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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Purpose of Final EIR

This document, together with the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR), is
the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Humboldt County General Plan
Update (State Clearinghouse Number 2007012089). The RDEIR identified the likely
environmental consequences of the project and recommended mitigation measures to
reduce or eliminate significant impacts. This document responds to public comments
on the RDEIR, revises the RDEIR as necessary, and provides a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project.

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (as amended January 1,
2016), lead agencies are required to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction
over a proposed project and to provide the general public with an opportunity to
comment on the RDEIR. For this project, Humboldt County is the lead agency. This
document has been prepared to respond to comments received on the RDEIR and to
clarify any errors, omissions, or misinterpretations of the analysis or findings in the RDEIR.

This document, together with the RDEIR, will constitute the Final EIR if Humboldt County
certifies the Final EIR as complete and adequate under CEQA.

1.2. Environmental Review Process

The RDEIR was made available for public review from April 19 through June 30, 2017.
The general public was advised of the availability of the RDEIR through notification via
email and Notices of Availability mailed to neighbors of the project site. Public agencies
and interest groups were also notified by mail. The RDEIR was posted on the County’s
website on April 29, 2016.

During the public review period on the RDEIR, written comments were made. A copy of
written comments on the RDEIR and responses to the comments can be found in
Chapter Il of this document.

The Final EIR will be presented to the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors at its
meeting scheduled for October 10, 2017 in the Board of Supervisors Chamber,
Humboldt County Courthouse, 825 Fifth Street, Eureka, California 95501. Before acting
on the project, the Board of Supervisors must certify the Final EIR and adopt the MMRP
(see Chapter IV of this document). In addition, the Board of Supervisors must make the
necessary findings for the adoption of mitigation measures associated with the project.

Chapter 1 Introduction Page 1-1
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1.3. Report Organization

This document consists of the following chapters:

Chapter I: Introduction. This chapter includes a discussion of the purpose and
organization of the Final EIR.

Chapter Il: Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR. This chapter contains the
names of individuals and agencies commenting on the RDEIR and reproductions of
letters and emails received on the RDEIR. The comments are numbered in the
margins of the comment letters and responses are keyed to the comment numbers.
Where revisions to the RDEIR are appropriate, these are summarized and the actual
text changes are shown in Chapter lIl.

Chapter lll: RDEIR Text Changes. This chapter contains corrections or clarifications
that have been made based on comments received on the RDEIR or for other
reasons. The changes show language that has been added to or deleted from the
RDEIR. Underlined text represents language that has been added to the RDEIR; text
in strikeout has been deleted from the RDEIR.

Chapter IV: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter identifies
mitigation measures referenced in the EIR as necessary to avoid or reduce the
project’s potentially significant impacts and provides a program for implementation
and monitoring of these measures. The timing and entity responsible for monitoring
are identified.

Chapter 1 Introduction Page 1-2
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Chapter 2. Comment Letters and Responses for the
RDEIR

This chapter includes a reproduction of each comment letter (including emails) that
addressed the RDEIR and was received during the public review period. Each letter is
followed by responses to comments made in the letter.

COMMENT NUMBER

A. State and Regional Agency Comments

1. California Department of Transportation ...........cccccevvvveeeniicee e Al-1to Al-5
2. Regional Water Quality Control Board..........c.cccovieiiiieiiiienecc e A2-1to A2-2
3 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

And Division of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources.............cc.ccccevernene. A3-1to A3-2

B. Local Agency Comments
1. Humboldt County Association of Governments...........ccccccceveeeeveiccinnnnen. B1-1 to B1-46

C. Public and Public Interest Group Comments

1. Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities............ccccccceveeiiieeenne Cl-1toC14
2. Y F= TR T= AN 4 o 1] o [0 TR SRS C2-1to C2-16
3. Y [T of <] g = ] =] TP TP UPPPR PP C3-1
4. Humboldt Coalition for Property Rights... ... C4-1to C4-23
5. KENT SAWRALZKY . .. ..ottt e e e e e et e e e e e e e nneee e e ns C5-1
6. FOOd Fiber and FIOWETS. .. ...t e C6-1 to C6-2
7. Green Diamond Resource COMPANY... ....ccocveeeiiieeeeiiiieeessiieeeessniveeae s C7-1to C7-34
8. SEEVEN S. MAAIONE. .. .ttt e e e enee e e e e eneeeeas C8-1

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2-1
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A. State and Regional Agency Comments
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Letter A1  California Department of Transportation

ENCY EDMUND G, BROWN Jr., Governor

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

PHONE (707) 441-4693

FAX (707) 445-6314

TTY 711

wwiw.dot.ca.gov

Making Conservation
a California Way of Life.

June 30, 2017
1-HUM-General

SCH# 2007012089
Humboldt GPU DEIR
Mr. Michael Richardson Supervising Planner
Community Development Department
County of Humboldt
3015 H Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Richardson:

Thank you for including Caltrans in the environmental review process for the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for the Humboldt County General Plan Update (GPU).
The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability. The Caltrans Local Development-
Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans through the
lens of our mission and state planning priorities of infill, conservation, and travel efficient
development. To ensure a safe and efficient transportation system, we encourage early
consultation and coordination with lead agencies and project proponents on all development
projects that utilize the multimodal transportation network. We provide these comments
consistent with the State’s smart mobility goals that support a vibrant economy and build
communities, not sprawl. The following comments are in response to the Draft EIR for the
Humboldt County GPU.

Caltrans’ mission and vision, as well as a number of goals and policies, have been revised to
better reflect recent legislation including the following:

Assembly Bill (AB) 857, Infrastructure Planning: Priorities and Funding (2002), requires the
State to adopt consistent planning and capital spending priorities. It establishes three priorities
that encourage all state agencies to promote infill development within existing communities,
protect environmental and agricultural resources, and encourage efficient development patterns
overall.

Assembly Bill 32, The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, mandates a
reduction of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions most responsible for climate change. Nearly 40
percent of emissions in California come from the transportation sector.

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, or Senate Bill (SB) 375,

legislation that required regions throughout California to improve their long-term Regional
Transportation Plans (RTPs) to reflect more efficient land use, improved transportation, and

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 3

Al-1



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

reduced GHG emissions.

Assembly Bill 1358 (2008), the California Complete Streets Act, requires that the legislative
body of a city or county, upon any substantive revision of the circulation element of the general
plan, modify the circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network
that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways, defined to include motorists,
pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial goods,
and users of public transportation, in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban
context of the general plan.

Senate Bill 391 (2009), California Transportation Plan, adds new requirements to meet
California’s climate change goals under Assembly Bill 32. SB 391 requires the state’s long-range
transportation plan (California Transportation Plan) to identify the “statewide integrated
multimodal transportation system” needed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from current
levels by 2020, and 80-percent below the 1990 levels by 2050.

Senate Bill 743 (2013), “The Kings Arena Bill”, exempted the Sacramento Kings Arena from
CEQA compliance and attempts to promote infill development through a change in how
determinations of significance are measured for transportation impacts under CEQA. New
housing, commercial and office uses located within Transit Priority Areas are now exempt from
CEQA. Outside of Transit Priority Areas, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research has
the discretion to identify new measures of significance for determining transportation impacts
under CEQA, which is expected to include Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).

In April of 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order (EO) B-30-15 establishing a
California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030, which is a
mid-term goal that is consistent with California’s existing long-term commitment to reduce
emissions 80 percent under 1990 levels by 2050. In addition, the Governor is committed to
reduce by one-half current petroleum use in cars and trucks; and manage farm and rangelands,
forests and wetlands to store more carbon.

In 2016, Caltrans completed California Transportation Plan 2040, which establishes a new model

for developing ground transportation systems, consistent with the above-referenced legislation:
[Regional] plans represent a shift in long-term planning away from simply a list of
transportation projects and towards a strategy for sustainable growth. Their plans value
efficient land use by proposing to locate more housing closer to job centers; they recognize
consumer demand by proposing to invest in numerous modes of transportation—roads,
public transit, walking, and biking facilities. They value taxpayer investments by proposing
to spend more on taking care of our existing assets before building more. Regions have
adopted growth plans, and will soon begin revising them, to deliver the more sustainable
transportation system now required by California law.

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2-4
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Over the next 25 years, California will be working to improve transit, reduce long-run repair and
maintenance costs of roadways, developing a comprehensive assessment of climate-related
vulnerabilities, and improving the efficiency of operations on existing facilities using
transportation demand management and new technologies rather than continuing to expand
capacity on existing roadways.

We request that the Humboldt County General Plan Update strive to address transportation
challenges including: transportation needs of demographic groups, specifically the youth, the
aging, and low-income groups or areas that qualify for State “disadvantaged” or “severely
disadvantaged” status. Suggested methods for providing a more robust transportation system
include the expansion of transit capacity, frequency, and connectivity; higher proportion of
funding for walking and biking projects; greater focus on more efficient land uses and denser
development near transit; support for streamlined CEQA review of infill projects; and greater
coordination between government and stakeholders.

We agree with and support the County’s determination of significant and unavoidable VMT
impacts within the Circulation Element of the RDEIR. With respect to VMT impacts, we have
the following comments:

e Increasing VMT, whether on a per capita basis or as an absolute value, is inconsistent
with State efforts to reduce GHG. County land use decisions have the potential to impact
State efforts to reduce VMT on State highways.

e The “Area of Known Controversy” related to dispersed versus compact development in
the General Plan Update could lead to significant impacts as a contributing factor to
increasing VMT.

e Without existing or proposed Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) for reducing VMT, we
request that the County, through the implementation of the General Plan, seek to maintain
consistency between the Circulation Element of the General Plan, California
Transportation Plan 2040, the Regional Transportation Plan developed by Humboldt
County Association of Governments (HCAOG), the Regional Transportation Planning
Agency (RTPA) for Humboldt County.

We request that the County work with Caltrans and HCAOG to establish meaningful VMT
reduction strategies.

Page 3.5-9 of the Transportation Section of the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
describes State Route 299 as a California Legal Network Highway that allows STAA (Surface
Transportation Assistance Act) trucks. Please note that with the completion of the Buckhorn
Grade projects in Shasta County last fall, SR 299 is in the process of being designated an STAA
Terminal Access Route.

Also on page 3.5-9 of the Transportation Section is a discussion of the Caltrans project through

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2-5
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Richardson Grove State Park. We request that the RDEIR’s description of the project be revised
for clarity. Instead of attributing the controversy to the removal of trees (no old growth trees will
be removed), the controversy can be attributed to “road improvements within a grove of old Al-5
growth redwood trees, as well as concerns regarding growth inducing impacts.”

Caltrans requests to participate in the County’s update of the Local Coastal Program in an effort
to coordinate long-range planning efforts for adapting to Sea Level Rise. Caltrans District 1 is
interested in the Humboldt Bay Area Plan and other planning areas where State highway
facilities are vulnerable to the effects of Climate Change.

Caltrans offers a number of planning grants to assist the County in working to further State goals Al-6
and initiatives recently established through legislation. Please visit the Caltrans Division of
Transportation Planning web page, which includes a tab for grant programs:

h{tg:b’www.dot.ca.guvftransplamlinggindex,html.

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 6
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Responses to California Department of Transportation - Letter Al

Comment Al1-1: This comment states the GPU should strive to address transportation
challenges. Suggestions include improved transit, increased funding for walking and
bicycling projects, denser land uses near transit, streamlining CEQA review of infill
projects, and improved coordination among stakeholders including government.

Response to Comment Al-1: Comment noted. These are all desirable goals of the GPU
but the comment does not address the RDEIR.

Comment A1-2: This comment states the GPU should strive to address transportation
challenges. Suggestions include improved transit, increased funding for walking and
bicycling projects, denser land uses near transit, streamlining CEQA review of infill
projects, and improved coordination among stakeholders including government.

Response to Comment Al-2: Comment noted. These are all desirable goals of the GPU
but the comment does not address the RDEIR.

Comment A1-3: Caltrans agrees that VMT impacts are significant and unavoidable.
However, they assert this is inconsistent with State efforts to reduce VMT. The “dispersed
vs. compact development” contributes to increased VMT. They state there should be
consistency among the General Plan Circulation Element, the California Transportation
Plan 2040, and the Regional Transportation Plan developed by HCAOG. Finally, they
recommend the County work with Caltrans and HCAOG to develop VMT reduction
strategies.

Response to Comment A1-3: Comment noted. The DEIR concludes the patterns of
development in the County are well-established and will not change substantially due
to the very modest growth projections for the GPU. Indeed, the County shares the
concerns of Caltrans and HCAOG to reduce VMT, in part through consistency with
goals of, and cooperation with, all applicable agencies.

Comment Al1-4: This comment states that recent projects on SR 299 at the Buckhorn
Grade are resulting in enhanced STAA designation status that should be reflected.

Response to Comment Al-4: The text of the second paragraph on page 3.5-9 of the
RDEIR is revised to reflect this upgraded status as follows:

“Additionally, there is an economic effect on transportation costs due to the
limitations on large STAA truck sizes on both U.S. 101at Richardson Grove and on
State Route 299 at Buckhorn Grade. Because of the restrictions on the length of
trucks that can travel this route into the County, goods often need to be transferred
to smaller trucks, which increase the transportation cost of goods shipped to and
from the County. With completion of the Buckhorn Grade projects in Shasta County
in 2016, State Route 299 is in the process of being designated an STAA Terminal

Access Route. State Route 299 from-Arcata-to-Trinity Counbrisconsidered-a
Califernia-Legal-Network-highway-and-allews that will allow STAA trucks.”

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2-7
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Comment A1-5: In this comment, Caltrans request that the description of the reason for
controversy surrounding an improvement project in Richardson Grove State Park be
revised so that the controversy is attributed to “road improvements within a grove of old
redwood trees, as well as concerns regarding growth inducing impacts.”

Response to Comment Al1-5: The text of the third paragraph on page 3.5-9 of the RDEIR
is revised to reflect the suggested language:

“Caltrans has completed a Final EIR (SCH # 2009012070) for a project to provide
access for larger trucks on U.S. 101 through Richardson Grove State Park near the
Humboldt County line. The proposed project extends from post mile (Humboldt) 1.1
to post mile (Humboldt) 2.2 and would include minor realignments and widening of
the existing roadway, culvert improvements, and repaving the roadway. This
project has been controversial because it involves read-improvements-and-the
rermoval-oftrees-withina-State Park road improvements within a grove of old growth
redwood trees, as well as concerns regarding growth inducing impacts.

Comment Al1-6: Caltrans requests to participate in the County's update of the Local
Coastal Program in an effort to coordinate long-range planning efforts for adapting to
Sea Level Rise. Caltrans District 1 is interested in the Humboldt Bay Area Plan and other
planning areas where State highway facilities are vulnerable to the effects of Climate
Change. Caltrans offers a number of planning grants to assist the County in working to
further State goals and initiatives recently established through legislation.

Response to Comment Al-6: Comment noted. The County is committed to working
collaboratively with CalTrans to mitigate the impacts of sea level rise on its facilities.

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 8
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Regional Water Quality Control Board - Letter A2

i
EALIFOANEA ﬂ ._ et Ronecans
Water Boards o

Morth Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

June 29, 2017

Mr. Michael Richardson

Humboeldt County Community Development Services
3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Richardson:
Subject: Comments on the General Plan 2017 DEIR., SCH No. 2007012089

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the 2017 General Plan Amendment and tentative language adopted by the
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors (Board of Supervisors). The North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) is a responsible State agency with
jurisdiction over the quality of groundwater and surface waters (including wetlands) and
the protection of the beneficial uses of those waters.

Regional Water Board staff reviewed the tentative language adopted by the Board of
Supervisors and the DEIR dated April 2017 for the General Plan, and offer the following
comments. The general comments are listed below. In the case of specific suggested
language related to climate change, which we hope the Board will consider, we have
identified it in strikeout / underline in the attached documents: Chapters 9, 11, 14, and 15
of the ‘Chapters Tentatively Approved by the Board of Supervisors (2015) showing edits
From Planning Commission Draft (2012)".

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Regional Water Board would like to be viewed as a partner with the County in water
quality protection. We have worked closely with the County on a project-by-project basis
in the past and we look forward to continuing to do so.

Regional Water Board staff shares the concerns of the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) related to aquatic species and habitat and supports their A2-1
recommendations. Below is a list of the general categories our agency is concerned about
as they relate to water quality and beneficial uses. Regional Water Board authorities and
that of CDFW coincide with respect to several of these important issues.

* Surface water and groundwater
* Aquatic species and wildlife
* Riparian and instream habitat

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2-9
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5 & 8 & @

Watershed planning
Wetlands

Water supply

Storm water

Low Impact Development
Cannabis-related impacts

The issue of climate change will likely evolve and change over the timeframe addressed in
this General Plan. Regional Water Board staff encourage Humboldt County to proceed with
due diligence to address issues related to climate change that can affect any number of
water quality and beneficial uses. The County should consider the following:

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR

Climate change is a risk multiplier when it comes to water quality conditions. That
is, existing water guality impacts and landscape vulnerabilities are likely to worsen
under future altered climatic conditions.

Forward thinking and planning is essential to reducing risks associated with
potential climate change impacts. Climate change adaptation plans should be
incorporated into the County’s General Plan.

Numerous mitigation measures appropriate to adapt to changing climatic conditions
have multiple environmental benefits (e.g. forest retention for carbon sequestration
may reduce erosion and subsequent sediment discharge from hillslopes). Use of
such measures should be a high priority now and in the future,

The County is advised to conduct and/or participate with Cities to conduct a
comprehensive climate change assessment specific to the potential effects of
drought, high intensity winter storms, and sea level rise (SLR) on wastewater
infrastructure. The effect of such altered conditions should be assessed with respect
to wastewater treatment facilities, sewerage collection systems, disposal areas, and
vulnerable areas serviced by onsite waste treatment systems (OWTS). Vulnerable
areas of most concern include floodplains and the low gradient areas (e.g, diked and
drained wetlands) surrounding Humboldt Bay.

A2-2

Page 2- 10
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Responses to Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) - Letter A2

Comment A2-1: The comment begins with general statements, “The Regional Board
would like to be viewed as a partner with the County in water quality
protection...Regional Board staff shares the concerns with CDFW related to aquatic
species and habitat and supports their recommendations.” The comment lists issues
shared in common with CDFW including surface water and groundwater.

Response to Comment A2-1: Comment noted. CDFW did not comment on the DEIR,
but their recommendations and suggestions over the years have been incorporated
into the GPU, which is supported by the RWQCSB.

Comment A2-2: The comment encourages the County to “proceed with due diligence
to address issues related to climate change that can affect any number of water
quality and beneficial uses.” The comment identifies considerations and issues for
developing a climate change adaptation strategy.

Response to Comment A2-2: Comment noted. The considerations raised by the
RWQCB will be relevant for development of the County’s Climate Action Plan which will
be developed through Implementation Measure AQ-IM3:

“AQ-IM3. County-wide Climate Action Plan. Develop and implement a
Climate Action Plan that effectively mitigates the carbon emissions
attributable to this Plan, consistent with the requirements of the state
Global Warming Solutions Act and subsequent implementing legislation
and regulations.”

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 11
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Letter A3 - State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and Division
of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources

STATE OF CALIFORNIA o E{&ﬁﬁ
(GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH ~ % g

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING TJNIT e i
EDMUND G, BROWHN JE. BN ALEX
GOVERROR DIRECTOR
June §, 2017

Michagl Richardson

Humboldt County Planning Division
3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Subject; Humboldt County General Plan Update
SCH#: 2007012089 !

Dear Michael Richardson;

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 June 7, 2077, 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 numbeer in future
comespondence so that we may respond promptiy,

Please note that Section 21104(¢) of the Califomia 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 &n erea of expertise of the agency or which are A3-1
required to be carmied out or approved by the agency, Those comments shall be supportad by
specific documentation,™

These comments are forwarded Tor use in preparing your final environmental document. Should :.-'c;u nesd
more iJ'prrmal:iﬂn or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency diractly.

This letter acknowledges that vou have complisd with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the Califormia Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any guestions regarding the environmental review
process.

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 12
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SCH#
Profect Title
Lead Agency

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2007012089
Humboldi County General Plan Updats
Humbaoldt County

Type
Deseription

EIR Draft EIR

The project consists of updating the Humboldt County General Flan {referred to as the proposed
General Plan Update or GPU for purposes of this EIR). A complete project description is in chapter 2
of this EIR, but in Surmmary, the GPU is intended (o be a comprehensive update of the County's
current 1884 General Flan. The General Plan expresses the community’s goals for the distribution of
future land uses for approximately the nesxt 20 years, both public and private, and establishes policies,
standards and implementation measuras for future development. It reviews and revises the basic
assumptions regarding population prajections and future land use demand and proposes land use
designations and diagrams (maps), together with policies to meet that demand in 8 manner consistent
with State law.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phonpe
email
Address
City

Michael Richardson
Humboldt County Flanning Division

TOT-2B8-3723 Fax TOT 268-3792
3015 H Street
Eureka State CA Zip 85501

Project Loeation

County

City

Region

Lat/ Long
Cross Streeis
Parcel No.
Township

Humboldi

Range Sectlon Base HB&M

Proximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

update to GF

Profect lssues

Afr Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorplion; Flood Plain/Flooding;
Geologic/Seismic; Landuse; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services;
Recreation/Farks; Soil ErosionfCompaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water
Quality; Water Supply; AestheticNisual, Coastal Zone; EconomicsiJobs; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
SchoalsMUniversities, Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Solid Waste; Vegetation; Wetland/Riparian;
Growih Inducing; Cumulative Effects; Agricultural Land

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildiife, Region 1E;
Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources, Calirans, District 1; Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Region 1; Native American Heritage Commission -

Date Received
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O4f2102017 Start of Review [04/24/2017 End of Review 06072017
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] State of Califormia « Natural Resources Agency o | dmund 6. Brown .. Govermor
Dopartme? of Cocsanabon Kenneth A. Harris Jr., Stafe OF and Gas Supendsor
Northem ﬂﬂlﬂf-‘t Sacramento Lt
B01 K Stest + MS -a:lsaa'ﬁ
mgmﬂ%mmsmmw - q'E' 1%
e Gmumﬂfﬂmuimmﬂﬂulmh
| JUN 06 2017
PO Box 3044 STATECLEARINGHOUSE

FO Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Subject: CEQA project: SCH #200701208¢
Lead Agency: Humboidt County
Project Title: Humboldt County General Plan Update

Ladies/Gentlamen:

The Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division) oversees the drilling, operation,
maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil, natural gas, and geothermal wells. Our
regulatory program emphasizes the wise development of oil, natural gas, and geothermal
resources in the state through sound engineering practices that protect the environment, pravent
pollution, and ensure public safety. Northern California is known for its rich gas fields and
Humboldt County for one of the first il fields in California at Petrolia.

From the California Office of Historic Preservation:

“California’s first drilled oil wells that produced crude to be refined and sold commercially
wene located on the Morth Fork of the Maticle River approximately three miles east of
here. The old Union Matiole Qil Company made its first shipment of oil from here, to a San
Francisco refinery, in June 1865. Many old well heads remain today.”

The Division maintains digital production data dating back to 1877, From the years 1977 to 2018 A3-2
64,232 698 (Mcf) of natural gas was produced from gas wells located in Humboldt County (Figure
1). Currently there are two active fields and one idle field in Humboldt County (Figures 2 and 3).
Tompkins Hill Gas Field, located approximately 1-mile north of Fortuna, has 22 active wells and
17 idle wells, The Grizzly Bluff Gas Field located near Ferndale has 3 active wells and 7 idle wells,
The Petrolia Gas field has 3 idle wells that are shut in and not producing gas. We do not ha-.re any
records of the oil production,

Data for wells located on private and public land shown on the maps can be found at the Division's
websites:
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Annual Gas Production of Humboldt County
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Figure 1 Annual production of natural gas from Humboldt County 1877-2016.

Permitting agency(s) and property owner(s) should be aware of, and fully understand, that
significant and potentially dangerous issues may be associated with development near oil and
gas wells. These issues are non-exhaustively identified in the following comments, and are
provided by the Division for consideration by the permitting agency, in conjunction with the
property owner and/or developer, on a parcel-by-parcel or well-by-well basis.

1. Maintaining sufficient access to an oil or gas well may be generally described as
maintaining “rig access" to the well. Rig access allows a well servicing rig and associated
necessary eguipment to reach the well from a public street or access way, solely over the
parcel on which the well is located. A well servicing rig, and any necessary equipment,
should be able to pass unimpeded along and over the route, and should be able to access
the well without disturbing the integrity of surrounding infrastructure.

2. The Division recommends that a pemmitting agency consider the use of surface mitigation
measures as a condition for project approval, if and when appropriate. Examples of
surface mitigation measures include venting systems for wells, venting systems for
parking lots, patios, and other hardscape, methane barrers for building foundations,
methane detection systems, and collection cellars for well fluids. The Division does not
regulate the design, installation, operation, or adequacy of such measures. The Division
recommends that such surface mitigation measures are designed, installed, and operated
by qualified engineers. The permitting of surface mitigation measures falls under the
jurisdiction of the permitting agency.

3. W during the course of development of a parcel any unknown well(s) is discovered, the
Division should be notified immediately so that the newly discovered well(s) can be
incorporated into the records and investigated.
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Page 3

4. The Division recommends that any soil containing significant amounts of hydrocarbons to
be disposed of in accordance with local, state, and federal laws. Please notify the
appropriate authorities if soil containing significant amounts of hydrocarbons is discovered -
during development,

5. The Division recommends that any wells found in the course of this project and any
pertinent information obtained after the issuance of this letter, be communicated to the
appropriate county recorder for inclusion in the titke information of the subject real property.
This is to ensure that present and future property owners are aware of (1) the wells located
on the property, and (2) potentially significant issues associated with any improvements
near oil or gas walls. .

Mo well work may be performed on any oil or gas well without written approval from the Division
in the form of an appropriate permit. This includes, but is not limited to, mitigating leaking fluids A3-2
or gas from abandoned wells, modifications to well casings, and/oer any other re-abandonment
wark. (MOTE: the Division ragulates the depth of any well below final grade (depth below the
surface of the ground). Title 14, Section 1723.5 of the California Code of Regulations states that
all well casings shall be cut off at l2ast & feet but no more than 10 feet below grade. If any well
rneeds to be lowearad or raised (i.e. casing cut down or casing riser added) to mest this grade
regulation, a permit from the Division is required before work can start.)

To reiterate, the permitting agency, property owner, and/or developer should be aware of, and
fully understand, that the above comments are made by the Division with the intent to
encourage full consideration of significant and potentially dangerous issues associated with
development near oil or gas wells.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

(Zhanlene £ PWardlou
Charlene L Wardiow
Morthern District Deputy
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Responses to State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and
Division of Oil Gas and Geothermal Resources - Letter A3

Comment A3-1: The Office of Planning and Research documents their referral process
for the DEIR that was submitted to them April 21, 2017. Their review period began April
24, 2017 and ended June 7, 2017.

Response to Comment A3-1: Comment noted. The Board of Supervisors continued to
accept comments on the DEIR through June 30, 2017.

Comment A3-2: The comment provides information about the records maintained by
the Division of Qil, Gas and Geothermal Resources, and provides information to
permitting agencies and property owners about permitting new oil, gas and
geothermal resource extraction operations, and treatment of inadvertent discovery of
existing unknown wells.

Response to Comment A3-2: Comment noted. The County’s permitting process for new
gas and oil wells includes referrals to the Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources
for comments. In this way, the County helps inform applicants and nearby property
owners of significant and potentially dangerous issues associated with development
near oil or gas wells consistent with the recommendations from the Division.
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B. LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS
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passenger flights, and passenger enplanements are

Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR
Letter B1 - Humboldt County Association of Governments
MEMO
DATE: June 30, 2017
TO: John Miller, Senior Planner, Humboldt County Planning & Building
FROM: Oona Smith, Senior Planner, HCAQG
RE: County GPUP-RDEIR (May 2017) Proofreading & Comments
Page & Draft Version Suggested Edit
3.5-4 5.R. 211 is a short two-lane highway that extends from crossing historic Fernbridge over the
5. 101 to the City of Ferndale, crossing the Eel River Eel River
over historic Fernbridge.
35-5 ..as part of the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (see See current 2014 RTP (“VROOM™).
Humbaoldt County Regional Transportation Plan, 2008, (Which is also now being updated —
Table HR1, Significant Roadway and the discussion on ETA Dec. 2018.)
FPage HR-1):...
3.5-6 Redwood Transit System. add: Tish Non-Village service.
In addition to the mainline route serving US 101, a There is also Fortuna Transit,
separate route... provided for seniors and persons
with a disability.
3.5-7 Mon-Motorized Transportation (paragraph 2)
Such obstructions and impediments can force “or those who use..”
pedestrians on foot_or who use wheelchairs onto road or “or people who use. "
shoulders, and into parking and bike lanes.
35-7 While equine use does not constitute a significant perceivable or noticeabls
partion of daily commuter travel in Humboldt County, ar detectable
3.5-8 ...street crossings that pose pedestrian travel mobility-impaired.
impediments, especially to the mobility-impaired. Most | 1 {new paragraph)
facilities dedicated for bicycle use are in the... Maost facilities_dedicated for bicycle
use are in the...
35-8 The Elk River Hikshari’ Trail_{is a multiple-use, paved trail | remove opening parenthesis
that runs between Truesdale Avenue (just south of the
Bayshore Mall)
35-8 Humbaoldt County_is the lead agency in the Humbaoldt is? present tense?
People Powered Pathways (HP3) funding proposal to the
federal government. The HP3 proposal seeks sought?
transportation funding to implement local jurisdiction’s
plans for improving active transport systems and
programs. The HP3 plan identifies approximately 25
active transport planning, implementation programs,
and partnerships that identify 550 non-motorized 550 million worth of?
transportation projects located across the Coun
3.5-9 Caltrans has completed a Final EIR (SCH # 2009012070) Completed and EIR Addendum,
for a project to provide access for larger trucks on U5, FONSI, and NOD in May 2017. ‘
101 through Richardson Grove State Park near the dot.ca.gov/distl/d1projects/
Humbaoldt County line. Richardson_grove
35-10  __the only airport in the County with scheduled ‘
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Page # Draft Version Suggested Edit
expected to increase from 28,453 in 204 to 167,000 in typo: 2004
2024 (Arcata-Eureka Airport Master Plan Report, add comma after Chapter 2
Chapter 2 Airport Role and Activity

35-11  Any other area that requires dredging is the
responsibility of local governments, in this area that is ...governments; in this area the
the Harbor District. Harbor District is that agency.

35-12  Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update Mowve to analysis section
would increase the amount of traffic on roadways and
could increase the potential for conflict with agricultural
vehicles.

35-12  _found that Pedestrian and bicycle safety is generally pedestrian
poor in Humboldt County when compared to other rural | ...County compared to...
counties. There are substantially higher bicycle injuries
and fatality rates in Humboldt County than all other rural
areas in California. Bicycle injury and fatality rates are
also significantly higher than the state average,
particularly for youth and the 05-24 age groups. In spite
of this, bicycle and pedestrian injuries and fatalities are ...and the 15-247 age groups?
decreasing in Humboldt County.

3.5-13 .. are to support the Regional transportation planning regional
process?, to evaluate potential improvements. .

3.5-14 .volume to capacity ratio... volume-to-capacity

35-14  _the volume_to capacity ratio is used to measure LOS. volume-to-capacity

35-14 2010 Scenario
The transportation analysis zones cover the entire and each city, and
County and each city and include existing and projected ?The zones include pop and emp
future population and employment levels. levels?

3.5-14 2028 Scenario .. WoOrse-case scenario. worst?

3.5-15  Asshown, the forecast 18 year and 30-year growth... 18-year

3.5-18 There are no are no adopted plans, ordinances or There are no arene adopted plans, ...
policies

3.5-18 The Eureka Community Plan contains a general goal that

to 19 does not include an MOE: Policy 4220.1 “the County ... 42201, “the_..
shall strive to maintain a Level of Service of C or better
on arterials in the Planning Area. The acceptable level of
service goal will be consistent with the financial
resources available and the limits of technical feasibility. | feasibility.” {end guote here #}
Plans adopted by HCAOG do not contain required MOEs
ar LOSs.

35-12 The County General Plan Update seeks to reduce vehicle | Awk: the provision and the
miles traveled per person by providing balanced consideration seems backwards—7
transportation opportunities, whereby the needs of
motorized vehicles, public transit, bicyclists, and
pedestrians are considered during land use and
transportation planning.

35-12  Policy C-P2, Consideration of Land Uses in

Transportation Decision Making, notes that a
comprehensive planning approach be utilized that

fatas mandates or stipulates
Policy C-P2 doesn’t consider what

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR
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Page # Draft Version Suggested Edit
considers the transportation consequences of land use consequences land use changes will
changes to avoid operational and economic impacts. have on transportation (as this

awkwardly states); it directs the
County to decide on transportation
projects based on existing and
planned future land development.
General Plan (Jan. 3, 2017):

C-P2. Consideration of Land Uses in
Transportation Decision Making.
Transportation decisions shall be based
on a comprehensive planning approach
that considers existing land uses,
principally permitted land uses and
future land development as proposed in
adopted County plans and plans of other
governmental agencies.

3.5-20 Table 3.5-7 lists only one road in the City of Eureka, that | fowfully complicated syntax}
would be affected by the implementation of General odd comma or defete comma:

Plan Update, and countywide growth expected to occur | ._.one road, in the City of Eureka-that

during planning period, that is the responsibility of would be affected by the

Caltrans. implementation of General Plan
Update, and countywide growth
expected to occur during the
planning...

3.5-20 development for each affect jurisdiction. Policy C-P5, affected
Level of Service Criteria, requires that the County shall
strive to maintain level of service “C” on all roads and
intersections except U.5. 101, where level of service D is | Still relving on LOS?
acceptable, and advises that the County should not
adversely affect Level of Service and/or Quality of
Service for other modes of transportation, if possible.

This policy compliments policies contained in the City of
Eureka General Plan. Policy C-P6, Jurisdictional
Coordination and Integration, furthers the level of
service standard consistency between the County...

3.5-20  Policy C-P7, Joint Use of Traffic Models, encourages the How do you encourage a plan to use
County-Wide Transportation Plan (CWTP) and TDOM?
projects___to use area-wide travel demand models.

3.5-20  Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a __with new large scale large-scale
development...

3.5-23 3. Consider widening the curbs to provide additional You'd have to widen in between
travel lanes, bike lanes, ZWLTL, medians, parking lanes, curbs, no? (i.e., widen the ROW.
and sidewalks, all as needed to meet demands. Widening the curb will only provide

additional sidewalk; it will narrow all
the other lanes)

3.5-23  C-Px. Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Program. In typo (missing subject)
coordination with the cities within the County, shall
develop

3.5-24  Conclusion __fall to LOS “D/E"; therefore, This is inconsistent with 58 743.

implementation of the General Plan Update would result
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Page # Draft Version Suggested Edit
in a potentially significant impact.
3.5-25  ._Kmart Traffic Signal to Washington Street, Broadway traffic signal
has a TWLTL. The Broadway carridor is approximately 3
miles in length.
3.5-25  |City of Eureka General Plan Update Maobility Policy Paper)
Paper
35-25  _would reduce the LOS of the U_5. 101 Broadway reduce to the
corridor at or below “D,” which is the General Plan at or to below
update LOS standard...
35-26  Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.1.d, impacts related to the 3532d
future capacity of U.5 101 would be reduced and LOS D
is considered acceptable on U_5. 101.
3.5-26  Main Street and Fortuna Blvd (Morth and South) in ..were the formerly alignment U5,
Fortuna are the former alignment of U_5. 101, prior to 101
the construction of the freeway along the western edge
of the City.
35-26 Intersection improvements at 12th and Main also ...Main are also..
required. After mitigation, these intersections will drop
to D _Policy TC-1.2 says LOS D is acceptable on Main Fortuna General Plan Policy TC-1.2
Street. SaYs...
35-26  See the discussion of Impact 3.5.3.2 -4 above for a Wrong #
discussion of General Flan
35-26 improvements, typically include the addition of travel improvements. (delete comma)
lanes, and this would mean adding lanes to areas that typically include adding travel lanes,
are largely built out, leaving little_available space to and this would mean adding lanes to
create new lanes without taking land from adjacent areas that are largely built out,
properties. or degrade the desired downtown amenities | where there is |ittle available space
inthe area. to create new lanes without taking
{This is a really looong sentence_} land from adjacent properties{delete
period) or degrading tha decirad
downtown amenities in the area.
{You don’t really degrade desired (i.e.
non-existing) amenities. Do you mean
desirable ?}
3.5-27  ..Eenmar Road/U.5. 101 North Ramps... ...Kenmar Road/U.5. 101 north
ramps...
3.5-27  See the discussion of Impact 3.5.3.2 -4 above for a Policy #

discussion of General Flan Update Circulation Element
policies relating to minimum LOS standards and
jurisdictional coordination. In particular, the General
Plan Update Circulation Element includes the following
policy relating to minimum LOS standards, C-P5, Level of
Service Criteria, which strives to maintain a LOS “C" on
all roadway segments, except for any portion of U.5. 101,
where Level of Service D would be acceptable. See
Impact 3.5.3.12 c-1 abowe, for a discussion of how
Policies C-P6 Jurisdictional Coordination and Integration,
and C-P7 Joint Use of Traffic Model, lessen potential
impacts.
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3.5-28  __that could Conflict with an... ...that could conflict with an_.. ‘ B1-39
3.5-28 ] Conflict with an applicable congestion management b}
program,... ‘ B1-40
3.5-29  Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a will add... Policy C-IMX7 | B1-41
3.5-30  ._has established airport land use compatibility plans for | and Hoopa?
each airport, except Samoa Field. ‘ B1-42
3.5-30  __.Humboldt County Airport contains of future airport contains forecasts of future airport
operations forecasts. operations. ‘ B1-43
3.5-31  Aviation Systems Element. Samoa Field, Hoopa Airport, System
and Shelter Cove Airport are not anticipated to
experience increasas in aircraft operations in the next 20 B1-44
years. The airport master plans identify the Jf any, that... :
improvements if any that may be required to
accommuodate future aircraft operations.
3.5-32  Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies
...Circulation Element contains policies to ensure that
roadway design reduces roadway safety hazards and
accommodate multi-modal users. accommodates B1-45
“multi-modal users” — It is better
policy to accommodate multi-modes.
That way you also accommodate the
hypothetical users who use only a
single mode.
The Circulation Element includes policies and standards
that that relate to that that B1-46
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Responses to Humboldt County Association of Governments - Letter B1

Comment B1-1: This comment suggests that a sentence relating to State Route 211 in
the environmental setting be revised for clarity.

Response to Comment B1-1: To provide additional clarity regarding State Route 211, the
discussion of State Highways/Routes on Page 3.5-4 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

e S.R. 211 is a short two-lane highway that extends from U.S. 101 to the City of
Ferndale, crossing historic Fernbridge over the Eel River ever-historic-Fernbridge.

Comment B1-2: This comment identifies an error in the reference to the current
Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan, which should be 2014 and not 2008.

Response to Comment B1-2: To correct the reference to the discussion of Regionally
Significant Streets and Roadways in the Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan,
the text at the top of Page 3.5-5 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“In addition, Humboldt County has identified the following roads as Regionally
Significant Streets and Roadways as part of the 20082014 Regional Transportation
Plan (see HCAOG 20-Year Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan, 2014
2008Table HRStreets-1Regionally, Significant Roadways and the discussion on page
HR-1of the “Existing Roadway System” from page 24 to 28):”

Comment B1-3: The comment adds missing information regarding the following transit
service providers: Tish Non-Village service and Fortuna Transit.

Response to Comment B1-3: To supplement the information regarding transit service
providers, the discussion after the heading “Redwood Transit System” on Page 3.5-6 of
the RDEIR is revised as follows:

Redwood Transit System. The Redwood Transit System (RTS) consists of “mainline”
commuter service along the U.S. 101 corridor from Scotia to Trinidad. Regular
commute service is available to McKinleyville, as well as regional service to the
California Redwood Coast — Humboldt County Airport. Although some trips serve
the entire corridor, most trips provide service only along shorter sections of the
route. Service was recently added to southern Humboldt, now connecting
Garberville, Redway, Phillipsville, Miranda, Myers Flat, and Weott with the
Humboldt Bay area. In addition to the mainline route serving U.S. 101, a-separate
route Tish Non-Village service provides service between Willow Creek and various
locations in Arcata and McKinleyville.

and...

Fortuna Transit. The City of Fortuna operates Fortuna Transit, which provides
transportation within the City limits to seniors or persons with a disability.

Comment B1-4: The comment suggests edits to a sentence relating to the American
with Disabilities Act (ADA) for Non-Motorized Transportation to improve readability. To
clarify a statement regarding the American with Disabilities Act (ADA),
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Response to Comment B1-4: Page 3.5-7 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“Pedestrian facilities, primarily sidewalks and crosswalks, are also most commonly
provided in the urban areas. Most pedestrian facilities were constructed prior to the
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) and are therefore not compliant. Compliance
issues include inadequate sidewalk width, excessive cross-slope, inadequate curb
ramps at intersections, and obstacles in the sidewalk. Such obstructions and
impediments can force pedestrians on foot or those who use wheelchairs onto road
shoulders, and into parking and bike lanes. Over time, the County Department of
Public Works is upgrading pedestrian facilities to be ADA compliant.”

