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Responses to Mercer Fraser - Letter C3 

Comment C3-1: The comment questions whether Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2 is 
necessary.  The commenter does not consider the definition of wetlands straw-voted by 
the Board to be flawed in the first place, and secondly, does not consider the 
replacement language in the mitigation measure to be an improvement because it 
conflicts with the Corps’ current wetland definition. 

Response to Comment C3-1: This mitigation is proposed to address the definition of 
wetlands straw-voted by the Board which contains the language that a wetland is an 
area that both contains substrate that is “predominantly undrained hydric soil” and at 
the same time, the substrate is “non-soil”.  While there may conceivably be 
circumstances where wetlands are both soil and non-soil at the same time, this 
language seems to be contradictory on its face, and is therefore unnecessarily 
confusing to the users of the GPU.  

To clarify Standard BR-S11 consistent with the commenters request to be consistent with 
the US Army Corps definition of wetlands, which is also the intent of the wording straw-
voted by the Board, Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2 in the DEIR is revised to substitute the 
Corps’ definition of wetlands into BR-S11: 

“Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2. Replace BR-S11 with the below definition of wetlands: 

BR-S11. Wetlands Defined.  The County shall follow the US Army Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation manual in the identification and classification of wetlands 
which considers wetlands as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface 
or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for 
life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs 
and similar areas. lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where 
the water table is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow 
water.  Wetlands must have all of the following three attributes: (1) at least 
periodically, the land supports hydrophytes, (2) the substrate is predominantly 
undrained hydric soil, and (3) the substrate is non-soil and is saturated with water or 
covered by shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year.  
An area is wetland if, under normal circumstances, (1) the area has continuous or 
recurrent saturation of the upper substrate caused by groundwater, or shallow 
surface water, or both; (2) the duration of such saturation is sufficient to cause 
anaerobic conditions in the upper substrate; and (3) the area’s vegetation is 
dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks vegetation.” 
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Letter C4  Humboldt Coalition for Property Rights 
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Responses to Humboldt Coalition for Property Rights - Letter C4  

Comment C4-1: This comment states that the RDEIR fails to adequately address the 
environmental impacts of “illegal cannabis cultivation” and “regulated commercial 
cannabis production” relating to the Commercial Medical Marijuana Land Use 
Ordinance, and the RDEIR does not “analyze and discuss the economic and equitable 
impacts of the net loss of industrial zoned lands for commercial and industrial uses other 
than for the cannabis industry.” 

Response to Comment C4-1: Illegal cannabis cultivation is addressed in the 
environmental baseline sections of Chapter 3.2, Agricultural and Timber Resources, 
Chapter 3.3 Utilities and Services Systems, and Chapter 3.12, Air Quality of the RDEIR.  
Regulated commercial cannabis production is described in the environmental baseline 
discussion of Chapter 3.2, Agricultural and Timber Resources.   

As quoted in this comment, this “Program EIR is a first-tier environmental document that 
assesses and documents the broad environmental impacts that can be expected to 
occur from the adoption and implementation of the General Plan Update.”  Other than 
Policy UL-P21, Cannabis Cultivation, and Implementation Measure UL-IM15, Cannabis 
Cultivation and Dispensary Ordinance, there are no other policies, standards, or 
implementation measures in the GPU that relate to cannabis cultivation, processing, or 
manufacturing.  The significance of the production and sale of medicinal and illicit 
cannabis to Humboldt County’s economy is discussed in the Economic Development 
Element.  In addition, Housing Element Policy H-P30, Conservation of Affordable Housing 
Damaged or Displaced by Indoor Marijuana Grows, directs the County to earmark 
revenue from any future excessive energy tax toward programs for conservation of 
affordable housing.  However, the Housing Element is included in the GPU for reference 
purposes, but is not considered in the RDEIR as it was evaluated in a separate 
environmental document. 

UL-P21 and UL-IM15 were recommended by the Planning Commission in 2012, prior to 
changes in state law relating to commercial medical or recreational cannabis, and 
specify that medical cannabis cultivation shall be regulated by ordinance that protects 
the health, safety and welfare and that ensures the cultivation and dispensing sites are 
compatible with neighboring uses.  In 2016, Humboldt County approved the 
Commercial Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance, largely implementing UL-P21 and 
UL-IM15, referenced on Page 3.2-8, of Chapter 3.2, Agricultural and Timber Resources.  
The environmental impacts of the Commercial Medical Marijuana Land Use Ordinance 
were analyzed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration for Medical Marijuana Land Use 
Ordinance – Phase IV – Commercial Cultivation of Cannabis for Medical Use (SCH 
Number: 2015102005).   

