted in 26442017, and
does not establish LOS standards for roadway or multi-modal facilities.

Section 3.13, Utilities and Service Systems

Page 3.13-10, paragraph 5, is revised as follows:
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Safe Drinking Water Plan

With the transition of the Drinking Water Program from the California Department of Public
Health (CDPH) on July 1. 2014, the State Water Board now has the primary enforcement
authority (primacy) to enforce federal and state safe drinking-water acts, and is responsible for
the regulatory oversight of about 8,000 public water systems throughout the state.

In 1993, the California Department of Health Services (CDHS) (now CDPH) submitted to the
Legislature the report entitled, "Drinking Water into the 21st Century: Safe Drinking Water Plan
for California" (1993 Plan). In 1996, the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill (SB) 1307

(Chapter 755, Statutes of 1996). SB 1307 amended Health and Safety (H&S) Code Section
116355 to require a periodic update of the original Plan. The issues that were to be addressed
were essentially the same as those included in the 1993 Plan.

CDPH assembled a team of experts that conducted extensive reviews and analyses, resulting in a
draft plan that included an overview of drinking water regulation, reviews and plans for drinking
water quality/monitoring and threats, treatment technologies, funding aspects and financial
assistance, and a focus on the challenges faced by small drinking water systems. Following the
July 1. 2014 transition of the Drinking Water Program to the State Water Board, the draft plan's
recommendations and implementation plan have been enhanced based on the synergies and
resources resulting from incorporation of the program into the State Water Board.

The Safe Drinking Water Plan for California includes the State Water Board's assessment of the
overall quality of the state's drinking water, the identification of specific water quality problems,
an analysis of the known and potential health risks that may be associated with drinking water
contamination in California, and specific recommendations to improve drinking water quality.

Page 3.13-21, Policy NR-1.7 is revised as follows:

NR-1.7: Groundwater Protection. Continue to regtlate-the-use-of septic-systems;
encourage septic system users to connect to City services, and regulate-prevent onsite

disposal of toxic substances per local and State regulations to reduce groundwater
contamination.

Page 3.13-22, Policy U-2.7 is revised as follows:

U-2.7: Best Management Practices. ldentify and implement, where feasible, best
practices and technologies for wastewater collection and treatment, including strategies

that reduce wastewater demand—fequﬁmg—treatmeﬁt—sueh—&s—wa%eﬂess—teﬂetsﬂf
eempes%mg—gafbag%ehspesa}s—aﬂd—teﬁets maintain maximum energy efficiency, and

reduce costs and greenhouse gas emissions.

Page 3.13-22, Policy U-3.5 is revised as follows:

U-3.5: Manmade Drainage. Allow manmade drainage systems to be dredged, cleared,
and maintained to preserve the drainage capacity for which they were designed, even
those classified as wetlands, consistent with State and federal regulations.
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ERRATA

Following production and printing of the Final EIR, the following revisions were made to
portions of the text to either correct errors or to refine elements of the text:

Page 2-22, Table 2-3, the “Light Industrial” land use designation is revised to read:

Light Industrial (LI) Lower-intensity manufacturing, assembly, packaging, processing, Intensity:
wholesaling, warehousing, distribution, research and development | Maximum 2.0 FAR
and other employment-generating uses. Intended to be able to
operate in close proximity to commercial and residential uses with
minimum mutual adverse impacts. Small scale retail service uses
that support employees and are incidental to the primary use may
be allowed as provided by the applied zoning district. Office uses
and ubpper floor residential uses may be conditionally allowed as
provided by the applied zoning district.

Page 3.5-18, Policy HCP-1.4 is revised as follows:

Demolition of Eligible Historic Resources. Create a ministerial process to determine when a

building or structure is an eligible historic resource. Once the process is established, require
discretionary review for the issuance of demolition permits of eligible historic resources unless,
consistent with City regulations: rehabilitation is not feasible; demolition is necessary to protect
health, safety, and/or welfare; or the benefit of demolition outweighs the loss of the structure.

City of Eureka General Plan Update 1 ESA /130261
Final Environmental Impact Report _153_ Attaehisteist 22P84k 105