Comment B1-5: The comment recommends a better word choice to describe the
proportion of commuters using horses.

Response to Comment B1-5: To clarify a statement regarding equine commuters, the
paragraph at the top of Page 3.5-7 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Rural areas and small communities do not often have pedestrian facilities that are
separated from the roadway. Pedestrians and bicyclists frequently utilize roads in
Humboldt County that lack sidewalks and/or bicycle lanes. As a result, sharing of
roadways by pedestrians, car and truck drivers, bicyclists, and even equestrians, is
common in many rural areas. While equine use does not constitute a significant
detectable portion of daily commuter travel in Humboldt County, equestrian trails
can be a significant recreational resource. A number of community and public land
trail systems provide transportation and recreation opportunities; however, most of
the facilities dedicated exclusively for non-motorized use are provided only in urban
areas of the County.”

Comment B1-6: The comment identifies a missing space between paragraphs.

Response to Comment B1-6: To correct paragraph spacing, the second paragraph
from the top of Page 3.5-8 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

Pedestrian facilities are most commonly found in the County’s seven cities and
larger unincorporated communities. Sidewalks and pathways of varying width
are found in commercial areas, residential neighborhoods, and near schools. In
many cases, existing sidewalks meet only the minimum ADA standards and often
are obstructed by utility poles, signposts, and other obstacles. There are also
sidewalk gaps, uncontrolled intersections, and street crossings that pose
pedestrian travel impediments, especially to the mobility-impaired.

Most facilities dedicated for bicycle use are in the urban and suburban areas of
the County, with bicycle lanes in place in Eureka, Arcata, McKinleyville and
Fortuna. The City of Arcata provides the most interconnected system of bicycle
lanes/routes that facilitates access to and from a number of trip-generating
areas. In Eureka, the bike lane/route system includes both north-south and east-
west lanes; however, not all trip generating areas are connected. Fortuna has
limited systems of bike lanes and designated routes.

Comment B1-7: The comment identifies an open parenthesis at the top of Page 3.5-8.
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Response to Comment B1-7: To the open parenthesis, the last paragraph from the top
of Page 3.5-8 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Elk River Hikshari’ Trail {is a multiple-use, paved trail that runs between Truesdale
Avenue (just south of the Bayshore Mall) 1.5 miles south to the Pound Road Park &
Ride lot, off the Herrick Avenue and Highway 101 interchange.”

Comment B1-8: The comment identifies outdated references to the Humboldt People
Powered Pathways (HP3) non-motorized funding proposal.

Response to Comment B1-8: To revise the references to the HP3 proposal, the first
paragraph of Page 3.5-9 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“In conjunction with other cities and counties across the nation, Humboldt County is
was the lead agency in a funding proposal to the federal government in 2009,
called the Humboldt People Powered Pathways (HP3) fundingpropesal-to-the
federal-government. The HP3 proposal seeks sought transportation funding to
implement local jurisdiction’s plans for improving active transport systems and
programs as part of 2010 Campaign for Active Transportation. The Campaign for
Active Transportation was a national effort aimed at the inclusion of a program that
provides funding for non-motorized systems (vs. singular projects) as a permanent
program in the federal transportation legislation reauthorization. The HP3 plan
identifiesd approximately 25 active transport planning, implementation programs,
and partnerships thatidentify related_to approximately $50 million of non-motorized
transportation projects located across the County. Although the HP3 funding
proposal was unsuccessful, a number of the individual projects included in the
proposal have since been funded and the interagency coordination to improve
active transport systems and programs continues.”

Comment B1-9: The comment provides updates to references to the Caltrans
Richardson Grove project.

Response to Comment B1-9: To revise the references to the Caltrans Richardson Grove

project, the second paragraph from the bottom of Page 3.5-9 of the RDEIR is revised as
follows:

“Caltrans has completed a Final EIR (SCH # 2009012070) and Addendum to the EIR,
a Finding of no Significant Impact, and a Notice of Determination in May 2017 (see
project web page at http://www.dot.ca.gov/distl/d1projects/richardson_grove/)
for a project to provide access for larger trucks on U.S. 101 through Richardson
Grove State Park near the Humboldt County line. The proposed project extends
from post mile (Humboldt) 1.1 to post mile (Humboldt) 2.2 and would include minor
realignments and widening of the existing roadway, culvert improvements, and
repaving the roadway. This project has been controversial because it involves road
improvements and the removal of trees within a State Park as well as concerns
regarding growth inducing impacts.”

Comment B1-10: The comment corrects a missing number in a reference to a yearin a
in a sentence regarding scheduled passenger flights.
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Response to Comment B1-10: To correct a missing number in a sentence regarding
scheduled passenger flights, the first paragraph from the bottom of Page 3.5-10 of the
RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Air travel is a growing transportation option in Humboldt County with passenger
enplanements at California Redwood Coast — Humboldt County, the only airport in
the County with scheduled passenger flights, and passenger enplanements are
expected to increase from 98,453 in 2004 to 167,000 in 2024 (Arcata-Eureka Airport
Master Plan Report, Chapter 2, Airport Role and Activity Forecasts). Several daily
flights are provided, connecting Humboldt County with San Francisco and Portland,
Oregon. The airport continues to work to add more flights to more destinations.”

Comment B1-11: The comment suggests a clarification for a confusing sentence
regarding annual maintenance dredging of Humboldt Bay.

Response to Comment B1-11: To clarify the description of annual maintenance
dredging of Humboldt Bay, the third from the last paragraph from the bottom of Page
3.5-11 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

Annual maintenance dredging of Humboldt Bay is vital to maintaining safe and
navigable access. Federal channels in Humboldt Bay are dredged by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. Any other area that requires dredging is the responsibility of local
governmentss; in this area thatis-the Harbor District is that agency.

Comment B1-12: The comment recommends that a sentence in the environmental
baseline section under road safety describing an effect of implementing the General
Plan Update be moved to the impact analysis section.

Response to Comment B1-12: To address the misplaced statement, the third from the
last paragraph from the bottom of Page 3.5-12 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The operation of agricultural vehicles on roadways may also affect traffic on rural
roadways in the unincorporated area. Agricultural activities are an important
element of the local economy and agricultural vehicles operate regularly on
County roadways. Agricultural vehicles are slow moving vehicles and considered
incompatible with other motorists. implementation-of the proposed-General-Rlan
Update-would-increases in the amount of traffic on roadways and could increase
the potential for conflict with agricultural vehicles.”

Comment B1-13: The comment recommends that a misplaced capital letter and a
sentence be clarified and asks that a reference to persons between the ages of 5 and
24 be clarified.

Response to Comment B1-13: In researching the source of the reference, the web
address was found to have been changed. To address the misplaced statement and
correct the website reference, the second from the last paragraph from the bottom of
Page 3.5-12 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“Another factor that can impact roadway safety is the incompatibility of some
unincorporated area roadway and highway facilities with multi-modal
transportation uses. Many existing roadways and intersections in the County do not
contain pedestrian or bicycle facilities. Humboldt County Transportation-
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Disadvantaged Populations Report, 2006,”
http://www.nrsrcaa.org/path/pdfs/HumCoTDPReport5_06.pdf) found that
pRedestrian and bicycle safety is generally poor in Humboldt County when
compared to other rural counties. There are substantially higher bicycle injuries and
fatality rates in Humboldt County than all other rural areas in California. Bicycle injury
and fatality rates are also significantly higher than the state average, particularly for
youth-and-the ages 05five to-24 age-groups. In spite of this, bicycle and pedestrian
injuries and fatalities are decreasing in Humboldt County.”

Comment B1-14: The comment recommends that a misplaced capital letter be
corrected.

Response to Comment B1-14: To address the misplaced statement, the second from the
last paragraph on Page 3.5-13 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The traffic impacts resulting from General Plan Update land uses were evaluated
by TJKM Transportation Consultants using the latest Humboldt County Travel
Demand Model. The Humboldt County Travel Demand Model was updated in 2013
by the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to forecast travel patterns in both rural and
urbanized portions of Humboldt County. The main purposes of the Humboldt County
Travel Demand Model are to support the rRegional transportation planning process?,
to evaluate potential improvements to the roadway system, and evaluate the
impacts of land use changes in the County. The model also includes limited transit
and non-motorized analysis capabilities. The base year for the model is 2010, with a
forecast year of 2040.”

Comment B1-15: The comment suggests that the phrase “volume to capacity” be
revised to add hyphens.

Response to Comment B1-15: Although adding hyphens may be correct grammatr, this
phase is in common usage with and without hyphens and the Transportation Research
Board’s Highway Capacity Manual, an authoritative source for methodologies used to
calculate ratios of volume to capacity for transportation facilities, does not use hyphens
in this phrase. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment B1-16: The comment suggests that the description of transportation analysis
zones is confusing.

Response to Comment B1-16: To address this possible confusion, the second from the
second sentence below the heading “2010 Scenario” Page 3.5-14 of the RDEIR is
revised as follows:

“The transportation analysis zones cover the entire County and each city, and
inelude contain data representing existing and projected future population and
employment levels.”

Comment B1-17: The comment suggests that the phrase “worse-case” should be
corrected to read “worst-case.” The comment also suggests that the phrase “18 year”
be corrected to add a hyphen.
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Response to Comment B1-17: To correct this grammar error, the second to last sentence
in the last paragraph on Page 3.5-14 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Consequently, an interim year (2028) scenario was developed using the 2028
population from the DOF and 2028 employment from Caltrans 2015 Economics
Forecasts, and analyzed as a worset-case scenario.”

To correct the hyphen, the first sentence in the first paragraph on Page 3.5-15 of the
RDEIR is revised as follows:

“As shown, the forecast 18-year and 30-year growth in both households and
employment is relatively modest.”

Comment B1-18: The comment recommends that repeated words in a sentence be
deleted.

Response to Comment B1-18: To correct this grammatr, the first sentence in the second
paragraph on Page 3.5-18 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“There are no are-hre adopted plans, ordinances or policies establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system in Humboldt County.”

Comment B1-19: The comment recommends that a policy from the Eureka Community
Plan be placed in quotes.

Response to Comment B1-19: To ensure that the reader knows that this policy is quoted
verbatim, the second sentence in the second paragraph on Page 3.5-19 of the RDEIR is
revised to add quotes as follows:

“The Eureka Community Plan contains a general goal that does not include an
MOE: Policy 4220.1, ‘the County shall strive to maintain a Level of Service of C or
better on arterials in the Planning Area. The acceptable level of service goal will be
consistent with the financial resources available and the limits of technical
feasibility.”

Comment B1-20: The comment suggests that the wording of a sentence relating to a
goal of the General Plan Update to reduce vehicle miles traveled should be revised for
clarity.

Response to Comment B1-20: To clarify the reference to Circulation Element goals, the
second sentence in the third to last paragraph on Page 3.5-19 of the RDEIR is revised as
follows:

“Due to already established auto-oriented land use patterns, the private automobile
would likely continue to be the dominant mode of transport in Humboldt County.
The General Plan Update seeks to reduce vehicle miles traveled per person by
considering the needs of motorized vehicles, public transit, bicyclists, and
pedestrians during land use and transportation planning and by providing balanced

transportatlon opportumUes—whe#eby—the—need&eLmete%ed#eﬁetes—p&bh&Ha;%
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Comment B1-21: The comment points out that Policy C-P2, Consideration of Land Uses
in Transportation Decision Making, is mischaracterized and states that it directs the
County to decide on transportation projects based on existing and planned future
developments.

Response to Comment B1-21: To correct the description of Policy C-P2, the second
sentence in the first paragraph on Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Policy C-P2, Consideration of Land Uses in Transportation Decision Making, reotes
requires that a comprehensive planning approach be utilized used in transportation

decision making. that considers the-transportation-consequences-of-tand-use
ehanges—te—ave@—epe#aﬂenaLand—eeenem%mpaets—emstlnq and proposed land

uses.”

Comment B1-22: The comment states that complicated syntax is used to describe Table
3.5-7 and suggests a revision.

Response to Comment B1-22: To improve the description of Table 3.5-7, the first
sentence in the third paragraph on Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Table 3.5-7 lists only one road in the City of Eureka; that would be affected by the
implementation of General Plan Update; and countywide growth expected to
occur during the planning period, that which is theresponsibility under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans and not Humboldt County.”

Comment B1-23: The comment correctly states that in the description of Policy IS-P7,
Mitigation of Cross-jurisdictional Impacts, “affected” should be used rather than
“affect” and asks if the County is still relying on Level of Service as a transportation
metric, likely relating to the future implementation of Senate Bill 743 substituting vehicle
miles traveled for level of service as the metric of transportation impact across the state.

Response to Comment B1-23: For a response to the comment relating to the use of LOS
rather than VMT, see response to comment C1-1 on page 2-43. To improve the
description of Policy IS-P7, Mitigation of Cross-jurisdictional Impacts, the third sentence in
the third paragraph on Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Community Infrastructure and Services Element Policy IS-P7, Mitigation of Cross-
jurisdictional Impacts, directs the County to work with cities to mitigate impacts
associated with new development for each affected jurisdiction.”

Comment B1-24: The comment indicates that in the description of Policy C-P7, Joint Use
of Traffic Models, is confusing.

Response to Comment B1-24: To improve the description of Policy C-P7, the last
sentence in the third paragraph on Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Policy C-P7, Joint Use of Traffic Models, encourages the use of area-wide travel
demand models in the preparation of the County-Wide Transportation Plan (CWTP)
and in evaluatlng projects with potentially significant transportation impacts to-use
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Comment B1-25: The comment corrects grammar in the introduction to Mitigation
3.5.3.1.a.

Response to Comment B1-25: The following edits area made to correct the grammar in
the introduction to Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a,

“Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a. The following policies shall be added to the Circulation Element
and would require the implementation of transportation demand management
programs with new larger -scale development in the unincorporated area.”

Comment B1-26: The comment corrects grammar in Section F(3) of implementation
measure C-IMX7, Congestion Relief Planning and Implementation Program, of
Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a.

Response to Comment B1-26: The following edits are made to clarify C-IMX7,
Congestion Relief Planning and Implementation Program of Mitigation Measure
3.5.3.2.a:

“3. Consider widening the eurbs roadway/right-of-way to provide additional travel
lanes, bike lanes, 2WLTL, medians, parking lanes, and sidewalks, all as needed to
meet demands.”

Comment B1-27: The comment identifies a missing word in policy C-Px. Countywide
Traffic Impact Fee Program, of Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a.

Response to Comment B1-27: The following edit is made to correct the wording of C-Px.
Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Program, of Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a:

“C-Px. Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Program. In coordination with the cities
within the County, shall develop and implement a countywide traffic impact fee
program that addresses impacts on major roads resulting from development in cities
and unincorporated areas. Adopt this fee within one year of the adoption of the
General Plan Update. A traffic impact fee is currently being evaluated for the
Greater Eureka Area, encompassing the Eureka urbanized area.”

Comment B1-28: The comment asks if the conclusion for Impact 3.5.3.2.-1,
Unacceptable LOS on U.S. 101 Between S.R. 255 in Arcata and 6th Street in Eureka,
using Level of Service as a transportation metric is consistent with Senate Bill 743.

Response to Comment B1-28: For a response to the comment relating to the use of LOS
rather than VMT, see response to comment C1-1 on page 2-43.

Comment B1-29: The comment notes that the words “Traffic Signal” are incorrectly
capitalized in the second paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2-2: Unacceptable LOS on U.S.
101/Broadway, City of Eureka, on page 3.5-25.

Response to Comment B1-29: The following edit is made to the third sentence in the
second paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2-2:

“From approximately 800 feet south of the Kmart Ftraffic Ssignal to Washington
Street, Broadway has a TWLTL.”
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Comment B1-30: The comment notes that an end parenthesis is missing in the third
paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2-2: Unacceptable LOS on U.S. 101/Broadway, City of
Eureka, on page 3.5-25.

Response to Comment B1-30: The following edit is made to the final sentence in the
third paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2-2:

“While limited relief could be achieved through optimized signal timing, changes in
traffic patterns occur routinely and signal timing should therefore be modified as
necessary to reflect such changes (City of Eureka General Plan Update Mobility
Policy Paper
¢http://www.eureka2040gpu.com/Links/pdfs/Mobility%20Policy%20Paper%203-23-
15.pdf).”

Comment B1-31: The comment suggests that inappropriate wording is used to describe
the conclusion to Impact 3.5.3.2-2: Unacceptable LOS on U.S. 101/Broadway, City of
Eureka.

Response to Comment B1-31: The following edit is made to the final paragraph of
Impact 3.5.3.2-2 on page 3.5-26:

“The traffic model projects that buildout of the General Plan Update, in conjunction
with the implementation of city general plans within the County, would result in
traffic levels that would reduce the LOS of the U.S. 101 Broadway corridor at-ef
belewto LOS “D5” or below, which is the General Plan update LOS standard and the
LOS concept established by Caltrans for this facility. Therefore, this would be a
potentially significant impact.”

Comment B1-32: The comment notes that an incorrect reference to another mitigation
measure is made in the paragraph below the heading “Level of Significance after
Mitigation” of Impact 3.5.3.2-2: Unacceptable LOS on U.S. 101/Broadway, City of
Eureka, on page 3.5-26.

Response to Comment B1-32: The following edit is made to the Analysis paragraph of
Impact 3.5.3.2-2 on page 3.5-26:

“However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.d, impacts related to
the future capacity of U.S. 101 would be reduced and LOS D is considered
acceptable on U.S. 101.”

Comment B1-33: The comment suggests a correction to a poorly worded sentence in
the second paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2.-3: Unacceptable LOS on Main St, Between 7th
St and 13th Street, Fortuna on page 3.5-26.

Response to Comment B1-33: The following edit is made to the first sentence of the
second paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2.-3 on page 3.5-26:

“Main Street and Fortuna Boulevard (North and South) in Fortuna are were the
formerly alignment of U.S. 101, prior to the construction of the freeway along the
western edge of the City.
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Comment B1-34: The comment suggests corrections and clarifications to last two
sentences in the second paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2.-3: Unacceptable LOS on Main St,
Between 7th St and 13th Street, Fortuna on page 3.5-26.

Response to Comment B1-34: The following edit is made to the last two sentences of the
second paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2.-3 on page 3.5-26

“The City of Fortuna General Plan Draft EIR determined that no additional lanes
would be needed in this area, however it states that the 9th Street and Main Street
and 12th Street and Main Street intersections will drop to F in 2030, and includes a
mitigation measure for a signalized new left-turn land to east and west approaches
to the 9th Street and Main Street intersection. Intersection improvements at 12th
and Main are also required. After mitigation, these intersections will drop to D.
Fortuna General Plan Policy TC-1.2 says LOS D is acceptable on Main Street.”

Comment B1-35: The comment identifies an incorrect section reference at the top of
page 3.5-27in the “Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies” of Impact
3.5.3.2.-3.

Response to Comment B1-35: The following edit is made to make the correct the
reference Impact 3.5.3.2.-1 at the bottom of page 3.5-26:

“See the discussion of Impact 3.5.3.2.-41 above for a discussion of General Plan
Update Circulation Element policies relating to minimum LOS standards and
jurisdictional coordination.”

Comment B1-36: The comment suggests edits to improve the readability of a sentence
in the Conclusion of Impact 3.2.3.2-3.

Response to Comment B1-36: The following edit is made to improve the readability of a
sentence in the Conclusion of Impact 3.2.3.2:

“Based on the travel demand model, growth projected to occur during General
Plan Update planning period in conjunction with the growth in the cities within the
County would reduce the LOS of the segments of Main Street in Fortuna, between
7th Street and 13th Street to LOS D. However, any mitigation involving capacity
improvements, typically include the additieng of travel lanes, and this would mean
adding lanes to areas that are largely built out, leaving where there is little available
space to create new lanes without taking land from adjacent properties. or
degradeing the-desired downtown amenities in the area. Therefore, this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.”

Comment B1-37: The comment notes that the words “North Ramps” and “South
Ramps” are incorrectly capitalized in the second to last paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2-4:
Unacceptable LOS on Kenmar Road between U.S. 101 NB Ramps and S. Fortuna Blvd,
Fortuna, on page 3.5-27.

Response to Comment B1-37: The following edit is made to the second to last
paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.2-4:

“The Fortuna General Plan EIR identifies the following mitigation programs that will
improve the operation of this segment and related intersections: South Fortuna
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Boulevard-Ross Hill Road/Kenmar Road - implement right-turn overlap phasing on
both Kenmar Road approaches; Kenmar Road/Eel River Drive — the northbound Eel
River Drive approach will need to be widened to provide a right-turn lane; Kenmar
Road/U.S. 101 Nnorth Rramps — signalize and operate with permitted left-turn
phasing (no additional lanes would be needed); Kenmar Road/U.S. 101 Ssouth
Rramps - signalize, add a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach and operate
with permitted left-turn phasing. Upon implementation of these improvements this
segments and associated intersections would operate at LOS “C” or better.”

Comment B1-38: The comment identifies an incorrect section reference is made at the
bottom of page 3.5-27 in the “Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies” of
Impact 3.5.3.2-4.

Response to Comment B1-38: The following edit is made to correct the reference to
Impact 3.5.3.2-4 at the bottom of page 3.5-27:

“See the discussion of Impact 3.5.3.2--4 -1 above for a discussion of General Plan
Update Circulation Element policies relating to minimum LOS standards and
jurisdictional coordination. In particular, the General Plan Update Circulation
Element includes the following policy relating to minimum LOS standards, C-P5, Level
of Service Criteria, which strives to maintain a LOS “C” on all roadway segments,
except for any portion of U.S. 101, where Level of Service D would be acceptable.
See Impact 3.5.3.22-€ -1 above, for a discussion of how Policies C-P6 Jurisdictional
Coordination and Integration, and C-P7 Joint Use of Traffic Model, lessen potential
impacts.”

Comment B1-39: The comment notes that the word “Conflict” is incorrectly capitalized
in the first paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.3 Regional Level of Service Standard, on page 3.5-
28.

Response to Comment B1-39: The following edit is made to the first paragraph of
Impact 3.5.3.3:

“Implementation of the General Plan Update would generate levels of
development that result in increased traffic volumes on roads within the County that
could €conflict with an applicable regional level of service standard.”

Comment B1-40: The comment identifies an incorrect reference to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines in the middle of page 3.5-28 of Impact 3.5.3.3 Regional Level of
Service Standard.

Response to Comment B1-40: The following edit is made to make the correct Appendix
G to the CEQA Guidelines reference in Impact 3.5.3.3 in the middle of page 3.5-28:

“e)b) 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.”

Comment B1-41: The comment suggests that an additional reference should be made
in the discussion of “Mitigation” in Impact 3.5.3.3 Regional Level of Service Standard to
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identify the new implementation measure number that is added by Mitigation Measure
3.5.3.2.a, which addresses this impact topic.

Response to Comment B1-41: The reference in the mitigation discussion in Impact
3.5.3.3 clearly identifies Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a, which contains new
implementation measure C-IMX7. No changes to the RDEIR are required.

Comment B1-42: The comment suggests that a reference should be made to the
Hoopa Airport in the third paragraph under Impact 3.5.3.4: Air Traffic.

Response to Comment B1-42: The sentence states that “The Humboldt County Airport
Land Use Commission has established airport land use compatibility plans for each
airport, except Samoa Field.” The 1993 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, Humboldt
County Airports states in the section titled “Function and Authority” on page 1-1 that
“(he (Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, Humboldt County Airports) pertains to the
land uses surrounding the following airports” and specifically lists Hoopa Airport but
does not list Samoa Field. Therefore, the statement that the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan, Humboldt County Airports establishes airport land use compatibility
plans for Hoopa Airport and not Samoa is correct. No changes to the RDEIR are
required.

Comment B1-43: The comment suggests edits to improve the readability of a sentence
in the first full paragraph of Impact 3.5.3.4: Air Traffic on page 3.5-31.

Response to Comment B1-43: The following edit is made to improve the readability of
the first sentence of the last paragraph on page 3.5-30 under Impact 3.5.3.4: Air Traffic:

“The Arcata-Eureka Airport Master Plan Report (September 2005) for the California
Redwood Coast — Humboldt County Airport contains forecasts of future airport
operations ferecasts.”

Comment B1-44: The comment suggests two edits to correct a reference to the
Regional Transportation Plan and to improve the readability of a sentence in the last
paragraph under Impact 3.5.3.4: Air Traffic at the top of page 3.5-31.

Response to Comment B1-44: The following edit is made to the first paragraph on page
3.5-31 under Impact 3.5.3.4: Air Traffic:

“Aircraft operations at the Dinsmore, Garberville, Murray Field, and Rohnerville
airports are expected to increase by between 15 and 18 percent between 2010
and 2025 according to Table AS3 Aviation Activity Forecast — Annual Operations, of
the Regional Transportation Plan Aviation Systems Element. Samoa Field, Hoopa
Airport, and Shelter Cove Airport are not anticipated to experience increases in
aircraft operations in the next 20 years. The airport master plans identify the
improvements, if any, that may be required to accommodate future aircraft
operations.”

Comment B1-45: The comment suggests a grammar edit to the last sentence in the first
paragraph under “Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies” of Impact 3.5.3.5:
Road Safety on page 3.5-32.
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Response to Comment B1-45: The following edit is made to the above referenced
sentence of Impact 3.5.3.5: Road Safety on page 3.5-32:

“.... The Circulation Element contains policies to ensure that roadway design reduces
roadway safety hazards and accommodates multi-modal users.”

Comment B1-46: The comment suggests a grammar edit to the first sentence of the
second paragraph under “Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies” of
Impact 3.5.3.5: Road Safety on page 3.5-32.

Response to Comment B1-46: The following edit is made to the above referenced
sentence of Impact 3.5.3.5: Road Safety on page 3.5-32:

“The Circulation Element includes policies and standards that that relate to safe
circulation facilities for all transportation modes...”
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Letter C1 Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities

GRTPﬁ

Coalition for Responsible
Transportation Priorities

May 23, 2017

John Miller
County of Humboldt
Planning and Building Department
3015 H 5treet
Eurska, CA 95501
via email: gpu@co.humboldt.ca.us
ce: mrichardson@humboldt.ca.us

RE: Comments on Proposed Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) for Draft
Humboldt County General Plan

Mr. Miller:

The Coalition for Responsible Transportation Pricrities (CRTP) is an organization whose mission
is to promote transportation solutions that protect and support 2 healthy environment, healthy
people, healthy communities and a healthy economy on the North Coast of California. CRTP
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report (RDEIR) for the County's General Plan Update {GPU). Our comments are as follows:

Level of Service & Vehicle Miles Traveled

The use of vehicular Level of Service (LOS) as a primary tool for assessing transportation
impacts of the GPU leads is extremely problematic. LOS is an cutdated metric which is
increasingly recognized as leading to unintended consequences when used to measure the
impacts of development and to determine appropriate mitigation. One researcher succinctly
summarizas: “The use of LOS is often criticized for its bias towards automobiles at the expanse
of bicycling, transit, and walking, and it complicates smart growth or compact development.”®
We agree with this criticism.

Furthermore, the use of LOS and other measures of automebile congestion to assess
transportation impacts leads to mitigation measures which add automobile capacity to the road
system. This tendency can be seen in the list of circulation system improvements in Table 3.5-6
of the RDEIR, which consists of additional roadway construction projects meant to relieve
congestion. However, there is a growing consensus in transportation planning that adding
capacity induces new travel and does not reduce congestion. We highly recommend that the

* Henderson, Jason. 2011, “Level of service: the politics of reconfiguring urban streets in San Francisco, CAL”
Journal of Transport Geography 19(6): 1135-1144.

PO Box 2495, McKinleyville, CA 95519 * transportationpricrities.org
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literature on induced travel be carefully reviewed and considered. A recent policy brief for the

MNational Center for Sustainable Transportation, appropriately titled “Increasing Highway
Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion,” contains a concise summary 2

The fact that the RDEIR considers “unacceptable LOS an roadways in the County”™ (Impact
3.5.3.2) to be a potentially significant impact of the GPU leads to counterproductive and
internally inconsistent mitigation measures. Other than some Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) strategies which the RDEIR itself admits would be difficult to implement Cl-1
effectively (p.3.5-21), these mitigation measures are designed to decrease congestion—i.e.,
increase speed of travel —by adding capacity, and will therefore induce additional vehicle miles
traveled (VMT). This is an inevitable result of any project which decreases congestion by adding
capacity, because the increased speed of travel resulting from such projects is what actually
induces additional VMT.? Meanwhile, increased VMT is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact of the GPU. This internal inconsistency within the RDEIR should be
addressed by replacing LOS with VT as the primary vehicular impact measure.

The RDEIR shows that Humboldt County already has a high WMT per capita and that the GFU
will exacerbate this problem. Tables 3.5-4a3 and 3.5-4b project VMT to increase at nearly twice
the rate of population increase through 2040, and at nearly three times the rate in the near
term (through 2028). At p.3.5-13, the RDEIR attributes not only current high VMT but future
disproportionate VMT growth to “already established auto-oriented land use patterns.”
However, this defies common sense. Existing land use patterns influence but do not dictate the
pattern of future development—that is in large part the purpose of the GPU. Similarly, there is
no fixed correlation between “levels of development” and VMT, as implied on p.3.5-19 of the
RDEIR. Rather, it is the type and pattern of development which determines the impacts on Cl1-2
VMT.

In this case, a review of the GPU's proposed land use maps and circulation system
improvements make it clear that increased VMT will be the result of growth planned largely for
the outskirts of population centers—in other words, sprawl. But instead of proposing to
mitigate increased VMT by modifying the land use planning in the GPU which causes it, the anly
proposed mitigation measure which even mentions land use limits itself to the consideration of

* Handy, Susan. October 2015. “Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic Congestion.” Mational
Center for Sustainable Transportation. Available online at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/newtech/researchreports/reports/2015/10-12-2015-

NC5T_Brief InducedTravel C36_w3_pdf.

# Cervero, Robert. 2003. “Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A Path &nalysis.” Journal of the
American Planning Association 63(2): 145-163.
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future land use decision making. In other words, the RDEIR adopts an aspirational and largely
unenforceable mitigation measure in place of a concrete and meaningful one.

Additionally, Proposed GPU Policy C-P5, establishing a minimum LOS for county roadways, is
likely to ensure additional capacity increases and thus VMT increases for the life of the General
Plan. &n effective mitigation measure for increased VMT would be removal of Policy C-P5.

WMT is used as a “measure of congestion™ in the RDEIR (p.3.5-20) and the discussion of VMT
impacts beginning at p.3.5-18 is largely limited to congestion, but it is 8 much more meaningful
indicator than that. The California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is currently
in the process of implementing SB 743 (2013) by replacing LOS in the CEQA Guidelines with
WMT. As OPR notes in its latest proposal, “vehicle miles traveled directly relates to emissions of Cl-2
air pollutants, including greenhouse gases, energy usage, and demand on infrastructure, as well
as indirectly to many other impacts including public health, water usage, water quality and land
consumption.”™ While the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines are not yet in effect, the
current draft and supporting analysis are instructive, and it would behoove the RDEIR to follow

the draft to the greatest extent possible.

In sum, the RDEIR should shift its focus away from LOS impacts. Further, the conclusion that
increased VMT is an unavoidable impact of the GPU is not supportable. Reasonable mitigation
measures which modify the GPU's proposed policies, land use maps and circulation
improvements while still accommodating population growth and achieving the GPLU's other
goals could effectively mitigate VMT increases and must be adopted, as opposed to the
speculative and unenforceable mitigation measures currently proposad.

Active Transportation & Transit

In summarizing the benefits and costs of different transportation modes, the RDEIR lists only
“travel time, effort, convenience, and expense” (p.3.5-1), leaving out such critical
considerations as safety, health, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It is thus perhaps
unsurprising— but nevertheless unacceptable —that modes which may take more time but
which promote greater health and safety and lower GHG emissions such as walking, bicycling C1-3
and transit are given substantially less serious consideration than automobiles in the RDEIR. For
example, the list of “issues affecting the County road system”™ (p.3.5-2) does not include
anything about the capacity, safety or effectiveness of the road system for non-vehicular users.
This is despite the fact that the document discusses in some detail how deficient the County’s

* Governor's Office of Planning and Research. January 2016. Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines

on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Awvailable online at
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_VMT_CEQA_Guidelines_Proposal_January_20_2016.pdf.
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current bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure is, and the County’s high rate of serious accidents
involving bicyclists and pedestrians is also separately identified and discussed (p.3.5-12).

Furthermaore, while vehicular travel impacts are extensively and quantitatively measured and
discussed, and the GPU’s proposed Policy C-P25 directs the County to adopt objective bicycle
and pedestrian LO5/Quality of Services standards for County roads, the RDEIR makes no
attempt to use any such standards to identify or measure the GPU's impacts on active
transportation.

Without such objective measures, it is unclear how the RDEIR can come to conclusions such as
that the GPU would increase walking and bicycling trips (p.3.5-31). It is important to note,
however, that since the RDEIR does show that the GPU will result in increased vehicular trips
regardless of whether bicycle and pedestrian trips will increase, the “hazards to roadway users”
identified at this point in the RDEIR are real. Vehicles are the primary type of roadway users
which pose a safety hazard. C1-3
In fact, the increase in vehicle trips and VMT creates a serious risk of decreased safety for all
roadway users and a significant impact under CEQA. The RDEIR concludes on p.3.5-33 that
safety impacts would be less than significant on the basis of the GPU's proposed goals and
policies to promote safe multimodal transportation and encourage better design for bicycle,
pedestrian and transit infrastructure. However, these aspirational policies do not outweigh the
safety threat of additional VMT. Furthermare, the GPU's prioritization of the convenience of
vehicular road users over the safety of non-vehicular road users is made clear by the use of the
vague and permissive words “should” and “if possible” in proposed Policy C-P5, which states
that road improvements to address congestion “should not adversely affect Level of Service
and for Quality of Service for other modes of transportation, if possible_” This analysis applies
equally to the RDEIR s conclusion that impacts to the performance or safety of bicycle, transit
and pedestrian facilities will be less than significant.

In sum, the RDEIR must provide greater attention and analysis to non-vehicular transportation
impacts. Furthermore, conclusions that the roadway safety and multimodal safety and
performance impacts of the GPU are less than significant are not supportable and must be
revisited.

Qutdated Analysis and Trucking Iimpacts

The GPU process has taken many years, and we understand the difficulty of keeping the
analyses in the RDEIR up to date. Nevertheless, it is not acceptable for the RDEIR to rely on
documents and analyses which are substantially outdated and reflect conditions which no C1-4
longer prevail. For example, the RDEIR explicithy relies on a reports from 2002 and 2008 to

describe “existing transportation system conditions”™ (p.3.5-1). At p.3.5-5, the RDEIR also relies
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on the County’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for a list of “regionally significant
streets and roadways,” despite the fact that the RTP was completely overhauled in 2014.
Characterizing current conditions based on documents which are 15 years old and 2 years old,
respectively, and categorically out of date, simply cannot lead to supportable impact
assessment.

Cne glaring example of outdated analysis is the claim that Humbaoldt County is “dependent on
logging and heavy commercial truck traffic to sustain its economy” (p.3.5-5). While logging and
truck transportation still play a role in the local economy, the County can no longer be said to
depend on them. The most recent Census data (2015) show that the entire forestry &
agriculture sector provides only 2.3% of the County’s payroll and 1.6% of its employment. Even
adding this sector to manufacturing, wholesale, transportation and warehousing—the other Cl-4
main industries dependent on heavy trucks—produces only 16% of the payroll and 13% of the
employment.

The RDEIR recognizes that “a key concern for the County is the impact of heavy truckloads on
deteriorating County roads” {p.3.5-9), but provides no analysis of the GPU's impact on truck
traffic or County road maintenance and repair. Indeed, the word “truck”™ appears only once in
the entire Section 3.5.3 on transportation impacts and mitigation measures, and there is no
discussion at all of the GPU's impacts on efforts to maintain and repair County roads. This lack
may be partly explained by the incorrect assumption that the County is still heavily dependent
on industries like logging—and that therefore there is no reasonable way to limit or control
heavy truck traffic. Regardless, the RDEIR must be amended to include an analysis of truck
traffic and maintenance/repair impacts, along with any needed mitigation.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

Colin Fiske

Campaign Coordinator

Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities
colin@transportationpriorities.org
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Responses to Coalition of Responsible Transportation Priorities - Letter C1

Comment C1-1: This comment asserts the General Plan Update RDEIR’s usage of LOS as
a primary assessment tool is inappropriate, and that LOS should be replaced with VMT.

Response to Comment C1-1: The RDEIR uses both level of service (LOS) and vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) as assessment tools. The use of VMT as a travel metric was
emphasized by SB 743, which in 2013 was enacted to facilitate/simplify CEQA approvals
of infill development projects in urban areas with strong transit services. Specific
guidelines to modify CEQA procedures are currently being promulgated by the Office
and Planning and Research. OPR’s proposed guidelines summarize the intent this way:

“Substantively, a focus on vehicle miles traveled will facilitate the
production of badly-needed housing in urban locations. It will also
facilitate transit projects and better uses of existing infrastructure as well as
bicycle improvements. As a result, people will have better transportation
options. It also means that CEQA will no longer mandate roadways that
focus on automobiles to the exclusion of every other transportation
option. It will no longer mandate excessive, and expensive, roadway
capacity.” !

The degree to which this legislative intent meshes with existing and planned conditions
in Humboldt County can be argued. The guidelines clearly target urbanized areas in
California and many of its features and recommendations do not seem have
application to rural counties. For example, most of the important roadways in Humboldt
County have two lanes as their ultimate planned width. The exceptions include some
state highways and a few urban arterials. Humboldt County agencies have no plans for
massive roadway widening or other capacity-increasing efforts. Table 3.5-6 lists 43
potential circulation system improvements, all two-lane local or collector streets, whose
purpose is to enable the roadway system to accommodate the increased travel
demand from General Plan Update development without causing unacceptable
traffic congestion. In many cases, these are “missing links” in the roadway system whose
need will arise as anticipated development projects occur.

Using LOS as a metric, the GPU identifies only four projects with unacceptable future
conditions for which mitigation measures are investigated: US 101 north of Eureka, U.S.
101 in Eureka between 6th Street and Herrick Avenue, and sections of Main Street and
Kenmar Road in Fortuna. Widening is considered impractical for the Fortuna projects.
The two remaining projects recommended by the GPU are safety and operational
improvements on the two sections of U.S. 101 in and near Eureka that are not classified
as capacity-enhancing projects. It can be seen that the use of LOS instead of VMT has
not produced any widening or capacity-enhancing projects in the County.

1 Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January 20, 2016
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One important non-CEQA use of LOS in the analysis of new development projects
enables the reviewing agencies to ensure that necessary nearby transportation
improvements are identified and enacted. A VMT project analysis provides no value in
these circumstances.

Because of these issues, it is appropriate for Humboldt County to continue to use both
LOS and VMT as transportation assessment tools.

Comment C1-2: In support of the concept that VMT is a better indicator to measure
transportation impacts, the RDEIR should propose and support measures that mitigate
VMT increases described in the text. The Office of Planning and Research proposed
guidelines to evaluate transportation impacts should be followed.

Response to Comment C1-2: In addition to responses to comment T1-2, it should be
noted that the only factors related to increased VMT are; 1) number of vehicular trips, 2)
trip length, and 3) induced travel resulting from higher speeds due to improved
roadway capacity. The commenter argues that land use patterns should be more
compact so that trips would be fewer and shorter. However, with the minimal growth
forecasted for the County, there would hardly be the ability to realign existing and
future land uses to achieve such a scenario. The earlier response also points out that
there are essentially no capacity enhancing projects expected in the County during
the life of the GPU, eliminating induced travel as a significant factor. Also, most would
argue that “sprawl!” is not an applicable description of the consequences of adoption
of the Humboldt County GPU.

The references to VMT increasing at a faster rate than population and employment are
partly explainable by the lack of precision inherent in estimating both current and
future VMT. A variety of approaches and models are possible, all of which rely on
assumptions and qualitative assessments.

Comment C1-3: The RDEIR should focus on non-vehicular travel including transit,
walking and bicycle trips. The document should develop measures to identify or
measure impacts on active transportation. Conclusions that roadway safety and
multimodal safety and performance impacts of the GPU are less than significant are not
supportable.

Response to Comment C1-3: The GPU document itself has 22 (out of 78 total) proposed
goals and policies, standards and implementation measures that directly relate to
active transportation — transit, walking and bicycling. These policies make it clear that
the County is intent on promoting active transportation as it reviews development
applications and as it develops infrastructure improvement projects. Contrary to the
comment, implications that roadway safety and other features related to active
transportation create significant impacts are not supported by the comment.

Comment C1-4: The RDEIR relies on outdated trucking statistics that do not reflect the
County’s diminished activities in forestry and agriculture. The impacts of truck traffic
should be reanalyzed and appropriate mitigation measures should be developed.
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Response to Comment C1-4: The commenter seems to make contradictory statements
and requests: The description of truck activity in the RDEIR is outdated and overstated
but the document should be revised to include an analysis of truck impacts and
mitigation measures. The observation that the GPU process has taken many years to
analyze possibly accounting for outdated information may be correct. However, to the
same extent it may overestimate truck activity, it also overestimates negative truck
impacts on the roadway system.
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Letter C2 Marissa D’Arpino
PO Box 898

Blue Lake, CA 95525

June 9, 2107

County of Humbeoldt

Humboldt County Planning and Building Department
Michael Richardson, Supervising Long Range Planner
mrichardson@co. humboldt.ca.us

RE: Public Comment on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2007012085 dated April 19, 2017)

1. What is the real impact of the County negligently not upholding the 1984 version of the Constitution?
What will the impact be with this one and all of it supposed mitigations [when the County doesn’t
enforce its policies, standards, and implementation measures)?