Section 3.0, Baseline Environmental Conditions Assumed in the RDEIR, states that 
“comprehensive and reliable data regarding baseline conditions related to the 
pervasive and unregulated development of illicit cannabis cultivation in Humboldt 
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County is still not available. Although this RDEIR attempts to summarize some of the data 
that is available in Chapter 3.2 - Agriculture and Timber Resources, future regulation of 
cannabis cultivation, processing, manufacturing, or distribution is not within the scope 
of the draft GPU and potential impacts of such a regulatory program are not analyzed 
in this RDEIR.” The County of Humboldt is in the process of developing a separate 
Environmental Impact Report for ordinances regulating commercial cannabis industry 
development in accordance with rapidly evolving state and federal law.”  Humboldt 
County has initiated a project to amend the Humboldt County Code regulating 
cannabis land use activities.  An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is currently being 
prepared by Humboldt County to evaluate the environmental effects of proposed 
changes to the County's Commercial Cannabis Land Use Ordinances (SCH Number: 
2017042022). 

The comment also states that the RDEIR does not analyze and discuss the economic 
and equitable impacts of the net loss of industrial zoned lands for commercial and 
industrial uses other than for the cannabis industry.  According to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15382, “(a)n economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a 
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant.”   

For the comment relating to the environmental impacts of “illegal cannabis cultivation” 
and “regulated commercial cannabis production,” the RDEIR is intended to disclose 
the possible environmental impacts from approving the policies, standards, and 
implementation measures in the General Plan Update and the population growth that 
is projected to occur during the General Plan Update planning period.  This comment 
does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required under CEQA.  Regarding economic and equitable impacts 
of the net loss of industrial zoned lands for commercial and industrial uses other than for 
the cannabis industry, the comment does not identify physical change that could have 
an effect on the environment. 

Comment C4-2: This comment states that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
circulated in 2007, and is now out of date particularly for cannabis impacts.  The 
comment also states that the NOP was circulated prior to the recommendations of the 
Planning Commission in 2012 and the tentative approval by the Board of Supervisors of 
the draft General Plan Update in 2016, which could create confusion for the public. 

Response to Comment C4-2: See response to comment C2-2 for a discussion of how the 
RDEIR addresses the environmental setting information contained in the RDEIR and the 
information that has been updated since release of the Notice of Preparation on 
January 22, 2007, and the Draft Environmental Impact Report, April 2, 2012. 

Regarding the date of the NOP and potential confusion regarding the project that is 
under review, RDEIR Section 1.3.1, Scoping the Issues To Be Discussed in the EIR, 
describes the NOP and scoping process, the review of the General Plan Update by the 
Planning Commission from 2007 to 2012, and the review of the General Plan Update by 
the Board of Supervisors from 2012 through 2017 and concludes with the statement that 
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“(t)he Board of Supervisors held 66 public hearings on the Project and Plan alternatives 
from June, 2012 through March, 2016, to take straw votes and refine the Planning 
Commission Approved Draft GPU, resulting in the Board of Supervisors 2016 Markup 
Draft which is the Project being considered in this EIR.”  RDEIR Section 1.3.2, Prepare and 
Distribute Revised Draft Program EIR, states that the RDEIR was prepared “to address the 
changes to the Project made by the Board of Supervisors since June, 2012, and to 
address the comments made on the 2012 Draft EIR for the Planning Commission 
Approved Draft” and that the RDEIR “also incorporates significant new information 
which became available after 2012.”  Chapter 2, Project Description, clearly indicates 
in the introduction that the RDEIR analyzes the Board of Supervisors Markup Draft from 
October 19, 2015, and that the Board of Supervisors made modifications, additions, and 
deletions to that draft plan recommended by the Planning Commission. 

Comment C4-3: This comment expresses dissatisfaction with proposed Mitigation 
Measure 3.11.3.2 which proposes new language for Standard BR-S11. Wetlands Defined.
The comment claims the proposed new language is unnecessary and will cause 
confusion. 

Response to Comment C4-3: See Response to Comment C3-1 above. 

Comment C4-4: This comment references California Public Resources Code Section 
21083(b) and 21083 (b)(3), which state that “(t)he guidelines shall specifically include 
criteria for public agencies to follow in determining whether or not a proposed project 
may have a “significant effect on the environment…and… shall require a finding that a 
project may have a “significant effect on the environment” if “…”(t)he environmental 
effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly.”  The comment further states that the RDEIR does not analyze the 
social and economic impacts of the majority of GPU policies, goals, and 
implementation measures.   

Response to Comment C4-4: The RDEIR evaluates the environmental impacts expected 
to occur from adoption and implementation of the General Plan Update.  Analysis of 
the social and economic impacts of the GPU is not required by CEQA.  The comment 
does not identify environmental effects of the GPU that will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings.  Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-5: This comment suggests that the majority of the policies, goals and 
implementation measures of the Economic Development Element stand to have 
effects on the environment and human residents. 