Attachment 5

Implementation Programs Table

_154_



2040 General Plan

Implementation Programs Table

TABLE 4-1: EUREKA GENERAL PLAN Implementation Programs
. Responsible I
Implementation Programs Departments Timing
Imp Conduct a study to review locations of grocery stores and Development
other fresh food sources to ensure all neighborhoods in the P *TBD
LU-1A ; Services
City have equal access.
Consider using parking funds for facilities and services that
Im i . Development
p encourage people to use non-single occupancy vehicles to . .
- . Services, Ongoing
LU-1B travel to the Core Area (e.g., public transit, shuttles, Public Works
bikeshare, walking, carshare).
Imp Maintain an _ up-to-date Econo_mlc Development Strateg!c Development _
Plan to guide near term (i.e., 0-5 years) economic Services Ongoing
E-1 development activities and decision making.
Imp Allocate staff resources to economic development activities | Development Ongoing
E-2 based upon available funding. Services
Review and update, as appropriate, the City’s fees, user
charges, utility rates, special assessments and taxes, and
. . Development
Imp other e).(f.actlons to ensure they are adequate, equitable, and Services _
competitive. Develop and maintain an up-to-date Finance ar,1d Ongoing
E-3 development impact fee program to ensure that new :
- . Public Works
development contributes equitably to the development of
necessary public facilities.
Identify and pursue federal, state, and local funding sources,
Imp as well as other alternative financing tools and mechanisms, Development Ongoin
E-4 to support economic development planning, programs, and Services going
projects.
| Review and update, as appropriate, the City’s policies, Development
mp programs, and procedures to ensure they are adequate, : . .
2 . . Services, City Ongoing
E-5 equitable, consistent, helpful and responsive to the needs of Manader
residents, property owners and businesses. 9
Im Prioritize project review and permitting for key economic
P development projects and designate an economic Degg:ei[érgsent Ongoing
E-6 development coordinator.
Imp _Pursue grant fu_nd_lng to perlodlcally_ upd_ate the City’s existing Development _
inventory of existing cultural and historic resources (Eureka, Services Ongoing
HCP-1 An Architectural Review; also known as the “Green Book”).
Im Develop interpretive programs, such as street signage and
P walking tours, as historic districts and historic structures are Develo_pment Ongoing
HCP-2 | jisted. Services
Development
Imp Provide training to City staff on State Historic Building Code Services, Onaoin
HCP-3 | and other available preservation incentives and regulations. Public Works going
(Building)
Establish procedures for the creation of Historic Recognition
Imp Areas, which identify, highlight, and promote areas of historic, Development *TBD
HCP-4 | architectural, and/or cultural significance, but do not require Services
design standards or guidelines.
Imp Establish procedures for the creation of Designated Historic Development
Districts, which shall include design standards or design P *TBD
HCP-5 guidelines. Services

*TBD - Timing to be established by City Council as funding and staffing becomes available.
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2040 General Plan

Implementation Programs Table

TABLE 4-1: EUREKA GENERAL PLAN Implementation Programs

future. The plan will also identify areas in which the City will

. Responsible I
Implementation Programs D epgrtm ents Timing
Prepare, adopt, and implement procedures for review and
Im approval of all discretionary projects involving ground
P disturbance and all building and/or demolition permits that will Deg::e;:::rgsent *TBD
HCP-6 affect buildings, structures, or objects identified as historically
significant.
Develop and promote other incentives for restoration,
Imp rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic resources that Development
include fee reductions and low interest, revolving loan funds Servir():es *TBD
HCP-7 for preservation and maintenance of properties on the Local
Register of Historic Places.
Imp Apply for CLG grant funds f_jnd pursue other put_)l_ic a_nd private Development _
grants to support preservation programs, rehabilitation efforts, Services Ongoing
HCP-8 and heritage tourism activities.
Work with community groups and other local governments to
organize preservation-related trainings and workshops.
Imp . ) . Development .
Identify preservation resources, and inform property owners Services Ongoing
HCP-9 and developers about the benefits of designation and
rehabilitation of historic resources.
Work with the building industry, Humboldt Waste
Imp Management Authority and preservation groups to create a Development
HCP- program for effectively, salvaging, storing and recycling Servir():es Ongoing
10 historic building materials and architectural elements
obtained from demolished or altered historic buildings.
Imp Continue  cooperative ~process with the Table BIUff | peyeiopment .
HCP- Reservation Wiyot Tribe and other interested groups to Services Ongoing
11 protect and preserve archaeological and cultural sites.
Imp Support and promote acquisition of fee title and/or easements | Development Ongoing
NR-1 for wetland protection from willing property owners. Services
Imp Pl_'epare and impler_nent a ve_gete_ﬂive_ main_tenance plan for DeSveerI\i)iEg]Sent
NR-2 City-owned properties to maintain views into and through Communiiy *TBD
vegetated areas, and to remove invasive species. Services
Prepare a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that provides the Development
framework for the City to reduce greenhouse gas emissions Sel’ViC%S in
I to meet the State targets identified for 2040 through City .
mp : 7 collaboration
operations, and existing and future development. with Redwood 2019-2022
AQ-1 Greenhouse gas emission reductions related to land use,
L . . . Coast Energy
mobility, energy, and solid waste will be addressed in the Authorit
CAP. y
Promote low-cost educational opportunities to inform the
Eureka community about sea-level rise hazards through City Development
Imp website updates, newsletter updates, informational handouts, Services, “TBD
SL-1 and partnerships with real estate and building trade industry Community
groups, neighborhood organizations, and the Greater Eureka Services
Chamber of Commerce.
Create and maintain a citywide sea level rise adaptation Per
Imp strategy to ensure the resiliency of Eureka in the_fu’ture._T_he Development California
SL-2 strategy will lay out a Iong-ter.m plan for the City’s qutlcal Services Government
assets that are vulnerable to climate change now and in the Code

*TBD - Timing to be established by City Council as funding and staffing becomes available.
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Implementation Programs Table

TABLE 4-1: EUREKA GENERAL PLAN Implementation Programs

of travel.