2. What is the real impact to the draft EIR information and conclusions by using reports and reviews that
are old (some written over a decade ago)?

3. What is the real impact when the County is known for its culture of lawlessness (individuals not
following the laws and no one filing formal complaints — by the way, where can one find the County’s
complaint form and information)?

4. Howusing: New Home Construction (p 2-5) — does this include all of the illegal building and illegal
subdivisions (and that haven't been abated and have only increased)?

5. Population Growth: (p 2-6) — does this include the full- and part-time people related to the marijuana
industry (that has exploded over the last decade and that will increase with the new Humbaoldt laws?

6. How does this GPU's guiding principles (p 2-14) “preserve and enhance ..and the quality of life,” have a
*_.balance approach to protect natural resources_.,” “__utilize common sense™ particularly in the Titlow
Hill area where the County has known numerous illegal activities for decades and has yet to abate them
(notices of nuisance were sent out for some, but not all and now there are possibly only three families in
the area who live there legally and who are not growing marijuana) and where proposed land use /
zoning / marijuana growing changes will only allow more negative impact to those families?

7. Where is the Titlow Hill area (p 3.2-17 and 18)7 The County did extensive research and reporting in
relationship to its lawsuit against Bareilles. County even states that in Schmook and Villa that nothing
abated.

8. How were the Redwood Creek housing units calculated (p 3.7-38)7 Projected legal housing only? If yes,
then the quantity is way too low and there will be no addresses for emergency services, nor accessible
roads or driveways.

9. What are the real impacts to air quality (p 3.12-2) where all of the surrounding roads are dirt and there a
numerous illegal subdivisions (Titlow Hill area)?

10. How can the County make certain assertions about air quality when it has no monitoring systems in
eastern Humboldt (p 3.12-3) where the sky becomes dark and the air crunchy when there are forest
fires and everything near dirt roads becomes covered with dust?

11. Why are farming operations, off-road equipment, etc. listed multiple times with different numbers in
Table 3.12-3_ Annual PM10 emissions estimated percent contribution by source (p 3.12-5)7

12. How can the assumptions about the daily activity on unpaved roads be true (p 3.12-6) when areas
where there are marijuana growing (activities go through fall, increase when their trimmers come, and
all of them go back and forth / back and forth along the roads multiple times a day and night)?

13. What does the County think about having odors (especially marijuana) for visitors and legal residents [p
3.12-7)? What is the cost to property owners if they are surrounded for miles by marijuana
growers/processors? What is the negative impact on their property rights and ability to enjoy their own

PublicCommentRevDraftEIR.docx Page 1 June 9, 2017

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 46

C2-1

C2-2

C2-3

C2-4

C2-5

C2-6

C2-7

C2-8

C2-9

C2-10

C2-11

C2-12

C2-13



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

properties (especially when the problems did not exist when their properties were purchased)? The
County also claims that it has “unknown” odor causing sites (p 3.12-16), but they are well aware of
thousands of marijuana growing and production sites.

14. How does “Reduce Length and Frequency of Vehicle Trips,” (p 3.13.-19 ) happen when the County is
propasing to increase the quantity of parcels, number of businesses, etc. in unincorporated areas (and
farther from the coast)? Here and elsewhere, where is the County going to come up with the money to
implement and support these activities (the County already says that they don't have resources for the
current laws on the books)?

15. What laws does the County have or propose to mitigate light pollution that can be seen for miles and
negatively impact a person’s ability to enjoy the night sky and negatively impact wildlife (p 3.16-4)7 Just
in the last year, there are several new and large greenhouses just in the Titlow Hill area.

There are over a hundred more pages to read and review (out of the 582 total), so I'm going to let my general
statements at the beginning of this public comment stand for the rest of the pages. It would be meaningful to

understand how many public comments (separated by general public, government agencies, legal entities, real
estate/development businesses, etc.) continue to be participate in this process since it has be going on for over
a decade (and how this compares to other counties).

Sincerely,

Marisa D"Arping
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Responses to Marisa D’Arpino - Letter C2

Comment C2-1: The comment questions the “real impact” of not adhering to the
current General Plan and what the impact would be if the County doesn’t enforce the
General Plan Update policies, standards, and implementation measures in the future.

Response to Comment C2-1: This comment expresses an opinion about the
implementation of the current Humboldt County General Plan, a baseline condition,
and speculates that the implementation of the proposed General Plan Update will not
occur. The comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the
RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-2: The comment questions what the “real impact” is of the RDEIR relying
on background reports that, in some cases, are over ten years old.

Response to Comment C2-2: The comment does not identify specific background
reports of concern or impacts or mitigation measures that may be affected by such
information. Section 3.0, Baseline Environmental Conditions Assumed in the RDEIR,
describes the environmental setting information contained in the RDEIR. In addition, the
Environmental and Regulatory Setting of each impact topic in the RDEIR describes the
specific environmental setting information relied upon in that section of the RDEIR and
the information that has been updated since release of the Notice of Preparation on
January 22, 2007, or the Draft Environmental Impact Report, April 2, 2012. The comment
does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no
further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-3: The comment questions the “real impact” of “individuals not following
the laws.”

Response to Comment C2-3: The RDEIR discusses the following illegal or unpermitted
activities in the description of the environmental baseline and analysis portions of the
following RDEIR Chapters: cannabis cultivation, grading, land division (Chapter 3.2,
Agricultural and Timber Resources); stream diversions, dumpsites (Chapter 3.3, Utilities
and Services Systems); accidental spills and illegal disposal of hazardous waste
(Chapter 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials); water diversions (Chapter 3.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality); water diversions, homeless encampments, trash
dumping, and illegal filling (Chapter 3.11, Biological Resources); PM10 emissions and the
extent to which this may be attributable to travel to and from remote unpermitted
ilegal cannabis cultivation sites (Chapter 3.12, Air Quality); illegal billboards (Chapter
3.16, Scenic Resources). 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. The comment does not address specific
impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required
under CEQA.
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Comment C2-4: The comment asks if Table 2.1-4, Humboldt County Changes in Housing
Units 1995-2015, includes "all of the illegal building and illegal subdivisions (and that
haven’t been abated and have only increased).”

Response to Comment C2-4: Table 2.1-4 contains data from the State Department of
Finance that is benchmarked to the US Census. Humboldt County cannot verify
whether or not Census data may include some or all housing units that were
constructed without building permits. The comment does not address specific impacts
or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under
CEQA.

Comment C2-5: The comment asks if Table 2.1-5, Humboldt County Population Growth
Forecasts, includes “the full- and part-time people related to the marijuana industry.”

Response to Comment C2-5: Table 2.1-5 includes data from the State Department of
Finance that is benchmarked to the US Census. Humboldt County cannot verify
whether or not Census and Department of Finance estimates include some or all “the
full- and part-time people related to the marijuana industry.” The comment does not
address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further
response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-6: The comment asks about the effect of the General Plan Update
Guiding Principles to “preserve and enhance ...and the quality of life,” have a
“...balance approach to protect natural resources...,” “...utllize common sense,”
particularly in relation to the Titlow Hill area.

Response to Comment C2-6: According to Section 1.4 of the General Plan Update, the
Guiding Principles “provide a statement of community values and of the overall
objectives of the General Plan” and “have been used to guide the drafting of the goals
and policies in each plan element, to create a vision for the future, and to serve as the
basis for evaluating future amendments.” 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. The comment does not
address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further
response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-7: The comment appears to ask how the Titlow Hill area “in relationship to
its lawsuit against Bareilles” is addressed in the discussion of the trends relating to the
increased monetary valuation of resource lands for rural residential purposes rather
than resource production uses of the Agricultural and Timber Resources — Environmental
and Regulatory Setting, found on pages 3.2-17 and 18 of Chapter 3.2, Agricultural and
Timber Resources.

Response to Comment C2-7: Humboldt County Planning and Building recently issued a
request for proposals to prepare an environmental impact report for Titlow Hill General
Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification, and Subdivision Application. The concerns
addressed by the commenter would be best addressed in the environmental review of
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that project. The comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in
the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-8: The comment asks how the Redwood Creek housing units were
calculated in Table 3.7-6. Housing Units Projected within High Fire Hazard Severity Areas.

Response to Comment C2-8: The methodology used to distribute the 1,721 dwelling
units projected to be developed within the unincorporated area during the planning
period can be found in Appendix T - Assumptions Used in the Development Projections.
The comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR.
Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-9: The comment asks about the “real impacts” to air quality of dirt roads
that are related to illegal subdivisions in the Titlow Hill area in particular.

Response to Comment C2-9: The discussion of “Criteria Air Pollutants” beginning on
page 3.12-4 and Table 3.12-3, Annual PM10 emissions estimated percent contribution
by source, discloses the annual PM10 emissions estimated percent contribution from
unpaved road dust. Page 3.12-9 of Chapter 3.12, states that “Air Quality Attainment
Plan or the General Plan Update policies, standards, or implementation measures. The
potential impact of permitting cannabis cultivation sites in remote areas accessed by
unpaved roads will be examined in a separate EIR to be prepared prior to the adoption
of future land use ordinances for permitting cannabis activities authorized by the
Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (Bus. & Prof. Code § 19300, et. seq., etc.)
or the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (Prop. 64 (2016); Bus. & Prof. Code § 26000, et. seq.,
etc.” The comment does identify specific additional impacts or mitigation measures in
the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-10: The comment asks how assertions about air quality, in particular those
impacts relating wildland fire and dirt roads, can be made without air quality
monitoring stations in eastern Humboldt County.

Response to Comment C2-10: All air quality data in the RDEIR is from the California Air
Resources Board. Impact 3.12.4.1, Conflict with Air Quality Plan, Violate Air Quality
Standard, Increase Criteria Pollutant in Non-Attainment Status, discloses impacts
relating to criteria pollutants such as unpaved road dust and concludes that
“(b)ecause the County is in nonattainment status for PM10, increases in PM10 emissions
that could increase exceedances are significant. Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in PM10
emissions. Although applying the General Plan Update policies and standards would
reduce impacts that might otherwise be greater, the impacts remain significant and
unavoidable.” The comment does identify specific additional impacts or mitigation
measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-11: The comment asks why farming operations and off-road equipment,

etc. are listed multiple times with different numbers in Table 3.12-3, Annual PM10
emissions estimated percent contribution by source.
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Response to Comment C2-11: These data are compiled by the California Air Resources
and presented in this format. Off-road vehicles are likely used for other activities in
addition to farming operations. The comment does not address specific impacts or
mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-12: The comment questions the validity of assumptions regarding the use
of unpaved roads, especially relating to marijuana operations.

Response to Comment C2-12: Environmental effects relating to PM10 (road dust) are
addressed in Impact 3.12.4.1, Conflict with Air Quality Plan, Violate Air Quality Standard,
Increase Criteria Pollutant in Non-Attainment Status. See response to comment C-1-9
and C-1-10 for a discussion of the RDEIR conclusions regarding PM10. The comment
does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no
further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-13: The comment expresses concerns about existing sources of
objectionable odors, especially relating to marijuana cultivation and refers to a
statement on page 3.12-16 about “unknown odor causing sites.”

Response to Comment C2-13: Existing sources of odors within the unincorporated area
are described on page 3.12-7 under the headings “Odors” and “Sensitive Receptors.”
The RDEIR analyzes potential new sources of objectionable odors in Impact 3.12.4.3,
Objectionable Odors, and states on page 3.12-16 that “It is unknown at this point what
types and locations of specific establishments could be developed under
implementation of the Draft General Plan, and it is possible that some uses (e.qg.,
wastewater treatment plants) could have the potential to produce odors.” The
comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR.
Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-14: The comment questions how General Plan Update Policy AQ-P1,
Reduce Length and Frequency of Vehicle Trips, will be accomplished “when the
County is proposing to increase the quantity of parcels, number of businesses, etc. in
unincorporated areas.”

Response to Comment C2-14: The analysis in “Land Use and Circulation Elements” on
page 3.13-21 is related to this question and states that “(n)onetheless, as described
above, the project will generate increased daily vehicle trips at buildout.” The RDEIR
concludes that the proposed General Plan update would exceed an adopted
Greenhouse Gas significance threshold. The comment does not address specific
impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required
under CEQA.

Comment C2-15: The comment asks how light pollution is proposed to be mitigated, in
particular impacts relating to existing greenhouses with lights.

Response to Comment C2-15: Impact 3.16.3.3, Sources of Light and Glare, analyzes
whether implementation of the General Plan Update could result in increased
development that would be new sources of light that could affect day or nighttime
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views. The RDEIR concludes that light and glare impacts from increased development
are potentially significant and incorporates a Mitigation 3.16.3.3.a, which would add a
new program to the Scenic Resources Chapter of the Conservation and Open Space
Element to amend the Zoning Regulations to include lighting design guidelines for
discretionary projects. Humboldt County Planning and Building Department issued a
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report on April 4, 2017, for
Amendments to Humboldt County Code Regulating Commercial Cannabis Activities.
The County acknowledges that new unpermitted cannabis cultivation in greenhouses
that uses lights during some or all of the plant production cycle has caused significant
new sources of light across the landscape. The concerns expressed by the commenter
that relate to cannabis production are discussed in the environmental review of that
project. The comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the
RDEIR. Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.

Comment C2-16: This comment notes the number of pages that comprise the RDEIR
and indicates that the commenter would be interested in learning how many
commenters continue to participate in the General Plan Update process.

Response to Comment C2-16: Public comments that have been received throughout
the General Plan Update process, including RDEIR comments, are available on the
General Plan Update webpage at http://humboldtgov.org/577/Public-Comments. The
comment does not address specific impacts or mitigation measures in the RDEIR.
Therefore, no further response is required under CEQA.
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June 20, 2017

Michael Richardson
Supervising Planner

Advance Planning Division
County of Humbaoldt

3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501
mrichardson(@eo. humboldt.caus

Re:  Mevrcer Fraser Company / General Plan Update — Revised Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Richardson:

On behalf of the Mercer Fraser Company (“Mercer Fraser™), we thank you for the
opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) for the
Board of Supervisors Draft of the County’s General Plan Update (“Draft GPU™). The purpose of
this letter is to voice our opposition to a suggestion in the EIR that changes be made to the Draft
GPU’s current definition of wetlands.

This letter will discuss the Dratt GPU's current definition of wetlands and then discuss
the EIR s suggested changes to that definition,

Draft GPU Definition of Wetlands

Prior to adoption of the current Draft GPU, Mercer Fraser submitted letters on May 30,
and July 9, 2014 reguesting the Board to adopt & wetlands definition that aligns with the US
Army Corps of Engineers (the “Corps™) wetlands delineation standards. As Mercer Fraser
indicated in its May 30 and July 9 letters, the Corps has exclusive jurisdiction over wetlands
delineation in California.

On September &, 2014, in response to the comments of Mercer Fraser and others, the
Board approved the Draft GPU's current definition of wetlands. This definition is found in
standard BR-511 of the Conservation and Open Space Element:

BR-S11. Wetlands Defined. The County considers wetlands as 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.

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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Mr. Michael Richardson
Mercer Fruver Compeany — General Plan Update - RDEIR
June 20, 2017

(See Exhibit A.)

The above language is acceptable because it aligns with the Corps’ delineation standards
for wetlands.

We will now discuss the changes that the EIR suggests be made to BR-511. These
changes conflict with both the Board's prior directions and the Corps’ standards.

The EIR's Suggested Changes to the GPU’s Wetlands Definition'

The EIR. claims that the current Draft GPU language for BR-511is problematic because
“areas cannot logically have both hydric soil substrate and non-soil substrate at the same time.”
However, the changes suggested in the EIR are not necessary and conflict with the Corps’
wetlands delineation standards.

In “Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2" the EIR sugpests the following change to the text of
BR-S11:

BR-511. Wetlands Defined. The County considers wetlands as lands transitional between
terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or near the surface or C3-1

the laml is mvered by shall::tw water, %Hﬂﬁd&ﬂﬂt—hﬂve—ﬂﬂ—eﬁhe—fhﬂmng—thme

waae. 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
hvdrophytes or the area lacks vegetation,

{emphasis added) (See Exhibit B.)

The changes above are not necessary hecause there is no logical flaw in the current
language of BR-S11. The substrate can contain hydric soil as well as non-soil saturated with
water or covered by shallow water in the same area.

More importantly, by indicating that wetlands can lack wvegetation, the wetlands
definition suggested in the EIR conflicts with the Corps standards. Unlike the language
suggested above, the Corps standards require that wetlands “under normal
circumstances. .. support, a prevalence of vegetation™ adapted for water saturated soil. (See
Wetlands Delineation Manual, US Army Corps of Engineers (1987) at pages 9-10, attached
hereto as Exhibit C.)

! In the second paragraph of page 3.11-14 of the EIR, a statement is made that the County must follow the
identification and classification policies of the Califomia Department of Fish and Wildlife (“DFW™) in its wetland
delineation policies. As we outlined inour July 9, 2014 letter to the Board, the Corps and not the DFW has
exchisive authority over wetlands delineation.
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The wetlands definition currently found in BR-S11 more accurately aligns with the
Corps’ wetlands standards related to vegetation.  Similar to the Corps’ standards, the current
version of BR-511 requires that an area support hydrophytes (water adapted plants), at least
periodically, in order for a positive wetlands determination to be made. The current language of
BR-S11 also aligns with the Corps” wetlands characteristics related to hydrology and soil.

The changes suggested by the EIR are not necessary and conflict with the Corps’ current
wetlands delineation standards. The County should retain the current language found in BR-511
of the Draft GPL.

CONCLUSION
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the EIR and trust that the County will find
the above comments helpful in the GPU process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if vou
have any questions.
Very truly yours,

HARRIZON, TEMBLADOR, H ERFORD &
JOHNSON . —
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. Skepsas will be bemponly slabizea oy stoos seeding andsfor plonbing
of fost gaminaling seeds, such of Baley of fpe grass. and midched
wilh prckective coverings such as rahunal or chemical Slabiaalions,
and

2. Runoff from thea site will be temporaiity debaied of Mhaned Dy ems.
vagelaled fiter siips. andfor cofch basins 1o prevent the escope of
sacimant from the sie. Droinoge condiads ore fa be mointaned cs
lorey s necessary to prawant erosion fhroug howt consiruction.

Wellands and Other Wet Areas

BR-500. Develaprmant Stondards for Wellonds. Ceeweloprmenl slandords for wallancs
shadll be coritant wilh the stoncords for Streamside Monogement Areas, &
opplicae excagt 1hat the widths of the 3 for wallonds e o8 follons:

seasonal watonds = 501,
pergnnol wellords = 158 FI

ond the settock beging ol fhe addge of Fha delineated wallkand, Buftees rrey
e red o Bosad on e soecific informofion and cardullation willh tha
Caifomia Depariment of Rsh and Wikdite, No bufter shall be reguind for
rran-miocke wailoncs except wellonds creaded for mifigalion purposas.

KE-511 Walands Defined. The Counby considen weatlands o loncs transifional
ity {@rrestrial ard oguotic systerms where the water table is wsually af o
nizar the surface or tha land & covanad Oy shalloss water, Wellaonds must
ke all of the tollowing thres abrbutes: |1] af lead peicdcally. the kind
wipports hydraphyles, [2] the subsiiata i pracorminonily vndraned hydnc sol,
ard (3] te substroie & nor-sol ond is so huraled wilh waker of Coverad by
shallow water at some lime during 1he growing secson of each year.

Other Sensilive and Critlcal Habliats
Ook Woodlands

BR-512.  Dizcreficnary Review within Oak Weediands. Discretionory peojschs which
ryy rasull in o dgnificont effect on ook saoodiands sholl esabaote ond
rritigere any impaciy, cordistant with the proveions of CEQA, specfically
Pulblic Rascurcas Coche Section Z1083.4.

Invosive Flond Species
BE-313, Frincipally Permified Accessory Use. |rveicineg ban] specias monooemien

and comingl macsuras shol be corsdersd o principally parnitted accessony
usi imal mores, exced in the Coaslal 2ore.

10.3.5 Implementation Measures

BR-IALT, Blolegical Besowee Mops. Thne Counly shall ridindain the Bt owalable dota
in ke Jorm of GE e 1 the lecation ond eubent of wetlands, critical
habitcls, siracrmside monogemant areos, rockenes, and rangss of spacied
idendifisd i bhe Calfamia Balung) Divarsity Database
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In wiorking with County Plannirg ond Bullding Deportment stoff, bullders, developers, and
environmental corsulfonts 1o prevent the loss of wetlonds and wetlond habital values, COFW
determined fhere s a strong interest and need for a wetlond mitigafion bank in the Humboldt
Bay-Eel Eiver Defta area. While it is CDFW"s policy to provide for the protection, preservation,
restorotion, enhoncement and expansion of natural wetlond habitat, COFW finds that in cerfain
limited instances, ufization of 4 leeal wetland Bank may e the most environmenially sound,
faasible, and cost-effective appreach 1o mitigate for impacts lo wellands, COFW therafore
recommended the Counly consider working wath lecal, state, and federal agencies and private
stakeholders o promote or facilitate developing o wetlaond bank for the Humboldt Bay-Eel River
Delta area. COFW is willing to provide technical support for the creation of a local welland
bank. The Board of Suparvisors incorporatad this recommendation into the GPU with
Implamentation Measure BR-IMx2 - Wetlands Bank.

Llndar E.h::ndnrd EE‘-S.H Wﬁﬂnnds Definad the County must follow ‘H'i-E idenrificu‘rinn and

s londds fransificnal between i-errashn:l and E|:|_I..|'-I:|‘|I¢; E'ﬁ‘lE'ITIj whara the waoter foble is wsually ot
or near the surface or the land is covered by shaliow water. In Sfandard BE-511, wetlonds must
have the following three attibutes; |1) af least pericdically, the kand supparts hydrophiytes, [2)
the substrate is predominantly undrained hydhic soil, and (3] the substrate is non-soil and is
safurated with water or coverad by shallow waoter ot some fime during the growing season of
each yaar, This definition does not work wel becouse areas cannot logically have both hydric
soil sulostrate and non-5oil substrate ot the same time.

Conclusion

Thraugh mplemantafion of Ganeral Plan Update palicies, standards, and implemantation
measwres the Counly will assess development impocts onwetlond: and associated sensitive
habitats, as port of the review process for discretionary parmits, as well as to protect water
quality. As discussed above, the definition of wellond confaire o logical flaw, and needs to be
revised,

Mitigation

The following implermerfaton meosure below shall be tulfiled to halp addrass the potential
impachs relofed fo the definition of wetlonds in the General Plan Update. Allemative longuoge is
presented below that would corect the existing logical flaw in $tandard BR-511.

Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2. Replace BR-511 with the below definitiorof wetlonds:

“BR-511. Wellands Delined. The County considers wetlands as Ii;nds transitional between
ferrestrial and agualic systems whers the wter Ic:ll:}le: s Lrsucll':.r u’r oF Necr ’rhe su‘fuc:& of ’rh&
[a74%| Is coverad I:u,- shicillow wialar. ¥ :

= .Aﬁﬂre-:lﬁwa-rlm-d
mder normal ci mstance he greg hos continuowys or recunent saturation of the

o ol SR NT e Tas Lo ALPEDe ) Ly CATLNITICPVEIITEET, 6 Sf ILIIE) [TOCE W LT, OF Erein; he durgfion
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Level of Significance After Miflgaticn

With the above revision to Standard BR-511 and confinued implementafion of existing federal
and state regulations, ond proposed new policies and implementation measures of the eneral
Plan Update regarding protection of wellands, impocts fo tederally protected wetlands wioid
be less than significant.

Impact 3.11.3.3. Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites

Implementation of fhe General Flan Update would result in additional development thal could
interfere with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildife species or with their
migratory wikdlife comdors, or impede the use of notive wildlife nursery sifes.

This impact analysis addresses item "d™ of the signficonce standards lsted in Appandix G of the
CEQA Guidelines qs provided in Section 3.11.2 above. Purseant 1o these standands, the
preposed County General Plan Update would have a significant impact if it would:

a) Interfere subsianfialy with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildiife species or with established native resident or migratory wildie commdors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

Devalopment and land use activities consistent with the General Plon Update could result in a
reduction in existing habital, could contribute to further fragmentation of remairing ratural
areas, and could substantially inferfers with the movement of native fish and wildiife species.
These include potential impacts to specialstatus species, sensitive notural cemmunities, and
streams and wetlands, os well as more general wildlife habitaf resources.

Roosevell Elk hobitat and deer winter range ore mapped on the Biclogical Resources mops that
identify important wildite comiders. Within the coastal zone, a Eoosevelt Elk Habital comibining
rone is apphed o lands which contain elk comdors, and calls for ther profection.

$treams tend to serve as important movement comidors for teresiial ond cquatic wildlite, ond

protection of areas that qualify as SMAs is essential to protecting existing habitat functions and
valpes, Forested areas ond nafive weodlands oko tend to provide imporiont habital resources
1o wildlife.

A substantial amount of development could occur in the unincorporcted areas os a result of
bulldout of the Ganesal Plan Update lord use designations af specified minimum parcel sizes,
despite many site speciiic constraints that may exist. A portion of this development would occur
an parcels confaining SMAs,

Discretionary development that would occur under the General Plan Update would be sted
and designed to avoid impacts fo the moverment of native resident migratory fish or wildlile
species and to avoid established natfive resident or rigratory coridors and wildlife nursery ates.
such areqs are identified in blological resource maps, Humboldt County GIS kayers, and the
Califamia Mafural Diversity Dalabose, The County uses these tools to assess whether or not new
develapment would potentially iImpact the mavemant of wildlife. and to ensure that such
impacts would be avoided thraugh project design, siting, ond conditions of approval,
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of Engineers
Waterways Experiment
Eiation

Wetlands Research Program Technical Repart Y-87-1 {on-line edition)

Corps of Engineers
Wetlands Delineation Manual

by Environmental Laboratary
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Part ll: Technical Guidelines

24. The interection of hydrology, vegetation, and soil results in the develop-
ment of characteristics unique to wetlands. Therefore, the following technical
gwideline for wetlands is based on these three parameters, and diagnostic envi-
ronmental characteristics used in applying the technical guideline are repre-
sented by various indicators of these parameters.

25. Because wetlands may be bordered by both wetter areas (aquatic habi-
tats) and by drier areas (nonwetlands), guidelines are presented for wetlands,
deepwater aquatic habitats, and nonwetlands, However, procedures for applying
the technical guidelines for deepwater aquatic habitats and nonwetlands are nod
included in the manual,

Wetlands

26. The following definition, diagnostic environmental characteristics, and
technical approach comprise a guideline for the identification and delineation of
wetlands:

@ Definition. The CE (Federal Register 1982) and the EPA (Federal Reg-
ister 1980) jointly define wetlands a5: Those areas that are inundated or
saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration suffi-
cient 1o support, and that under normal circumsiances do support, a prev-
alence of vegetetion typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.

b Diagrosie envirormental characteristics. Wetlands have the following
general diagnostic environmental characteristics:

{1} Fegetation. The prevalent vegetation consists of macrophytes that
are typically adapted to areas having hydrologic and 20il conditions
described in @ above. Hydrophytic species, due 1o morphological,
physiclogical, and/or reproductive adaptation(s], have the ability to
grow, effectively compete, reproduce, anddor persist in anaerobic
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s0il conditions.| Indicators of vegetation associated with wetlands
are listed in paragraph 35,

(2) Foil. Sedls are present and have been clagsified as hydrie, or they
possess charscteristics that are associated with reducing soil condi-
tions. Indicators of soils developed under reducing conditions are
listed in paragraphs 44 and 435,

(3} Hwdrefogy. The area is mundated erther permanently or periodi-
cally at meean water depths 6.6 i, or the soil is saurated o the
surface at some time during the growing season of the prevalent
vegetation,” Indicators of hydrolegic conditiens that ocour in wet-
lands are listed in paragraph 4%,

c.  Techrical approach for the identiffcation ard delinsation of werlands.
Except in ceriain situnsions defined o this manual, evidence of a mini-
miien of one positive wetland indicator from each parameter (hydrology,
sodl, and vepetation) must be found in order to make 2 positive wetland
determination,

Deepwater Aquatic Habitats

27, The following definition, diagnostic environmental charactenstics, and
technical approach comprise a guideline for deepwater aguatic habitats:

a.  Definition. Decpwater aguatic habitats are areas that are permanently
mundated al mean annual water deptle =6.6 ft or permanently inumdsted
arens <6.6 fi in depth that do net support rocted-emergent or woody plant

species.”
b, Diagnostic emvirenmental cheracteristics. Decpwater aquatic habitats
have the followmg diagnestic environmental charscteristics:

(1} Fepesation. No rosed-cmergent or woody plant species are present
in these permanently inundated areas.

{2) Soil. The subsirate techmically is not defined as a soil if the mean
water depth is =6.6 ft or if it will not sapport rected emergent or

wondy plants.

. Species (g, deer rmbrun) having becad ecological tolerznces oocur m bath wiellands and nen-
wetlands,
* The pericd of mendation or soil saturaticn varies according to the hydrologie/sall mosmure re-
?m:an-d apeLs in koh tidal and nomidal sibeatiors.

Aress 50,6 T neean ansual depih that suppert anly sabmverpeil dquatic plime ke vegeisied shal-
lowes, ned wethnds,
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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. fands-transitionalbetween-terrestrial-and-agquatic-systems-where
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Letter C4 Humboldt Coalition for Property Rights

Humboldt County General Plan Update
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR)

Review of EDEIR for Inconsistencies and Contlicts

Compiled on behalf of Humboldt Association of Realtors,
Humboldt Coalition for Property Rights,
and Morth Califarnia Association of Home Builders
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L. Concerns regarding the RDEIR's treatment of cannabis cultivation and the
CMMLUO

Beginning on Page 3.2-7, the RDEIR discusses the existence, historical basis, and potential impacts of
the commercial cannabis industry in Humboldt County. Though the discussion of cannabis cultivation
goes on for some length, the RDEIR goes on to state that “the environmental impacts of the firture
repulatory program will be evaluated in a separate environmental document, and are therefore not
discussed anv further in this EIR™ (RDEIR Page 3.2-9),

RDEIR Page 1-2, secton 1.1.1. Paragraph 2., Tiering and Required approvals, states:

*This Program EIR is a first-ber environmental docurment that assesses and docurments the bioad
environmental inpacts that can be expected o oocwr from the adoption and implementation of the
General Plan Lpdate.,.”

It is our position that failure to more adequately address the broad environmental impacts of illegal
cannabis cultivation, regulated commercial cannahis production, and the impact of the CMMLUO isa
flew in the EDEIR that violates the California Environmental Creality Act's guidelines perfaining to G
requirements of a General Plan's EIR.,

The RDEIR does not analyze and discuss the *significant broad environmental impacts" due to recent
changes in the zoning maps and ordinance(s) that accommodated the cannabis industry in the

CMMLUO, Similarly, the RDEIR does not analyze and discuss the economic and equitable impacis
of the net 1oss of indusirial zoned lands for conumercial and industrial wses other than for the cennabiz

indusiry. C4-1

In several scctions in the document, the RDEIR docs discuss some of the impacts that will arise dee to
advancement of the CMMLUO, and which are already present due to historical cannabis cultivation
activity. For example, Beginning on page 3.2-7, the RDEIR, states:

“Mew roeds have been bulldozed into the lendacape without permits or proper design to prevent
erosion, Traffic on unpaved roads s estimated to contribute as much as 609 of Humboldt County's PM |
the only criteria air polkstant for which the Sounty exceeds established standards.”

The County lightly touches on the effects of the cannabis cultivation, and by extension the CMMLLUQ,
is having on resources lands. This ecknowledgment of the implications of cannabis cultivation is

appreciated.

However, whal i5 conspicuously mizsing from the RDEIR iz the discussion of itz impactz with respact
to each chaprer of the GPU,

Diespite the awareness of those impacts, the document stetes that thess will not ke discussion and
analysis here in this RDEIR on CMMLLUO, rather there is to be a separate EIR for the CMMLUO that
provides mitigation via an outside agency®s Environmentzl Review and its mitigation measures.

There are goals, policies, standards and implementation measures regarding medical cannahis
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cultivation in the General Plan. There has to be discussion and analysis of it in this RDEIR for the
General Plan per CEQA. If not rectified, the decision makers and the public are provided with an Ca-1
inaccurate and incomplete analysis.

In addition, the Notice of Preparation that was issued in 2007 is now severely out of date, particularly
in relation to existing environmental conditions on the ground. The impacts of cannabis cultivation in
Humbaoldt County have increased exponentially over the past decade, and particularly over the last five
to seven vears. [t is our concern that the RDEIR's discussion of cannabis impacts is inadequate because
i1 is derived from a baseline that was established over a decade ago.

RDEIR Fage 1-3. Section 1,31, Scoping the Issues 1o be Discussed in the EIR, states: C4-2

Tre County distributed & Nolice of Praparation {NOF) (Appendix P) o numerous agencies io let them
know Iuﬂ EIR “I-:w prapared for tha GPU, and asking the agencies for comments on what should
be Inelused o 1 1

The NOP was circulated In 2007, and the formal comment period for that first GPU NOP was from
January 22, 2007 to February 22, 2007, This period was prior to the Hunboldt County Planmng
Commission had making s recommendations on the (GPU, and nine years prior to the Humbold:
County Board of Supervisors' review of the GPU. This process created inconsistencies as well as
confusion about which of the various drafts formed the actual basis for the environmental analvsis.
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II.  Concerns regarding proposed changes to General Plan Standard BRS-11,
Wetlands Defined

In 2014, following significant debate and public input, the Board of Supervisors voted upon the
language of Standard BRS-11, Wetlands Defined, and arrived at the following definition:

BR-511. Wetiands Delined. The Cournty sealiclowtba ideatiicatiosand-classiflication policies
piihe Depermeni-oiish-gnd-Came-which considers wetlands as lands fransitional between
temresirial and aguatic systems where the water table is usudlly at or near the surface or the land is
covered by thallow water, Wetlands must have ene gll of srrers-ef the following three attributes:
{1) at least periodically, the land supports hydrophyies, [2) the subsirate is predominantly undrained
hydric soil, and (3) the substrate is non-soil and is saturated with water or covered by shallow water ot
some time during the growing season of each year, Sfraw Vote: 4-1 (Lovelace) 9-8-14 [RDEIR Appendix
A, Pg. A-78)

The RDEIR proposes the following changes to the language, which appears thusly on Page3.11-14:

Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2. Replace BR-511 with the below definition of wetlands:

"BR-511. Wetlands Defined. The County considers wetlands as lands transitional
between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or near the
surface or the land is cuvarad bgr shaflow water. Waﬂands-mu-st-lmall-&f— the foliowing
thiee-atinbutes: ast-pe &5 heland ohytes he-subsirate-s
pradamnant-laf-undramed hfdﬂ&saﬂ—and-{%—#mmmh&mm—aml and 6 saturated with
area ls wetland if, undar nnrmal mrcumstances { 1} lhe area has ountlnuous or recurmnl

aturation b caused by water, or shall allow surf water. or
both; (2 duration of such s tion is sufficient to cause anaerobic conditions in the u
substrate: and (3)the area’s vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes or the area lacks
vegetation,”

The logical reasoning for the change, that “This definition does not work well because areas cannot
logically have both hydric soil substrate and non-seil substrate at the same time” (RDEIR 3.11.3.1.,
Pgs. 3.11-12), is incorrect. An example of a situation in which hydric soil substrate and non-soil
substrate can coincide is sand.

Furthermore, the proposed changes stand to have a significant impact on the identification of wetlands
in Humboldt County, and a significant impact on the economic viability of commercial, industrial, or
residential uses that center on areas which would potentially be re-classified as wetlands under the
proposed changes. The proposed language creates ambiguity and the potential for interpretation of the
term “wetlands” that is not in keeping with the intent of the Board of Supervisors as reflected by their
straw vote from September 9, 2014. We suggest refraining from making any changes to the language
approved by the Board of Supervisors, as the proposed modification amends what has been previously

agreed upon without public discussion or input.
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III. Concerns regarding RDEIR's evaluation of economic and social effects

Section 21083(c) of CEQA guidelines requires an agency to determine that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment if it will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly. The RDEIR largely ignores vetting the vast majority of policies, goals, and
implementation measures contained within the propased General Plan with congiderations given to
social or economic impacts.

A 2015 ruling by the CA Supreme Court in California Building Industry Assoc. v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (Dec. 17, 2015) Cal 4th does establish that “CEQA generally does not require an
analysis of how existing environmental conditions will impact a project’s future users or residents.”
(2016 CEQA State Guidelines Pg. Xxiv). However, that ruling applies only to existing conditions, and
not to conditions which may be created as a result of the implementation of the proposed General Plan.

Further, leeway is sometimes given to the lead agency preparing an EIR to determine whether
analyzing impacts of a social or economic nature is necessary. This may have been the position taken in
the preparation of this specific RDEIR document. However, due to the exhaustive number of policies
and new regulations contained within the proposed General Plan which stand to have extremely
significant impacts on the social and economic fabric of Humboldt County, failure to address those
potential impacts is in conflict with the intent of both the proposed General Plan and EIR.

Furthermore, the Section 21083(¢), as discussed in CBI4 v BAAQMD, is still codified in the language
presented in the most up-to-date CEQA State guidelines.

a. Absence of analysis of the Economic Development element

A majority of policies, goal, implementation measures, etc., contained within the General Plan's
Economic Development element undoubtedly stand to have far-reaching effects on both the
environment and on the human residents of Humboldt County.

The RDEIR states that the Economic Development element is an optional element. We wish to note
that a number of optional clements in the GPU are fully analyzed in the RDEIR — this creates an
inconsistency in the approach to the General Plan and seems to confliet with the notion that an EIR
should examine all facets of a General Plan that have potential for significant environmental impacts.

In keeping with 21083(c), in which CEQA requires an agency to determine that a project may have a
gignificant effect on the environment if it will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly, we were anticipating a section which would examine potential impacts of the
GPU on industrial and commercial growth. We were similarly anticipating an entire section on jobs,
commercial uses and industrial uses to be in this section, or at least within this document as is required
by CEQA. Jobs, or the lack of them, resulting from the regulatory zoning constraints on available
develop-able lands directly and significantly impacts people and their families.
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b. Analysis o latory constraints

A number of policies in the proposed General Plan would place regulatory constraints on both private
and public lands. Whether the reasoning behind creating these regulatory constraints is sound or not,
the RDEIR fails to address how these regulatory constraints may or may not impact the environment,
the economy, or the people of Humboldt County.

From RDEIR Page 2-23, Section 2.5:

“The resulting developable acreage is shown in Table 2.5-1. Approximately 1,491,900 acres will
therefore likely remain in open space, resource production, and recreational uses, with little or no
development. There remains 748,861 acres of vacant and underdeveloped area available for
development without these physical constraints. That area 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 GPU provides ample room
for future development, even without the areas with significant physical constraints,”

The above statement holds that County policy under the proposed plan would allow for a significantly
larger number of new dwelling units than the RDEIR anticipates and accounts for. Per CEQA, the
County must address the potential impacts of the GPU, particularly when those impacts would be
explicitly allowed and/or created by the implementation of the General Plan, County policy pertaining
to land use, zoning, and development regulations will be the direct cause of these foreseeable impacts.

Conversely, assuming that the apparently conflicting statements and tables in the RDEIR are a correct
measure of available develop-able land within Humboldt County, the general plan does not allow for
this level of development. There is an insufficient amount of appropriately zoned land for the
theoretical 38,972 additional dwelling units, and there is similarly an inadequate amount of land zoned
for the commercial and industrial services that would be required to support the families residing in
those new dwelling units.

A further illustration of the RDEIR's failure to examine regulatory constraints can be found in the
discussion in RDEIR Section 3.16, Scenic Resources, particularly with regards to limitations on
development that would impinge upon “scenic™ vistas. This excerpt from 3.16 Pg. 3.16-7
demonstrates the potential problems:

The Generzl Plan Update |and use diagram largely maintains existing resource and open space land
use designations, which would serve to limit the development of forested and agricultural

open space lands. In addition, in Conservation and Open Space Element, Scenic Resources,
Policy SR-P1, Development in Identified Scenic Viewsheds, in combination with Implementation
Measure SR-IM1, Mapping of Scenic Areas and Scenic Highways, would identify and map scenic
areas and allow development within such lands only in a2 manner consistent with natural slopes
and contours. Scenic viewsheds are not currently identified or mapped, and would be mapped as
part of a public process as an implementation of the General Plan Update. Standard 8R-51,
Development in Mapped Scenic Areas, requires that discretionary and ministerial development
avold visual disturbance of natural contours, hilltops, tree lines, forest landscapes, bluffs and rock
outcroppings, to the maximum extent feasible. It further requires that roads and public utility
corridors be as narrow as feasible and follow natural contours, natural features disturbed by
construction be restored as close to natural condition as feasible, and prohibits new off-premise
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billboards.