Response to Comment C4-5: The RDEIR project description describes the Economic 
Development Element as one of six optional elements included in the GPU that outlines 
the County’s economic development strategy and provides relevant supporting 
policies, and generally describes the policies at the top of Page 2-20.  Policies within the 
Economic Development Element generally promote and support a stable, and growing 
local economy, seek to acquire funding for infrastructure and workforce training, and 
to plan for demographic changes and an appropriate supply of industrial and 
commercial land.  The RDEIR analyzes reasonably foreseeable environmental effects 
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that are related to the Economic Development Element in terms of population and 
employment growth during the planning period, planned land uses, and infrastructure.  
The RDEIR also analyzes how relevant General Plan Update policies would lessen 
potential environmental effects of the GPU.  Chapter 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials references Policy ED-P16, Brownfields, in Impact 3.7.4.1: Hazardous Materials, 
and how it would direct the County to pursue and distribute funding and technical 
assistance to assess, clean up, and reuse Brownfields as well as streamline the 
regulatory review for proposed development in commercial and industrial zoned 
Brownfields.  This comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in 
the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-6: This comment states that a number of GPU policies would place 
regulatory constraints on both private and public lands and the RDEIR fails to address 
how these regulatory constraints may or may not impact the environment, the 
economy, or the people of Humboldt County.  The comment also refers to Project 
Description Section 2.5, Proposed Plan Estimated Maximum Feasible Development 
Potential, and states that the GPU “would “allow for a significantly larger number of 
new dwelling units than the RDEIR anticipates and accounts for.” 

Response to Comment C4-6: Table 2.5-1, General Plan Update Acreage of Land Use 
Designations, Estimated Maximum Feasible Housing Development Potential and 
Projected Development 2016 – 2040, shows the acreage of each land use designation 
within the unincorporated area and excludes areas subject to physical constraints (100-
year flood zones, Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zones, wetlands, streamside 
management areas, areas with slopes greater than 30 percent, and areas with known 
history of landslide activity) to identify total vacant developable acres.  The discussion in 
Section 2.5 states that these areas could theoretically provide for as many as 38,972 
additional dwelling units in the unincorporated area of the County if developed at the 
full density allowed for each land use designation as proposed in the GPU.   

The discussion in Section 3.0-1, Growth Assumptions under the General Plan associated 
with the Planning Area & Period, states that, “(t)he estimated maximum feasible 
housing development potential of the General Plan Update land uses is far greater 
(38.972 housing units) than can reasonably be expected to be developed within the 
planning period of the General Plan (2016-2040).” “(T)he most recent population 
projections for Humboldt County from (California Dept. of Finance) reveal that 
Humboldt County’s population is projected to grow fairly slowly in the coming years, 
and reach a peak population in 2028 of 141,441 persons, and then it is projected to start 
to decline to 138,307 persons in 2040, at the end of the planning period.  The project 
Description states that “if the unincorporated share of total county housing remains 
constant at approximately 53 percent with the same vacancy rate, a projected 1,721 
new dwelling units will be needed to be to support the peak population level in the 
unincorporated area of the County,” according to the California Dept. of Finance, 
2014.   

The Project Description further states that “This Revised Draft Environment Impact Report 
evaluates the impacts associated with the growth expected during the planning 
horizon lasting until 2040. The peak impacts will be realized in the year 2028 when 
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population reaches 141,441. The years between 2028-2040 will see a decline in the 
population. The EIR uses the population in 2028 as the point at which the maximum level 
of impacts will be realized. This RDEIR does not analyze buildout of all allocated land use 
within the county because based upon foreseeable population trends buildout of all 
land uses is highly speculative and is not projected to occur within the next 100 years.” 
The RDEIR analyzes the environmental effects of reasonably foreseeable development 
and does not analyze speculative impacts that could occur as a result of theoretical 
buildout if all land were developed at the full density allowed for each land use 
designation as proposed in the GPU.  Analysis of the theoretical buildout in the EIR 
could lead to new mitigation measures such as impact fees and additional regulatory 
requirements on new development needed to address the buildout that would occur 
beyond the timeframe of the GPU. 

Regarding the comment that the RDEIR fails to address how these regulatory constraints 
may or may not impact the environment, the economy, or the people of Humboldt 
County, the EIR analyzes the regulatory constraints of the GPU on the environment.  
Analysis of social and economic impacts is not required by CEQA.  This comment does 
not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-7: This comment states that Scenic Resources policies, especially relating 
to scenic vistas, create regulatory constraints and that there is no analysis of this 
concept, which could result in potential social and economic impacts.  This comment 
excerpts a discussion of GPU policies from the Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update 
Policies from Impact 3.16.3.1: Adverse effect on Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources.   