. Responsible I
Implementation Programs Departments Timing
continue to dike tidally-influenced water as the City has done Section
for the past 100+ years. 65302 (g)(4)
Per
California
Imp Prepare a long-term climate change adaptation and resilience Development | Government
CC-1 plan to address climate change-related hazards. Services Code
Section
65302 (g)(4)
Adopt Complete Streets Design Guidelines that set forth
appropriate configurations and geometrics to accommodate
all modes, including number of lanes and their widths, Development
Imp inclusion of bicycle facilities, sidewalk widths, bus stop Services *TBD
M-1 amenities and other street furniture as appropriate for the . ’
intended use and character of each street type. Include | Public Works
guidance on appropriate treatments to support safe crossings
for pedestrians.
Develop traffic calming guidelines that provide a toolbox of
measures designed to reduce traffic speeds and limit
Imp diversion of traffic together with policies providing guidance
on determining what measures are most appropriate for Public Works *TBD
M-2 specific conditions. The guidelines should provide a method
for residents to request measures that meet traffic calming
criterion.
Develop a Master Plan to evaluate feasibility of limiting
access in specific areas to accommodate pedestrians and Development
Imp bicyclists only. The impacts on all modes of transportation Services “TBD
M-3 should be evaluated to determine if the diversion of vehicle . ’
trips would significantly impact the anticipated alternative | T ublic Works
route(s).
Consider application of vehicle miles traveled as a metric for
evaluating impacts of new development at such time as a
methodology is available that is suitable for use in Eureka. Public Works
Imp Work with Humboldt County Association of Governments D ’ .
. . . - evelopment TBD
M-4 (HCAOG) when evaluating potential regional applications Services
both to evaluate and to reduce vehicle miles traveled. Support
HCAOG if they develop a regional methodology or program
as a part of their annual Overall Work Program.
Establish and maintain a traffic impact fee to assess an Development
Imp equitable share of costs associated with cumulative traffic Services *TBD
M-5 impacts to all development projects on facilities for all modes Public W0|:ks

*TBD - Timing to be established by City Council as funding and staffing becomes available.
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Implementation Programs Table

TABLE 4-1: EUREKA GENERAL PLAN Implementation Programs
. Responsible I
Implementation Programs Departments Timing
Develop a Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan that identifies
the type and location of future bicycle facilities, as well as
pathways for use by pedestrians and bicyclists. Coordinate
plan development with Humboldt County and Caltrans, where
appropriate, to link the City to the surrounding region. The
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan shall: establish mode
Imp share targets for bicycling and walking that would be used to | Public Works,
evaluate new and existing projects; include a level of stress Development *TBD
M-6 analysis of existing bikeways; develop level of stress targets Services
for all bikeways to help the City to prioritize and redesign
appropriate bikeways to accommodate more bicyclists; use
mode share data to evaluate the effectiveness of other
activities meant to increase pedestrian or bicycle use; and
develop an report that captures the activities accomplished
during the year that may have affected mode share.
Evaluate need for enhancements to pedestrian facilities
Imp through a study of existing crossing treatments along major Develqpment
routes, especially U.S. 101, and their adequacy. Implement Services, *TBD
M-7 enhanced crossing treatments where warranted, as funding Public Works
becomes available.
Update guidance to require new projects to analyze parking Public Works
Imp requirements for bicycles as well as automobiles and develop ’ .
. . ! . . Development Ongoing
M-8 metrics which allow for the reduction of automobile parking Servi
. S ervices
spaces if certain findings are met.
Require that if any paleontological resources are discovered
during construction, all earthwork or other types of ground
disturbance within 50 feet of the find stop immediately until a
qualified professional paleontologist meeting the standards of
the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology can assess the nature
and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or
uniqueness of the find, the paleontologist may record the find Degelo_pment
Imp and allow work to continue, or recommend salvage and p b?rv\llc\:/esi( o .
HS-1 recovery of the fossil. If treatment and salvage is required, (L; Ic VVOrKs, ngoing
. . ; . ommunity
recommendations are to be consistent with current Society of Services
Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines and currently accepted
scientific practice. If required, treatment for fossil remains may
include preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that
they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university
collection, and may also include preparation of a report for
publication describing the finds.
Update the City’s Zoning Code, in consultation with area Development
Imp stakeholders, to require defensible space and other wildland Services,
fire mitigation strategies in fire prone areas. Explore | Public Works, 2019
HS-2 implementation of fire resistant building codes in fire prone | Humboldt Bay
areas. Fire

*TBD - Timing to be established by City Council as funding and staffing becomes available.
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