A number of issues arise from the implications of this text with regards to regulatory constraint. If the
concepts described are proposed to apply to private property, this would represent a significant
regulatory burden. It would lead to significant angst for private property owners, substantial new costs
on new development, would economically encumber many fens of thousands of acres in Humboldt
County, and would be inconsistent with goals stated in both the Economic Development and
Conservation and Open Space ¢lements (ED-G1, ED-G2, CO-G1),

There is no analysis of this concept that justifies such an encumbrance for private landowners. In
viewing the full text of the chapter, it seems that free rein is granted to the County to designate an
alarmingly significant amount of land as “scenic” without providing any basis for how the process of
designating and mapping “scenic” areas would occur. This improper delegation of authority is not
analyzed whatsoever for its potential social and economic impacts.

Further, no definition of terms that are crucial to the reading of this section are provided in either the
proposed General Plan or in the RDEIR, Without definitions for key terms herein (e.g., “identified
scenic view shed”, “visual disturbance of natural contours”, “hilltops”, “tree lines”, “forest
landscapes”
proposed goals, policies, standards and implementation measures. There is a lack of quantifiable
measures by which to analyze the impacts of such a policy.

¢. Water capacity for industrial and commercial uses

There is a conspicuous lack of discussion regarding wastewater and water capacity for industrial and
commercial uses and development. The RDEIR discusses the capacity available for newly constructed
dwelling units at length and in great detail; however, the omission of the same discussion with regards
to industrial and commercial uses continues a trend of minimizing concern for industrial and
commercial uses.

The RDEIR's discussion of water and wastewater capacity occurs on RDEIR Pages 3.3-42, -535.
Although text within those pages generally acknowledges the potential for increased need for water
capacity for commercial or industrial use, the lack of detail in those discussions is blatant when
compared to similar discussions with regards to residential dwelling units.
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IV.  Concerns regarding RDEIR's discussion of maximum build-out potential
and densities

a. Projected build-out density

The RDEIR states that “The 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)" (RDEIR 2-23). [t also
provides: “The proposed General Plan Update (GPU) establishes land use patterns and policies to guide
development in a manner consistent with State law. The GPU has a 20 - 25 year planning horizon and
there is more than enough allocated land use to meet projected demands for residential, commercial,
and industrial uses during this period.” (RDEIR 2-9).

The fundamental assumption of the law is that general plans guide for future development within the
plan area for a given plan period. There is no analysis or discussion in this RDEIR as to how the
maximum growth levels stated above can be accommeodated in an environmentally balanced way if the
community or the populace of a given area experiences growth, Discussion of the General Plan should
not be limited to projected levels of growth, but rather on the potential maximum build-out density.
Though it may seem far-fetched at this point in time, growth to that level is possible. According to the
RDEIR, the County's own policies, land use designations, and zoning allow for the maximum build-out
to occur, The RDEIR must analyze the level of growth that the acreage in the county allows.

Furthermore, Table 2.5-1 shows that the anticipated need for housing units in the County's
unincorporated areas at peak projected population is 1,721 units. In addition to concerns stated above
regarding the need to account for increased or maximum potential growth should it oceur, it is also
highly likely that a significant number of those anticipated 1,721 units needed by 2028 have already
been constructed without the knowledge of the County of Humboldt, primarily as result of cannabis
cultivation in unincorporated areas and the construction of dwelling units and structures related to the
support of those activities. While this is not an issue that the RDEIR or County need address directly, it
underscores the danger of assumption when considering anticipated build-out levels.

b. Acregge for industrial and commercial use

Table 3.7-5 lists a total acreage of land planned for industrial uses by community planning areas for the
IG and IR plan designations. However, that total only reflects the inland areas of the County. This is
noteworthy, because in Section 3.4, Public Services, the RDEIR 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 inconsistency arises when one considers that the RDEIR does not otherwise address any of the
arcas located in the coastal zone, instead deferring discussion of those areas to the Local Coastal Plan,
vet opts to include them in its inventory of industrial and commercial land, If those areas are included
in the General Plan or the RDEIR as areas that will likely undergo future development, they need be
addressed and the impacts of that development accounted for.
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A further illustration of the complexity and conflicting statements regarding the coastal zone can be
found in Mitigation Measure 3.10.3.4.a (RDEIR pg. 3.1-35), which reads:

Mitigation 3.10.3.4.a. The following Safety Element implementation measure shall be added to
require the County address new development in tsunami hazard areas:

§-57. Tsunamis. New development below the level of the 100-year (sunami run-up
efevation shall be limited to public access, boating, public recreation facllities,
agriculture, wildlife management, habitat restoration, and ocean intakes, outfalls,

plpelines, and dredge spoils disposal.

While assuming that the above mitigation measure does not preclude private development in the
tsunami run-up zone entirely, but rather would require such development to occur at elevation above
the run-up elevation, this mitigation measure clearly illustrates an intent in the RDEIR to regulate
activity in the coastal zone. However, the intent and attention to the coastal zone is not consistent

throughout the RDEIR.

¢, Cumulative Impacts

As an extension of the RDEIR's focus on an estimated need for development as compared to the
maximum possible level of build-out density, section 5.2 of the RDEIR, Cumulative Impacts, also
vastly underestimates the potentially massive impacts on public services that the General Plan may
stand to produce.

The discussions of Impact 3.3.3 - Utilities and Services, Impact 3.3.3.2 - Water supply, Impact 3.4.3.1 -
Schools, Impact 3.4.3.2 - Fire Protection, and Impact 3.4.3.3. - Law Enforcement are all based on the
assumption of the RDEIR that relatively low-levels of development will occur. While this may be true,
the fact is that the proposed General Plan's potential development impacts would leave all of these
services woefully unable to cope with higher level of service demands.
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V. Numerical and Table Inconsistencies

a. __Available water and wasiewater connections

The primary numerical inconsistencies identified within the RDEIR revolve around numerical
differences in values set forth in narrative text and corresponding tables. The most prevalent
inconsistency of that nature occurs in the RDEIR's discussion of the current and projected capacity of a
number of Community Service Districts in various areas of Humboldt County.

For example, 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. However, 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 of 2016) homes.”. This apparent inconsistency in
numbers is confusing, especially when one considers that the RDEIR does not mention the number of
available connections for certain CSD's at all in the narrative text pertaining to those CSD's,

For example, Table 3.3-1 and Table 3.3-2 show that additional water and wastewater connections are
available for a number of CST)'s which are not reflected in the narrative text of the RDEIR.

To illustrate, 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, in addition to
the inconsistency in which the capacity of individual CSD's, is confusing.

These two issues with consistency between RDEIR text and tables concerning the carrying capacity of
water and wastewater districts apply to the following:

Garberville CSD, Weott CSD, Loleta CSD, Riverside CSD, Scotia CSD, Orleans CSD, Willow
Creek CSD, Hydesville CWD, Orick CSD, Fieldbrook/Glendale CSD, RID (Shelter Cove), and
Manila CSD.

b. Total available acreage

Table 3.2-3 shows total number of available acreage for lands designated T, AE, and AG. The table
shows there are 897,026 available T-designated acres, 76,311 available AE-designated acres, and
377.838 available AG-designated areas, for a total of 1,351,175 available acres.

Those numbers are inconsistent as compared to tables 3.2-4 through 3.2-15, which provide total
available acreage for lands designated T, AE, or AG, in specific and smaller geographic areas located in
in Humboldt County.
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The totals for tables 3.2-4 through 3.2-15 show there are 893,840 available T-designated acres, 113,608
available AE-designated acres, and 381,846 available AG-designated acres, for a total of 1,389,294
available acres. This represents a 38,119 acre discrepancy between the tables.

c. Acreage for indusirial use

RDEIR page. Table 3.7-5 (pp 7-21, -22) lists a total of land planned for industrial uses by community
planning areas for the IG and R plan designations. However, that total only reflects the inland areas of
the county. This is noteworthy, because in section 3.4, Public Services, the RDIER makes the claim that
there is sufficient land zoned commercial/industrial in the county — primarily in and around Humboldt
Bay and/or in the coastal zone.

Further, the industrial acreages shown in Table 3.7-5 are inconsistent with those shown in Table 2.5-1
on page 2-24.

d. Incorrect table provided

RDEIR Pg. 3,7-21 through 3.7-23 contain numerous incorrect references to Table 3.7-4 Land Planned
for Industrial Uses, Table 3.7-4 appears on 3.7-16 and is titled Summary of Humboldt County Risk
Assessment. We assume that the incorrect references to Table 4.7-4 contained in RDEIR Pgs. 3.7-21
through 3,7-23 are meant to reference Table 3.7-5, found on Pg, 3.7-21.
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VI. Mitigation Measures which do not meet CEQA/State EIR requirements

Paragraph 4 of the RDEIR, Page 1-2, Section 1.1.1 states:

All mitigation measures in the certified EIR will be incorporated into future actions carrying out
the General Plan. To assist in the implementation of the General Plan Update, this EIR contains
recommendations for some of the analysis that will be needed in the future. For example, this EIR
establishes performance measures that would be applied for future projects when the County
Issues permits and approvals required for those projects.

Of concern is that some of the “mitigation measures” listed throughout this Program FIR do not meet
the criteria for mitigation as laid out in CEQA. Mitigation measures must be measurable or quantitative
measures attainable in a reasonable time frame, and no mitigation can be deferred to another report or
future action. Many of the “mitigation measures” in the RDEIR call for deferral or stipulate that {uture
vet unspecified action will be taken to accomplish their mitigation goals.

In a number of instances, some items identified as “mitigation measures” are similar in wording to
goals, policies, standards or implementation measures that were formally rejected by the planning
commission in their review of the draft general plan update,

There 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.

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.

The following impacts lack mitigation measures: 3.3.3.1,3.3.3.3,3.43.1,3.43.2,3.4.3.3,3.11.3.1,
3.11.3.3,3.12.43,3.13.4.1,3.14.3.2,3.153.2,3.17.4.1,3.174.2

The following items are mitigation measures which do not comply with CEQA requirements: 3,5.3.1a,
3.5.3.2a,3.11.3.2,3.11.3.5, 3.15.3.1, 3.15.3.1a, 3.16.3.1, 3.16.3.2, and 3.16.3.3a

The items which do not comply with CEQA requirements are shown, in full, in Appendix A of this
document.
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VII. Policies lacking Implementation Measures

There are a number of policies present in the General Plan that lack implementation measures which
explicitly demonstrate the manner in which the aim of the policy is to be carried out. This is a defect
per the state guidelines which dictate the requirements of a General Plan.

As it pertains to the RDEIR, it is our concern 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.

For example, consider Urban Lands - Policy P2:

“UL-P2. Streamlined Subdivision Approval. The County shall streamline|the approval
process for subdivisions located in designated Housing Opportunity Zones within Urban
Development Areas.”

Without an implementation measure to accompany this policy, it is impossible to gauge whether the
method by which the County shall streamline the approval process for the type of subdivision
referenced above will have an impact at all, let alone whether that impact is significant.

Again, with regards to the RDEIR, the evaluation of UL-P2 is inadequate because the RDEIR has no
stated or implied potential impact(s) arising from implementation which it can address,

Below is a list of all policies we were able to locate; potentially, there are policies which lack
implementation measures which we did not identify remaining in the General Plan.

Policies lacking implementation measures:

GP-P10, UL-P2, UL-P9, UL-P11, UL-P15, UL-P17, UL-P18, UL-P19, UL-P20, UL-P21, UL-P21,
RL-P1, RL-P2, RL-P3, RL-P4, RL-P6, RL-P7, AG-P2, AG-P7, AG-P9, AG-P11, AG-P12, AG-P13,
AG-P14, AG-Px, AG-Pxx, FR-P8, FR-P9, FR-PX, FR-PX2, FR-P11, FR-P14, FR-PX3, FR-P16,
FR-P19, IS-PX, IS-P20, IS-P21, C-P4, C-P5, C-P8, C-PX, C-P9, C-P10, C-P13, C-P17, CP-19, C-P27,
C-P28, C-P30, C-P32, C-P35, C-P36, C-P?, C-P38, C-P39, C-P40, C-P41, C-P42, C-P4d, C-P4S5,
C-P47, C-PX8, ED-P3, ED-P7, ED-P8, ED-P9, ED-P10, ED-P11, ED-P18, ED-P5X, BR-P4, BR-P6,
BR-P9, SR-PX, SR-P1, SR-PXX, WR-P1, WR-P2, WR-P4, WR-P5, WR-P6, WR-XX, WR-Px1,
WR-PS, WR-P10, WR-P11,WR-P12, WR-Px7, WR-P18, WR-P20, WR-P25, WR-P27, WR-P28,
WR-P29, WR-P29x, WR-P31, WR-P32, WR-P33, WR-P33,WR-P34, WR-P40, CO-P1x, CO-P1xx,
CO-P4, CO-P7, CO-Px4, N-P1, N-P4, S-P1, §-P2, S-PX7, 8-P6, S-P7, §-P§, S-PX1, §-P11, S-PX2,
S-PX3, $-PX4, $-P13, S-P25, S-P26, 8-P30, E-P2, E-P7, E-P9, E-POx, E-P10, E-P13, E-P14, E-P15,
E-PX2, E-PX3, AQ-P1, AQ-P2, AQ-P4, AQ-P5, AQ-P6, AQ-PT, AQ-P8, AQ-Px, AQ-P11, AQ-P12,
AQ-P13, AQ-P15, H-P3, H-P6, H-P7, H-P10, H-P12, H-P13, H.P29, H-P30, H-P31.
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VIIL. Concerns regarding the lack of an Implementation Action Plan

Per Government Code Section 63564, “Every local open-space plan shall contain an gction program
congisting of specific programs which the legislative body intends fo pursue in implementing itx
apen-space plan.”

The County has vet to produce an Implementation Action Plan. The general plan includes a placeholder
for such a plan, but the failure to circulate the implementation action plan for public review renders the
general plan update process inadequate.  The public must be given the opportunity to evaluate the
implementation action plan in light of the GPU and to provide comments on the implementation action
plan. Untl the implementation action plan is complete and provided for public review, the County
cannot approve the GPL.

A thorough impletmentation action plan includes the following:

* The specifics of the mitigation measure and how it will be designated and implemented.
L

Identify measurable performance standards by which the success of the mitigation can be
determined.

o Provide for contingent mitigation if monitoring reveals that the success standards are not
satisfied.

#  [dentify the agency, organization ot individeal responsible for implementing the measure.

» Identify the specific locations of the mitigation measure.
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IX., Miscellaneous Issues

A significant number of items in this RDEIR state certain policies, goals,
implementation measures, etc., are to be given “priority” consideration, or are a
“priority” of the plan. However, per the ruling of Sierra Club v. Bd. Of Supervisors
(1981) 126 Cal App.3d 698, 704, all sections, policies, goals, etc., of a plan must stand
on equal footing and cannot be prioritized over or subverted by any other item of the
plan. This is not to say that the word “priority” is impermissible as a whole, but is
inappropriate in places which attempt to give priority to a policy, goal, or proposed
action at the expense of another. A suggestion would be to simply alter the word
“priority” to a similar descriptor, such as the word “focus”,

A number of references are made to the Ridgewood Village Draft EIR, notably on page
3.4-18; it is our understanding that this document cannot be relied on in the RDEIR in
any manner because the EIR for that project was never accepted or certified by the
County of Humboldt,

RDEIR Chapter 4, Evaluation of Plan Alternatives, does not address General Plan
Alternative C. The beginning of Chapter 4 discusses the RDEIR's reasoning for
precluding Alternative C; however, in light of CEQA requirements regarding discussion
of plan alternatives, this seems to be a deficiency.
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APPENDIX A — RDEIR REVIEW

Mitigation Measures which do not meet CEQA Requirements

Mitigation 3.3.3.2.a.: The following implementation measure shall be added to the Water
Resources Flement to ensure that water supply and availability is fully characterized within each
walershed where such information is not adequately known:

WR-IMzx., Water Supply Evaluation and Monitoring. Conduct watershed level evaluations

within two years after the adoption of the General Plan Update to determine the long tenn

surtace and groundwater supply, including seasonal, average, dry year, and multiple dry
vear  supplies, and beneficial uses of water to determine an estimate of the quantity of water
available for future developmant, Work with water and wastewater related special districts,
regulators,  and other appropriste organizations to monitor watershed conditions,

Mitigation 3.53.1.a. The following policies shall be added to the Circulation Element and would
require the implementation of transporiation demand management programs with new larger
scale development in the unincorporated area,

C-P3.Conslderation of Transportation Impacts in Land Use Decision Making, Decisions
fa
change or expand the land use of a particular area shall inchade an analysis of the
impacis to existing and proposed transportation facilities and services so as to minimize
or avoid significant operational, emvirommenial, economic. and health-related
COMSEGUERCES.
C-x%. Regional Transportation Demand Management Funding. Encowrape HCAOG
to seek furdivg to support transporiation demand managemen planving and o
promote strategies that can lower the demands made on the road and higineay
system, reduce ensrgy consumprion, and improve air gualine
C-Fx10. Transportation Démand Managément Programs. Require residential
subdivisions and multifamily development that would result in filftecn or more dwelling
units, and non-residential development that would employ greater than ten persons,and that
require a discretionary pemmil, o comply with County transportiation
demand manapement pIOETAmS.
C-IMX6. Transportation Demand Management. Amend the Zoning Regulations o
incinde criteria for the developmeny and implemensation of transportation demand
management programs as required by this Plan
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Mitigation Mensure 3.5.3.2.0. Amend existing policies and add the following implementation
measure 1o the Circulation Element that establishes a multi-faceted program to lessen impacts

relating to traffic congestion:

C-Px. Countywide Traffic Inpact Fee Program. In coordination with the cities within the

County, shall develop and implement a cowmnywide traffic impact fee program that

addresses impacts on major roads resulting from development in cities and

unincorporated areas. Adopt this fee within one year of the adoprion of the (reneral

Plan Update. A rraffic tmpact fee is crorently being evaluated for the Greater Eureka
Area emcompassing the Exreka wrbanized area

Mirigation Measure 3.11.3.2. Replace BR-511 with the below definition of wetlands:

“HBR-S11. Wetlands Defined. The County considers wetlands as [ands tronsitional
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 altributes:
(1} at least periodically, the land supports hydrophytes, (2} the substrate is predominactly
mmm hvdric soil, and (3) the substrate is non-soil and is saturated with water or
oo
by shalleow water al some time during the growing season of cach vear, 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 hydrophiytes or the arca lacks vegetation.™
Mitigation Measare 3.11.3.5.a. To avoid impacts to established Habitat Conservation Plan arcas
through direct conversion to other uses, the following policy shall be added to the Conservation
and Open Space Element, Biological Resources section that states the following:

BR-IM]. Biological Resource Maps. The County shall mainrain the best gvailable data in the form
af GIS maps for the location and extent of wetlands, crivical habitats, streamside management
areas, Habitar Congervation Plan Areas, rookeries, and ranpes of species identifed in the
California Naneal Diversity Davabase.

Misigation Méaiure 3,12.4.2: Add Implementation Measure AQ-IMT7 to the Draft General Plan as
follows:

AQ-IMT. Regulate the location and operation of land wses o avoid or mitigate harmful or

nuisance levels of air emissions to the following sensitive receptors: résidential uses,

hospitals and nursing/eonvalescent homes, hotels and lodging, schools and day care

centers and neigbborhood parks, New development shall follow the recommendations

for siting new sensitive land uses consistent with the ARB's recommendation as shown in
Table 3.02-4.
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Mitigation 3.15.3.1.a. In order to protect existing parkland from deterioration that could result
from development pursuant to the General Plan Update, the following Policies and
Implementation Measures shall be added w0 the Community Infrastracture and Services Element;

I5-Px. Parks Master Plan. {n cooperation with other park service providers, the County
shall extablish and maintgin a Parks Master Plan thar weuld assess currend focilitles within
each inland and coastal planning areq, defermine appropriate locations for new
facilities, and ident{fy funding options,
I5-8x. Inperim Parks and Recreation Standards. Parks and recreation standards
contained
in the Gevernment Code Section 66477 shall be wsed as the standard for parkiand
dedicarion in the revigw of divistons af tand for which a temtaiive map is required
prursuani te Sectlon 68426, uniil such time that the County has esiablished parks and
recreation standards for new development that differentiate berween wrban and rural
settings; speclfy acreage of park land of 3 acres per 1,000 residents; and specify fand
dedicarion, in-lleu fee, or ather mechanisms ta fund park and recreation improvemenis
and funding for operation and malntenmce,

Mitigation 3.16.3.1L.a, Siandard SR-SXXX, Scenic Highway Map , shall be added 1w the General
Plan Update to reduce potential adverse impacts to scenic highways that could be caused by
ministerial projects until SR-IM1, Mapping of Scenic Areas and Scenic Highways, is implemented:

SR-SXXX. Scenic Highway Map. Until such time ar a General Plan Scenic Highway

Roadway Map is prepared and adopred, Humbolds Connty Higlways listed in Sections

263.1 through 263.8 of the Callfornia Streets and Highways Code shall be considered to

be Scente Highways pursuant to Policy SR-P3, Scenic Higlneay Protection, and the

Coumnty shall address the poteniial for significamt impacts to scenic resonrces during
ministerial and discretionary permil review

Mitigation 3.16.3.2.a. The followmg policy would lessén potential impacts to natural amenities
that are important to visual characier:

BR-Px. Landmark Trees. Establish a program to identify and protect landmark trees,
including trees that exhibit notable characteristics in terms of their size, age, rarity, shape
ar location
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Mitigation 3.16.3.3.a . [n order to minimixe light trespass, light pollution, and glare, new
development and projects that would make significant parking lot improvements or add new
lighting would be required to prepare a lighting plan. The following new program would need 1o
be added 1o the Scenle Resources Chapter of the Conservation end Open Space Element:

SR-IMX Lighting Design Guidelines. Amend the Zoning Regulations to include lighting
design guldelines for discretionary projects. Require new developmaent and projects that
would make rignificant parking lol improvements or add new exterior lighting to submil a
lighting plan consistent with these guidelines. Lighting design guidelines should address:
A Intensity — Accepiable standards shall be defined for various land usés and development
npes specifidng the maximum allowable total humens per acre.

B. Direcrional Comtrol - Standards shall be developed 1o minimize the upward transmission
and infensity of light af various distances from its source through the use of full-cufoff
lighting, downward casting. shielding, visors eic.

C. Signage — Nandardy with respeci to illuminaled sighs shall be developed that prohibit ar
limit the size, spacing, design, upward transmiission af light, and hours of operatien. In
addition. signs should be white or light colored lettering on dark backgrounds.

D. Night Lighting = Hours of aperation for various uses shall be specifled in order 1o
prohibir

all night lighting except when warranted for public safery reazons, On demand lighting
shall be encouraged,

E. fncentivas = The County shall develop incentives for residents and businesses
encouraging the conversion of existing lighting sources fo complians ones.,

F. Enforcement — These standards shall be incorporated inte the County Developmeni
Code and design review process for new development.
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APPENDIX B — RDEIR REVIEW

lementation Measures

GP-P10. Conversion of Resource Lands. Parcels of timber site quality I1I or higher and prime
agricultural lands suitable for resource production should not be included within Urban Expansion
Areas unless the County makes a finding that there are no alternatives to increase the Urban
Expansion Area on lands less sultable for resource production.

UL-P2. Streamlined Subdivision Approval. The County shall streamline the approval process for
subdivisions located in designated Housing Opportunity #ones within Urban Development Areas.

UL-P9. Historie Structures. Retain and restore =lgnificant historic resources o serve as focal
points of neighborhoods and communities.

UL-P11. Natural Amenities, Encourage (he incorporation of natural amenitics (1.c. landmark trees
and rock outeroppings) into their-design pew project designs

UL-P17. High Density Uses Near Parks, The Coumty shall consider planning higher density
mixed-uses and/or commerciel uses adjeacent 1o parks 10 promote park use and safety.

UL-P18.Traffic Calming. Traffic calming measures which emphasize pedestrian safety and
convenience should be considered for all urban roadwav designs.  Possible traffic calming
meesures include chicanes, curb extensions, streel rees and traffic circles.

UL-P19. Underground Utilities. Encourage and assist in undergrounding existing utilities.

UL-P20. Landscaping. All designs shall use landscaping to enhance the appearance of
neighborhoods, control erosion, conserve water, improve eir quality and improve pedestrian and
vehicular safety.

UL-P21. Marijuana Cultivatien. Cuhlivation of medical marijuana shall be regulated by
ordinance to provide for the health, safety, and welfare of the community but shall not interfere
with a patient’s right to medical marijuans

RL-P1. Compatible with Resource Froduction. Planned development on rumi residential lands
adjacent to designated agricultural and timberlands shall be compatible with agrieultere and timber
production

RL-P2. Water Withdrawal. Cumulative impacts of water withdrawal from surface and
groundwater sources and comulative impacts from on-site sewsge disposal systems shall be
assessed during the zoning and subdivision, and, in critical watersheds, any other discrotionary
review of development in all arcas designated for rural residential developiment
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RL-F3. Rural Commercial Uses. New tourist, commercial, and retail outlers shall be located
within the Rural Community Center land use designation or designated Community Planning Arcas
or other existing developed areas with development of a similar nature, unless the use meets raral
cottage industry standards or is characteristic of, and compatible with, a rural setting.

RL-P4. Fire Safety Hazards. Support implementation of State Responsibility Area Fire Safe
Standards and Wildland-Urban Interface Building Codes for new development and voluntary
programs for fuels reduction, dwelling fire protection and creation of defensible space for existing
development,

RL-P6. Rural Development in the King Range. All development within the boundaries of the
King Range National Conservation Area shall be consistent with the Bureau of Land Management's
Management Plan.

RL-P7, Clustered Rural Residentinl Development.  Clustered rural residential development is
encouraged on rural lands guitable for development consistent with planned densities, Density
bonuses may be provided where significant permanent land dedications are secured.

AG-P2. Support Voluntary Purchase of Development Rights.  The County shall support the
voluntary purchase of development rights to provide income to farm operations and limit the
intrusion of residential development into agricultural lands,

AG-PT. Agriculural Production in Conservation Areas. The County shall support continued
agricultural prodection on lands placed imto conservation easements or acquired by public agencies
for conservation purposes. Enforceable provisions contained in terms of sale, deeds and
conservution easements shall réquire continued management for agnicultural production.

AG-PY. Predator Control.  Suppon predator control programs that comply with federal. state and
local laws in order to reduce livestock and other agricultural production losses.

AG-P11. Support Vegetative Management Programs.  Support vepetation management
programs (controlled buming, etc.) when it is found that they improve the availability and quality
of rangeland for livestock and wildlife, reduce the hazerd of disastrous wildfires, and increase water
quality and quantity.

AG-P12. Advice from Agricultural Community. Seck advice from organizations and affected
individusls within the agricultural community for any future evaluation of land areas needed for
urban development or for any consideration of requests by Humboldt's Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) to change spheres of influence or urban service boundaries next to of near
egricultural lands.

AG-P13. Agricultural Zoning and Parcel Size. Utilize Agricultural Exclusive (AE) and
Agricultural Grazing (AG) land use classifications Lo ensure appropriate parcel sizes and land use
for continuing availability of the necessary agriculiural land base.

AG-P14. Residential Uses on Timberland Production Zone (TFZ) Lands within Agricultural

Preserves. Residentiaf uses on TPZ lands within agriculiural preserves shall be consistent with
the requiremenis of the Williamson Act and local Williamson Act Guidelines,
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AG-Px. Compliance with Regulations. The County shall place a priority on abatement of
violations that result in agriculturl land conversion, loss of agriculiural productivity or conflicts
with neighboring agricultural operations.

AG-Fxx. Protect Productive Agricaltural Soils. Development on lands planned for agriculiere
(AE, AL) shall be designed to the maximum extent feasible to minimize the placement of
buildings, impermeahle surfaces or non-agricultural uses on land as defined in Government Code
Section 51201(c) |- 5 as prime agricultural Jands.

FR-F8. Frotection of High Quality Timberlands. Timberlands planned and zoned for timber
production should he retained for imber production, harvesting and compatible wses, and
reclassification of the Timberland Production Zones (TPZ) shall be done in accordance with the
stanory requirements,

FR-P9 Residential Construction on TPZ Zoned Parcels. Recognize the right to construct a
residence and accessory buildings under a ministerial permitting process County standard
congistent with other Elements of the General Plan when the use does not detract from the growing
and harvesting of timber and associated compatible uses,

FR-PX Secondary Resldential Construction on TPPZ Zoned Parcels. Second residential units
may be allowed on TPZ parcels greater than 160 acres, and, may be allowed on TPZ parcel less
than 160 scres as & conditional use only in the area already converted, intended to be converted, or
that does not meet the definition of timberlands, Seconds units may be allowed on TPZ parcels Jess
than 40 acres within Community Planning Areas.

Landowner-initiated Rezoning of TPZ Pyreels, Landowner-initisted rezoning of TPZ
p.a:cels shall be done according 1o state law (Section 51120 of the Govemnment Code).

FR-P11. Lot Line Adjustments. Lot line adjustments of TPZ parcels may be approved in order to
comsolidate logical timberland management units or facilitate clustered residential development.
Such adjustments shall be in keeping with the spirit and intont of TPZ and shall not result in a net
reduction of the area of TPZ availeble for forest mansgement unless a finding is made by the Board
of Supervizsors that i 15 in the public mterest,

FR-P14. Public Utilities on TPZ Lands. Where feasible avoid locating federal, state, or local
public improvements and utilities in TPZ where the project or land scquisition will bave a
sipnificant adverse affect on the production of timber or ecogystem services,

FR-FX3. Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program. Rescarch and develop, if feasible, a
voluntary Transfer of Development Rights program as a method of protecting larger tracts of
resource lands based on community input.

FR-P16. Compatible Uses. Lands adjacent to areas designated a3 Timberlands should be planned
for uses compatible with timber management, including timber harvesting activities.

FR-P19. Maintain Public Roads. The County shall maintain public roads and dreinage facilities
10 support log and forest products transportation.
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Chapter 5. Infrastructure

I5-FX. Out of Area Service to Address Threats to Poblic Health. Encourage the Humboldt
LAFCo 1o amend its policies and procedures to allow local agencies to provide new or extended
services outside jurisdictional boundaries and outside spheres of influence to respond to existing ar
impending threms 1o the public health or safiety, consistent with Government Code 56133, without
requiring an annexation agreement,

I5-P20, On-Site Sewage Disposal Requirements.  Maintain regulations govemning construction
and maimenance of on-site sewage disposal systems 1o protect health and safety and to reflect
changes in state law and advances in treatment technologies. _Recognize and allow the use of
alternative onsite sewage disposal systems that meet state standards,

I5-F21. Parks and Recreation Service in Urban Development Areas.  Encourage and support
special districts to provide neighbothood parks and recreation services within Urban Development
Areas.

Chapter 7. Circulation

C-P4. Mitigatiom Measures. Development with potentially significant circulation impacts as
determined by CEQA review shall may be conditioned 10 proportionally mitigaie such impacts
through payment of impact fees, construction of on- and off-site improvements and dedication of
rights-of-way or a combination of impact fees, improvements and dedications.

C=P5. Level of Service Criteria. The County shall stive to maintain Lovel of Service C operation
on all roadway scgments and intersections, except for of LS. 101, where Lovel of Service [ shall
be acceptable. Level of Service improvements for automobiles ghoyld not adversely atfect Level of
Service andfor Quality of Service for othér modes of mansponation, |f possible.

C-F8. Coordination Between County Agencles, County Public Works shall coordinate with
Community Development Services and consider suggestions from other county departments to
encoursge uniform implementation of the Circulation Element and County-Wide Transportation
Plan.
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C-Pr. Circulation Manaing for Bicyeles, Pedestrians and Transit. Circulation planning and
project review shall include an assessment for bicycle, pedestrian and public transit access,

C-P9, Acceptance of Hoads into the County Maintained Road Svstem. Circulation Element
roads, as specified by the County-Wide Transportation plan  shall be recommended to the Board of
Supervisors for inclusion into the County Maintained Road System. Other roads shall not be
reclommended for acceptance into the County Maintained Road System unless an exception for
public interest is supported by Public Works and adequate funding for the future maintenance of the
road and its associated facilities is provided.

C-P10. Rail Rightg-of-Ways All Contiguous rail rights-of-way currently held by the North Coast
Railroad Authority, and those along the former Annie and Mery Railroad rail corridor between
Arcata and Blue Lake shall be plunned Bailvoad in the Land Use Element.

C-P13. Prioritization of Investments.  Use objective criteria consistent with this Plan thet can
be applied uniformly and countywide 1o prioritize transportation capital and maintenence
expenditures, Work 1o reduce overall deferred maintenance lability. Subject 10 state law,
maintenance of existing roads shall be a prioriy,

C-P17. Highway Improvements. Encourage state and foderal highway improvements that promote
aafety and connectivity for all users, especially for communities with highway arterials.

C-P19. Best Management Practices for Road Grading. New development subject to The County
shall periodically update its prading ordinince shall-use 10 assure it is using hest management
practices prevent soil erosion and minimize impacts to watcrsheds from grading activities.

C-P17. Right-of-Way Design Standards,  The County shall develop and include in the
County-Wide Transportation Plan rRight-of-way design standards shell incorporate the needs of all
users consistent with urban, suburban, rural or remote community character. The County shall
develop incentives dor development of multi-modal facilities to offiet any potential loss of
developahle land.

C-P28. Landscape Buffer Strips.  The County Wide Transportation Plan shall provide landscape
buffer strip standards as part of the roed cross-section standards and according to the context of
urhan, suburban, rural and remote. Landscape buffer strips should be used, where feasible, to
segregale pedesinan walkways from arterial and collector roadways.

C-PII- ﬂl-Elﬂ.-ﬂ Parking. D::ngn :rn—strwt parking o minimize conflicis with all wsoes
: . an, Where appropriate, creative on-street parking
a'rlngmunu such as ]:lu:ll:mg pnd::u nrhlj-": shall be considered to improve design flexibility,
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C-P3L. Traffic Calming. Use traffic calming measures, where feasible and appropriate, as a means
of improving safety for gll users. Traffic calming measures may include, but are not limited to,
roundabouts, chicanes, curb extensions, and traffic circles.

C-P35 Preservation of Railroad Right-of-Ways, The County shall work to preserve railroad
rights-of-way a8 a contiguwous corridor_for rail and other public transportation uses.

C-P36. Develop a Reglonal Trails System.  Support efforts to establish and connect regional
trails, pThere ia no implmentation measure to illustrate how GP-10 would be
implementedarticularly in the greater Humboldt Bay and lower Mad River arca, Ecl River Valley,
along the Avenue of the Giants and in the Klamath-Trinity area. The System should include the
California Coastal Trail system and consist of multi-use trails where feasible,

C-P?, Encourage Bicyele and Pedestrian-Friendly development: Incentives should be given to
developers who provide non-motorized facilities that connect neighborhoods in a design
appropriste to the characier of those nedghborhoods.

C-P38, Channel Maintenanee.  Support continued maintenance of harbor channels to provide
deep water aceess to existing and planned port facilities.

C-P39, Commercial Fishing Facllithes, Suppor the improvement and modemization of facilities
that provide support and access o markels for the commencial fishing industry.

C-P40. Public Infrastructure Supporting Private Investment.  Support investments in public
infrastructore that increase readiness and (acilitate private initistives and investment into port
enlapnswsuchmmmm-dﬂpendeulmdmmﬂuu boat building and repair facilities. fleet service
facilities, tourism, recreation, and fish processing facilities.

C-P41. Marine Transportation. Encournge maring iranspon options, and associaed facilities.

C-P41. Re-establishing Regional Rail Serviee. Support and encourage rail service in and out of
the county and connected to other parts of the state and the national mil system. Public investment
to re-establich regional rail service should be contingent on a private or public demand for sustained
rail service and an anslyzis of net benefits o the County's economy, transportation systems, and
environment.

C-P44. Expansion of Airline Service. The County shall work to sustain wd expand commercial
passenger airline and freight service to and from the County consistent with the Alrport Master Plan
and the economic development poals of the County.
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C-P45. Commercial Areas. Where feasible, commercial projects should be encouraged to develop
inter-connecting traffic features with other commercial projects.

C-P47. Frontage Improvements. As properties are developed, all road frontages of the property
shall be improved to the appropriate standard for the road according to the County-Wide
Transportation Plan, Exceptions may be granted by the Planning Commission. Current standards
will be used in evaluaiing frontage improvements until they are superseded by the approved
Countywide Transportation Plan.

C-PX8. Discretionary Road Funds: Firsi priority for diseretionary rond funds shall be used 1o
address deferred maintenance,

Chapter 8, Housing

H-P3, Development of Froperties in the Residential Land Inventory, The County shall
encourage development of parcels in the residential land inventory for the current planning period
at targeted residential density.

H-P6. Flexibly Apply Development Standards to Low Income Housing. The County shall
support the flexible application of development standards through a streamlined permit process for
housing for lower income affordability caregories and special needs populations.

H-P7. Use of Surplus County-owned Property. The County shall consider using surplus County
owned property for development or financing of housing for low income and special need
populations, County-pwned parcels developed with affondsble housing shall be in close proximity
to commercial areas and connected 1o them by pedestrian facilities and public transit

H-P10. Coniributions te Infrastructure and Service Development. Market-rale housing pays ils
fair share of infrastruciere and public service costs. Housing that has long-term atfordability
covenants and restrictions that require units 1o be available to, and occupied by, persons or families
of low, very low or extremely low income st affordable howsing costs for at least 20 vears may be
eligible for subsidics to pay for applicable infrastructure and public service costs,

H-P12. Residential Subdivision Permit Process. The County shall maintain an efficient,
streamiined and prediciable permitting process designed for residential subdivisions that meet the
goals and policies of this Element.

H-P13. Expedited Residential Subdivision Review in Housing Opportunity Zones, The County
shall strcamline environmental review of residential subdivisions in Housing Opportunlty Zones by
establishing standardized maximum thresholds of significance.
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C-P45. Commercial Areas. Where feasible, commercial projects should be encouraged to develop
inter-connecting traffic features with other commercial projects.

C-P47. Frontage Improvements. As properties are developed, all road frontages of the property
shall be improved to the appropriate standard for the road sccording to the County-Wide
Transportation Plan. Exceptions may be granted by the Planning Commission. Current standards
will be used in evaluating frontage improvements until they are superseded by the approved
Countywide Transportation Plan.

C-PX8, Discretionary Road Funds: Firsl priority for discretionary rosd funds shall be used to
address deferred maintenance,

Chapter 8. Housing

H-P3. Development of Properties in the Residential Land Inventory. The County shall
encourage development of parcels in the residential land inventory for the current planning period
at targeted residental density,

H-P6. Flexibly Apply Development Standards to Low Income Housing. The County shall
support the flexible application of development standards through a streamlined permit process for
housing for lower income affordability categories and special neads populations.

H-P7. Use of Surplus County-owned Property. The County shall consider using surplus County
owned property for development or financing of housing for low income and special need
populations, County=-ownied parcels developed with affondable housing shall be in close proximity
o commercial areas and connected 1o them by pedestrian facilities and public transil

H-P10. Contributions te Infrastructure and Service Development. Market-rate housing pays its
fair share of infrastructure and public service costs. Housing that has long-term affordability
covensnts and restrictions that require units 1o be available to, and occupied by, persons or families
of low, very low or extremely low income at affordable howsing costs for at least 20 years may be
eligible for subsidies to pay for applicable infrastructure and public service costs,

H-P12. Residential Subdivision Permit Frocess. The County shall maintain an efficient,
sireamlined and prediciable permiiting process designed for residential subdivisions that meet the
poals and policies of this Element.

H-P13. Expedited Residential Subdivision Review in Housing Opportunity Zones. The County
shall streamline environmental review of residential subdivisions in Housing Opportunity Zones by
establishing standardized maximum thresholds of significance.
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H-P29. Reduce and Avoid Tmpacts to Biological Resources. Consistent with the mitigation
measures in the Supplemental Fovironmental Impact Report (SCH#2009022077) the County shall
refer all bullding permit applications that would result in the withdrawal of water from perennial
streama or rivers, or from wells within 100° of a perennial stream or river, or from speings within
100" of a perennial stream or river to the Department of Fish and Wildlife (DF&W) for comments
and recommendations.

H-P30. Conservation of AfTordable Housing Damaged or Displaced by Indoor Marijuana
Grows. The County shall earmark a minimum twenty percent (20%) of the net revenue from any
future excessive energy tax toward programs [or conservation of affordable housing.

H-P31. Maintaining an Adequate Land Inventory. Unless written findings arc made pursuant to
Government Code 65863 supported by substantin] evidence, the County shall not allow & reduction
in residential units in the residential land inventory below that specifisd in the current Regional
Housing Meed Allocation

Chapter 9. Economic Development

ED-P3. Affordable Housing. Promote housing ai-a-priee-sanumensusale with income levels as
reflacted in the County Regional Housing Needs Allocation and a transportation system to provide
efficient connectivity between housing and places of employment to minimire commute travel
times and distances.

ED-P7. Broadhand Internet.  Suppont broadband improvenents necessary 1o maintain the
County’s busincss competitiveness and serve nemole communitics.

ED-P8 Public Infrastructure.  Assist local service providers in the pursuit of state and federal
funding and development of land use assessment, rales and connection fee programs to upgrade and
enhance infrastruchure, including water, wastewater god recreationa] facilities.

ED-P9. Freight Mebility. Support pursuit of financial and technical solutions 1o mprove interstate
truck gnd reil sccess.