Response to Comment C4-7: The analysis of adverse effect on Scenic Vistas and Scenic 
Resources concludes that the impact of the GPU, even after the implementation of a 
mitigation measure, is significant and unavoidable.  This comment suggests the EIR 
should consider economic and social impacts of the GPU, which is not a requirement of 
CEQA.  The comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the 
RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-8: The comment objects to the lack of justification for scenic resource 
protection measures in the GPU.

Response to Comment C4-8: This comment suggests the EIR should consider economic 
and social impacts of the GPU, which is not a requirement of CEQA.  The comment 
does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-9: This comment suggests that the analysis of water and wastewater 
capacity omits commercial and industrial uses and continues a trend of minimizing 
concern for industrial and commercial uses. 

Response to Comment C4-9: The analysis of available service connections for water 
and wastewater systems in Chapter 3.3 Utilities and Services Systems is based on the 
Community Infrastructure & Services Technical Report, July 2008, and information and 
capacity updates provided by services providers and Local Agency Formation 

GPU Adoption October 23, 2017 Page 224



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 111

Commission Municipal Service Reviews.  The presentation of water and wastewater 
capacity if based on the Community Infrastructure & Services Technical Report format, 
which generally used average usage rates per connection and peak usage rates per 
connection source capacity, storage capacity, and distribution system standards are 
set forth in the Waterworks Standards regulations, outlined in the California Code of 
Regulations and the permit requirements from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board – or an average usage per connection regardless of land use type.  Available 
capacity could be used by new residential, commercial, or industrial development.  This 
comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-10: This comment states that the GPU would allow for a significantly larger 
number of new dwelling units than the RDEIR analyzes.  This comment also states that 
the 1,721 housing units that are needed to accommodate projected population 
growth with the unincorporated have already been constructed without the County’s 
knowledge, or without permits. 

Response to Comment C4-10: See response to comment C4-6 above for a discussion of 
the environmental effects of reasonably foreseeable development versus speculative 
impacts that could occur as a result of theoretical buildout if all land were developed 
at the full density allowed for each land use designation as proposed in the GPU.  See 
response to comment C2-4 above for a discussion of illegal building and illegal 
subdivisions.  This comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in 
the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-11: This comment notes that Table 3.7-5, Land Planned for Industrial Uses, 
on Page 3.7-21 shows land planned for industrial uses within inland Community Planning 
Areas and not with Coastal Zone Areas.    The comment further states that Section 3.4, 
Public Services, “claims that there is sufficient land zoned for commercial and industrial 
uses in the County, but also states that the majority of that land is located in and 
around Humboldt Bay and/or the coastal zone.”  The comment suggests that the RDEIR 
is inconsistent because “does not otherwise address any of the areas located in the 
coastal zone, instead deferring discussion of those areas to the Local Coastal Plan, yet 
opts to include them in its inventory of industrial and commercial land.”  

Response to Comment C4-11: The discussion above Table 3.7-5 states that “Including 
the coastal zone area, which is not the subject of this EIR, there are over 3,370 acres of 
land planning for industrial purposes. Approximately 48 percent of that land is within the 
coastal zone, almost all of which is within the Humboldt Bay Area coastal planning 
area.” 

References to “commercial and industrial” in Section 3.4, Public Services, are contained 
in Impact 3.4.3.2. Fire Protection, and are used to describe the distribution of new 
development across the unincorporated area to accommodate project peak 
population and commercial/industrial employment growth.  This analysis does not 
suggest that “that there is sufficient land zoned for commercial and industrial uses” as 
suggested in the comment, rather this analysis reports that “3.1 million square feet of 
commercial and industrial building (will be needed) to accommodate projected new 
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employment by 2040. Although new construction would be distributed across the 
unincorporated area, 89 percent of housing units and 92 percent of commercial and 
industrial square footage are projected to be developed within the more urbanized 
community plan and coastal zone areas. Almost 60 percent of new housing units are 
projected to be located within the communities around the Humboldt Bay, including 
the residential areas of Cutten, Ridgewood, and McKinleyville. Approximately 50 
percent of commercial and industrial square footage is projected to be located within 
the communities around the Humboldt Bay, two-thirds of which would occur in the 
industrial areas along the Samoa Peninsula and Fields Landing.” (Page 3.4-17) 

Although the comment does not identify a new impact or the need for a new 
mitigation measure, it would be appropriate to modify Table 3.7-5, Land Planned for 
Industrial Uses in the EIR, to include industrial land within the Coastal Zone, given that 
the narrative discloses the proportion of industrial land within the Coastal Zone. The 
following edits are made to Table 3.7-5. Land Planned for Industrial Uses, Impact 3.7.4.1: 
Hazardous Materials, on Pages 3.7-21 and 3.7-22 to include industrial land in the Coastal 
Zone (underlined): 