ED-P18. Rail Support protection for the NCRA right-of-way and assets 1o preserve the ability to
re-open the line in responsc to 2 demand for rail service.
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ED-P11. Port Development. Support efforts to maintain and develop the port for shipping, the
fishing industry, aquaculture, renewable cnergy, coastal-dependent and-associated industries.

ED-F18. Higher Education. Support College of the Redwoods and Humboldt State University
education and training programs that provide residents with the skills and knowledge to qualify for
living wage careers and enhance the competitive edge of the industries in our region. Suppori K-12
educational programs that prepare students for carcers in regional industries.

ED-I'SX. Teleeommuting and Workforce Development. Promaote and seek resources 1o ensure
that the county has a broadband infrastructure that encourages economic and workforce
development and promotes telecommuting.

Chapier n

CO-P1x. Transfer of Development Rights. Rescarch and develop, if feasible, a voluntary transfer
of development rights program as o mothod of protecting resource lands and open space based an
community inpul.

CO-Plxx. Open Space Aeguisition. The County seek congider opportunities to acquire high valoe
open space lands, including communitly forests, and open space conservation easements from
willing sellers.

CO-P4. Community Separation. Maintain separation of whanized communities through
appropriate land use designations and zoning density. Avoid merging urban development
boundenes of adjacent comDnunines.

CO-P7. Encourage Private Ouidoor Recreation. Encourage private scguisition, development,
and management of compatible owldoor recreational services and facilitics as & means to genecrate
economic retums for the landowner from conservation and open space lands where such
recreational uses do-hot-redoes do not significantly detract from the agricultural capability or
timber productivity of lands planned and zoned for agriculiure or timber.

CO-Px4. Public Recreation. Support acquisition, development and management of parklands and
trails primarily in locations that anc highly accessible to the public in order to serve the outdoor
recreation and ADA needs of current and future residents, and where such wses do not reduce the
agricultural capability, timber productivity and ecological services on open space lands,
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BR-P4. Development within Stream Channpels. Development within stream channels shall be
permified when there i3 no lesser environmentally damaging feasible alternative, and where the best
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects.
Development shall be limited 1o essential, non-disruptive projects as listed in Standard BR-56
=Uevelopment within Stzeam Channels.

BR-'6. Development within Streamside Management Areas Development within Streamside
Management Areas shall only be permitied where mitigation measures {Standards BR-38 -
Required Mitigation Measures, 89 - Frosion Control, and 510 - Development Stenderds) have been
provided to minimize any adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to uses a= described
in Standard RR-57 - Development within Streamside Management Areas.

BR-P9, Invasive Plant Species. The County shall cooperate with public end private efforts 1o
manage and contral noxious and exotle invesive plant species, The County shall recommend
measures 10 minimize the introduction of noxious end exotic invasive plant species in landscaping,
grading and major vegetation ¢learing activities,

SR-PX Working Landscapes. Recopnize the scenic value of resource production lands.

SR-FL. Development in Mapped Scenic Areas, In mapped scenic arcas, new discretionary and
ministerial development shall be consisient with and subordinate 10 natural contours, hilltops, tree
lines, biuffs and rock outcroppings. Visible disturbance and interruption of natural festures shall be
minimized to the extent feasible.

SR-PXX Vandaslism of billboards. If vandalism of legal nonconforming billboards requires repaar
or reconstruction, the billbosrd shall not lose its legal, nonconforming status, consistent with
Humbaoidt County Zoning Code.

Chapier 11. Water Resources

WR-F1. Protection for Existing Surfaee and Groundwater Uses, [mpacts on existing Basia-Rlan
beneficial water uses shall be considered and mitipeted during discretionary review of land use
permits shall inclode mitigetions for significant surface or groundwaler resource impacts.
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WR-P4.Critical Municipal Water Supply Areas. The Board of Supervisors shall designate ab-
erportons ol walersheds specific municipalities as “Critical Water Supply Arcas™ il cumulative
inpacts from land uses within the arca have the potential to significantly impact the quality or
quantity of municipal water supplies. Water resources within Critical Water Supply Areas shall be
protecied by the application of specific standards for such arcas.

WR-PS.Critical Watershed Water Supply  Areas. The Board of Supervisors shall designate

all-ar-portions of walersheds a8 “Critical Water Supply Aress™ Watersheds” | cumulative impacts
from exisimior planmed land and water esausee uses within the area have boen found via CEQA
review 10 have the potential to possibly  create significant environmental impacts to threatened or
endangered species  including Chinook salmop. Coho salmon or steelhead.  Lamib-and Water
reseurees within Critical Water Supply Arcas Watessheds shall be protected by the application of
specific standards for such arcas to avoid the unanthorized take of threatened or endungered

species.

WR-P6. Subdivisions Water Supply for Residential Development.  Any subdivision of land
for residential development shall be conditioned to require evidence of sufficient waler supply
during normal and drought conditions to meet the projected demand associated with the proposed
subdivision for residential development.  Sufficient water supply shall include the requirements of
the proposed subdivision and existing and planned future uses.  Writlen serviee lefters from a
public water system written in conformance with this policy is sufficient evidence. Subdivisions
o be served through on-site water supplics ar private water systems must provide evidence of
sufficient water supply to the County Department of Environmental Health.

There is no implementation measure (o illustrate how GP-F10 would be implemented.

WR-Pxx. Funding. Coordinate with local, state and federal agencies, and conservation and
watershed restoration related organizations, (o identify and obtain sources of funding for water
quality enhancement, fish passage projects, stormwater pollution management, and water
consery ation efforts,

WR-Px1. Requirements for Water Storage in Flow Impaired Low Water Supply Areas,
Watersheds. New development not served by a public water system that aseks to rely upon surface
water shall install water storage capable of providing 100 percent of the necessary water storge
volume for the summer low-flow season (e.g. Julv-August-September). A forbearance
ggreement prohibiting water withdrawals during low-flow season shall be incleded as a
performance standard for the project.
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WR-FA. Erosion and Sediment Discharge. Ministerial and discretionary projects requiring a
grading permit shall comply with performance standards adopted by ordinance in the County
Grading Ordinance and’or conditioned to minimize erosion and discharge of sediments into surface
runoff, drainage systems, and water bodies consistent with best management practices, adopted
Tota! Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), and non-point source regulatory standards.

WR-F10. Project Design. Development should be designed to compliment and minimize
significant adverse impacts to nol detret from the function of rivers, streams, ponds, wetlands, and
their sethack areas,

WR-P11. Small and Miera Hydraclectrie, | If during a CEQA review for a Conditional Use
Permit for & small hydroelectric development (where less than 5 kilowatts of power is generaed)
that includes plans for en off-site power destination/use, the potential for impacts o surface water
flows, nguatic species, and habitat are discovered, such impacts shall be adequately mitigated to be
in conformity with state and federal permits and standards.

WR-P12. Groundwater Quality Protection. Commercial and industrial discretionary uses shall
be evaluated for their potential 10 comaminate groundwater resources, and mitigated as nocessary.

WR-Fx7. Rain Catchment Systems. Encourage Lhe installation of rain caichment systems fo
support domestic and outdoor water needs during low-flow summer months.

WR-P18. Watershed and Community Hased Efforts.  Support the efforts of local community
watershed groups to promote waler conservation and restomtion.

WR-F20. State and Federal Watershed Initiatives. Support Acknowledge implementation of
state and federal watershaed initistives such as the Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMIDLs), the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board's (NCRWQCE) Watershed Management [nitiative,
the National Marine Fisheries Services and Department of Fish and Game coho recovery pluns and
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WR-F25. New Water Diversion Projects. Review and make recommendations on significant
new waler diversion projects to ensure that they do not reduce the replenishment rate of in-stream
gravel, uaking into account the impact the projects would have on local mineral supplies in
Humboldt County.

WR-F27. County Needs. Any consideration of exporting additional water resources shall place
primary priority upon the benefit of and need for the water resources in the county and shall ensure
that water needed by water users and natural resources will not be exported outside the county.

WR-FI8. Public Trust Resources and Interests.  The County should support  shall advocate
that dam relicensing projects by the P.U.C. , the FER.C., and the State Water Resources Control
Board balance redress the historical over-emphasis on development valoes (electric power, flood
control, and water supply ) with at the expense of non-developmental values (environmental
resource protection, habitat restoration, and water quality).

WR-P29.Public Input. The County shall advocate for the relicensing applicant to sponsor 2
participatory process involving all affected stakeholders prior to the submittal of a final relicensing
epplication to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

WR-F29x Implementation of NPDES Permit. Implement and comply with the National
Pollutent Discharge Elimination Sysiems (NPDES) Permit issucd by the State Water Resources
Control Board 1o the designated portions of the County.

WR-F31. Downstream Stormwaler Peak Flows, Peak downstream stormwater dischasge shall
not exceed the capecity limits of off-sitc drainage systems or cause downstream erosion, flooding,
habitat destruction, or impacts to wetlands and fiparian areas. New development shall demonstrate
that post-development peak flow discharpes will mimic natural flows to watercourses and avold
impacts 10 Beneficial Uses of Water.
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WR-P32. New Drainage Facilities. Where it is necessary to develop additional drainage
facilities, they shall be designed to be as natural in appearance and function as is feasible. Al
drainage facilities shall be designed o maintain maximum natueal kabital of streams and their
streamside management areas and buffers.  Detention/retention facilities shall be managed in such
a manner as to avoid reducing stream flows during critical low-flow perieds,

WR-P33. Restoration Projects.  The County shall encourage restoration projects aimed at
reducing erosion and improving habitat values in Streamside Management Areas and wetlands
while maintaining Agricultural Resource values.

WER-F3, Commercial and Industrial Activities, For commercial and industrial develapment, the
need for drainage facilities shall be as a result of a referral by the Land Use Division of Public
Works and installed/constructed on a case by case basis to the satisfaction of the Land Use Division
of Public Works per the County Grading, Subdivision and LID ordinances. Mo such requiremenis
are to be applied to forests or ranchlands.

WR-P4. Fish Passage Designs, Work with federal and state agencies and local watershed
restoration groups to retrofit existing drainage and flood control structures and desipn new
gtructures to facilitate fish and other wildlife passage in parnership with federal and state agencies.

Chapter 13. Noise

N-P1. Minimize Nofse from Stationary and Mohile Sources,  Minimize stationary noise
sources and noise emanating from temporary activities by applying appropriate standards for
average and short-term noise levels during permit review and subsequent monitoring.

N-P4. Protection from Excessive Noise. Protect persons from existing or future excessive levels
of noise which interfere with sleep, communication, relaxation, health or legally permitted use of

property.
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Chapter 14. Safety

5-P1. Reduce the Potential for Loss.  Plan land uses and regulate new development to reduce the
potential for loss of life, injury, property damage, and economic and social dislocations resulting
from natural and manmade hazards, including but not limited to, steep slopes, unstable soils areas,
active earthquake faults, wildland fire risk areas, alrport influence ereas, military operating areas,
flood plains, and tsunami run-up areas,

8-P1. Coastal Zone Hagards. Development within the coastal zene shall minimize risks to lite
and property in aress of high geologic, sunami, Oood, and fire hazsrd; assure stahility and
strectural integrity; and néitheér create nor contribute significantly to crosion, geologic instability, or
destruction of the site or surrounding areas or in any way require the construction of protective
devices that would substantially alter naturil landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

SEXT. Military Operating Areas. Provide notification and project information to the military for
discretionary development projects within military girspace operating arcas as may be required by
the California Government Code.

S-Pi. Structural Hezards,  The County shall ].m:ltnﬂ life and property by applying and enforcing
state adopted building codes and Alguist-Priolo requirements 1o new construction.

5-P7. Improved Information. Encourage and support more detailed scientific analysis of
Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake risks, probabilities, and anticipated effects.

5-P8. Earthguake Mitigation Planning. The potential for a local canthquake in excess of
magnitude 9.0 (Richter scale) shall be corsidered in disaster planning, risk assessment, and
pre~-disaster mitigation effons.

5-PX1. Site Suitability. New development may be approved only if il can be demonstrated that
the proposed development will neither create nor significantly contrbute to, or be impacted by,
eeologic instability or geologic hazards.

S5-P11. Flood Plains. Agricultural lands that are in mapped floodplaing shall be retained for use in
agricultare.
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§5-PXL. Prohibition of Residential Subdivisions within Floodplain. The creation of new
parcels that increase residential density wholly within the 100 year floodplain, as identified in the
mm}mmmm m-ps shnll I:re mhhwduﬂmd:eﬂgﬂgfﬁummu
significant levels.

5-PX3.  Construction Within Special Flood Hazard Areas. Construction within a floodplain
identified as the 100-Year Flood Boundary on FEMA's Flood Insurance Rate Map shall comply
with the County’s Flood Damage Prevention Regulations. Fill in the floodplain shall only be
allowed if it can be demonstrated that the Gl will not have cumulative adverse impacts on or off
site and such fill shall not be detrimental to productive farm land, and is otherwise in conformance
with the County’s Flood Damage Prevention Regulations

S-PX4, Development on, or Adjacent to, Coastil Bluffs and Beaches. Allow development in
areas immediately adjacent to coastal bluffs and beaches only if it can be demonstrated by a2
certified engineering geologist that wave action, storm swell, tsunami inundation, and projectsd sea
level rise using the best available selentific information and at the time of review, are not & hazand
to the proposed development.

8-P13, Subdivision Design in High and Very High Fire Hazard Zones.  Subdivisions within
State Responsibility Ares (SRA) high and very high fire severity classification areas shall explicitly
consider designs and layoul to reduce wildfire hazands and improve defensibility; for example,
through chastering of lots in defensible arcas, irrigaied green belis, waler storage, perimeter roads,
roadway layout end design, slope developmeni constraints, fuel modification plans, and vegetation
sethacks.

5-P25. Harardons Industrial Development. Hazardous industrial development may be

itted when:
A, Ttincludes mitigation measwes sufficient w0 offsel increased risks 1o adjacent human
populations and the environment; and,
Increased risks to adjacent human populations and the environment have been adequately mitigated
b approved disaster response plans.  (See definition of "hazardous industrial development” in
Standards Section below).

5-P26. Hazardous Waste. Eliminate the use of toxic materials within Humboldt County, where
feasible, and require the reduction, recycling, and reuse of such maserials, to the greatest extent
possible, where complete climinstion of their use is not feasible, Require new development which
may generale significant quantities of hazardous wastes 1o provide a plan for disposal which
emphasizes on-site reatment, newtralization, and recycling,
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S-P30. Tsunami Ready Program. The County shall support efforts of low-lying coastal
communities to attain Tsonami Ready™ satus, as developed by the National Weather Service.

Chapter 12. Energy

E-P2. il and Gas Development,  Oil and gas development shall be permitted consistent with
the following:

A, "The development is performed safely and is consistent with the geologic conditions
of the well site.
B. Mew or expanded facilities related to such development are consolidated, to the
maximum extent feazible and legally permissible, unless consolidation will have adverse
environmental consequences and will not significantly reduce the number of producing wells,
suppott facilities, or sites required to produce the reservoir economically and with minimal
environmental impacts.

. Such development will not cause or contribute to subsidence hazards unless it is determined
that adequate measures will be undertaken to prevent damage from such subsidence.

Hydraulic fracturing for release and recovery of hydrocarbons is prohibited.

E-F7. County Government Energy Consumption.  The County government shall reduce building
and transportation energy consumption by implementing energy conservation measures and purchising
renewable energy and energy efficient equipment and vehicles whenever cost-effective, Conservation
and renewable energy investments should be planned and implemented in accordance with
performance-based action plans and County Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction goals.

E-P9. Electrical Transmission. Promote PG&E funded capacity upgrades to electric distmribution lines
to facilitate distributed renewable energy production and electricity export from the county.

E-POx. Electricity Buyback. Support revisions to the electricity buyback program that
encourages more distributed local generation and more equitebly compensates such generation.

E-P10. Transportation Management Plans.  ©Major commercial, business, o industriel, facility
developments shall be required to submit a transpostation management plan that addresses enerzy
comservation measures such as comectivity to alternative transportation modes; preferential parking for
carpools, vanpools, motoreyvoles, mopeds, and bicveles; shutile services; aliemative fueling stations;
transit passes; bike lockers; and locker-room facilities.  Develop incentives for projects not deemed as
major that incorporate such energy conservation mensures.
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E-P13. Water Efficiency. Promote the efficient use of water in residences, businesses, industries,
and agriculture,

E-P14. Incentives for Using Alternative Energy. Encourage the use of renewable energy and
covironmentelly praferable distribiuted energy peneration systems in the county.

E-P15. Wind Renewahle Energy Overlsy-£Zones: Develop renewable Sevelep a weind cnerpy
overlay zones based on commumity input o protect pedentiak-wind-enerpy the unique value of sites
that are dentified as having substantial wind renevwahle energy potential and/or will be critical for
renewable energy infrastructure while still allowing wses permitted in the underlying zone.

E-FPX2, Sustainable Biomass Energy Production. Coordinate with local agencies, communities,
and landowmers to develop biomass energy plans that are consistent with forest management,
hazardous feels reduction, and restoration needs and priorities.

E-PX3 Residential Design “for Solar Access”. Proposed single-family residential struetures
should be designed to maximize solar sccess, enerpy conservation and passive solar energy
generation. Solar access potential should be evaluated based on each climate zone within the
County as established by the Mational Weather Forecast Center in Fureka,

Chapter 15, Air Quality

AQ-PL. Reduce Length and Frequency of Vehicle Trips. Reduce the length and frequency of
vehicle trips through land use and wransportation policies by encouraging mixed-use development,
compact development pattemns in areas served by public transit, and active modes of travel.

AQ-P2. Reduce Localized Concentrated Air Pollution, Reduce or minimize the creation of
*hot spots™ or tocalized places of concentrated automobile emissions.

AQ-P3, Fireplace and Woodstove PMig Emissions,  Support incentives (o minimize emissions
from freplaces and woodstoves.

AQ-P4. Construction and Grading Dust Control.  Dust control practices on construction and
grading sites shall achieve compliance with NCAQMD fugitive dust emission standards,
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AQ-F5. Air Quality Impacts from New Development. During environmental review of
discretionary permits, reduce emissions of air pollutants from new commercial and industrial
development by requiring feasible mitigation measures (o achieve the standards of the NCAQMD.

AQ-P6. Bulfering Land Uses. During environmental review of discretionary commerciel and
industrial projects, consider the use of buffers between new sources of emissions and adjacent land
uses 1o minimize exposure to air pollution.

AQ-P7. Interagency Coordination. “Coordinate with the NCAQMD early in the permit review
process 1o identily expected regulatory owtcomes and minimize delays for projects involving: . .. ©

AQ-PS. Reduee Air Quality Impacts from Wildfires. Support and encourage fire suppression
of wildfires that may have an acwte air quality health impact on local population centers.

AQ-Py. Review of Projects for Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions,  The County =hall
evaluste ihe GHO emissions of new large scale residential, commercial end industnial projects_for

mﬂmwﬂlmmmmm and require feasible mitigation measures to minimize GHG

emissiong.

AQ-P11. Forest Sequestration and Biomass Energy. Provide incentives for increased carbon
sequestration on forest lands and encourage the reduction of smoke production through the
utilization of excess forest biomass for susteinable energy generation and other uses.

AQ-P11. Solar Electric System Capacity. Encourage and provide incentives to increase
golar-electric capacity in residential, commercial, and industrial sectors.

AQ-P13. Energy Efficient Building Design. th:mmw and provide incentives for construction
of buildings and energy saving measunes beyond Title 24 requirements for residential and
commercial projects.

AQ-F15. Preservation and Replacement of On-site Trees.  Projects requiring discretionary
review should preserve large trees, where possible, and mitigate for carbon storage losses
attributable o sipnificant removal of trees.
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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 “ilegal 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: llegal 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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“(the 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
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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 milion 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 (C2) 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 (CZ7) 475.8 11.9 970.6 144 | 14727
McKinleyville 119.7 2.1 121.8
McKinleyville (CZ) 34.1 34.1
North Coast (CZ7) 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.” Areview 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.

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR Page 2- 113



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

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 0f2016) 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.

Framework General Proposed General
Plan Plan Update
Acres Max Acres Max
Land Use Buildout Buildout
Designation (Units) (Units)
899717 19.876 897,026 19,398
T 899,700 19,892 893,840
59,465 1,925 #6:311 2181
AE 59,464 113,608 2,179
409722 18,041 377838 17,201
AG 409,720 381,846
Total | 1,368,884 39,858 | 1,389,294 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 821081.6(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 Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a included

Miles Traveled Impact remains significant
unavoidable after mitigation

Impact 3.3.3.3. New Storm Water Less Than significant

Drainage Facilities

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 Less Than significant

Sensitive Habitat Areas
Impact 3.11.3.3. Wildlife Corridors and Less Than significant
Nursery Sites
Impact 3.12.4.3 Objectionable Odors Less Than significant

Impact 3.13.4.1. Greenhouse Gas Significant and Unavoidable

Emissions None identified beyond the Climate
Action Plan

Impact 3.14.3.2. Archaeological and Less Than significant

Paleontological Resources

Impact 3.15.3.2. Construction of New Less Than significant

Recreational Facilities

Impact 3.17.4.1: Land uses or Significant and Unavoidable

development patterns cause wasteful, | None identified beyond

inefficient, Comprehensive Action Plan for Energy

or unnecessary consumption of energy | and Climate Action Plan

Impact 3.17.4.2: Land Uses require or Less Than significant

result in the construction of new or
expanded energy production or
transmission facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant
environmental effects
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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

TA%~1"
OWRIATION O COMCeOS Lo

THE GeveRAL PLAa) W PDats E£I¢

HE EIL TARLS o APPRSTS  THE Fact
THAEH MAHAA TS A e | SORSKAME

PUOWI e 10 WE Reodral Gaou.

Tt

(& Goeweaan YA HAlows : Facn maw S/ A

EVRGLES TAYAT™Me OF A FeOSAC CviwivAC

AT WIteor  ADKECIVE THE Constquigs

'—l\-\/\; - Te- e b T
Lo Tes C\J\Jmme\JUﬂ(L" SﬁﬁrﬂLGQﬂL!

Heawtu AnD  Cuets

) REAED T THE Arat,

l\zE\ﬂ Sﬂwﬁ'r‘t.kiy

KA S

—

VO @oy 165 HEGEhféb\x.,
Blue LAke A Fsyes

Juw 28 27 J
Y1 (CR. 5255

Hymbaich Coorty
g Dision

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR

Page 2- 120

C5-1



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

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

*OMOTING HUMBOLDT AGRICU]

PO Box 624, Forluna, CA. 95340

Directors:

Dave: Feral
Feral Family Farm

Paul Cxiumdodi
Warren Creck Farm

Porilia Brambie

John Gary
Organic Maters Ranch

Clil Clendenen
Clendenen's Cider Works

Hevin & Melanie Cunningham
Shakefork Community Farm

Erin Denden-Litle

JJacoue and Anry Newvkom
mevvlom Farmily Farm

Mzl Kreb
Flood Plain Produce

Martha Spencer M5
Matural Resource Planner

Jared Fyvsiro Phd
Flani Breeder and Genelicist

John LaBoyleauy
Camp Grant Family Farm
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Food Fiber and Flowers

Humboldt County Planning and Building Department
3015 H Street

Eurela, CA. 85501

Attn: Michael Richardson

TURE]

EE: GPU—ERDEIR
Dear Michael:

This group of local industry experts and representatives believes that Humboldt
County planning policies. both past and present, have never recognized the unique
and diverse agricultural productivity of inland regions of the County as compared
to the well known dairy lands around Humboldt Bay.

A mountainous and forested county, Humboldt has nultiple agricultural districts,
with excellent agricultural soils where much of the regions’ food production is
currently taking place. These areas are different from the well known dairy lands
around Humboldt Bay. These inland areas have a longer growing season, support
a wide diversity of crops, and have developed their own transportation systems
and market opporfunities.

Walk down the line at multiple farmers markets throughout the County and note
where the farms are located. Orleans, Willow Creek. Blue Lake, Jacoby Creelc
Carlotta, the Van Duzen. Mid-Eel. and Mattole Valleys. Ettersburg, Phillipsville,
Garberville and more. The fertile lands in these areas are sought by the farmers
raising the wide variefy of crops that support a vibrant local food system. Some
farmers in these areas also export crops to out of County markets.

Focused mostly on timber. dairy and cattle, neither the 1984 Framework Plan nor
the GPU recognizes these areas for their unique and important agricultural
contribution to the County. While the 60 acre minimum parcel for AE lands is
universally supported by Humboldt agriculture, most all of the agricultural
conversions, through land use designation changes in the GPU, are located in
these more mland agricultural districts.

The new “Residential Agriculture” designation, like its predecessors “Agricultural
Rural” and “Agriculture Suburban”™ is a residential designation. These
designations are intended to provide first for residential development and do not
recognize the unique value and productivity of prime agricultural soils. Retaining
those soils in units large encugh to sustainably support a wide range of
agricultural crops. is not the purpose of these designations.
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On existing smaller parcels of prime soil, allowing two residential units by right within a three
acre curtilage may remove agriculture from the parcel entirely. Agricultural parcels cannot be
equated with TPZ parcels which are generally larger overall.

Food. Fiber and Flowers requests, as an implementation measure i the GPU, that the County C6-2
identify and inventory prime agricultural soil parcels within the agricultural districts listed
above and any other unique locations throughout the County.

Thank you.

John LaBoyteaux
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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

A" -
l | California Timberviands Division
% ’ RE E N D ['IWO[\ D PO Box 1k Aunla, Culifena T [70O7) 5584400
2 i 4551 B S F {707) BGE-3710
RESO U R(..:F (_,OM P.-fl\NY g.::l:nd]iamnd G
June 29, 2017 o
.'\__
Via Hand Delivery and Email | i i
JUN 29 2017

Michael Richardson, Senior Planner
County of Humboldt

Planning and Building Department
3015 H 5treet, Fureka, CA 95501

Email: mrichardson@co.humboldt.ca.us

Ret Green Diamond Resource Company comments; Revised Draft EIR and the Appendices for the
Humbaoldt County General Flan Update.

Dear Mr. Richardson,

With this letter Green Diamond Rescurce Company, a Washington corporation ("GDRCo"),
respectfully submits comenents regarding the Humboldt County General Plan Update Revised Draf; EIR
(RDEIR) and the Appendices. GDRCo's comments are specific to the project analyzed in the RDEIR,
described on page 2-1 of the RDEIR in Chapter 2. Project Description, as follows:

“The profect analyzed in this recirculoted ond revised draft Environmentol impoct Report (RDEIR)
fs the proposed Humboldt County General Plon (referred to as the proposed Generol Plan Update
fEPU). The text reflects the Board of Supervisars Maorkup Draft fram October 18, 2015, The
proposed General Plan includes goals, palicies, standards, implementation measuras, and fand
use mops as recommended by the Plonning Commission. This drafl, reviewed by the Blonning
Commission, was evaluoted In the April 2, 2012 Draft Environmentol impact Report. During
public hearings between Jung, 2012 and March, 2076, the Boord of Supervisars has mode
modifications, additions, and deletions to that droft. The RDEIR i focused on environmento!
effects which may reasonobly be expected to occur during the 24-year planning period of the
GRU, 2016-2040, as detailed in subchopters 2.1 and 2.5 below.”

Furthermaore, as discussed in detail below, GDRCo’s comments are submitted based upon the
opinian and position that the RDEIR, the Natural Resources and Hazards Report (Sept. 2002 draft)
{Appendix D to the RDEIR), and the Forest Resources Report (Oct, 2003 draft) (Appendix F to the RDEIR]
all incorractly characterize the process of recognizing and/or determining the scope and extent of “legal
parcels” and/or adjusting parcel boundaries (without creating “new” parcels) under the California
Subdivision Map Act (California Government Code &5 86410, et seq.) as acts of "conversion” and/for
"subdivision” of timberlands. Specifically, the RDEIR and cited Reports conclude, without support or
justification, that the Determination of Status process, the Cerificates of Compliance process, the
recognition of Patent Parcels, and Lot Line Adjustments under the Subdivision Map Act constitute a
conversicn and/ar subdivision of timberlands for purposes of assessing environmental impacts. As
discussed in detail in Attachment A to these Comments and the legal opinion appended as Attachment
B, these conclusions and the general commentary on the subject included in the RDEIR are not
supported by substantial evidence, materially contradict the conclusions reached in studies
commissioned and cited as support for the RDEIR, and misstate the findings reached by California
respurce agencies when reviewing the issue.

Page 1 of £6 - GDRCo GPU RDELR Comments

Page 2- 130

Cr-1



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

Lastly, GDRCo has submitted requests for land use designation changes throughout the General
Plan Update process. In reviewing the Map Book {Appendix F to the RDEIR - Planning Commission Draft)
and the associated County GIS land use maps, many of these land use designation changes have been
incorporated but some discrepancies remain, and those are identified in these Comments. Specifically,
Attachment C to these Comments summarizes the discrepancies identified and provides what GDRCo
believes to constitute the correct land use designation changes for each affected parcel based upon the
Board of Supervisors’ Draft General Plan Update and previous work during the Update process.

Cr-2

Sincerely,

Green Diamond Resource Company

oo Lee b DY)

Neal D. Ewald
Senior Vice President, California Operations
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Attachment A

GDRCo
Comment

Page

Comment

#1

3211

Beginning with the second paragraph on page 3.2-11, the RDEIR makes an
unsubstantiated statement regarding timberland "conversion”. Specifically, the RDEIR
characterizes the Determination of Status and Certificate of Compliance process
established for recognizing legal parcels of land under the California Subdivision Map Act
{California Government Code §§ 66410, et seq.) {the “Subdivision Map Act”) to constitute
acts of “converting” and/for "subdividing” timberlands. This is incorrect and a
misstatement of fact. The incorrect characterization of what constitutes “timberland
conversion” is repeated in multiple locations in the RCEIR and portions of the RDEIR
materially misstate the reports cited in suppert of the discussion regarding Forest and
Agricultural resources.

Although GDRCo acknowledges that timberland conversion can certainly occur as part of
new subdivisions and associated zoning reclassifications and General Plan amendments,
timberland conversion does not accur through the Certificate of Compliance process. The
Certificate of Compliance process is simply the procedure to determine the baseline
parcel status of units of land, subject to conveyance in compliance with the Subdivision
Map Act, nothing more. Recognition of a legal parcel under the Subdivision Map Act is
not a “subdivision”, to the contrary it is recognition of a legal unit of land which pre-
existed adoption of the Act (adopted and made effective on March 1, 1975) and, for
purposes of RDEIR evaluation, constitute a baseline condition. Issuance of a Certificate of
Compliance in no way affects the zaning assigned to the recoghized parcel or the
permitted principal and conditional uses attendant to that zone classification. Any
substantive change in the principal and conditionally permitted uses of the parcel
requires a discretionary zoning reclassification and accompanying General Plan
amendment.

Furthermore, and of substantial significance, the conversion of timberland to a use other
than growing timber requires, prior to conversian, a Timberland Conversion Permit
approved by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (*CAL FIRE") or, if
eligible, a Less Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption {likely affecting only a portion of a
parcel) accepted by CAL FIRE.

The general commentary included in the RDEIR equating issuance of Certificates of
Compliance and recognition of legal parcels/units of land under the Map Act with
“timberland conversion” should be revised and/or removed as it does not accurately
depict what a Certificata of Compliance is and the process does not directly result in the
conversion of agricultural land or timberland. As discussed in greater detail below, these
presumptions included in the RDEIR are not supported by substantial evidence or the
studies cited in support of the conclusions.

#2

32-11

Beginning with the third paragraph on page 3.2-11, the RDEIR contains an incorrect
statement that a Certificate of Compliance results In a change in “land use”. Again,
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changes in land use may only be achieved through either a General Plan Amendment and
accompanying zoning change or through the General Plan Update process. The language
regarding Certificates of Compliance should be removed as it does not accurately depict
the circumstances under which a change in land use may occur. As the County is well
aware, the Certificate of Compliance process on agricultural lands and timberlands
routinely yields the identification of parcels containing substantial acreage volume,
oftentimes in increments equal to the entirety of the original United States Patent. There
is no basis to conclude the parcel recognition, in and of itself, constitutes a “conversion”
of pre-existing land uses and the County has not identified substantial evidence to reach
this conclusion.

#3

3.2-11

Beginning with the fourth paragraph on page 3.2-11, the RDEIR again makes a reference
to conversion of agricultural lands and timberlands.

The conversion of timberland Lo a use other than growing timber requires, prior to
conversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE or, If eligible, a Less
Than 2 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRE.

To the extent that the statement provided in the ROEIR relies upon the incorrect
assumption that the Certificate of Compliance process results in conversion of agricultural
lands and timberland it is not supported and should be revised or removed accordingly.

#4

#5

3.2-12

The information and discussion appearing in the first paragraph regarding County parks
and community parks appears to exclude the 1,000 acre [4/-} McKay Community Forest
acquired by the County of Humboldt in August, 2014, If the Community Forest acreage is
omitted, the County park acreage recited in the RDEIR does not represent current
conditions and should be revised accordingly.

3.2.12

Beginning with the third paragraph, the information provided regarding the County's
timber industry does not reflect current conditions. According to the California State
Board of Equalization, between 2010 and 2015, the total value for Humbaoldt County’'s
timber harvest has fluctuated between approximately 568 million and 571 million, with 2
high of $81 million in 2014. This information should be revised to represent current
conditions. {Supporting information for these statistics Is enclosed as Attachment D.}

HB

3.2-14

Under the topic “Timberland Conversion” appearing on page 3.2.-14, the commentary
regarding the existence of multiple viewpoints of “timberland conversion” depending on
how the terms is defined and in what context the term is used is unsubstantizted and
misleading. The operative definition provided in the RDEIR and recognized in the timber
industry for “Timberland Conversion” is that appearing in the California Forest Practices
Act and implementing Regulations (California Code of Regulations Title 14, Article 7). This
is the only definition that should be used in the context of discussing Timberland
Conversion in the RDEIR or anywhere else in conjunction with the Humboldt County
General Plan Update.

The conversion of timberland to a use other than growing timber requires, prior to
conversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE or, if eligible, a Less
Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRE.
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The information provided in the RDEIR should be revised to rely solely upon the definition
of Timberland Conversion recognized by the Forest Practices Act and implementing
Regulations and remove any discussion and/or reference to alternative definitions as
absolutely none are provided in the RDEIR and this renders the document confusing,
subjective and unsupparted. The entire RDEIR should be evaluated to ensure the term
“Timberland Conversion” is used only in the cantext recognized by applicable law, i.e., the
conversion of timberland to non-timber growing use.

#7

3,2-15

As provided in the previous GDRCo comment, the discussion appearing in the first
paragraph on page 3.2-15 describing "conversion” based on parcel size, market conditions
or ownership values is speculative and should be removed. The general conclusion that
“forest management practices are not enhanced with smaller parcel sizes” is vague,
speculative and not supported by empirical evidence. Mo discussion appears in the RDEIR
regarding what is considered a “small” timberland parcel. in fact, this is 2 major flaw in
the RDEIR and the ¢onclusions reached in the RDEIR are implicitly at odds with those
reached by CAL FIRE as explained further in Comment #8, immediately below.

The conversion of timberland to a use other than growing timber requires, prior to
conversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE or, if eligible, a Less
Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRE.

This chapter should be revised to remove any reference to “conversion” in the context of
discussing land management priorities or economies of scale based on undefined “parcel
sizes”.

#B

3.2-15

It must be noted and the RDEIR corrected 1o reflect the fact that the first sentence of the
second paragraph on page 3.2-15 has been restated and manipulated throughout the
General Plan Update process beginning first with the Forest Resources Chapter of Natural
Resources and Hazards Report prepared by Dyett & Bhatia {September 2002}, then
rnaterially restated with the Forest Resources and Policies Report (October 2003 Draft,
revised, April 2006) prepared by the Humboldt County Department of Community
Development Services, and finally again as the text appears in this chapter of the RDEIR.

Of note, the Natural Resources and Hazards Report prepared by Dyett B Bhatia
(September 2002) first used the sentence in the following discussion regarding timberland
canversion beginning on page 3-1 under Chapter 3; Forest Resources:

TIMBERLAND CONVERSION

Timberland conversion, the tronsfer of timberlond to other uses, occurs as a resuft of
General Plan amendments and new subdivisions, as well gs through the Certificate of
Complionce process, which invalves recognition of historfc parcels that may be
substandard to minfmum parcel sizes and densities established by the General Plan, One
quarter of all the Certificate of Complionce applications submitted since 1985 have been
on agriculturel properties and timberlands, affecting more than 18,000 vcres. Also, more
than one half (53 percent) of all the lot line adjustment applications since 1985 huve been
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on agricuftural ond timberlands, affecting more than 16,000 acres.

These changes are primarily reflective of the breakup of old fomily ranches. Fimber
production or these areas is likely still vioble; therefore, these changes are not deeply
significant with respect to the timber economy. Direct fand use conversions by rerone cut
af TPZ (Timber Praductian Zone) have been mare limited on the order af 1,000 acres over
the lost 25 years, 910 acres af which were part af the Caunty’s Eurska Community Plan in
18895,

An additional canversion issue that has long been a tapic of debate s conversion by public
acquisition, highlighted most recently by the Headwaters Forest Reserve acquisition,
which removed 7,500 acres from timber production. While such conversions mafntain the
open spoce values of the londs, they ore last to the economic sector.

Subsequently, the Forest Resources Chapter of the Natural Resources and Hazards Report
prepared by the Department of Community Development Services incarrectly references
Certificates of Compliance and Lot Line Adjustments as a means of “canverting”
timberland to other uses. The Department of Community Development Services reached
this conclusion in direct contradiction to the finding by Dyett & Bhatia that “Timber
production on these areas [i.e., parcels recognized under the Certificate of Compliance
process] is likely still viable; therefare, these changes are not deeply significant with
respect to the timber economy”. {The operative santence from the actual Dyett & Bhatia
Report is highlighted in yellow above}.

Of note, the Forest Resources and Policies (October 2003 Draft, revised, April 2006),
subsequently prepared by the Humboldt County Department of Community Development
Services, relied upon the Natural Resources and Hazards report prepared by Dyett &
Bhatia. The Forest Resources and Policies repon provided the following discussion
regarding timberland conversion beginning on page 1-16 under Section 1.4; Conversion of
Timberlands:

1.4 CONVERSION QOF TIMBERLAND

Timberland conversion, the transfer of timberland to other uses, occurs as o result of
General Plan amendments and new subdivisions, os well os through the Certificate of C7-10
Compiiance process, which involves recognition of historic porcels that may be
substendard to minimum parcel sizes and densities estabiished by the General Plan. One
guarter of ail the Certificate of Compliance applications submitted since 1985 have been
on agricuftural properties and timberlands, affecting more than 18,660 acres. Alse, more
than cne holf (53 percent) of alf the lot line adjustment applications since 1585 have been
on agricuitural and timberfands, affecting more than 16,000 acres.

These changes are primarily reflective of the breakup of old family ranches. Timber
production an these areas may still be viable: and it is unclear what specific effects this
trend has had on the timber economy, However, forest management practices are
generaily not enfianced with smaller porcel sizes. Land ownership patterns, for example,
are fikely to became more camplicated with smaller parcel sizes, which may inhibit
resaurce production. Direct land use conversions by rezone out of TPZ {Timber Production
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Zone} have been more limited, on the order of 1,000 acres over the fast 25 years, 310
acres of which were port of the Caunty’s Eureka Community Plan in 1995,

An additional conversion issue that has long been a tapic of debate Is conversion by pubiic
acquisitian, highlighted most recently by the Headwaters Forest Reserve acquisitian,
which removed 7,500 acres frorn timber production, While such conversians maintain the
open space volues of the lands, they are lost to the economic sector.

Finally, enother process by which timberland canversion occurs s through the “Less thon 3
acre Conversion Exemptions” which allow for the ministeriol approval of conversion of less
thon 3 acres for other permitted land uses such os residentiol development,

As the highlighted text makes clear, the Forest Resources and Policies Report incorrectly
references Certificates of Compliance and Lot Line Adjustments as a8 means of converting
timberland and materially misstates the findings of the Natural Resources and Hazards
Report prepared by Dyett & Bhatia, 2002, The County's conclusion that changes in
ownership by issuance of Certificates of Compliance “primarily reflective of the breakup
of ald family ranches” creates “unclear” effects on the timber economy contradicts the
retained consultant’s conclusion that any changes are not deeply significant.

Finally the first sentence of the second chapter of the RDEIR at page 3.2-15 uses the same
sentence in discussing timberland conversion in the context of changes in land
management priorities. As stated in GDRCo comment #7, above, the use of the term
conversion is misused in the context of discussing land management priorities and
assumptions regarding parcel size, market conditions or ownership values are not
supported and thus have not basis for inclusion in the RDEIR.

Although GDRCo recognizes that there is no opportunity to revise any of the Background
Reports used as part of the RDEIR, it does illustrate the importance of using the correct
terminology in the correct context in a consistent manner throughout the process. Also,
any discussion in the RDEIR should recite the actual conclusions of the retained
consultants included in the supporting materials.

AS

3.2-15

The last paragraph on page 3.2-15 entitled “Conversion from Fragmentation” is entirely
misleading, incorrect, and not substantiated by the material cited or the text in this
section of the RDEIR. Moreover, the discussion materially omits the relevant discussion
points and parcel size distinctions included in the cited CAL FIRE Fire and Resource
Assessment Program’s (FRAP) Forest and Range 2003 Assessment rendering the entire
discussion in the RDEIR misleading and without proper context.