Acres by Land Use Designation 
Community Planning Area IG IR MB MC MG Total 

Arcata 66.3 13.4       79.7
Avenues-Myers Flat 12.9         12.9
Avenues-Stafford-Redcrest 45.3         45.3
Blue Lake 231.1 218.3       449.4
Carlotta/Hydesville 30.7 35.0       65.7
Eel River (CZ) 90.6 90.6
Fieldbrook-Glendale 75.2 4.2       79.4
Fortuna 148.6         148.6
Garberville/Redway/Benbow 112.2 51.2       163.4
Humboldt Bay (CZ) 475.8 11.9 970.6 14.4 1,472.7
McKinleyville 119.7 2.1       121.8
McKinleyville (CZ) 34.1 34.1
North Coast (CZ) 60.7 60.7
Orick  20.2       20.2
Orleans 37.1         37.1
Rio Dell/Scotia 282.3         282.3
Willow Creek 65.5 19.9       85.4
Outside CPAs 129.3 17.4 0.1 0.6 147.3

Total 1,983.3 381.7 46.0 970.8 15.0 3,396.7

Comment C4-12: This comment suggests that the RDEIR is inconsistent because 
Mitigation 3.10.3.4.a in Impact 3.10.3.4: Housing within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area or 
Expose People or Structures to Flooding from Levee or Dam Failure, Tsunami, or Mudflow 
addresses the Local Coastal Program. 
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Response to Comment C4-12: The analysis in Impact 3.10.3.4 states that “(t)sunami 
inundation areas lie almost exclusively within the Coastal Zone, where they are 
addressed as part of the Hazards section of the certified Local Coastal Program and 
the Coastal Act.”  A review of the Humboldt County Web GIS shows that tsunami 
evacuation areas extend outside the Coastal Zone in a number of areas and as 
mapping of the 100-year tsunami run-up elevation in concert with sea level rise 
mapping are revised, Mitigation 3.10.3.4.a may affect more non-Coastal Zone areas.  
This comment does not identify additional impacts or the need for additional mitigation 
measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-13: This comment suggests that the focus of the RDEIR on the “estimated 
need for development as compared to the maximum possible level of build-out 
density” in Chapter 5. Other CEQA Considerations, 5.2 Cumulative Impacts, “vastly 
underestimates the potentially massive impacts on public services that the General Plan 
may stand to produce.” 

Response to Comment C4-13: Response to comment C4-6 describes how the RDEIR 
analyzes the environmental effects of reasonably foreseeable development and does 
not analyze speculative impacts that could occur as a result of theoretical buildout if all 
land were developed at the full density allowed for each land use designation as 
proposed in the GPU.  The CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) states that “(t)he 
discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 
likelihood of occurrence.”  Section 5.2 Cumulative Impacts relies on projected 
population growth countywide by the State of California, Department of Finance, and 
the cumulative environmental effects which may reasonably be expected to occur 
during the 24-year planning period of the GPU, 2016-2040.  As stated in the response to 
comment C4-6 above, this RDEIR does not analyze buildout of all allocated land use 
within the county because based upon foreseeable population trends buildout of all 
land uses is highly speculative and is not projected to occur within the timeframe of the 
GPU.

Comment C4-14: This comment states that there are inconsistencies between the 
narrative discussion of water and wastewater providers in Chapter 3.3 Utilities and 
Services Systems and the tables that summarize available water and wastewater 
connections.  The example provided by the commenter states that “RDEIR Table 3.3-1 
shows that the Loleta Community Services District has 258 water connections, and that 
there an additional 56 water connections available. 

The comment further states that “Table 3.3-2 shows that the Garberville CSD has 353 
existing wastewater connections and that there are an additional 180 connections 
available.  However, the RDEIR does not explicitly state that there are additional 
connections available for Garberville.  The inconsistency between the numbers 
presented in Table 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-2 and as presented in corresponding narrative 
text… is confusing.” 

The comment further lists twelve water and wastewater service providers and states 
that the RDEIR text and tables contain issues with consistency. 
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Response to Comment C4-14: narrative text in the RDEIR found on page 3.3-15, "Loleta 
Community Services District," cites a 2008 LAFCo report which states that "The [Loleta 
Community Services] District believes that they can supply an additional 60-70 (40 to 50 
based on Building Permit data as of2016) homes.”   