Specifically, atthough the CAL FIRE Fire and Resource Assessment Program’s {FRAP) Forest
and Range 2003 Assessmeni, cited in the RDEIR, does include consideration of
“fragmentation” and “parcelization” and the potential impacts that may consequently
occur on agricultural and forest resources, the 2003 FRAP Assessment does not make a
direct correlation between “parcelization” and “"conversion” as does the title of this
section. Of substantial import, although the RDEIR provides a definition of
“parcelization”, per the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Resource Report at the foot of

| page 3.2-15 along with the FRAP definition of “rural residential” as being a housing
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Assessment appears to provide an apprapriate definition.

Again, it must be noted that, based on historic experience factors, the Centificate of
Compliance process in Humbaldt County routinely yields the identification of parcels
substantially greater in size than 20 acres.

10

3.2-16

In the second paragraph of page 3.2-16 as part of its “parcelization” discussion the RDEIR
references a study prepared by the North Coast Regional Land Trust {NRLT). However, the
NRLT study does not utilize the term “parcelization” anywhere in the report. The NRL1
report does use the term “subdivision” which is much more narrowly defined.

However, the NRLT report fails to provide any data to substantiate that approximately
35,000 acres of forestland was subdivided in Humboldt County, as defined by the
Subdivision Map Act. I, in fact, the approximate 35,000 acres simply changed hands as a
result of a change In ownership, the report is overreaching and materially misleading in
refarring to the 35,000 acres as being subdivided,

Furthermore, both the RDEIR and the MRLT report falled to consider the economic effects
of variations in log prices and market demand which play a critical role in a landowner’s
decision to harvest timber.

Any discussion regarding the NRLT repart in the RDEIR should be limited to terminology
and/or the data utilized in the NRLT report. If in fact the approximate 35,000 acres
referenced in the NRLT as belng subdivided actually represents a change in ownership,
the RDEIR should not rely on the NRLT report and any assumptions in the report regarding
decreased timber harvest on these lands should he reconciled with market influences
during the limited time period considered in the report.

#11

3.2-16

The first sentence, third paragraph of page 3.2-16 misrepresents what a patent parcel is
and incorrectly states that the existence of patent parcels affects “fragmentation” of land.
The balance of the paragraph more accurately explains what a patent parcel is and the
pracess by which it can be determined whether a patent parcel, or any parcel, is
considered a separate legal parcel.

Legal parcels, whether they are unaltered patent parcels or parcels created in
conformance with the Subdivision Map Act, are the means by which property is held
(owned). GDRCo does support retaining the rights of property ownership to the extent
they exist. Any “fragmentation” of the forest rescurce land base In Humbeldt County
occurs as a result of external factors {economic, social, or other), not based upon the
existence of patent parcels the vast majority of which substantially exceed 20 acres in
size—which generally results in ne fragmentation as concluded in the CAL FIRE 2003 FRAP
Forest and Range 2002 Resource Report.

The first sentence of the paragraph should be removed from the RDEIR as it
misrepresents what a patent parcel is and incorrectly states that the existence of patent
parcels creates fragmentation of land.

#12

3.2-17

In the second paragraph, firsl two sentences on page 3.2-17 the RDEIR fails to explain that
the change in ownership pattern for industrial timberland owners during the period from
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2001 to 2008 was largely a result of companies closing sawmills due to a lack of timber
supply from the US Forest Service. Many of these companies were heavily reliant upon
timber from the US Forest Service and when sawmills closed all assets were typically
liguated, including timberland holdings.

This information should be reyised to further explain or substantiate the change in
timberland ownership during this time period.

#13

3.2-17

In the second paragraph, last sentence on page 3.2-17, a misleading statement appears
regarding the recognition of patent or legal parcels. The recognition of patent or legal
parcels {i.e. Certificates of Compliance) does not in and of itself serve as a legal
mechanism to break up large ranches and timberland and has no impact on the permitted
and/or conditionally permitted uses of land based on zoning classifications.

A Certificate of Compliance relates only to issues of compliance or noncompliance with
the Subdivision Map Act and local ordinances enacted pursuant thereto. A Certificate of
Compliance does not certify that the real property for which the certificate has been
issued Is suitable for development in accordance with existing or future regulations nor
does issuance of a Certificate of Compliance in any way permit uses of land not allowed
by its zaning classification. Certificates of Compliance can be used to assist In valuing
censervation easements, for financing purposes, or for matters pertaining to title and any
restraint on their issuance violates the Subdivision Map Act and creates an unlawful
restriction on the alienation of land.

This information should be revised to state that landowners may elect to sell individual
patents or legal parcels upon receipt of a Certificate of Compliance.

#ia

3.2-17

Beginning with the fourth paragraph and continuing through the third paragraph on page
3.2-18, the discussion of a previous proposal by MAXXAM Corporation is outdated and
irrelevant as it was never a project, never came to fruition and any land use planning
based on this artifact 's unsupported and entirely speculative. The discussion regarding
other land sales and any reference to illegal activities by the sellers or purchasers of
property is irrelevant as these are issues related to enforcement and nat the current
Framework Plan or the proposed General Plan Update.

#15

3.2-18

The fourth paragraph on page 3.2-18 contains a false narrative perpetuated throughout
Section 3.2 that an individual timberland patent or legal parcel, when sold, s converted
and no longer suitable for timber production. While it is acknowledged that there is an
economy of scale related to the size of timberland holdings, and the corresponding
management of same, the conveyance of an individual patent or legal parcel does not
constitute conversion {as defined by CAL FIRE} nor does it constitute detrimental
fragmentation, per se, as evaluated by the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Resource
Report referenced above. Therefore, the timber producing capabilities of timberlands ara
not necessarily lost as a result of the sale of an individual patent or legal parcel and the
RDEIR discussion on this point is entirely speculative and unsupported.

The conversion of timberland to a use other than growing timber requires, prior to
canversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE or, if eligible, a Less

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR

Page 2- 138

C7-14

C7-15

C7-16

Cr-17



Humboldt County General Plan

Final EIR

Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRE,

It is important to note that GDRCo’s ownership in Humboldt County represents hundreds
of real estate transactions, both purchases and sales, beginning in approximately 1956. In
other words, the GDRCo ownership did not always look as it does today. When acquired
these lands had economic valwe not only as timberland but also as individual parcels, It is
of importance to GDRCo that econamic value is maintained for resource lands, especially
to the extent that these lands had a certain economic value when acquired,

If the County intends to accurately assess if resource lands are adequately protected,
there must first be a comprehensive revision of Section 3.2 to more narrowly define what
constitutes conversion of timberland, and what constitutes "fragmentation” or
“parcelization” with detrimental effects on timber resources and ecology. Again, the
2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2002 Resource Report acknowledges 20 acre parcels as a
defining mechanism, recognizing continued timber productivity and ecolagical benefits of
parcels 20 acres or greater, The false narrative that Centificates of Compliance,
Determinations of Status, and even the sale of individual patents ar legal parcels
constitute *conversion” of timberland with detrimental environmental effects should be
removed from the discussion of timberland resources in Section 3.2. The discussion is not
defined, has no definitional reference points, and is thus vague and in violation of EIR
requirements under CECQA. [See Attachment B appended hereto).

#16

3.2-19

The first paragraph of page 3.2-19 states that the General Plan Update {i.e. the Project)
“...could include new policies which could facilitate conversion of farmland or forest land”
is extremely speculative and unsupporied. tn the context of assessing Impacts and
Mitigation Measures, only those policies which are included as part of the General Plan
Update as presented in this RDEIR can be considered and/or evaluated. This language
should be deleted from the RDEIR.

#17

3.2-19

The fourth paragraph, last sentence of page 3.2-19 is misleading in that conversion of
timberland does not directly result from the subdivision or the sale of individual patents
or legal parcels,

The subdivision of TPZ zoned lands is allowed down to a 40-acre minimum parcel size with
an approved ITMP. The intent of a ITMP is to ensure that timber management is still
viable subsequent to a subdivision being approved. The County should recognize that the
conversion of timberland to a use other than growing timber requires, pricr to
conversion, a Timberland Canversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE ar, if eligible, a Less
Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRE.

Again, the sale of an individual patent or legal parcels does not in and of itself constitute
conversion of timberland. As previously stated, the term Timberland Conversion should
be limited to that which is provided in the Forest Practice Act (Title 14, Article 7).

This sentence should be removed from the RDEIR.

#18

3.2-32

Under the heading “Trinidad Planning Watershed, Changes from T” on page 3.2-32, the
42 acres referenced as being east of Big Lagoon is helieved ta be GDRCo property for
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which GDRCo submitted a change in land use designation. GDRCo had initially made a
request to have the land use designation changed from T to RE so that the land use would
conform with what was an existing residential use. GDRCo no longer provides residential
use of this approximately 42 acre property and subsequently requested that the land use
be changed from T to CR, which was approved by the Board of Supervisors and is
reflected in the current land use maps.

Information provided under the Trinidad Planning Watershed, Changes from T should be
revised to describe the change in land use for the approximately 42 acre property iocated
east of Big Lagoon as changing from T to CR.

#19

3.2-34

The last paragraph of page 3.2-34 contains the title “Conversion as a result of increased
parcelization and subsequent development” which is materially misleading and
unsubstantiated by the subseguent content.

As previpusly stated, selling individual patents or legal parcels does not constitute
conversion, nor does it constitute a change in parcel size. Patents and/or legal parcels can
form the basis in which real property interests are held, with larger ownerships being
comprised of multiple patents and/or legal parcels. While such properties may change
ownership they are still available for resource production and it is up to the individual
landowner and applicable zoning regulations as to how those resources are used and
managed.

The conversion of timberland to a use ather than growing timber requires, prior to
conversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE or, if eligible, a Less
Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRFE.

The term “conversion” should be removed from the subsection title—the RDEIR whaolly
fails to provide any definition to what constitutes actval “fragmentation” or what sized
parcels cause these concerns and general commentary of this nature is not appropriate in
an EIR.

#20

3.2-35

In the first paragraph on page 3.2-35 regarding the density standard for patents and legal
parcels it should be recognized that one dwelling unit per parcel is aliowed regardless of
whether the acreage meets the minimum parcel size (i.e. 160 acres for TPZ).

Patents wera criginally established based upon the Public Land Survey System {PLSS)
resulting in patents averaging approximately 160 acres +/- in size, upwards {o 640 acres.
The fact that a patent parcel is less than 160 acres should not be a basis for
nonconformance. Furthermore, the Subdivision Map Act provides a process to recognize
existing legal parcels with the understanding that said recognition does not constitute
subdivision.

Patents and/or legal parcels can form the basis in which real property interest are held,
with larger ownerships being comprised of multiple patents and/or legal parcels. Selling
individual patents or legal parcels does not constitute subdivision, nor does it violate the
Subdivision Map Act. It 1s misleading for the County to insinuate that the compliance with
the Subdivision Map Act is somehow being avoided through the recognition, sale or
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purchase of patents and/or legal parcels.

This paragraph should be removed.

#21

3.2-35

The discussion in the second paragraph on page 3.2-35 regarding patent parcels is bath
speculative and subjective. The Determination of Status process, as provided for by the
Subdivision Map Act, is the only accurate means of establishing the nurmber unaltered and
altered patent parcels and defining base units of land. The |ast sentence in this paragraph
should be revised to specify that any unaltered or altered patent parcel found to be in
conformance with the Subdivision Map Act Determination of Status process would retain
its historic rights. Any other assumption is contrary to law.

#12

3.2-35

The discussion in the third paragraph on page 3.2-35 comingles the Determination of
Status process (i.e. Certificates of Compliance) and development criteria which are not
mutuzlly exclusive.

A Certificate of Compliance relates only to issues of compliance or noncompliance with
the Subdivision Map Act and local ordinances enacted pursuant thereto. A Certificate of
Compliance does not certify that the real property for which the certificate has been
issued is suitable for development in accordance with existing or future regulations.

The information provided in this paragraph should be revised to clearly state that the
Determination of Status process is not contingent upon development criteria.

#23

3.2-35

The first paragraph under “Other changes that could result in Conversion of Farmland er
Forestland” on page 3.2-35 and discussion regarding conversion as used in the subsection
title should be limited to the definition of Timberland Conversion as provided in the
Forest Practice Act (Title 14, Article 7).

#24

3.2.36

The third paragraph, first sentence of page 3.2-36 contains a general statement without
sufficient facts to support the conclusion. Conflicts may occur however it must be
recognized that timber harvesting Is a relatively short-lived event with short term
disruptions as compared to angeing timber management activities and, as the 2003 FRAP
Forest and Range 2003 Resource Report and updates clearly recognize, any “conflicts”
greatly diminish on parcels in excess of 20 acres in size. Again the use of the term
conversion should be limited to the definition of Timberland Conversion as provided in
the Farest Practice Act (Title 14, Article 7).

¥25

3.2-36

The third paragraph, third sentence of page 3.2-36 should be changed as follows: the
term “limiting incompatible uses” should be further clarified to state “limiting
incompatible vses consistent with Government Code 51100-51104",

#26

3.2-39

The sixth paragraph, first sentence on page 3.2-39, regarding the use of the term
“parcalization”, is again misleading, Meither the RDEIR nor the Board of Supervisors’
approved draft General Plan Update provides any definition for “parcelization”. If the
term, as used in the first sentence of the sixth paragraph on page 3.2-39 of the RDEIR
assumes that a Certificate of Compliance constitutes parcelization, then this is a false and
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misleading statement and should be revised accordingly. Likewise, every conveyance of
land constitutes a “parcelization” to sume extent—the purpase of the EIR is analyze
detrimental environmental effects, without evaluating parcel size relative to any
discussion of “parcelization” and/or “fragmentation” renders the entire narrative vague
and unsupported.

#H27

3.2-39

In the sixth paragraph, starting with the third sentence on page 3.2-39 and continuing
anto page 3.2-40, the discussion assumes that the non-implementation of the Merger
Ordinance will cause the “conversion” or “loss” of timberlands to rural residential uses.
This assumption is entirely unsupported and the narrative in the RDEIR lacks context.
Again, the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Resource Report does provide context in
this regard (i.e., recognizing density at less than 20 acres to cause fragmentation
concerns), but the RDEIR makes no effort to define “parcelization” or “fragmentation” in a
meaningful, substantive manner. The narrative is vague, unsupported and should be
stricken,

As previously stated, selling individual patents ar legal parcels does not constitute
conversion, nor does it constitute a change in parcel size. Patents and/or legal parcels can
form the basis in which real property interest are held, with larger ownerships being
comprised of multiple paients and/cr legal parcels. While such properties may change
ownership they are still available for resource production and it is up to the individual
landowner as to how those resources are managed,

The conversion of timberland to a use other than growing timber requires, prior to
conversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit appraved by CAL FIRE or, if eligible, a Less
Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CALFIRE.

The fourth sentence of the sixth paragraph on page 3.2-3% should be deleted as it is not
adequately substantiated.

H28

3.2-40

The first paragraph on page 3.2-40 contains information that is misleading because the
term “conversion” infers that the timber growing capacity of resource preduction lands is
lost if used in conjunction with rural residential purposes. This gross generalization gives
no consideration to parcel size and fails to recognize that these parcels likely retain the
land use and zoning that support resource production and can provide ecological benefits
as well, as expressly concluded in the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Resource Repart
for parcels 20 acres or greater.

As previously stated, selling individual patents or legal parcels does not constitute
conversion, nor does it constitute a change In parcel size. Patents and/or legal parcels can
farm the basis in which real property interests are held, with larger ownerships being
comprised of multiple patents and/or legal parcels. While such properties may change
ownership they are still available for resource production and it is up to the individual
landowner as to how those resources are managed,

The conversion of timberland to a use other than growing timber requires, prior to
conversion, a Timberland Conversion Permit approved by CAL FIRE or, if eligible, a Less
Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption accepted by CAL FIRE.
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The finding provided here that there is a significant unavoidable impact is
unsubstantiated and inaccurate if the County presumes (as the RDEIR text implies) that
“conversion” occurs as a result of elther the sale of individuat patents/legal parcels or the C7-30
residential use of timber resource lands, This iImplicit finding relies upon a false narrative
without any ¢context and should be re-evaluated by limiting the use of the term
“conversjion” in a manner that is consistent with the Forest Practice Act.

#29 3.2-40 | Fourth paragraph, first sentence; T as used at the end of this sentence should be revised
C7-31
to be TPZ.
#30 3.3-55 | Mitigation 3.3.3.2,a.; It should be recognized that the mitigation proposed is an onerous

undertaking and it is likely unrealistic that such an evaluation could be completed within a
two-year timeframe. The County, under current State regulations, is required to svaluate
critical watersheds.

C7-32
If Mitigation 3.3.3.2.a. is adopted the sole cost of completing said evaluation should be
the responsibility of the County, not individual project applicants, and any failure on the
part of the County to complete the evaluation within the specified two-year timeframe
shauld not result in a de facto moratorium on development or any other project in a given
watershed.

#31 3.11-17 | Impact 3.11.3.5. Habitat Conservation Plans; suggest the first sentence under this
subchapter be revised as follows;

“Implementation of the General Plan Update could result in additional develapment that C7-33
canflicts with adapted habitat conservation plans”,

This suggested change is relevant considering that an HCP may provide for limited land
usa changes and therefore be an absolute conflict.

#32 3.11-18 | First paragraph, beginning with the fourth sentence; the information provided in the
RDEIR herein is misleading and hyperbolic.

As stated in Chapter 2 of the RDEIR, “The RDEIR is focused on the environmental effects
which may reasonably be expected to occur during the 24-year planning period of the
GPU, 2016-2024, as described in subchapters 2.1 and 2.5 below”. Table 2.5-1 on page 2-
24 of the RDEIR providas the estimated number of dwelling units by land use designation C7-34
that will be required to accommodate the estimated maximum feasible housing
development and potential and projected development from 2016 to 2040. For fands
planned T or TC the estimate provided is 44 housing units assuming that peak dernand
occurs in 2028, The discussion provided on page 3.11-17, under “Analysis of Relevant
General Plan Update Policies”, should be limited to the scape of the Project as described
in the RDEIR. The discussion which refers to the theoratical construction of as many as
20,000 dwelling units” on lands planned Timberlands (T) is completely hyperbaolic and
irrelevant as the analysis of relevant General Plan Update policies related to land planned
T. Specifically, in order to maintain internal consistency, the number of dwelling units on
lands zoned T considered in the RDEIR should be limited to the estimated 44 units as
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identified in the RDEIR. The “20,000" unit assumption is entirely misplaced and without
support. Furthermore, the presumption, as framed, violates accepted EIR scoping and

project description standards under CEQA. (See legal opinion appended as Attachment C7-34
B).

The discussion provided under Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies
regarding the planned densities and theoretical maximum buildout of lands planned T to
“20,000 units” should be removed as it is outside the scope of the Project as described in
the RDEIR and it is not substantiated by any analysis elsewhere in the RDEIR.
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Attachment B

Legal Opinion
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June 29, 2017

Craig Compton

Manager, Land Management & Business Development
Green Diamond Resource Company

P.O. Box 1089

Arcata, CA 95518

Re:  Humboldt County General Plan Update Revised Environmental Impact
Report (dated April 19, 2017)

Dear Mr. Compton:

You requested that our law office review pertinent portions of the Humboldt
County General Plan Update Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (dated April
16, 2017) (the “RDEIR”) prepared in accord with the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA") and provide a legal analysis and response to the following guestions:

1. Does issuance of a Certificate of Compliance under the California
Subdivision Map Act (California Government Code § 66410, et seq.) on
real property parcels zoned for timber production (“TPZ™), timberland
(“T™), or any form of agriculture (principally agriculture (AG) and/er
agriculture exclusive (AL)) enable or entitle the owner of real property to
“convert” the use(s) made of the property to something cther than uses
principally or conditionally permitted by the parcel’s zoning classification?

[}
4

Do the general references and discussion points contained in the RDEIR
related to the “conversion”, “parcelization” and/or “fragmentation” of
timberlands and agricultural lands in the Agricultural and Timber
Resources Chapter (Chapter 3.2) and elsewhere 1n the RDEIR satisfy
requirements applicable to Environmental Impact Report preparation under
the Califernia Environmental Quality Act?
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Each of these questions is answered, in turn, as follows:

1. Certificate of Compliance Issuance s Not Constitute Timberland
Conversion

The RDEIR repeatedly and erroneously equates the issuance of Certificates of
Compliance under the California Subdivision Map Act (Calif. Government Code §
66410, et seq.) as a form of timberland or agricultural land “conversion.” Specifically,
the discussion commences at page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR as follows: “[i]n addition to
conversion occurring because of General Plan amendments and new subdivisions,
resource lands may be converted through the Certificate of Compliance process, which
involves recognition of historic parcels that may be substandard to minimum parcel sizes
and densities established by the General Plan.”

This “presumption”™ is not supported by substantial evidence, and it is contrary 1o
established law, The issuance of a Certificate of Compliance does not, by itself, atfect
land use designations, zoning designations, or parcel size. (See Gov. Code, § 6649935
[Certificates of Compliance “relate| | endy to issues of compliance or noncompliance
with the Subdivision Map Act and local ordinances enacted pursuant thereto, The
parcel described herein may be sold, leased, or financed without further compliance with
the Subdivision Map Act or any local ordinance enacted pursuant thereto, Development
of the parcel may require issuance of a permit or permits, or other grant or grants of
approval.” (Emphasis added)].) The effect of a certificate 1s limited to legitimizing
divisions of property that have already eccurred. (Save Mount Diablo v. Contra Costa
County (2015) 240 Cal App.dth 1368, 1389, review denied (Jan. 20, 2016).)

Timberland conversion is an established, technical term. As the RDEIR
appropriately recites, the recognized definition of the term “Timberland Conversion™
appears in the California Forest Practices Act (“FPA™) and implementing regulations.
(See RDEIR at p. 3.2-14, cifing Calif. Code of Regulations (“CCR™) Title 14, Article 7.)
In pertinent part, “Timberland Conversion” is defined as follows:

() "Timberland Conversion”;

(1)  Within non-Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) timberland, transforming
timberland to a non-timber growing use through timber operations where;

{A)  Future timber harvests will be prevented or infeasible
because of land occupancy and activities thereon; or
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(B)  Stocking requirements of the applicable district forest
practice rules will not be met within five years after
completion of timber operations; or

(C)  There js a ¢lear intent to divide timberland into ownerships
of less than three acres (1.214 ha.).

(Z)  Within TPZ lands, the immediate rezoning of TPZ lands, whether timber
operations are involved or not except as exempt from a timberland
conversion permit under 14 CCR 1104.1.

(14 CCR § 1100(g).)

Timberland conversion is endy accomplished by way of a Timberland Conversion
Permit or, if eligible, a Less Than 3 Acre Conversion Exemption, each of which the
California Department of Forestry (“CAL FIRE™) has jurisdiction. (See Calif. Code of
Regulations Title 14, Article 7.) The RDEIR seems to acknowledge this fact by correctly
noting that the “Forest Practices Act ... provides a legal definition of “timberland
conversion®” and that such conversions are only accomplished through the issuance of
permits or exemptions. (RDEIR pg. 3.2-14.) Nevertheless, the RDEIR then confuses the
concept by assuming “another type of “conversion’ that is more difficult to define and
track is the change in land management priorities based upon parcel size, market
conditions and ownership values.” (RDEIR pg 3.2-15.) The RDEIR then proceeds with
a lengthy narrative about assumed “conversion™ caused by “[fJragmentation and
‘parcelization’ of timberlands and further equates “conversion” with Certificate of
Compliance and/or Conditional Certificate of Compliance issuance under the Subdivision
Map Act, (RDEIR, pgs. 3.2-15-3.2-16.)

Despite the general commentary in the RDEIR, nothing about Certificate of
Compliance issuance, Lot Line Adjustments or other non-divisional parcel adjustments
“converts” any existing uses of land or create an entitlement to additional uses of land.
The false narrative that Certificates of Compliance, Determinations of Status, and even
the sale of individual patents or legal parcels constitute “conversion” of timberland or
agricultural lands with detrimental environmental effects should be removed from the
discussiou of agricultural and timber resources in Chapter 3.2 of the RDEIR. There 1s no
basis in law to equate Certificates of Compliance or legal parcel recognition as a form of
timberland and/or agricultural land *conversion”. Moreover, as discussed immediately
below, the assumption that “conversion™ occurs as a result of the Certificate of
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Compliance process is not supported by substantial evidence and is thus an improper
consideration in the RDEIR.

2. The RDEIR Discussion Revardine “Fraomentation” and “Parcelization™ of
Timberland Is Vague, Undefined and Not Supported by Substantial Evidence

as Required by CEQA.

It is well established that the findings in an Environmental Impact Report must be
supported by “substantial evidence.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15384.) “Substantial
evidence™ means “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached.” (fd.) “Substantial evidence” does not include
“argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
erroneous or inaccurate.” (/d.; see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21080(e}(2) and Sierra
Club v. California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection (2007) 150 Cal App.4th 370,
381)

Of consequence, the RDEIR contains a protracted discussion about alleged
*fragmentation” and “parcelization” of timberlands and agricultural lands and presumed
adversc environmental consequences associated with these potential practices. (RDEIR
at pgs. 3.2-15 through 3.2-18.) Rendering the discussion entirely vague and without
context, the RDEIR makes no attempt to independently define the terms “fragmentation™
or “parcelization”. Further complicating the confusion, in support of the discussion about
“parcelization” the RDEIR cites the 2003 CAL FIRE and Resource Assessment
Program's (FRAP) Forest and Range 2003 Assessment. {(RDEIR at p. 3.2-15, fn. 1.} The
RDEIR’s reference to the 2003 Assessment is entirely misleading and without proper
context, however, because the RDETR materially omits the relevant discussion points and
parcel size distinctions included in the 2003 Assessment.

Specifically, although the FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Assessment does include
consideration of “fragmentation” and “parcelization™ and the potential impacts that may
consequently oceur on agricultural and forest resources, nothing in the Assessment
establishes any correlation to the history of the Certificate of Compliance process in
Humboldt County recited in the RDEIR. Rather than provide support, the FRAP Forest
and Range Assessment actually contradicts any such conclusion. Without justification,
the RDEIR completely omits the discussion appearing in the FRAP Forest and Range
2003 Assessment regarding the decreasedack of parcelization/fragmentation concems
associated with timberland and resource parcels 20 acres or greater. The following is an
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excerpt from the 2003 FRAP Assessment which 1ncludes the identification of a category
above “rural residential parcels (sized 20 acres or less)” which is described as
“working/private parcels (sized 20 acres or greater)”, and recites the decreased
fragmentation or “conversion™ concems associated with this larger parcel classification:

Woaorking/Privaze

Working/Private landscapes are those lands in private ownership with sparse
housing density (less than one unit per 20 acres). They are used for a variety of
purposes with commodity production often as the primary focus. These areas,
where the role of private investment for production of energy, lumber, and
livestock is coupled with supportive policy tools can potentially play the biggest
role in maintaining lands in an unfragmenied condition. In addition, these areas
still provide for habitat restoration or management, recreation, and dispersed
living space. These areas provide significant traditional ecosystem services as
complements to the primary revenue producing management goals.

As the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range Assessment clearly indicates, parcels with a
housing density of one unit per 20 acres or greater do mot constitute “fragmentation”, and,
to the contrary, may play an important role in maintaining tands in an unfragmented
condition and “provide significant traditional ecosystem services as complements to the
primary revenue producing management goals”, as the Assessment concludes.

1t should be noted that a subsequent FRAP Forest and Range Assessment was
completed in 2010, and a FRAP Forest and Resource Assessment for 2015 is in the
process of being completed. The FRAP 2010 Forest and Range Assessment provides
updated definitions for both “parcelization” and “fragmentation™ as follows:

Parcelization: The process of land ownership being broken into increasingly
smaller iracts; by definition in the Assessment, housing density of one or more
units per 20 acres and less than one unit per acre.

Fragmentation: The process by which a contiguous land cover, vegetative
community, or habitat is broken info smaller patches within a mosaic of other
Jorms of land use/land cover, e.g., islands of an cider forest age class immersed
wiilin areas of vounger aged forest (Helms, 1998), or patches of oak woodlands
surrounded by housing development.
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If any discussion is to be included in the EIR about “fragmentation™ and/or
“parcelization™ of timberlands and agricultural lands, the conclusions about decreased
fragmentation concerns on parcels sized 20 acres contained in the FRAP 2003
Assessment and 2010 update should be incorporated. All pertinent text included in the
FRAP Assessment Reports (original and updated) should be included in the RDEIR. A
“parcelization” discussion may be appropriate in the General Plan Update EIR provided a
definition for the term is included and used consistently throughout the document. The
20 acre standard for “parcelization” and “fragmentation” definitions included and
analyzed in the 2010 FRAP Assessment appears to provide an appropriate
definition/reference.

Additionally, as Humboldt County’s experience factor with the Certificate of
Compliance process demonstrates, it is rare that the process yields the identification of
parcels of land measuring less than 20 acres in size on parcels zoned T or TPZ,

In summary, the discussion regarding “fragmentation™ and/or “parcelization™
appearing at pages 3.2-15 through 3.2-18 of the RDEIR is vague, misleading, materially
misquotes and ignores pertinent discussion points in the “evidence” cited (principally the
CAL FIRE FRAP Assessments) and, as a whole, materially lacks “substantial evidence”
to support the discussion about adverse environmental impacts associated with the
Centificate of Compliance process and/or the sale and convevance of patent parcels. As
such, the discussion violates California Code of Regulations Title 14, § 15384, and
should be deleted from the RDEIR.

As we have discussed, you indicated that GDRCo intends to submit this
correspondence along with, and in support of, comments GDRCo is offering to the
RDEIR. We acknowledge your right and authorization to do so.

Very truly yours,

i

~ Russell S. Gans
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Attachment C
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Attachment # 2
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Attachment # 4
[ Parcel 404-141-004
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Attachment # 5
[ | Parcel 205-031-047
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Attachment # 6
| |Parcel 311-171-007

County
Land Use
Map
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Attachment # 7
| | Parcel 517-142-014
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Land Use
Map
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Humboldt County General Plan

Attachment #8
| |Parcel 518-053-006

County
Land Use
Map
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Humboldt County General Plan

YTHR2 REPORT ¥1-36

CALTFORNTA TIMBER HARVEST DY COUNTY

YTRO-56MLE TQTR 1994 TO QTR 1994
518/95
TIMBER HARVEST YOLUME HARVEST VALUE
lCOUNTY (NETMBF) |- ol SIALE] %% GVT BOLLATS Ve 0TS IATE] S0 GVT
ALAMEDA il GRER LK, 583 1008, I
ALPINE 13 01.00% il 1226 0.00% {
AMADOR 26,172 1.13%, 15§ 12,405,411 | 12% 1.7
fouTie 41,724 4225 .57 A4%,683 611 4.41% [EF |
CALAVERAS 49,063 2.0 445 24,538,370 1.27% [EEE |
COLIISA 37) 0,00%] [ 163,475 0.01%) of
CONTRA COSTA 0 .00% 12418 0.00% o
JDEL HORTE H3,434 B T 43,706 7158 4 70 [ -ul
[EL DoRADD 129,130 5.57% 12.52 17,254,713 520 [IEE |
[rrEsNG 19,213 053% 43,794 72825 0.66%] FERT |
G1LENN #5857 837%) 25.76) 3,390,737 (T 26,
(IIVEGLDT 482,742 21.10% 043 253,784,140 15 73% 01,41
IMPERIAL 0.00%) - 0%
INYO 0.00%] . 0.00%
KRN I 015%] e | 1 349 254 012% 792
KINGS ) 0.00% [ | . 0.00%
L AKE 7427 0.33% [ | 3,068,151 1.33% .04
LASSEN 128,854 3 43% 4153 43,524,101 3055 §0.74
LOS ANGELES [ [ 141,935 0.01% M
MADTRA 12,832 PEH 7116 4,704,120 01.43%, 0.4
MARIM i} LR 2,742 000 M
MARIPOSA T {11 3% 6,39 L0535 ol 0.10%% .50
MENDOCTNG 117422 9 515 382 124.554,452 11.29% 18
MERCED i 000 14,020 0.00%) 1
MODOC 91,354 5 90%] 35.54) 5,450,199 3.21%] 50 55
WICHRD ARTE 3.07% 14 00 2,136,627 1% .12
MONTEREY 1 0.00%] 18,543 Q.00%] fi |
| 133 001%] | 170,68¢ 0.02%]
MEVATIA 44, 108 150% 726] 17,730,360 1.61%) 5.77
HAMGE [0 0.00% 1 52149 0.00%] 0
JrLACER 45,668 2.40%] 269] 25,026,152 237%] 2.61
rLiRgAs 104,754 4.57%| 6. 45,716,350 4.15%] 33.73
JRIVERSIDE 0 2.00%, 18,203 0.00%) 0
[sACRAMENTD 0 0.00%] 27,082 0.00%) 0
[BAN BENDO ] 0.0 5,146 01.00% 1
SAN BERNARDING FF] T.00% 0 CETT D (¥
SAN DIEGO [ 0.00% 14,102 001%) i)
[5AN FRANCISCO M 000 . 01.001%,
[SAN JOAQUIN 0 .04 &},507 1,00 %]
[EAN LUIS ORISPO [} 0.00%| 16,110 £.00%] of
SAN MATED 7,540 01.33% 4,257.67% 0. 3%% o
[SANTA BAREARA 0 040" 18,476 .00% of
ANTA CLARA 2,001 0.12% o 1,718,871 0 16% o]
TA CRUZ 12,833 01.99%] o] 12,190,067 1.11% .03}
SHASTA 177,794 7665 7.56) 15,069,765 500 [
SIEREA 4009 1.49%, 4757 13,764,056 1.25% |
ISKIYCrL 180,277 7.76%) 2537 [FroeTs 5.65% 23.79)
SOLANG n 0.00%] 19,495 01505 of
SONCMA 28042 1.21%] o 14.770.260 1. 34%| [
S1ANTSLALTR [ 0005 146 0.00% o
SUTTER [ 00 3840 L0, [
TERAMA 56,315 2.43%) 15.07) 27,386,335 2.48%) 21 89)
TRINITY 64,934 4.1 471 44,553 459 40455 5.3
ITLARE 12,995 0.56%] 5277, 4,635,111 (1425 54,64
[ToOLINNE 81,439 4.04%) 4097 44,452 903 4,033 4+4.27]
VENTURA [ 10,047 92,030 [T |
YOLO Ly 1 4,8 30 (00 of
YUBA 3T O 738 T, w5 d, 058 0.995, 717}
[ALL COUNTIES 2,316,328 [ 14.53 1,108,121,514 100.00% 1246
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR
TTHRE REFORT VT-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY
YIRS NS 1QTR 1995 TO A0TR 1998
/109
TIMBEER HARVEST VOLUME HARVEST VALUE
COUNTY (NKTMBF) | % of STATE| % GVT DOLLARS %ol STATE| % GVI
ALAMEDA [ (0% 14,576 0 %) 0
ALPINE 157 0% 52,74 19,002 [0 %)
AMADOR 12,402 874 1.21 5,767,413 0915
DUTTE 1,686 305% 4,20 36,474,228 41 1%|
Itnt.mmas 54,359 2 16% 5 55 D, 128,129 NET
AOLUBA §13 U.04% iy IR0 480 ). C 55
F'ummmmm i 0.00% 43,671 11,041%)
DEL NORTE Bid 136 2 75% 0.15 37,845 0152 4.1H1%|
1101 R 124,584 S 4L%) 4. 43,709, 848 4 R4%|
40,471 1.76% 6 565 11,463 244 1.21%
10,582 -46% .0 4, 044p, 036 LXK
451,763 FIET) 1 54} 235,528,930 24,81%)|
1 1.00% - .00%
' [} 0.00% .00 - [T
RN 33 0.00% 000 24,013 (0%
s ] 000k . i,
E 7430 £.32%] 037 2,740,006 0.20%)
E::slsh B 1.35% 674 20,920,865 2.85%
O ANGELES 0 0.0 14] 850 (+.02%
ADERA 5,006 #232% 23.371 1,435,437 (.]7%
3 0.0 4 165 1.001%]
a /70 021% 1.57 1,717,603 0.18%]
MENDOC TR 311,583 3.05% 746 44,250,808 ¢.14%,
i 0.00%, 14,592 0.00%
6,750 2 4% 3720 19,586 877 310
[T 0.43% 100,00 5,378,100 0.57%
MONTERTY [ 0.00% 19,527 0.00%
NAFA =] 045 101 358 865 0.04%
NEVADA SL6EI 7 24% 5.6 16,075 648 180
DRANGIE 0 0.0 10,080 000%)
MLACER 54,673 33T 12.17 0,522.416 2.20%)
PLIRAS 145,002 631%) 4045 Gl AIN5EG 650
JEY CREIDE il 0005 36,7 O 00
SACHAMINTL i 01 D0% 26.655 5 D%,
SAN BENITO 1] 0 % . O Mirs
FAN HEHUN AN 53 0.00%, LECY 59,609 0014
SAN DIECC ] 0 Lt 12 450 .00
[SAN FRANCISCO [ .00 - 00
AN JOAQLTN i 1.60% 36,123 0.00% (.00
SAN LULS OBISPO 1] 000" 20,673 {.0Ha 00.40H
SAN MATTO 1414 0,158 .00} 1,704,274 0.1 %] |
[SANTA RARDARA i 040% 16,560 0.00% 0.0
SANTA CLARA 1264 0.05% [ | 534,541 0.06% .00
SANTA CRUZ 26,500 1.15% [ | 11,034,193 1174 {01
[SHASTA 149,734 .50 4.68) 55,224,793 5.84% .12
SICERA [ERE 1.71% 74.45 17,641,630 Er th.32
LRIV OU | 87,363 £.13% 15 K6 2,503 537 &.065% IE.54
SOLANG [ 000 21,244 0.00% 0.0
SONOMA 26,3340 1.14% [T | 11,648,759 123% u.:mﬁ
[STANISTAUS 0 0.00% 3,378 000 [ |
[suTTER 0 0.0 46l 0.00% [T |
TEHAMA 42,028 156% 411 33,581,745 1.55% 3,04
TRINITY 114,193 4 BEY, 1630 53,492 405 3 68, 16,61
TULARE 10,572 T.46% 3072 3,534 891 017%, TR
TUOLIPMNE 8,595 3Al% 38,51 32,511,064 3 A4% 4531
VENTURA 11 o.00%) [Ts w7 0.01% ~ 000
YOLO 1| 0.00% 7,793 0.00%, 0110
WA 24,784 1.14% 337 11,6435 8049 1.23% 405
ALL COUNTIES 3,308,283 100.00%| 1627 545 34,063 100 00% 1113
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YTHRI REFORT YT-36

CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY

YTR-36.X1.5 IQTR 1996 TO QTR 1996
510097
TIMBER HARVEST YOLUME HARYEST VALLUE
COUNTY (NET MOF) e ol 5TATE B GNT IDOLLATRS S af STATE % GVT
pr—
ALAMEDIA [1] [T 195,650 [ 0
ALPINE 147 00011 57,76 350 ,000] 70
AMADDR A4, UK 1,809 0,07 12,370,176 1.34%] 0.0
BUTTE 6,007 %2 019 an A1t 518 4.3%% [
CALAVERAS STaval 11.32 18,618,868 [i 10.73)
jcoLusa v o 180,920 i
ONTRA COSTA {1 18,151 )
JOIL NORTE 6,103 2. ficd% 1.43] 14,856,451 | 1.0
| [ 73,140 1.22% 1472 25675978 1312
JrrESNO 3441 56.73) 10,550,447 4514
GLENN B085| | o san| 5,03
IHIMBDLD‘T 517,424 1.43 153,521,439 ; 0.2
|4PERIAL _ u - 0%
o Ly . 00
| ] 3,707 2.16% E4.87 1,632,795 87.29
| AR 0 0. 00 B
LAZE 17,956 079 11.79 5,414,756 1150 3 45
[LASSEN 65,274 1H7% 31.47 13,173,384 | 2.52% 40,17)
OS5 ANGELES 0 11 (4 109,516 101 % i
ADERA a0 13, 34'% 53,50 | 228,458 TH.64)
MARIN # 0),4W) %5 ) 711 o
MARIPOSA 1,300/ 0,13% 209 1,133,145 113
PHMERDOCING 475,589 12, 12'% 9.31 118,830,711 10.27
|MERCED [0 0% 8.760 of
[Monoc 0,342 piw)  S&00| 11777828 | £0.79
OO 1,363 0,15%4 59792 1,513,998 95254
ONTEREY 0 14,923 | of
| A 1 404 0 548,757
frevana 61,832 725 20253258 723
JoRANGE 0 6271 of
JrLacER 49285 5 16,308 86 6
{rLinas 102,881 g 9.53 168894 | 5 o
g = 0 ' 26412 [l
[SACRAMENTO 0 41,113 [
JSAN BERITO 0 -
AN BERNARDING 79 o 40,4759 0
AN DIEGD 0 10,121 | [
AN FRANCISCO 2| 0 6 [i]
SAN JOAQUIN i N I 0
[SAN LUIS OBISPO 0 19,395
EAN MATED 7,170 of 1,656 995 i
SANTA BARBARA 0 | 11,520 0
[5ANTA CLARA 2,657 of 1,927 457 [
SANTA CRUZ 28,344 0 11, %04 367 1288 U
SHASTA 167,977 A E 57,273,061 2% 586
| cHEIEEY 38327 4141 16,760,501 1.52% 3348
fsiskrron 176,701 1 4a%. 2405 £1.935.125 " 2243
SOLAND 0 LI 17.560 ] [
SOMOR & 12,694 LA4% 527 14,059,867 z 6.47
ETANISLALS i [ 4 1
SUTTER 3 00Ul [ 3 i
TEHAMA 103,743 4 56%% 3135 40276583 3.52
TRINITY T3.508] 1 2l 4131 30,363,344 4448
TULARE 9,60 0.42%¢ 2714 1,509,824 al.k1
TUCLIMNE 73662 3, 24% 2127 28067, TRE 23.50)
IVENTURA 0 0,00 11,641 0
O o " 4 666 0
YUBA 33,136 : 059 [ENEFRIT] 0.7%
ALL COUNTIES 2,070,908 190%) 12,66 920,942,815 1105
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CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY
WEFRT ¥ 1238 417198
VIRI0HTXLS 1QTR 1997 TO 4QTR 1997
TIMBER HARVEST VOLUME HARVEST VALUE
COUNTY (NETMEF} | %o of STATE] 84 GVT DOLLARS Y of STATE | % GVT
— ')
alabMIDA - 04K 000 3 2, 142 LA [
ALFINE 3,710 15.A9 422533 [IEE
ATAACICHE 20 i 2029 5,002 553 1593
BEUTTE B b 458 22603 Jid Ll
CALAVERAS 61 308 TiL 1 43,73R 179
LSS, i1 0.00 HE920 0
COMTRA COSTA - .00 17,458 L)
DEL WORTE 46,655 077 Z3AI90R4 D64
CL DO AL o188 3218 27,0640 500 1864
FRESHO) 23,217 37,78 145 102 611
GLENN 15,044 12,10 G.A84614 .04
HUMEAQLDT 531141 24 TIRH10.572 146
[P ERIAL
[N O 437 TR 21845 10000
KERN | b 1504 133863 1141
KINGE
LAKE 15233 841 4 105,171 38T
LASSEN ILI1TR 3571 17421558 445
LO§ ANGELES . 00 39,501 [
MADEILA 0.078 028 2413338 fEXE
MARIN
M ARIPOSA 4423 1342 1151380 L8
MENDICTND 243 Bk 13,7 D4, T7I A58 L3407
MEBRCED - LA 7,701 1
MO 41006 44,17 13,0R% 584 3008
MONCH 527 1000 235075 9.7
MONTEREY - 0 10655 1)
MAFA M 0k FEXR I i
MNEVALA TRALE e 12.2% I2ARLS1G 1180
O ANGE . 0.0 LX) 15,192 a
MLACER 31211 1% Rl 16,380,617 29,37
PLITVAS 147,764 1763 S6.097.475 26,31
RIVERSIDE - .00 16,313 {
SACEAMLNIT - (O 33,4635 0
SAN BENITCH
SAN BERMARDING 132 il a0, 194 0
SAN DIEGD - L 3675 i]
SAN TRANCISCO
AN JOAUIN QX 26,147 o
SAN LG OBISPR - [LXeh] 16,54 i
SAN WMATED B2l i 3,575,138 0
SANTA BARBARA - 0,00 % 0.om Lo 0
SANTA CLARA 1,185 U15Y% [0 S10.373 [
SANTA CRLUZ 26 des i HE 10,450,067 i]
SHASTA 151 40 1003 47344 813 4,74
SIERRA 43,398 2513 12963823 2663
SIEKLTO T30 04 2548 83427613 213K
SOHLARD - ek 12,304 i}
SOMCM A 3LTae 0.52 11,137,205 0.05
STANIELATIE - L] (343 1]
SUTTER
TEHAMA 112011 1.4% S TIE15T 129
TRINITY 95512 1%.19 34,024,654 1724
TULARL 917 TEAE 2 1T,317 4
TUDLLMNE i), 149 202 25,356,524 G144
YENTURA - o 38,526 il
YOLZ
YUBA 41,013 1.71% 12,37 14,515,564 1151
ALL COUNTIES 2399672 100% 14,35 SRET, 735,004 100 11.77
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Humboldt County General Plan

Final EIR

REPORT Y1258 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY FHEY
VTR STHLE IGTR 1998 TO 4QTR 1998

TIMBER HARVEST VOLUME HARVEST VALUE
COUNTY {NET MEF) | % of STATE Y G¥T DOLLARS Yo of STATE W GVT
[ACAMETTA - [ 000 73,000 R o
ALPINE 312 6.1 5,030 5141
AMADOR. 32,680 1504 57,852 Likdr?
BUTTE T A5 1Al 1A 434 1%
CALAVERAS 53,691 .36 15,715,511 1.4
COLUSA 150 | 00 17370 100
CONTRA COSTA - LN 16,323 1,00
DEL NORTE 7104 305 23,38,402 LIe
EL DORADO Y8514 ERRiE] 27640268 2174
FRESNG 20,010 alle 500,319 1. A4
GLEMM 28,800 1592 16,657,843 1940
HUMBOLDT 450,520 1.33 203,454,572 1ol
TWPERIAL - LA - 0.0
YO - ) - .00
KERN 140 024 672640 | il
KINGS - L - 400
LAKE 1,454 056 4,520,045 | 5892
LASSEN 34,239 2584 19.550,285 3037
LOS ANGELER - 0L 15,131 0.00
MADERA 5052 9163 2.141.611 V27
MARIN - 0.0 - [T
MABRIPOSA 4,246 08K 1,304,514 00
MENDOCING 215878 1.15 96,490,520 7 EY
MERCED - [ 2,740 I LEEE]
MODOC 18,752 4734 5T 030 7 0,23
MONO 4R35 e 70 2 A58 535 B G871
MONTEREY . 0.0 10,801 .00
NAPA o] 0.00 236,523 {03 (.00
MEVADA 60,354 1474 12.037.475 1511 2302
GRANGE - 0,00 53,503 e [
FLACER 63,020 1118 19.628,305 Z0 1718
FLUMAS 105,038 14.41 33,740,815 11.58
FIVERSIDE - 0,00 26615 [TiE [
SACEAMENTO - 0,00 13,756 .00
SAN BENITO - 000 - e LA
SAN BERMNARDING 100 .00 43,450 2| [
AN DIEGD - [T 15,068 (L
SAM FRAMCISCO - S0 . 1.0
E AN JCAQLUTY [T 27,792 0.00
AN LLITS DBRIP - 000 17,438 0.0
SAN MATED 2,581 [T 1,557,316 1.00
SANTA BARBARA - 0,00 10080 .00
SANTA CLARA w43 0.00 416,175 .00
SANTA CRUZ 22,365 015 & 00,005 027
SHASTA 148,538 4,43 47650, 627 314
EIERRA 21,757 1547 637,532 M7
EISKIVOL 180197 1452 59345 540 1369
SOLANG - ] 14,655 .00
SOMOMM 0,308 0,00 T.T68.131 0.00
STANISLALS - 0,00 [ 0.0
SUTTER - .00 - 0,00
[TEHAMA [ERF I 3,260 T 4,60
TRINITY I0v.908 | 5060 1514 35,846,666 14.45
TULARE R352 oAl SHAT 22N, 559 [
TUOLUMNE 53,455 : 9,30 13,282,428 5.0
VENTURA - 0,00 T4, 680 .00
YOLD - 0,00 - 0,00
YTUEA 2,716 6,71 7,648,761 134
[ALL COUNTIES 10,715 106017 1216 750016 M0 0.4]
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR
CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY
REFOAT YT-38 a8
VTRI0-55.KLS JQTR 1999 TO 4QTR 1999
TIMBER HARVEST VOLUME HARVEST VALUE
COUNTY NETMBF) | % of STATE] % GVT DOLLARS sl STATE| % GYT
) - U000 0.0 A T |
ALPINE 110 ] .00 32,250 (]
AMADOR 28861 3% 17.50 RoAd8.057 X
BUTTE SU.U1E [T 29,484,325’ ]
CALAVERAS 66,963 6.69 19,905,264 535
COLUSA 133 .10 39,579 [
(CONTRA COSTA - .00 15,122 .00
DEL NORTE 51088 (] 76,004,836 0.0
EL DORADO 126,065 4023 31,760.548 | 2831
PRESNG | 31683 6551 §.775.155 | 6364
GLENN 29,728 nm 9.3854™ 074
HUMEOL DT 3B6,A90 162 1K1 480,50 1.79
IMPERIAL - 0.00 - 500
MY - J oo - .00
KERN 3763 | LiEm 1147 1012, 180 1248
KINGS - .06, (X . [
LAKE 5017 0.23% 267 1,500,886 1.85
LASSEN 63,800 | 208 1463 17,110,506 1751
LOS ANGELES . 0,00)%s 0,80 |d.‘.|'|g' .00
MADERA 5,228 5741 3,181,024 5206
MARIN - 0 . [
MARIPOSA 1426 0.00 1003910 0.00
MENDOCIND 337,418 D4E 105,687,106 .39
MERCED - [T 9654 .00
MODOC 23,247 559 7,206,308 £33
MOND - 000 20,265 GE.00
MMONTEREY - 0.00 9,976 .00
NAPA 1318 0.00 354,725 0%
NEVADA 45,007 24,64 13,600,777 3285
(ORANGE - | 0w 7,036 100
PLACER 41,547 36.79 11,826,546 MER
PLUMAS 176,830 14.60 52,587,004 121§
RIVERSIDE - 0.0 271321 .00
SACRAMENTO .00 34026 260
SAN BENTTO m.00% .00 . .00
SAN BERNARDING 0.00% 300 15,289 .00
SAN DIEGO 0.00% .00 12,948 .00
SAN FRANCISCO 0.00% (7] . 0.00
SAN JOAQUIN T00% [ 17,547 .00
SAN LUIS OBISPO I T .00 18,377 000
SAN MATED 45673 11.22% 0.0 2440280 .08
SANTA BARBARA - 0.00 5040 .00
SANTA CLARA 3470 .00 1.726291 0.00
[SANTACRUZ 16102 .00 7,802,890 018
SHASTA 155 660 19 49412617 254
STERRA M.766 1971 15,712,573 7
SISKIYOU 198,817 3176 THSAN 1235
SOLANG ) 240 12,161 0.00
SONOMA 30808 .00 18231574 0.00
ETANISLALS . 0.0 Aok 0005 0.00
SUTTER - 200 N T 0.00
TEHAMA a6 .66 IBEEN | 497% 079
TRINITY 97,508 707 310,283,140 3 06% 621
TULARE 7,404 §5.50 2,108,570 56.75
TUOLUMNE 27,501 17.53 12,518,801 1065
VENTURA - 0406 66,115 0.00
YOLD . 000 - (]
YUBA 73707 35 (1,038,012 37
ALL COUNTITES 2,144,151 1134 7.328 L00% 734
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CALIFORNIA TIMEER HARVEST BY COUNTY
1 QTR 2000 TO 4 QTR 2000

¥T-36 Repor QA0S 2001
Timber Harvest Volume Harvest Valu
COUNTY {NET MBF) | % of State 3 Gvt Dollars | % of State] % Gwt
ALAMEDA ] 0.00% 0.00 $10.472 0f0 0.00
ALPINE 0 0.00% QU0 £ 0.00 0.0
AMADOR 26423 1.45% 22,53 39,082,039 1.10 21.78
BUTTE B5791 4.36% 4.13 $33483,006]  3.68 1.91
CALAVERAS 49070 2.50% 772 515, 174.086]  1.67 6.43
COLUSA, 0 0,00% 0.00 0| 0.00 0,00
CONTRA COSTA [i] 0.00% Q.00 13017 0.00 0.00
DEL NORTE 46133 2.35% 348 £38,584,028 424 (.95
EL DORADO 107496 547% 54.94 $28,207.613]  3.10 43.96
FRESND 16301 0.83% 56.25 54,816,738 054 44 42
GLENN 16522 0.84% 37.02 §5.633.640| 062 4802
HUMBOLDT 368886|  19.78% 0.18 5285.230.574] .4z 0.27
IMPERIAL 1] 0, 00%: D.00 20 0.00 0.00
INYD o ooo% 0.00 30| o000 0.00
KERN £253 0.27% 1,37 21,386,205] 048 0.50
KINGS 0 0.00% 0.00 30| 0.0 0.00
LAKE 146 0.31% 356 2,215,702 0.24 328
LASSEN G056 3.08% 15.61 0,653,676 2.27 8.57
LOS ANGELES 0 0.00% 0.00 EREE) IS 0.00
MADERA 3196 0. 16% 00,27 §772.831  0.08 08.04
MARIN i ¢.00% 0.00 $0]_0.00 0.00
MARIPOSA 2746 0. 14% 0.00 AT 0.08 G.00
MENDOCIND 156101 7.04%, 578 5114,636,073] 1267 3.58
[MERCED i 0.00% 0.00 §7.089]  0.00 0.00
MODOC 41626 2.12% 7.18 §12,031.431  1.32 10.27
MONO 0 0.00% [1iv] 317,115 0.00 100.00
MONTEREY [0 0.00% 0.00 tg.300]  ©£.00 .00
[NAPA 543 0.03% 0.00 §273,008] 003 0.00
NEVADA 47250 2.40% 33,56 £15,168,618]  1.67 24.96
ORANGE [i] 0.00% [ililv] F47 366 0.01 0.00
PLAGER 32452 1.65% 18.20 $9,656.759]  1.08 14.05
PLUMAS 154225 7.85% 12,17 $40.224,004] 541 7.14
RIWERSIDE 0 0.00% 0.00 $28.025]  0.00 .00
SACRAMENTO 0 0.00% .00 517,488 0.00 0.00
SAN BENITO [i] 11007, [ Xili] 30 0.00 .00
SAN BERNARCING [0 0.00% 0.00 $13,050]  ©0.00 ©.00
SAN DIEGD i 0.00% 0.00 #0763 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANGISCO 0 0.00% 0.00 36| o©.00 0.00
SAN JOAQUIN 0 0.00% Qoo 314,950 .00 .00
SAN LUIS OBISPO 0 0.00% D00 $11,210 0.00 0.00
SAN MATED 4505 0.23% 0.00 $4,533,433]  0.50 .00
SANTA BARBARA 0 0.00% 0.00 §z.880]  0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA 3954 0.20% 0.00 33.867.213] 043 0.00
SANTA CRUZ 16414 (0. 94% 000 14,035 783 1.654 0.00
SHASTA 144640 7 36% 575 120,005,685) 5138 5.36
SIERRA 40846 2.08% 40.45 12,356,560 1.36 A7
SISKIYOU 183408 9.8d% 18.45 g63.797.923] .02 17.04
SOLANOD [i] 005 Q.00 $12,982 .00 06.00
SONOMA 24157 1.25% 0.00 $19. 483,879 214 0.00
STANISLAUS [0 0.00% 0.00 $124] 000 .00
SUTTER 0 . 00% 0.00 50 0.00 .00
TEHAMA, 100887 5.13% 5.68 135,558,676] 3.91 448
TRINITY 72735 3.70% 454 524812648 273 4.64
TULARE 5445 0.28% 71.66 §1,6520,728 047 71.29
TUOLUMNE 51061 311% 35.72 §17.726,595]  1.95 26.57
WENTURA 0 0.00% 0.00 §7a.548 oo 0.00
YOLO 0 0,00% 0.00 0.00 0.00
YUBA J6767]  236% .24 1;5 -ﬁ'ﬁ-
ALL COUNTIES 1965657]  100.00% T3.47 100, 7.
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REPORT YT-36 GALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY
1 QTR 2001 TO 4 QTR 2001
COUNTY VOLUME | % VOL % PUBLIC VALUE | % VALLUE | % PUBLIC
ALAMEDA | 0l oo 000l  §129861 000l 000
ALPINE 0 0.00 0.00 — 000 0.00
AMADOR 17.079 107, 233l s5.428.799 N
BUTTE 97 562 577 0.03| $32.878.252 571 0.0
CALAVERAS 34.964 218 19.08|  $8.133.182 141] 1587
COLUSA 0 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
CONTRACOSTA 0 0.00 0.00 $7.128| 0.00 0.00
DEL NORTE 22,691 142 0.33] $15156108] 263 0.08
EL DORADO 96.830 5.04 37.44| $23.665.220) 4111 28.01
— | 12218l 078 4058 | 061] 2838
GLENN | 962l 006 18400 _ $206,880 Q.04 20.28
HUMBOLDT 358225 22,34 0.00] $190,568.685 33,14 0.00
IMPERIAL | ol opo0f 0.00 ool 0.00)
INYO ] — o000 0.00 0 000f  0.00
KERN = o 000 0.00 §15.544 000l 0.00
[T P ——— S — | S— ) S— ) $0l 000 000
2832 018 0.00 5771.454 013 0.00
LASSEN s46831 341 0000 71 $14 ]l 2571 408
LOS ANGELES 000 0.00 §10.843] 000 0.00
MADERA 6.672 0.42] 6761 $1.352615 0.23 51.08)
MARIN 0 0.00 50 £.00|
MARIPOSA 4133 026 077 §1.306.815 0.23 0.18
MENDOCINO | 117.596) 7.33| 267 $52437.479 91 245
MERCED B 0 000/ ol $5145 0.00 0.
MODOC 27.166 169 13.41] $6.904.355 1.20 11,04
MONO 0 000 000l 513685 0.00|  100.00)
MONTEREY | ol 0000 000 56.548 0.00(  0.00]
NAPA 490l 003/ 3420 _s141519] 002 3726
NEVADA | 30884 2.49 18971 §11.778.364] 208 14,13
ORANGE 0 0.00 0.00 525.872 0.00 0.00
PLACER | 56891  3.55 1190 $13430303) 233[  10.01
PLUMAS | 99.241 6.1% 471 $29.138.282 5.06 279
pe—— 0 0.00, 000 521.0868] 0001 0.00)
SACRAMENTO 8 0 0.00 0.00 $19,368 0,00 0.00
SAN BENITO i 0.00 000 50 0.00 0.00
B N - J Y1 7495 §161433] 003 5189
SAN DIEGO 0 0.00 0.00 59,460 0.00 0.00]
SAN FRANCISCO 0 0.00 S0 0000 0.00]
SANJOAQUIN | D 0.00 0.00 §12.348 0.00 0.00
SAN LUIS OBISPO 0 0.00 0.00 57,932 0.00 0,00
SANMATEQ | 4151 026/ 000 §2741589] 048]  0.00
SANTA BARBARA 0 0.00 0.00 §1.440 0.00 0.00/
SANTA CLARA 3432 0.21 000 $2892323 0.50
SANTA CRUZ 7230/ 045 .00/ $4.701.393 0.82 0.00.
SHASTA 144513 9.01 307 $40,399 186 7.02 1.99|
SIERRA 24.533 1.53 2469/ 857 100 25.50]
SISKIYOU 134,825 841 8.33  §36.224 875 £.29 6.38)
SOLANO : 0 0.00 0.00 §15.508 0.00 0.00]
SONOWMA 9.559] 060 000/ $5.218.258 0.91 0.00
STANISLAUS 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SUTTER 0 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
TEHAMA 6a7s3l 398/ 004 $19778.495] 344 0.03)
TRINITY gaseol 821 L 2808 417[
TULARE i | 4 844 0.30 53.55 5533171 0.0& 36.43)
TUOLUMNE 52.452 327 2060/ $13235142|  230| 1697
VENTURA = 0.00 0 78.006 0.01 0.00
YOLO 0 0.00 Dol $0 000 040
YLUIBA 23,849 1.49 2495 $8.202.812 142 16.09
[ALL COUNTIES 1.603.378 100,00 .97 100.00 4 411
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REPORT YT-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COOUNTY MBRCHE 1%, 2003
YERR 2002 QUARTER 1 TG 2

VOLUME VOLUME |FERCENT VALUE FERCENT]
COUNTY {NET MBF) | PERCENT | PUBLIC VALUE|FERCENT PUBLIC
A LAMF DR ] 0.60 0,00 511, 318 0,00 0.00
ALPINE = F—i 17 0. 00 — £R5, GO0 0,61 BRGTH
AMBDOR 28,314 1.67 19.21 56, 66A, 445 1,40 5,37
BUTTE €3,421| 3.75 0.0o0 518, 056, 154 EREE) 0. G
CRLAVERRS 1B, 493 z.87 15.09 5§13, 0793, 754 2.85 13.66
COLUEA a 0.06 0.00 [i] 0,00 0. o0
CONTRE CGSTR al 0.0G 0.00 [ 0,00 0. 0
DEL MORTE 23,908 141 0.00 39, 645, 174 2 14 T 0.00
EL CURALDG 104, 435 6.18|  4z.0z]| 214,444, 888 4,30 R E]
FRESHD 12,745 0.75 7Z.24 ~ 53, 196, 954 n.71] 12.94
GLENN ENET f.14 ZE.08 3771, 621 0.17 75.02
HUBMBEGLIT 374,041 2 34 n.an §1%0, 554, 325 2E. a0 0.0
TMPERIAL i 0 0.00 o.00 g 0.0 0.
LHYG i 0.a¢ 0.0n 1] 0L b 0.0
EERH 521 0.03 0.ae ~ 51B®,&78|  0.04 0.0
RINGE i 0.00 o.00 a o.0c 0. 00
LAKT a1 AN o.a0 511, 4RO 0. 00 0. &
LRECRH 85,106 5.04 12,746 518, 26%, 964 4.0d 7.2
LDZ AWGELES i 0.00 0.00 310, 0BD| 0.00 0.o0
MADERA i ~§, 305 0.35 44,34 37,124,825 0.0% 78.55
MAETH 0 0.0% 0,00 [ 0.00 G.09
MARTEOSA 3,187 0.1% 0.00 58413, 9BO 0.1% 0. 04|
M EH G T R0 97, T22 5_78 0.19 328,479,471 6. 52 0,06
MERCED 0 0. 00 0.00 56, Gel 0.00 0.09
MonoC 24, 104 1.7z 0.26 34,330,330 0. 56 U, ad
MM 155| G.01 0.00 A58, 520 0.01 41.9%
MONTEREY 0 0,00 0.00 54,321 0. 00 0,09
TRER I 0.02 43.31 131,887 0.03 4B 11
MEVALR 50,000  2.96 16 A2 511, 5%A, 168 7.55 11.46
NEANGE o D.a% o.o0 ] 0.00 0,00
PLACER 45, 9z7[ ERL Zd.0% 59,7722, 916 2.15 26.02
PLUMAS ] T, EDE 1.7z 4. 39 £17,507, 215 .87 15,58
EIVERSIDE ST 0.0L 0.0% 243,422 0. 01 T,
SACERMENTO 0 7.0¢ o.on 42d, E5T 0,01 0.0
SAN BENITO 0 0.4a9 0. 00 ] [N) 0.0
5L BERNARDING 0 0.00 0. 00 410, 963 0.0 0. W
AN GIEGO 144 f.a1 0.00 371, BA5 0,00 EN]
SAN FRANCISCO il 0.00 0. 00 0 0. 00 0.0
SEN TORDOIH i 0.00 0,00 S10, 455 0. 0D 0.0
Sed LDIS OBISEO [ 0.o0 0,00 S5, G4l G, i .00
SEM MATED 3,878 0.17 0,00 51,176, 131 0.2a 0,00
SINTR TRREAFR [ 0.00 0,00 $1,224] [N 0,00
SENTA CLARA 5 G 0.04 0.00 FELTREET] 0. 67 0,00
ARNTA CRUZ 3,136 0.5 .00 54,073,573 [T 0. 0w
GHRETR 157,104 FRE 0.6z 539,261,247 A.69 "R
STEFRA 33,342 1.97 22.41 56,591, 561 1.45 14. G4
S18KI YO0 187,215 11.08 11.0F 540,450, 236 8,95 B.371
SOLAND [ 0.00 0.oa 52,252 0,00 0.0
SONOMA 8, 671 0.57 0,00 53,483, BED 0,77 0. 0
STANISLAUS a 0.00 o_oa i ) 0.0a
SUTTER. i 0.00 0.00 i o_oo 0. 0
TEHAMI £G, 220 386 0.06 %17, 355, 563 ECE} 0. 0%
TRINITY B1, %A ERTY 0,80 527,312,547 5.16 0.6%
TULREE 7,255 0.43 £3,93 51,170, 345 0.26] F1.52
TUSLUMNE 53,190 3.74 25,45 514,362,772 %.1H 15.15
VENTURR i 0.0% 0,00 563, 617 0.02 0. 00
YOLG ] 0.90 0.00 [ 0. G0 0.00
YUBA 17,383 1.0% Q.00 55,604, 046 1.2d 0.00
ALL COUNTIES 1,&«'90,53,3._,' A0 BB bl BAEIR Cammar|el 044, 070 100,40 5. 60
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REPORT YT-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY 4/5/,2004
YEAR 2003 QUARTERS 1 TG 4
COUNTY o LUME, ToOLOME | EERGENT VALUE|VALUE TR LEHT
{NET MEF) FERCENT |PUBLIC EERCENT FUBLIC
ELAMELTE i d.o0 T. 00 S 1,924 7. o0 . o0
ELFINE i 7.00 &. 00 58,268 7.00 g.00
AMADOE 71,224 1.28 16,68 Z5,705,185 T.27 7. 48
BUTTE 47,087 2.83 .51 513,263,596 2,90 0.78
CATIVERAS RO, T7IZ 3.05 2.78 ETZ, 650,247 7,85 1.6%
COLUSA 1,892 0,11 104,40 3176, 280 [EN T1OD. T
CONTRA COSTA = v. 00 000
DEL HORTE T 73,829 1.43 i) 55,113,460 F.o04 P
EL DORADG 87,820 5.27 22,65 817,441,802 3.80 13,749
FRESHD 10,458 a. &3] Zhoad 5Z, 674,948 0,60 14. 38
GLEMI 47 0,00 .00 30, 874 0,00 ]
ROMBOLOT 383,675 2307 [\ Siaz, 83, al?y 21.90 0,00
TMPRERIAL 0. 040 . o0
THY 0, 0d 0. 00
KEEN 0. 04 0.00 5y
EINGS . o7 0.00 |
LREE BaE 0. 04 75.92 5137, 142 0.0 13,48
LASSEN b3, 080 3.7 18.78] 511,099,349 2.47 1f.53
LOS ANGELES i 0, o 0.00] 39,404 0. oo r. 00
MADERA 3,189 0.1% 01.13 5537, 758 b.12 85 _TH
MARIN 0. o . o0
MARIFOISA 2,433 0. 1% AL} Sh21, 375 0,14 ]
MENMDOCING 112, 568 ki 0.0 540, 304,141 9.01 B.03
MERCED i 0, o 0. a0 Fh, 652 0. 00 ©.00
MODaC 1%, 35¢ 1,17 TEOT £%, 884,016 R E. 66
MO 14 0, 0 0.0 $73, 540 0.02 a0h. 34
MONTERE T i 0. 00 m.an 3,567 0.00 ]
HAER 273 0,02 T.17 2104, 070 0,02 [
NEVEDA 25,5858 32 T8.04 28, 9RE, 630 7.0T B RZ?
CHANGE 0 0.0d 0.an 519,860 0. 00 0, 00
FLACER 35,075 T.11 25.44 6,184, F£1 1,51 2.
PLUMAS 97, 866 o.838 R 222,799,710 .00 1.kl
BIVERSIOE TEE .08 [ EREN S 7. 03 i
EACHAMENTC [ 0. 00 0.g0 $28,.714 b.01 [iTd]
TAW BENTTG -~ mLo - 0. 00 = =
SAN BERNARDING 1,501 0.11 20,52 5251,063 0. 06 27 .05
SAW DIEGD 4, Bht) U, 2% L0 Blel, 303 [ ]
SN FRANCISCO - 0.0d 0.0o0
SAN JOAQUTH [ S0 0d 7.0a0 36, 040 [UET#] 7.0
AW LUIS GBISFD i . o g.an E7,735 0,00 0,40
EAN MATEG EFEE N 0,33 0. a0 52,582,360 [T L]
SANTE BARBARA .0 7.ao 5872 0,00 o, 0|
EANTA CLARA 112 0,07 0.00 370,486 0.02) _0.an
SANTA CRUE 5,614 0.54 0.a0 54,263, 385 13 7
SHESTA 122,351  7.38| 6.43| 907,731,361 6.1 T.13
ZIERRA 30,153 £.12 28.058 55,200,250 1.18 15, 34
EIEELYOU S IEE,ET 1388 16.79 §45, 401,125 10,16 1143
SOLAWD 0 0. 00 0.a0 §12,80%| 7.00 0.a0
SONOMA 1%, 688 o.%4] — 0.00 57,701, 434 1.62 0.0%
STANISLAUS m.oa| 0.00
SUTTER = 0. 00 - g.00|
TEHAMA 7g.207 .46 DD 217,137,043 3,03 0.09
TRINITY a0, 921 5, a7 0.a0 570,587,057 460 0.a0
TULARE 5,802 0. 54 AT 51,861, 8494 .47 %2, a0
TOGLUMNE t 3§,001]  2.29 58.77 57,413, 613] T8 52.78]
VEWTURA ] 3 .00 1,431 0,01 0,00
YoLD . oe m.on
YUBAR 23,507 1.41 0.00 58,007,448 T.91 g.00
RIL counties 1,563, PRE M ofpf wEPRCO CEURIEIR Comments; <e¢ | 107,00 1,93
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REPORT YT-36

CALIFCRNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY

YEAR 2004 QUARTERS 1 TO 4
TOTNTY VOLUME AR
NET WMBE) |& BY COUNTHE PUBLIC % BY COUNTHY PUBLIC
(ALAMEDE 0 0, 0d .00 210,476 0. 00 [T
ALFINE ] 0,00 . 00 ¥ 0.0 0.00
[AMADOR 5,960 0. 41 75,45 51,781, 980 0,36 1827
BUTTE PN 5.0 1.06] 315,031,630 3.00 1.20
CALAVERAS B0, 203 7.94 4. 87] &1Z,96%, 336 FR-E) 4,69
[0 LA BA [#] .00 0. 00 [1] 0.00 [*H
[CONTRA COSTA 127 .01 0.00 538, 100 .07 T.00
TEL NONTE 78,9 T.87 U.00] 513,118,065 Z.62 .00
EL TORADD 100,758 5.91 11.55] 373,332,623 .67 T.60
TRES HD A, 212 U.4% 28.37 1,417,508 o, 25 iy i
GLENN Bl4 1.05 0. 00 S130, 500 0,03 G, o0
HUMBOLOT 298, 300 2344 d.25) 168,122,026 33,34 0,33
TIHPERIAL [i] a.d0 Q.00 (B f
INYO 1] 7.00 [N 1] . o0 0.0
FERN ] U.00 T. 00 1] b, 00 [
RINGS i} n.0n 0.00 0.00 0,00
LARE 488 0,03 .00 562,530 0,01 0. 00
LASSEN 41, 660 5.37 T.84] 515,815,605 A.16 5.31
L0S ANGELES o 0.00 ¢.00 511,835 [ [NL
[HADERA 2, 500 0.15 q0.20] 484,90 B.1 2s.
MARIN [1] 0.00 0.00 [\ 0.00 0,00
MARIFDSA 2,187 0.16 0.00 57L2,11% D.14|  0.00
MENDOC T D 109, 548 5.2 0.00] 340,995,000 B, 20 o, o0
MERCED [1] 0,04 7. 00 51,230 0.0 0.0
Monoo 34,1208 P 1.70 56,100,556 1.44 L.48
MONG [1] 0.0 [ 4] 244,400 0.0d 100,00
MONTERET 1 0.00 G.00 T, 160 0.0 0.0
MAFR a7 0.01 27.84 E37,07% .01 70.53
NEVA DA 33, 403 T.%¢ 14,7 8,775,060 1.75 10.42
CRANGE 0 0.00 0. 00] 20,078 0. 01 0.0
PLACELR 19,334 2.31 24.65] S10,213,048 <. D4 13.11
FLUMAS 123,678 7. 29 10.2 $31, 373,174 i 5.259
RIVERIIDE [1] 0.0d 0.00 (] .00 0.00
i} 0.00 g.00 £51, Be7 q.01 0.0
GAN DENITO 1] #. 00 0.00 0 4. 00 o.00
SAN ARRNERDIHG T, 987 0,08 U.00 EEPE 0.00 6,00
SAN DIEGG 0 0,00 7.00 310,66 .00 0.0
SAN FRANCISOO 0 (.00 0, an [1] 0, d0 0.00
SAN JORQUTH 1] 7. 00 .00 58,271 g.o0]  0.00
AN LUIS RIS (1] 0.00 0.00 511,800 0.0 0.00
PO EPi:1] 0.22 0.00 51,402, 958 a. 0.00
SANTA BARBARA 0 0.00 0.00 il m.on 0.00
EANTA LLARA [yl g.00 .00 571,226 0.01 0.0
SANTA CRU% 11,085 0.85 5.00 T, 801, 951 1.71¢ 0.00
SHASTA 135,723 7.9 4,53 520,427,745 5,06 Ik
CIERRA 27,20 1.&0 30.55 55,308, f5e 1.08 al.22
SISRITOU PEEPELE 11,03 T 17| 551,565,364 1031 645
SOLANG ] .0 b.00 518, 351 0,00 0,00
Esi T4, T3¢ 0.6% 0.00 55,749,075 1.1% 0,0
STAKISLAUS [4] 0.00 .00 [4] L] [EPI]
SUTTER [4) .04 0.00 Q .00 o, 061
TEAANA 76,610 1.48 0.00] 67,782,617 T.5¢ 0.
TRINITY 94,885 L.B6 0.52 £23, 2ol , 2590 d.68 0. 249
[T 18,339 0.3¢ 77,935 $2,169,305 0,43 71,06
TOGLOMNE 23,970 1.38 20.35 55, 038,49 1.0 18,74
[VENTUHA 0 §.100 0. 00 570,845 0. 01 "
YO0 ) g.00 U.00 ] 0.00 0,00
YUBRA 7,168 1.61 0.00] 310,037,487 Z.01 0. 00
[ALL COUNTIES [T, 705, 500 Page A5 b4 5 [PURCo S3PIE [FOESH ol iaaes - 100,700 3,91
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Report ¥T-38 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY April 3, 2006
TIMBER TAX, SECTION YEAR 2005 GUARTER 1 TO 4
COUNTY VOLUME | VOLUME 72] % PUBLIC | VALUE | VALUE % TFUEEI'C_'I
(NET MEF) VOLUME VALUE
ELAMEDA [i] 0.00 .00 52,362 0.00 0.00|
ALPINE 20 0.00 0.00 §20 0.00 0.00
AMADOR 87,852 5.00 56.13] 14,771,420 2.70 42.13
BUTTE 29.936 174 21,85, $7,661,754 740 13.66
CALAVERAS 15,677 0.9 21,27 $4,864,452 0.71 14,38
COLUSA ] 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00]
CONTRA COSTA ] 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 G.00]
DEL NORTE 27.557 .31 0.00  $11,185,640 2.05 0.00|
EL DORADO 80,018 522 39 83 816,797,841 3.07 2608
FRESNOD 1.525 067 20, 32,344,547 0. 5.93
GLENN 3112 0.18 0,80 $475,830 0.00 0.04
HUMBOLDT 380,333 22.63 175 $103,302,818 3535 1.10]
IMFERIAL [i] 0.00 0.00) 50 0.00 .00]
INYO 0 0.00 0.00] 30 0.00 0.00]
KERN 1,602 0.09 57.50| $163,260 0.03 78.42|
KNGS i 0.00 0.00] 50 0.00 0.00]
ILAKE 100 0.01 100.00 $28,520 0.01 100.00]
CASSEN 67,910 304 21.81]_ $15.298,825 7 80 15.86
[0S ANGELES 455 0.03 0.00] 581,008 0.01 0.00
MADERA 1.038 0.18 98.45 §488,120 0.00 98.07
[MARIN 0 0.00 0.00] £0 .00 0.00
MARIPOSA 5706 D.24 16,53 §1.249,537 0.29 12.26
MENDOCING 120,841 7.07 0,000 52,913,603 0.86 0.00
[MERCED 0 0.00 0.00] 36,562 0.00 0.00
MoDoG 43,087 750 3.60) 38,480,072 755 558
MOND i 0. .00, For Bl 0. 58,50
WMONTEREY 0 0.00 0.00] $4,326 0.00 0.00
NAPA 1,130 0.07 4,69 $414,539 0.08 4.08
NEVADA 36.391 211 Z.28) $8.807.781 1.61 2.22
ORANGE ] 0.00 0.00 520,604 .01 0.00
PLACER 46,025) 2.67 2507 $11,513,848 2.11 15,48
PLUMAS 107,817 8.25 15.41] _ $26,306,696 1.82 1017
RIVERSIDE 0 0.00 0.00] $8,904 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTO i 0.00 0.00 $45,684 0.01 0.00
SAN BENITO i .00 0.00] 30 0.00 0.00
SAN BERNARDING 604 0.04 0.00] 5604 .00 0.00
EAN DIEGOD 0 0.00 0.00] §7,944 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO 0 0.00 0.00] 30 0.00 0.00
SAN JOAGUIN 0 0.00 0.00] $9,297 0.00 0.00
SAaN LUIS OBISPO 1] Q.00 0.00) 513,798 0.00 .00/
SAN MATED 5721 0.33 0.63 3,659,106 0.67 0.13
SANTA BARBARA ] 0.00 0.00] S0 0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA 2,705, 0.18 0.00 $1.752,842 0.37 0.00
SANTA CRUZ 9,674 0.50 0.00 6,158,287 713 0.00
SHASTA 170,680 589 534 43,459,158 785 4,54
SIERRA 77,120 1.67 18.52 5,378,607 TA7 12.44
SISRIYOU 207, 12.64 931 847,567,015 8.70 15.66
SOLAND 0 0.00 0.00] $18,000 .00 0.00,
SONOMA 8,953 D.52 0.00 54,084,256 0.91 0.00
STANIGLAUS 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SUTTER 0 0.00 0.00] %0 .00 0.00
TEHAMA 66,006 3.77 467] 518,071,000 3.30 2.06
(TRINITY 81,607 373 Dzl 821.730.126 307 0.69
TULARE 10,703 .62 79.54 $1,879,674 .34 7858
TUOLUMNE 37.379 77 8.3 19,543,085 174 13,52
VENTURA 0 0.00) 0.00] 361,514 .01 0.00
YOLO 0 .00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
YUEA 11,834 .69 B.40] $4,214,745 0.77 .07
AT COUNTES YA 1 IO ) =% T ALY 700 LR
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Humboldt County General Plan

Final EIR

REPORT YT-36

TIMBER TAX SECTION

COUNTY
ALAMEDA
ALPINE
AMADOR
BUTTE
CALAVERAS
COLUSA
CONTRA COSTA
DEL NORTE
EL DORADO
FRESNC
GLENN
HUMBOLDT
IMPERIAL
INYC

KERN

KINGS

LAKE

LASSEN

LOS ANGELES
MADERA
MARIN
MARIPOSA
MENDOCING
MERCED
MODOC

MONOD
MONTEREY
NAPA

NEWVADA
ORANGE
PLACER
PLUMAS
RIVERSIDE
SACRAMENTO
SAN BENITO
SAN BERNARDING
SAN DIEGO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN JOAQUIN
SAN LUIS OBISFO
SAN MATEC
SANTA BARBARA
SANTA CLARA
SANTA CRUZ
SHASTA
SIERRA
SISKIYOU
SOLANC
SONOMA
STAMISLAUS
SUTTER
TEHAMA
TRINITY
TULARE
TUDLUMNE
VENTURA
YOLO

YUBA

ALL COUNTIES

Chapter 2 Comment Letters and Responses for the RDEIR

CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY

VOLUME
{NET MBF)
0

51
27.274
62,797
33,523

0

0
16,809
28,508
10,345

0

338,743

0

0
1.016
0

928
60,307
0
2,361
0
4,798
110,168
0
24,991
0

0

8z
27,824

0
49,281
118,936

48,392
0

o
14,156

VOLUME PERCENT

PERCENT PUBLIC
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
167 T8.59
3.85 9.26
2086 3.36
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
1.03 11.31
6.10 24.94
0.63 51.51
0.00 0.00

20.64 1.70
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.06 83.80
0.00 0.00
0.06 309
3.70 24.10
0.00 0.00
0.14 78.41
0.00 0.00
0.29 36.43
6.75 0.00
0.00 0.00
1.53 1.24
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.01 58.54
1.71 15.05
0.00 0.00
3.02 27.36
7.29 21.78
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.35 0.00
0.0 0.00
012 0.00
0.59 0.00

11.62 2m
1.35 12.19

12.18 20.89
0.00 0.00
0.69 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
3.14 0.00
5.21 11.10
0.36 B7.72
287 1502
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.87 12.73

5
§
§
5
5
3
5
§
§
5
5
5
5
5
§
5
5
3
5
§
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
§
5
5
3
5
5
§
5
$
$
$
$
$
5
§
$
$
$
$
5
$
$
$
§
¥

YEAR 2006 QUARTER 1 TO 4

VALUE PERCENT

9,627
2,780
2,800,258
18,652,986
8,834.814

9,975
7,447 657
22,848,630
2,046,265

171,627,827

58,471

332,062
13,336,082

402,060

1,152,325
53,378,734
6,300
5,393,523
24,600
28,717
7,321,627
25,882
11,583,044
28,812,494
6,750
34,281