The RDEIR is “a substantial revision of the Draft EIR for the County of Humboldt GPU that 
was originally circulated for public comment between April 2, 2012 and June 15, 2012” 
(Section 1.1, Purpose of the EIR).  Table 3.3-8, Projected Housing Units (2028) by Water 
Service Provider, is a substantial revision of the Draft EIR Table 3.3-9, Allowable 
Development by Water Service Provider.  For the Loleta CSD, there were an estimated 
239 existing water service connections in 2012 and an estimated 75 available water 
service connections.  Between 2012 and 2016, there were 19 approved building permits 
with the boundaries of the Loleta CSD.  As a result, the estimated existing water service 
connections was increased from 239 to 258 and available connects was reduced from 
75 to 56.   

The narrative for the Loleta CSD was updated based on the best available information 
to add a statement from the LAFCo Municipal Service Review regarding the District’s 
ability to supply water to additional developments.  The methodology described in this 
paragraph was used to update the narrative descriptions of water and wastewater 
service providers as well as the estimated existing water and wastewater service 
connections and estimated available water and wastewater service connections for 
each service provider. 

In response to the Garberville SD comment, the RDEIR states on Page 3.3-39: 
“Garberville SD. Approximately three housing units are projected to be developed 
within Garberville by 2028, which is fraction of the 180 additional connections that are 
estimated to be available.”  There does not appear to be any inconsistency between 
the text and the tables in this instance. 

In response to the comment that text and tables contain issues with consistency in 
discussion of twelve other CSD’s, the comment does not identify any inconsistencies.  
This comment does not identify additional impacts or the need for additional mitigation 
measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 
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Comment C4-15: This comment states that Tables 3.2-4 through 3.2-15, which display 
Resource Land by Planning Watershed, do not equal the totals a land planned T, AE, 
and AG in Table 3.2-3, Countywide Resource Land.   

Response to Comment C4-15: The following edit is made to Table 3.2-3 of Impact 
3.2.3.1: Convert Farmland or Forest Land: 

Table 3.2-3. Countywide Resource Land. 

Land Use 
Designation

Framework General 
Plan

Proposed General 
Plan Update

Acres Max
Buildout
(Units)

Acres Max
Buildout
(Units)

T
899,717 
899,700 

19,876
19,892

897,026
893,840

19,398

AE 
59,465 
59,464 

1,925 76,311
113,608

2,181
2,179

AG  
409,722 
409,720 

18,041 377,838
381,846

17,201

Total
1,368,904 
1,368,884 

39,842
39,858

1,351,175
1,389,294

38,780
38,778

This comment does not identify additional impacts or the need for additional mitigation 
measures in the RDEIR. 

Comment C4-16: This comment states that Table 3.7-5, Land Planned for Industrial Uses, 
lists land planned for industrial uses by community planning areas, but only reflects the 
inland areas of the county.  The comment also states that total industrial acreages in 
Table 3.7-5 are not consistent with Table 2.5-1, General Plan Update Acreage of Land 
Use Designations, Estimated Maximum Feasible Housing Development Potential and 
Projected Development 2016 – 2040. 

Response to Comment C4-16: See response to comment C4-11 for the response to 
concerns regarding Table 3.7-5, Land Planned for Industrial Uses. 

For the comment regarding a potential inconsistency between Table 3.7-5, Land 
Planned for Industrial Use, and Table 2.5-1, General Plan Update Acreage of Land Use 
Designations, Estimated Maximum Feasible Housing Development Potential and 
Projected Development 2016 – 2040, Table 3.7-5 is intended to only show land planned 
for industrial purposes within Community Planning Areas whereas Table 2.5-1 shows all 
industrial land.  It should be noted that as a result of comment C4-11, Table 3.7-5 is 
revised to include industrial land in the coastal zone.  This comment does not identify 
additional impacts or the need for additional mitigation measures in the RDEIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 
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Comment C4-17: This comment identifies two incorrect references to Table 3.7-4 on 
pages 3.7-21 and 3.7-22.  The incorrect references contain the correct table name, 
Land Planned for Industrial Uses, but the wrong table number. 

Response to Comment C4-17: The following edits are to be made to the first sentence 
of the last paragraph on page 3.7-21 and to the first sentence of the last paragraph on 
3.7-22 in the discussion of Impact 3.7.4.1: Hazardous Materials: 

“Table 3.7-54 below displays how much land is planned for industrial uses in 
Humboldt County. Including the coastal zone area, which is not the subject 
of this EIR, there are over 3,370 acres of land planning for industrial purposes.” 

“Table 3.7-54, Land Planned for Industrial Uses, identifies the acres within each 
community planning area that are planned for industrial uses.” 

Comment C4-18: This comment states that “that some of the "mitigation measures" 
listed throughout this Program EIR do not meet the criteria for mitigation as laid out in 
CEQA.”  The comment further states that “(t)here is absolutely no objection to 
presenting the "mitigation" items in question which are currently identified as mitigation 
measures, but would more appropriately be identified as new or modified goals, 
policies, standards or implementation measures, to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration and re-circulation; however, they should not be identified as mitigation” 
and that “In other instances, impacts are lacking mitigation measures where they 
require one. This often results from either relying on the efforts of other agencies or 
underestimating the level of significance to which an impact rises.” 

Response to Comment C4-18: The proposed project is the adoption and 
implementation of the GPU, a comprehensive amendment to the County General Plan.  
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research General Plan Guideline, Chapter 3, 
Preparing and Amending the General Plan, state that “CEQA requires that general 
plan policies and the implementation program reflect the mitigation measures 
identified in the plan’s EIR. In addition, the jurisdiction must adopt a mitigation 
monitoring or reporting program to ensure that mitigation measures are implemented 
(Public Resources Code §21081.6(b)).” In response to this requirement, mitigation 
measures contained with the RDEIR are structured as new or modified General Plan 
policies, standards, or implementation measures so that they can be integrated into the 
General Plan and therefore properly reflecting the GPU EIR.   

CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 states that “(w)here the project at issue is the adoption 
of a general plan, specific plan, community plan or other plan-level document (zoning, 
ordinance, regulation, policy), the monitoring plan shall apply to policies and any other 
portion of the plan that is a mitigation measure or adopted alternative. The monitoring 
plan may consist of policies included in plan-level documents. The annual report on 
general plan status required pursuant to the Government Code is one example of a 
reporting program for adoption of a city or county general plan.” The GPU 
implementation action plan that is to be prepared as part of the GPU adoption 
package, with the final EIR, will contain the GPU goals, policies, standards, and 
implementation measures and will identify the timeline for implementation, responsible 
party, and the cost of implementation (if the responsible party is a County department).  
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The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the RDERI will be identical to the 
portions of the implementation action plan that address policies, standards and 
implementation programs that are integrated into the General Plan by action of the 
Board of Supervisors. 

Regarding the comment that the listed Impacts lack mitigation measures, where RDEIR 
impact analyses lack mitigation measures, either: (1) the impact was determined to be 
less than significant, or (2) the impact was determined to be significant and that no 
feasible mitigation measures were identified, beyond the policy, standards, and 
implementation measures of the GPU.  The following table lists each of the Impact items 
Identified as lacking mitigation measures and the corresponding conclusion contained 
in the RDEIR and proposed mitigations measures, if any. 

Impact Items Identified as Lacking Mitigation Measures 

Impact Conclusion 
Impact 3.5.3.1 – Increase in Vehicle 
Miles Traveled 

Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a included 
Impact remains significant 
unavoidable after mitigation 

Impact 3.3.3.3. New Storm Water 
Drainage Facilities 

Less Than significant 

Impact 3.4.3.1. Schools Less Than significant 
Impact 3.4.3.2. Fire Protection Less Than significant 
Impact 3.4.3.3. Law Enforcement Less Than significant 
Impact 3.11.3.1 Sensitive Species and 
Sensitive Habitat Areas 

Less Than significant 

Impact 3.11.3.3. Wildlife Corridors and 
Nursery Sites 

Less Than significant 

Impact 3.12.4.3 Objectionable Odors Less Than significant 
Impact 3.13.4.1. Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Significant and Unavoidable 
None identified beyond the Climate 
Action Plan 

Impact 3.14.3.2. Archaeological and 
Paleontological Resources 

Less Than significant 

Impact 3.15.3.2. Construction of New 
Recreational Facilities 

Less Than significant 

Impact 3.17.4.1: Land uses or 
development patterns cause wasteful, 
inefficient, 
or unnecessary consumption of energy 

Significant and Unavoidable 
None identified beyond 
Comprehensive Action Plan for Energy 
and Climate Action Plan 

Impact 3.17.4.2: Land Uses require or 
result in the construction of new or 
expanded energy production or 
transmission facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 

Less Than significant 
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Comment C4-19: This comment states that a number of policies lack implementation 
measures and that the commenter is concerned that policies “which may have future 
impacts but lack implementation measures are difficult to evaluate from an EIR 
standpoint as there is no indication of what the impacts of carrying out that stated 
policy goal may be.”  Also included with the comment is a list of policies that the 
commenter has determined lack implementation measures. 

Response to Comment C4-19: The RDEIR assesses and documents the broad 
environmental impacts that can be expected to occur from the adoption and 
implementation of the General Plan Update during the planning period to 2040, as 
more fully explained in Chapter 2 – Project Description.  Each section of Chapter 3, 
Environmental Setting and Impacts, further describes the potential impacts of the GPU 
and how GPU policies, standards, and implementation measures may lessen potential 
impacts.  Where the lack of a policy, standard, or implementation measure would result 
in a significant environmental effect, a mitigation measure is proposed that that 
specifies an appropriate policy, standard, or implementation measure.  Lack of an 
implementation measure in and of itself is not a significant environmental effect. 

The documents that will accompany the adoption of the GPU will include an 
Implementation Action Plan, which is identified as Appendix A to the GPU.  The 
Implementation Action Plan will identify how each policies and standard will be 
implemented and identify the priority, timing, resources needed, and cost of each 
implementation. This comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation 
measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-20: This comment identifies that the Draft GPU lacks an Implementation 
Action Plan.   

Response to Comment C4-20: See response to comment C4-19 above which describes 
the content and timing of the GPU and the Implementation Action Plan.  This comment 
does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR and as a result, 
no further response is required under CEQA, 

Comment C4-21: This comment states that certain GPU policies, goals, implementation 
measures, etc., are to be given "priority" consideration, or are a "priority" of the plan.  
References to priorities in the RDEIR relate to the wording of specific goals, policies, or 
implementation measures in the GPU. 

Response to Comment C4-21: This comment does not address specific impacts or 
mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 

Comment C4-22: This comment states that a number of references are made to the 
Ridgewood Village Draft EIR, which cannot be relied upon because it was not certified. 

Response to Comment C4-22: The RDEIR does not rely on the Ridgewood Village Draft 
EIR for mitigation, only to assist in characterizing the types of impacts that may result 
from the construction of a fire station.  The Ridgewood Village Draft EIR identified 
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potentially significant environmental effects in a number of areas which are listed on 
Page 3.4-18 of the RDEIR.  The RDEIR describes how the GPU policies, standards, and 
implementation measures could lessen the potential impacts of a fire station, if one 
were to be constructed. 

Comment C4-23: This comment states that Chapter 4, Evaluation of Alternatives, does 
not address GPU Plan Alternative C, “which seems to be a deficiency.”   

Response to Comment C4-23: Page 4-4 of the RDEIR explains why Alternative C was not 
analyzed as a CEQA alternative: 

 “(Alternative C) is rejected from further consideration in this EIR because it increases 
environmental impacts compared to the Project, and because CEQA only requires 
evaluation of alternatives in the EIR that would reduce or eliminate environmental 
impacts of the Project.”  

This comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA. 
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Letter C5  Kent Sawatzky 

C5-1 
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Responses to Kent Sawatzky - Letter C5  

Comment C5-1: The commenter states the RDEIR fails to address the environmental, 
sociological, health and costs related to the GPU, which “allows, facilitates, and 
enables taxation of a federal criminal act.”  

Response to Comment C5-1: See response to comment C4-1 above. 
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Letter C6  Food Fiber and Flowers 

C6-1 
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C6-2 
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Responses to Letter C6 - Food Fiber and Flowers 

Comment C6-1: The commenter describes the agriculture industry in the County and 
concludes that the GPU does not recognize the highly productive agricultural areas for 
their unique and important agricultural contributions to the County.  He states the new 
GPU land use designations are contributing to the conversion of these areas away from 
productive agricultural use.  Specifically, the Residential Agriculture designation does 
not “recognize the unique value and productivity of prime agricultural soils.  Retaining 
these soils in units large enough to sustainably a wide range of agricultural crops, is not 
the purpose of these designations.” 

Response to Comment C6-1: The comment expresses objection to the application of 
the RA designation to areas with prime agricultural soils.  This comment does not 
address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required under CEQA.

Comment C6-2: The commenter expresses concern that the allowance of two 
residential units by right within a three-acre curtilage on small parcels with prime soils 
may preclude use of smaller parcels for agriculture.  The commenter goes on to request 
an implementation measure be added to the GPU to inventory prime agricultural soil 
parcels “within the agricultural districts listed above and any other unique locations 
throughout the County.” 

Response to Comment C6-2:

The comment requests an implementation measure be added to the GPU.  This 
comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR and 
thus, no further response is required under CEQA.  The establishment of an inventory of 
parcels that contain prime agricultural soils is a proposal related to the General Plan 
itself rather than the GPU EIR, and could be considered as an implementation measure 
to be added to the Plan.  
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Letter  Green Diamond Resource Company 

C7-1 
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C7-2 
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C7-3 

C7-4
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C7-4 

C7-5 

C7-6 

C7-7 

C7-8 
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C7-8 

C7-9 

C7-10 
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C7-10 
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C7-10 

C7-11 
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C7-13 

C7-12 

C7-11 

C7-14 
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C7-17 

C7-16 

C7-15 

C7-14 
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C7-17 

C7-18 

C7-19 

C7-20 
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C7-20 

C7-21 

C7-22 
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C7-22 

C7-25 

C7-27 

C7-28 

C7-26 

C7-24 

C7-23 
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C7-28 

C7-29 

C7-30 
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C7-30 

C7-31 
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C7-34 

GPU Adoption October 23, 2017 Page 253


	Exhibit A