9,108

7,623
10,710
4,044,658

1,220,881
8,339,356
50,460,525
5,241,549
47,824,733

6,323,838

14,847,860
22,926,002
1,219,013
11,484,126
16,258

4,837,142

1,631 PR 47 of 56 - GRGe CGPU RPERCemnamD4, 381

41172007

VALUE PERCENT

PUBLIC
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.52 51.89
3.68 491
1.85 1.78
0.00
0.00 0.00
1.38 4.18
4.28 11.96
0.3s 41.28
0.00
32.16 0.50
0.00
0.00
0.01 8243
0.00
0.06 1147
2.50 16.36
0.00
n.08 g0.43
0.00
0.2z 22,75
288 0.00
0.00 0.00
1.01 1.12
0.00 60.37
0.00
0.01 53.00
1.37 123
0.00 0.00
217 20.34
538 13.897
0.00 0.00
0.01 0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.76 0.00
0.00
0.23 0.00
1.19 0.00
9.45 1.13
0.88 10890
a.97 20.28
0.00
1.18 0.00
0.00
0.00
278 0.00
4.29 .78
0.23 82.23
215 10.52
0.00 0.00
0.00
0.91 12.00
100,00 6.26
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR
REPORT ¥T-38 CALIFORNLA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY 4/21/2008
TIMBER TAX SECTION 2007 QUARTERS 1 TO 4

COUNTY VOLUME  VOLUME PERCENT  VALUE VALUE PERCENT

(NETMBF) PERCENT PUBLIC PERCENT PUBLIC
ALAMEDA 0 0.00 0.00 §10,725 0.00 0.00
ALPINE 0 0.00 0.00 ] 0.00 0.00
AMADOR 18,297 1.13 19.18 §4,642 074 098 18.42
BUTTE 65,964 4.06 225 $16,550.040 3.49 1.37
CALAVERAS 27138 167 0.00 $4,907 155 1.03 0.00
COLUSA 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
CONTRA COSTA ] 0.00 0.00 §7.020 0.00 0.00
CEL NORTE 11.948 073 0.00 $5.671.161 120 0.00
EL DORAGOC 81,055 560 21.58 $18.,521.478 3.90 14,53
FRESNO 13,142 084 3naz $2,735,138 0.58 28.44
GLENN 2,086 0.13 0.00 $379,900 0.08 0.00
HUMBOLDT 296 840 18.25 0.08) $147,113,659 31.03 012
IMPERIAL 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
INYO 4] 0.00 0.00 80 0.00 0.00
KERN 2,584 0.16 0.00 $482,245 0.10 0.00
KINGS Q 000 0.00 g0 0.00 0.00
LAKE 3,684 023 353 $802,721 0.17 21
LASSEN 29,139 1.79 9.44 §5,468,480 1.15 8.66
LOS ANGELES ] 0.00 0.00 80 0.00 0.00
MADERA 7,074 044 9487 $087,350 0.21 80.53
MARIN ] o000 0.00 50 p.0D 0.00
MARIPOSA 5,284 032 6774 3821922 0.19 52.30
MENDOQCING 103,031 G.34 1.94 $43,647,855 920 0.35
MERCED Q 0.00 0.090 $6.750 0.00 0.00
MODOC 35,110 2,16 9.93 $5,320,280 1.12 11.87
MOND 9 000  100.00 £38.310 001 100.00
MONTEREY 4] .00 0.00 $3,435 0.00 0.00
NAPA 126 0.01 0.00 $16,5650 000 0.00
MEVADA 30473 187 761 $6.743.706 142 B.48
ORANGE o 0.00 0.00 $24.587 0.01 0.00
PLACER 35,247 217 3242 §7.347,508 1.55 2248
PLUMAS 136,521 B4D 1092  $28,070,203 5.92 9.08
RIVERSIGE 0 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTO o 0.00 0.00 $26,802 0.01 0.00
SAN BENITQ ] 000 80 0.00 0.00
SAN EERMARDING Q 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SAN DIEGO o 0.00 0.00 $0,405 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO 1] 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
SAN JOAQUIN 1] 0.00 .00 36,345 D00 0.00
SAN LUIS OBISPO 4] 0.00 Q.00 812,180 0.00 0.00
SAN MATEC 5,806 0.36 Q.00 £4,117,785 087 0.00
SANTA BARBARA ] 0.00 80 0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA 558 ilc] 0.00 $443 821 0.09 0.00
SANTA CRUZ 8414 0.58 0.00 56,413,428 1.35 0.00
SHASTA 191,818 11.78 145  $43,948 866 9.26 0.82
SIERRA 50,105 ags 3200 58,437,086 169 30.40
SISKIYOU 246,141 15.14 23.41 §59,343,502 12.51 19.18
SOLANQ Q 0.00 0.00 £16,258 0.00 0.00
SONOMA 10,646 0.85 Q.00 55,497,566 1.16 0.00
STANISLAUS 1] 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
SUTTER 0 0.110 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
TEHAMA 46,531 286 000  §12,975.87% 2.74 0.00
TRINITY 81,938 5.04 1872  §17.142,845 3.81 14.92
TULARE 1,743 on 65.12 $295,952 D08 €0.08
TUDLUMNE 50,658 3.11 3305 $0,249,302 185 2461
VENTURA 1] 0.00 a.00 17,104 000 0.00
YOLO Q 0.00| 0.00 80 0.00 0.00
YURA 16,278 100 0.15 $5.014.250 1.06 0.08
ALL COUNTIES 1626, Hfte 45 ot 400 Whrc o R lRnSH AN 100,00 B.68
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR
REPORT YT-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY 4/3/08
TIMBER TAX SECTION 2008 QUARTERS1TO 4

COUNTY VOLUME  VOLUME PERCENT VALUE VALUE PERCENT
(NET MBF) PERCENT PUBLIC PERCENT PUBLIC
ALAMEDA ] 0.00 0.00 $10.170 0.00 0.00
ALPINE 0 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
AMADOR 24626 1.78 2827 $3,285,001 1.02 22,12
BUTTE 92484 674 0.20  §15,998,229 495 0.18
CALAVERAS 33235 242 1.0 $4,720,135 1.46 0.68
COLUSA ] n.oo 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
CONTRA COSTA 0 0.00 0.00 $5,724 0.00 0.00
DEL MORTE 12572 0492 0.00 55,164,541 160 0.00
EL DORADO 44726 326 123 55,963,675 1.84 11.13
FRESNO 7248 053 33.25 $898,194 0.28 15.16
GLENN 1173 0.08 100.00 $147.215 0.05 100,00
HUMBOLDT 227339 16.59 0.07 §104,797,337 3243 0.07
IMPERIAL 0 0,00 0.00 20 0.00 0,00
INYO ] 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
KERM 2002 0.15 0.00 $238 857 0407 0.00
KINGS 0 0.00 0.00 50 000 a.00
LAKE 0 0.00 0.00 50 000 0.00
LASSEN 35450 2.58 21.57  §4,506,505 1.42 19.02
LOS ANGELES 0 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0,00
MADERA 621 0.08 95.1 85,862 0.03 76.10
MARIN 1] 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
MARIPOSA 2471 0.18 0.00 $459,210 0.14 0.00
MENDOCING 92652 675 042 $39,209,408 12.13 0.15
MERGCED a 0.00 0.00 $6,300 0.00 0.00
MODOGC 15709 1.14 481 $1,870,755 0.58 432
MONO a 0.00 0.00 §24.110 0.01 100.00
MONTEREY a 0.00 0.00 §3.314 0.00 0.00
NAPA V] 0.00 0.00 14,121 0.00 0.00
MEVADA 31122 227 1972 §5679,127 1.76 17.91
ORANGE a 0.00 0.00 524,597 0.01 0.00
PLACER 23128 1.69 72941 53,719,334 1.15 20,90
PLUMAS 148094 10.85 984 $22,297,325 6.80 11.28
RIVERSIDE a 0.00 0.00 §0 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTO 1] 0.00 0.00 528,440 0.01 0.00
SAN BENITO Q 0.00 Q.00 80 0.00 0.00
S5AN BERNARDINO 1] 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 a.00
SAN DIEGO 0 0.00 0.00 $8,647 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO ] 0.00 0.00 80 0.00 0.00
SAN JOAGUIN 0 0.00 0.00 $4,239 0.00 0,00
SAMN LUIS OBISPO ] 0.00 0.00 $9.570 0.00 0.00
SAN MATEOQ ar42 0.20 0.00 $1,801.217 058 0.00
SANTA BARBARA 1] 0.00 Q.00 50 0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA B4T 0.06 0.00 $517.826 016 0.00
SANTA CRUZ 12715 0.93 0.00 7,925,336 245 0.00
SHASTA 216661 15.79 030 $33,600,985 10.39 0.20
SIERRA aren o7 487 1,012,773 0.31 3.7
SISKIYOU 147278 10.73 1571 $27,042,757 B.36 1210
SCLANO o 0.00 0.00 §12.645 0.00 0.00
SONOMA 11835 0.86 0.00  $6,808.279 211 0.00
STANISLAUS 0 0.00 0.00 50 n.oo 0.00
SUTTER a 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
TEHAMA 63877 4.66 0.00 §5,853,614 305 0.00
TRINITY 50968 a7 a61 §7.151.867 221 341
TULARE 1028 0.07 15.95 §67.767 0.02 22,03
TUCLUMMNE 52975 1.86 3683 §5,705,404 176 38.76
VENTURA 0 0.00 0.00 §2.691 0.00 0.00
YOoLo 1] 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
YUBA 8565 n.62 658 $2.514.107 078 0.24
ALL COUNTIES 1,372,024 100.00 7.23 $323,292.930 100.00 4,05
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

REFPORT %T-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY COMPILED ON £f22/2010
YTHRZ YEAR 2009 QUARTER 1TO4
TIMBER TAX SECTION

WVOLUME YOLUME PERCENT VALLE PERCENT
COUNTY [NET MEBF} PERCENT PUBLIC VALUE PERCENT PUBLIC
ALAMEDA o 0.00 0.00 §10,645 0.m 000
ALFPINE 0 0.00 000 0 0.0 000
AMADOR 5,927 0.ra 0.00 $408,921 .44 000
RUTTE TOEEE 8T8 0.00 $4,428,550 &.A6 0.00
CALAVERAS 18,1862 N 0.00 §2.474,230 2.43 0.0
COLUSA 0 0.00 0.00 50 0,00 0.00
CONTRA COSTA o 000 0.00 §7.245 0. 0,00
DEL NORTE 4,238 053 0.00 1,262,453 127 0.0a
EL DORADC 20,18 281 0,56 §1.775,778 1.79 o
FRESRC S418 0E7 3326 $202 633 020 2613
GLENN 0 0.00 0.00 80 0,00 00
HUMBOLDT 110,197 1369 0.z7 327,494,650 2770 on
IMPERIAL 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.0a 000
INYC 0 000 0.00 &0 000 0.00
KERMN 1,096 014 50,36 141,605 0.14 088
KINGS 0 0.00 0.00 £0 0.00 000
LAKE i 0.00 0.00 i) 0.00 0.00
LASSEN 3018 2485 2025 $1,888,056 1M 18.76
LOE ANGELES Q 000 0.00 £0 0.00 000
MADERA 278 0.03 100,00 535,688 0.04 48 85
MARIN 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 000
MARIPOSA 2,228 0z8 0.00 FE48,465 .65 0o
MENDCCING 43,401 Ld4 0.0 F12,315,524 1241 0.00
MERGED i} 0.00 000 36,1685 om 0.00
MODOC 10,811 1.32 B.B5 764,500 .77 558
MOND 11 0.00 100,00 511,458 am 100,00
MONTEREY 0 Lo 0.00 2,610 0,00 000
NAFA 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
HEWVADA 24028 208 518 £7 688,066 M 180
QRANGE o 0.00 [iXi,1] 523,166 002 0.00
PLACER 11,092 1,36 iR 752,451 079 1540
PLUMAS 83,742 7.82 a1 §4.070,982 4,10 15.51
RIVERSIDE 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 000
SACRAMENTO 0 000 000 $24,534 0,02 Q.00
SAN BENITO 0 0.00 0.00 50 0,00 0o
SAN BERMARDING 0 0.00 .00 0 000 000
SAN DIEGC 0 0.00 0,00 §7.474 0.0 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO 0 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SAN JOATUIN 0 0.00 0,00 F3,204 0.00 000
SAN LIS OBISFO 0 0.00 0.00 7,407 0.m 000
SAN MATEC 1,713 021 000 761,201 0.77 00
SANTA BARBARA 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.60 0.00
SANTS CLARA 1.083 013 0,00 $576,574 0.58 0.00
SANTA CRUZ B804 1.04 0.00 §3.529.244 .56 0,00
SHASTA 100,081 1243 407 §7.001 027 7.8 313
SIERRA 2,632 1.07 576 F606,926 0.61 1279
SISKIYOU 118,512 1472 77 F11 648,703 11.74 456
S0LAND 0 0.00 0.00 14,11 0.0 0.00
SONOMA 1,228 015 0.00 $512.219 0.52 0.00
STAMISLAUS 0 0.00 0.00 D 0.00 0.00
SUTTER a o.no 0.00 0 0.00 0,00
TEHAMA, 32,137 £.85 0.00 §9,366,637 541 0.00
TRINITY 48,154 588 13.06 $3,125,180 315 11.85
TULARE 1.681 023 2411 §93,59 0.08 0.49
TUOLUMNE 26,978 235 2753 $1,836,447 1.85 20.55
YENTURA 0 0.00 0.00 58,651 0m Q.00
YOLO 0 0.aon 0.00 g0 004 000
YUBA 12,371 154 0.00 §2,605,609 2683 .00
ALL COUNTIES 804,840 100.00 7490 568,247 062 100.00 aTas
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR
REPORT YT-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY COMPILED ON 4782011
YTHRZ YEAR 2010 QUARTER 1TD 4
TIMBER TAX SECTION

VOLUME VOLUME PERCENT VALUE PERCENT
COUNTY (NETMBF}  PERCENT PUBLIC VALUE PERCENT PUBLIC
ALAMEDA 0 0.00 0.00 516,005 o.m .00
ALFINE 2,182 018 24,63 §123.540 0.06 55,98
ARADOR 7,718 067 0.00 $719,056 0.36 0.0
BUTTE 31,7 273 0.00 54,740,954 236 0.00
CALAVERAS 25673 221 24.88 51,620,585 0.92 2651
COLUSA H] ¢0s .00 50 0.00 .00
CONTRA COSTA o 300 0.00 $8,145 0.00 0.0
DEL HORTE 6,680 058 0.00 52,441,284 122 000
EL DORADO 10,832 1.7 2128 £1,201,507 0.60 17.83
FRESNC 7,314 062 227 $299,752 015 19 62
BLENN o 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 .00
HUMBGLDT 218,681 1884 £.00 $65,038,992 3410 0.00
IMPERIAL o] 0.0 L0 3 0,00 on
MY a 0.00 Lo 26,015 0.00 100.00
KERM 1,543 013 1000 $32,088 0.02 100.00
KINGS o .00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
LAKE 3,552 031 88,63 $207,730 01 7187
LASSEN aras 409 10.08 54,650,859 2435 727
LOS ANGELES o 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 v.00
MADERA 3,555 .31 99.41 8255489 013 59.60
MaRIN ] 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 5.00
MARIFOSA 5113 044 017 5420750 o 50.97
MENDOGING 94,724 818 0.010 $29,256.218 14,66 2.00
MERCED ] 0.00 0.00 $6,300 .00 000
MODOC 18,496 159 19.98 $2.293,315 115 25.38
MONO a 0.00 o.oo $7,222 0.00 S37e
MONTEREY o 0.00 0.00 $3,604 000 000
NaPa o 000 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
NEVADA 12187 108 15.58 $1,041.584 052 8.84
CRANGE o 000 0.00 $24,8852 [ a.00
PLACER 42,07t 362 19.84 54,603 208 2 1054
PLUMAS 86,956 767 41.90 $10,058 301 504 2870
RIVERSIDE o 0.00 0.0 50 0.00 n.0o
SACRAMEMTO o .00 o.00 $10,845 0.0 0.00
SAN BENITO ] 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 2.00
SAN BERNARDIND w 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SAM DIEGD o 000 0.00 $8,527 .00 0.0
SAN FRANCISCC o 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SAN JORQLIN 1] 0.00 0.0 $2,108 0.00 0.00
SAN LUIS OBISFO ] 0.00 0.00 7,37 0.00 0.00
SAM MATED 4,708 0.41 .00 §2,200,818 115 0.00
SANTA BARBARA ] 0.00 £.00 50 0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA 1,062 0.09 L0 $521,700 n.#7 0.oo
SANTA CRUZ 13,360 115 el Ui ] 44,776,316 234 0.00
SHASTA 161,116 1302 4.0 $16,665.093 £.35 222
SIERRA 20,755 178 44.01 52,160,934 1.08 3354
SISKIYOU 188,750 18,28 11.08 $22,975,500 1152 505
SOLANG o oop .00 314,825 om 000
SONOMA 8,902 077 000 54,020,234 202 0.00
STANISLAUS o .00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SUTTER ] 0oz .99 50 000 0.0o
TEHAMA 53,934 485 0.00 55,763,878 240 0.00
TRINITY 36,381 313 082 $3,732 81 187 029
TULARE 1,741 04§ 7180 $68.501 0.03 74.48
TUOLUMNE 23,586 202 50.35 51,154,992 0.58 45.80
VENTURA ] 000 0.00 §13,870 0.0 0.00
YoLo o noz 0.00 50 000 0.00
YUBA 19,846 1.62 2550 32854172 147 24.03
ALL COUNTIES 1,160,588 100,00 1.74 §$199.504,502 100.00 540
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Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

REPCRT ¥T-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY COMPILED ON 4182012
¥THRZ2 YEAR 2011 QUARTER 1TO 4

TIMBER TAX SECTION

WOLUME YOLUME FERCENT VaLUE PERCENT

COUNTY {MET MEBF} PERCEMT PUBLIC VALUE PERCEMT FUBLIC
ALAMEDA 4] 000 C.00 15 525 0.1 000
AL PINE a i1 @00 0 0.00 0.00
AMADDR 9,978 0I7 17.98 51,267,250 oa7 1273
BUTTE 42 617 an 1.48 52,458,911 3.47 .79
CALAVERAS 138481 281 4.05 54,144,867 1.52 578
COLUSA 1,743 014 100,00 §156,875 .08 100.00
CONTRA COSTA 0 0.00 0.00 $6,225 0.00 000
DEL NORTE 2454 0.73 0.0o 52,789,082 1.02 0.00
EL QORADD 40,467 314 1464 34780723 1.74 1007
FREEMO 17,780 138 7455 51,447,328 0.52 TO 24
GLEMM an 0.03 100.00 566, 460 0.02 100.00
HUMBOLDOT 216 272 16.79 0.co 365,776,020 24.14 0.00
IMPERLAL 4] 0.00 0.0 0 0.00 0.00
INYD 1] 0.00 000 30 0.00 0.0
KERM 3,61 0.30 IT.T4 §a75. 822 0.06 41.35
KINGS o Q.00 000 0 0.00 C.00
LAKE 382 0.03 0.00 545,15 0.0z 0.00
LASEEN T&.6TT 513 0.1 12472740 447 668
LOS ANGELES o 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
MADERA 3,830 0.30 85.93 $281.850 01e BR25
MARIN 1] 000 000 30 0.00 0.00
MARIPOSA 4,563 035 471 561,601 021 302
MENDOCIMNG 89,735 837 0,00 $25781,584 948 0.on
MERCED 0 000 0.00 $6,400 0go 0.00
MODOC 24,057 187 683 $4,550,840 1487 325
MOKO a0 0.00 100,00 $17.310 001 100.00
MONTEREY a 000 .00 §4.357 0.00 o.no
NAPA 0 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
WEVADA 18,147 125 841 $3,2484930 149 568
ORANGE 0 000 0.00 $25.653 0.01 oo
PLACER 28,708 223 5437 §5,254 3680 1.82 2647
PLUMAS 74,370 577 27.84 11,510,228 422 13.03
RIVERSIDE i 0oo 0.on 0 0.00 ann
SACRAMENTO g 000 .00 §34.4832 0.01 0.00
SAN BENITO 0 000 000 i0 0.00 000
SAN BERNARDING o 0.00 000 30 0.00 0.oo
SAN DIEGD i 000 0.00 $9 254 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO 0 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 000
SAN JOAGUIN a 000 000 $135 0.00 0.00
SAM LIS ORISFO 0 0o Qo0 $5.109 0.00 0.00
SaN MATEC 6,000 o4 00 32,709,927 0.498 0.00
SANTA BARBARA 0 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA BbE 0.04 .00 3300, 384 on L]
BANTA CRUZ 7,73 080 0.00 $2 844 572 1.04 000
SHASTA 186,533 14.50 .00 £40,381.470 14,82 278
SIERRA 22044 11 41,09 $3,840,151 141 arm
SISKIYOU 184,684 1510 25,22 £38.211.883 14.38 .13
SOLANO 0 0.00 0,00 $15812 001 000
SONCHAA B,542 051 0,00 $1.728,445 063 000
STANISLAUS i 0.00 .00 30 0.00 0.00
SUTTER il 000 0,00 $0 0.00 0,00
TEHAMa HEBAS 447 238 540,634,572 3180 1158
TRINITY 40,318 313 11.84 $5,508,T72 205 10.28
TULARE 1437 [+ P4 .00 $132,200 0.05 0.00
TUDLUKMNE 44,164 343 13.84 36,518,225 238 1307
VENTURA il .00 .00 §13, 358 0.00 000
YOLO 0 000 0,00 50 0.00 000
YUBA 24,072 1.87 14.76 $5.017.453 1.84 1662
ALL COUNTIES 1.286,328 106.00 12.24 $E72 460 861 100.00 TS
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REPORT YT-36 CALIFORMNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY COMPILEDR ON £/23/2013
YTHR2 YEAR 2012 QUARTER 170 4

TIMBER TAX SECTION

VOLUME VOLUME FERCENT VALUE PERCENT

COUNTY (NET MBF) FERCENT FUBLIC WALUE PERCENT PUBLIC
ALAMED i 0.00 .00 30 0.00 000
ALPINE g 0.00 .00 0 0.00 000
AMADOR 10,384 0.81 8,35 $2,121 845 079 4. 20
BUTTE 45,198 346 4.54 $3,573,425 358 183
CALAVERAS 39,458 d02 T6T 56,755,461 253 655
COLUSS il 000 0.00 §0 5.00 000
CONTRA COSTA il 000 0,00 50 0.00 000
DEL NORTE 5,203 040 X0 H §1,2090,905 048 0.00
EL DORADD 48,547 am 2410 57,075 521 2E5 1608
FRESMC 13,128 1.00 564D 31,271,349 048 45 &1
GLERNM 4,520 0.5 100,00 $ 765,057 .29 100,00
HUMBOLDT 221,837 18,85 1.50 5E2,557 251 2339 140
IMPERIAL il .00 0.00 50 0.00 .00
INYD 0 £.00 000 50 0.00 0.on
KERN 3,843 £.30 4871 $375,045 014 5748
KINGS a 0.00 .00 50 0.00 0.00
LAKE a6 0.00 48.43 $7.500 .60 41,14
LASSEN 74,433 564 18.06 $12.987 485 406 1344
LOS8 AMNGELES 0 000 0.00 50 0.02 0,00
MADERA 5,900 0TeE 8.8 $810,201 033 65.90
MARIN il 0.00 0.00 &0 0.04 000
MARIPOEA 3,03 023 0.00 $370,270 014 0.00
MENDOGING 121,850 922 0,00 526,540,454 10.82 0.0
MERCED [+ oo 0.00 38,285 0,00 0.00
MODCC 40,008 08 2194 $4,588,740 1M 2081
M 2,339 018 100.00 $201 580 0.08 a4G.72
MONTEREY 0 000 0.00 $3003 0.00 noe
MNAPA [+ 000 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
HEY S04 1451 141 372 52647 665 082 360
ORANGE a 000 0.00 525804 filo] 0.00
PLACER 20.951 180 43 08 3,300,234 1.23 2676
PLUMAS 54,852 540 14,81 £13.668,183 511 13.58
RIVERSIDE 1] 000 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTO 1] 000 000 240,374 oliy] 0,00
SAN BENITO 0 oan 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SAN BERNARLGING 1] 000 00 50 Q.00 0,00
SAN DIEGO 1] 0al 0.00 510,189 .00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO 4] 0.00 000 §0 .00 000
SAN JOAQUIN 1] 000 000 $0 0.00 0.00
SAN LUIS OBISFQO ] 000 000 %0 000 0,00
SAN MATED 5,547 042 000 §1,979,488 ard 0.00
SANTA BARBARA 1] 0.00 0.00 %0 2,00 0.00
SANTA CLARA 1,208 Lile] 003 §429172 a6 0.00
SanTa CRUZ 6,559 050 000 52,363,485 0.88 0.00
SHASTA 185,748 14 21 305 336,930,928 13.81 1.a7
SIERRA 30,745 235 3282 34115291 1.54 27.66
SISKIvou 144,874 1108 1868 530,767 BER 11.51 1716
SOLAND a 1] 0.00 $zaeze 0.0 0.00
SONOMA 4428 .3 0.00 $770,936 028 0.00
STANISLALS [ .00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
SUTTER 0 0.00 Q.00 §0 0,00 Q.00
TEHAMA, 66,785 541 .00 11811857 4,34 0.0o
TRINITY 37,868 2,90 14,91 $7,765,600 AL B.51
TULARE 2433 [IRh] 0.00 Si14 547 008 0.00
TUOLUMMNE 35,359 279 19.88 36,073,861 227 15.33
VENTURA ] 0,00 0.00 1206 0.00 0.00
YOLD ] 0,00 000 &0 0,00 0.00
YUBA 21,782 168 2026 §4,950,891 1.85 19.57
ALL COUNTIES 1,307,337 000G 11.44 $2ET 417,273 100,00 754
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REPORT ¥T-36 CALIFORMIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY COMPILED ON /3002014
YTHR2 YEAR 2012 QUARTER 1TO 4

TIMBER TAX SECTION

YVOLUME VOLUME FPERCENT VYALUE PERCENT

COUNTY {MET MBF} PERCENT PUBLIC WALUE FERCENT FUBLIC
ALAMEDA o .00 0.00 53 0,00 0.00
ALFINE 0 0.00 0.00 $12,600 0.00 000
AMADOR 13,185 .84 1.46 32,847,555 0.90 133
EUTTE 350 232 2.76 38283311 263 37
CALAVERAS 36 257 2.20 T.96 §6,894 683 218 £.35
COLUSS Bl s 0.00 556,744 0.02 0.0
CONTRA COSTA a 0.00 0.00 51 o0.00 oo
DEL NORTE 5976 .55 0.00 32,451,513 078 0.00
EL DORADO 69,218 &M 16.64 511,360,766 381 1412
FRESWNO 15047 091 Ta89 51,390,320 0.44 6663
GLENN 1,048 0.06 20,67 $204 580 0.06 1.4
HUMBOLDT 258 822 15.789 0.04 $72.517,208 23,02 0.04
IMPERIAL o 0.00 0.00 54 000 0.00
INYC o 000 0.00 54 0.00 0.00
KERM 2585 bAL-] 100,00 F167 170 0.06 16000
KINGS o 0.00 0.0 50 0.00 0.00
LAKE oEg 0.06 B4.78 3181320 0.08 8438
LASSEN 58,995 465 12.58 $11,340,043 3.60 542
LS ANGELES o 0.00 c.on 30 0.00 0.00
MADERA 5,769 0,35 99.653 3458 509 015 97 34
MARIN a 0,00 .00 30 0.00 0.00
MARIFOSA 5,080 a31 .00 5631739 0.20 0.00
MENDOCING 111,574 6.78 £.00 $26,075,151 B.56 0.on
MERCED o 0,00 .00 $5,030 0.00 0.00
MO DOC 65,445 .88 1704 F12.487 874 3.97 14 14
MONG 444 003 100.00 857,830 002 D3E7
MONTEREY L] .00 .00 £5,685 .00 0.00
MNAPA 125 0.1 G.00 15,000 0.00 0.00
MNEVADA 25,260 1.54 015 54,924 901 1.56 0.12
ORANGE n 0,00 0.00 $25027 0.0 0.00
PLACER 58,262 360 43.45 §8,997 682 286 34.60
FLUMAS 129,738 788 34.98 F15,833 492 5.38 27 05
RIVERSIDE 0 0,00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTD D .00 G.00 339,420 0.01 0.00
SAN BENITO 0 0,00 G.00 50 0,00 0.00
SAN BERNARDING ] 0.00 C.00 30 0.00 0.00
[AN DIEGOD o 0,00 0.00 38,871 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO a 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
SAN JOAGHIN [i] 0.00 o.00 50 0.00 [N sls]
SAN LUIS OBISPO 0 0,00 6.00 $10,058 0.00 0.00
SAN MATED 5,627 0.34 £.00 2474945 o7 L]
SANTA BARBARA 0 0.00 .00 30 0.00 0.00
SANTA CLARA o 0.00 6.00 539,276 0.0 0.00
SANTA GRUZ 7826 0.48 0.00 §3,434525 1.08 0.00
SHASTA 304,760 18,52 8.99 F454T72 328 14.44 376
SIERRA 23,807 1.43 41,67 §3,926,207 1.25 37.34
SISKIYOU 164 622 10.00 21.44 $33.048 583 1044 1681
SOLAND o 0.00 oo 518,200 0.0 0.00
SONOMA 13,487 0.8z .00 §3,553 061 113 0.00
STANISLAUS L] Q.00 G.o0 50 0.00 0.00
SUTTER 0 0,00 0.00 30 0.00 000
TEHAMA 92,774 5.64 1.18 122687114 -] 167
TRINITY 25,188 1.53 1964 35,134,855 163 1166
TULARE 2,987 0.1a .00 3314.903 LR 1] 000
TUCLUMNE 80,507 4,69 Fal 12,413,583 384 M43
VENTURA 0 0,00 0.00 515,645 0.00 0.00
YOoLo o 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 000
YUBA 15,326 083 G.92 33,487,038 111 T05
ALL COUNTIES 1,645 446 100,00 138,56 B4, 097 47 100.00 853
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REPORT ¥T-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARVEST BY COUNTY COMPILED CN 5412015
YTHRZ YEAR 2014 QUARTER 1TC 4
TIMBER TAX SECTICN
VOLUME VOLUME FERCENT WALUE PERCENT

COUNTY {NET MBF) FPERCENT PUBLIC WaLUE PERCENT PUBLIC
Al AMEDA 0 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
ALFINE B Q.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
AMADCOR 4,478 0.0 0.00 3801,278 0.28 0.00
BUTTE 42,768 292 itk 58,628,351 2,88 11.10
CALAVERAS 1,948 013 42,82 4340818 o .88
COLUSA 193 o 0.00 $15 400 000 0.00
CONTRA COSTA 4] Q.00 .00 0 0.00 0.00
DEL NORTE 20,530 1.40 0.00 55,620,801 1.74 0400
EL DORADO 55371 ATH HAT 58,068,105 251 1473
FRESNO 28 506 1.81 a7.78 52,982,317 073 9810
GLENMN il 000 .00 0 0.00 0.00
HUKMBOLOT 244 837 16.69 075 $81,513.089 2528 022
IMPERIAL K] 000 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
INYO a 0.00 G.00 0 .00 0.00
KERH 1422 0.10 &2.06 567,450 0.08 TE.24
KINGS 4] 0,00 2.00 0 0.00 0.00
LAKE 1,721 012 9182 5397 830 o2 9275
LASSEN 28,306 2,00 T3 56,309,432 1.9¢ 241
LOS ANGELES 0 0,00 0.00 0 0.00 000
MADERA 2,348 I8 1] 90,72 §230,560 o.or 9635
MARIN i 0,00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
MARIPOSA 406 0.0 0.00 5631,146 0.20 0.00
MENDOCING 115,197 786 .00 §34,681,078 1076 0.00
MERCED 4] 0,00 0.00 56,400 0.00 000
MODOC T8 126 540 1220 313,220,845 410 .00
BN o 0,00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
MONTEREY o 0.a0 o.oo 0 0.00 0.0
MNAPA 4] 0,00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
NEWAD#A #8211 0.56 11.81 51,543,058 057 79
ORANGE 0 0.on 0.0 £24.052 o 0.00
PLAGER a6 509 46.01 F12,145,M2 3Tt 3683
FLUMAS 97 207 [-X. %] 29,08 $18.416,388 &M 19.11
RIVERSIDE o 000 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTD o 0,00 0.00 $23598 0.0 0.00
SAN BENITD o 0.00 0.00 $0 000 0.00
SAN BERNARDING 0 LR ] £.00 0 0.00 0.00
58N DIEGD 1] 0.00 £.00 514505 0.00 0.00
SAN FRANCISCO 0 0,00 0.00 0 0.00 040
SAN JOACHIIN o 0,00 0.00 $0 0.00 ©.00
SAN LUIS OBISPC i) 0,00 £.00 50,925 0.00 0.00
SAN MATED 6724 046 .00 53,426,018 1.06 0.00
SANTA BARBARA 1] 0,00 .00 30 0.00 000
SANTA CLARA 1z 02.00 .00 £4T 853 0.1 200
SANTA CRUZ 11,048 .7 G.00 §5.262,.461 1.63 0.00
SHASTA 182 176 13,11 285 133,861,288 12,37 1.29
SIERRA 24 481 1.87 1223 $5,530,411 1.72 1082
SISKIYCU 183,720 12.54 16323 236,744,542 11.49 T7.78
SOLANG Q 0.00 0.00 514 595 0.00 000
SONOMA 13,440 092 C.00 §3B42.278 1.1¢ 000
STANISLAUS ] 000 c.00 0 0.00 ©.00
SUTTER a 0.00 .00 $0 0.00 0.00
TEHAMA 48,570 321 0.00 $10406,073 J.23 000
TRINITY 32401 221 10.15 35,443,945 1.89 P42
TULARE #,393 [l .81 §153,061 0,08 3584
TUOLUMNE 120,323 5.89 4772 413,161,383 4.08 54.45
WENTURA 1] 0,00 0.00 549,092 0.1 000
YQLo 1] 0,00 000 0 0.00 040
YUEA 10,353 o .00 §2,739,044 0.85 000
AlLL COUNTIES 1485 631 100000 168,04 B322,287 100 100.00 825
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REPCRT YT-36 CALIFORNIA TIMBER HARWVEST BY COUNTY COMPILED ON Ef82018
¥THR.2 YEAR 2015 QUARTER 1 TGO 4

TIMBER TAX SECTION

WOLUME YWOLUME PERCENT WVALUE FPERCENT

COUNTY {NET MBEF} PERCENT PUBLIC VALUE PERCENT PUBLIC
ALAMEDA, Y 0.00 0.00 §15,000 0.0G .00
ALPINE 0 0.00 000 30 .00 0,00
AMADOR 1,753 "R L] 0.00 $390,325 a1z 0.00
BUTTE 60,550 g1 004 $13.717 316 415 0.00
CALAVERAS 8,717 nas LT} $1.719.073 052 0.0
COLUSA 0 0.00 000 30 .00 .00
CONTRA COSTA o 000 0.00 30 0,00 .00
DEL MCRTE 47 636 Z.99 000 $12 807,811 3.88 0.0
FL DORADD 180,032 11.32 1687 313,180,934 J.08 a7
FRESHC 12,721 0.80 47149 SEEE 481 0.20 45,74
GLENN [ 0.00 .00 30 000 Q.00
HUMBOLDT 217,503 1367 0T §71,337 877 21.60 [F15:)
IMPERIAL 0 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 .00
INY O 47 0.00 0.00 £7.520 0.00 .00
KERM 2,576 016 28.34 162417 0.0s 23,98
KINGS o 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 0.00
LAKE 330 0.02 0.00 329447 .07 .00
LASSEN 57,822 3483 4.56 $9.605 302 2,94 345
LOS ANGELES i ikib] 000 $0 0.0 0.00
MADERA 8,071 051 100.00 720,620 0.2z 100.00
MARIMN a 040 000 30 0.00 0.0
MARIFOSA 3,288 o bo0 3245 814 0.08 .00
MENBOCING 121,70 TGS 000 $41,150.858 1246 .00
MERCED il 0.00 0040 59,450 0.00 0.0
MODOC 1418 449 11.38 $8.582,000 280 g6
MONG il 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 .00
MONTEREY il 0400 000 v 0.00 0.0
MNAPA il .00 000 50 0.00 0.0
NEVADA 10,358 065 6.51 $2.344 639 0.7 278
ORANGE il 0.00 000 $25.455 0.0 £.00
PLACER 47,830 301 822 $5.720,597 1.73 .68
PLUMAS 94, TEa 506 23.06 $18,452 218 558 1814
RIVERSIDE a 000 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
SACRAMENTO a Q.00 0.00 521,959 oo Q.00
S5AN BENITC o 000 000 30 .00 .00
SAN BERNARDING ] 0.00 0.00 55940 0.0 00,00
SAN DIEGD 0 0.00 0.00 $16,332 0,00 0.00
SAN FRANGISCO 0 0.00 0.00 $0 0.00 0.00
SAN JOAQLIN 0 0.00 000 30 0.00 Q.00
SAN LUIS CRISPD 4 Q.00 000 $7 282 0.00 0.00
SAN MATED 4,89 0.29 0.00 $2.182.500 .66 Q.00
SANTA BAREARA 0 000 000 30 0.00 GO0
SANTA CLARA L) 0.00 0.00 346,870 0.02 0.0
SANTA CRUZ 9,814 080 000 4808, 731 1.4% 0.00
SHASTA 196,985 12,81 10,70 $40,238 541 12.19 B84
SIERRA 9,549 0.60 40.87 1,627,280 .55 46,59
SISKIYOU 245,143 15.86 1552 $53,336,097 16.15 13,34
SOLAND 0 0.00 0.00 511,250 .00 o.0n
SONCRA 13,722 085 000 $4 604,208 1.39 0.00
STANISLAUS o 0.00 0.00 30 0.00 Q.00
SLTTER o 0.00 000 30 0.00 0.00
TEHAMA 18,782 118 621 $3,196 493 0.57 328
TRINITY 43 677 278 298 49,012 531 273 336
TULARE 2,815 0148 0.00 3206.230 0.06 0.00
TUOLUMNE 84,415 531 495 B3 3T 216 386 219 4345
VEMTURA 0 0.00 0.00 $15,580 0.00 Q.00
YoLO [ 0.00 0.00 50 0.00 0.00
YLURA B 74T 042 608 $1,574 603 0.42 636
ALL COUNTIES 1,580,743 40000 12.86 330,226,566 100.00 761
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Responses to Letter C7 - Green Diamond Resource Company

Comment C7-1: The commenter states the RDEIR and supporting documents all
incorrectly characterize the process of recognizing and/or determining the scope and
extent of “legal parcels” and/or adjusting parcel boundaries as acts of conversion
and/or subdivision of timberlands. The conclusion that determinations of legal status of
parcels and lot line adjustments result in conversion of timberlands is not supported by
substantial evidence, contradicts the conclusions of supporting documentation for the
EIR, and misstates the findings reached by California resource agencies when reviewing
the issue.

Response to Comment C7-1: The County recognizes that determinations of status,
certificates of compliance, and/or lot line adjustments do not result in conversion of
timberland by themselves. Other actions would need to follow, such as issuance of
building permits for single family homes by the County or approval of timberland
conversion permits by CalFire before conversion of timberland occurs.

Also, the County recognizes that determinations of status, certificates of compliance,
and lot line adjustments can lead to more efficient timber management. Where the
text of the EIR concludes that conversion of timberland solely due to determinations of
status, certificates of compliance, or ot line adjustments of timberland, the text will be
revised to clarify these actions do not by themselves convert timberland to other uses.

Comment C7-2: The commenter states some of the land use maps in the GPU are in
error because they do not reflect the land use designations for their property that was
tentatively approved by the Board of Supervisors.

Response to Comment C7-2: The corrections to the GPU land use mayps will be brought
forward to the Board of Supervisors with the GPU for adoption. The draft resolution of
adoption will include findings that the corrections to the GPU land use maps align with
the straw votes taken by the Board, and are a part of the project evaluated in the FEIR.

Comment C7-3: The commenter states the second paragraph on page 3.2-11 of the
RDEIR characterizes determinations of status, certificates of compliance and lot line
adjustments as acts of converting and/or subdividing timberland, which is not
supported by substantial evidence, and that this statement needs to be revised or
removed,

Response to Comment C7-3: The second paragraph on page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR is
revised as follows:

“A study of the County’s agricultural and timberland conversions identified
substantial amounts of land potentially lost to production through zone
reclassifications, subdivisions, and conditionally permitted uses that conflict with
agricultural and timber operations (Humboldt County Forest Resources and Policy
Report, October 2003, updated in 2008). In addition to conversion occurring
because of General Plan amendments and new subdivisions, resource lands may
be eenverted impacted through a combination of the Certificate of Compliance
process, which involves recognition of historic parcels that may be substandard to
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minimum parcel sizes and densities established by the General Plan and other
actions such as subdivisions or issuance of timberland conversion permits.
Approximately 25 percent of all the Certificate of Compliance applications
submitted from 1985 - 2000 occurred on agricultural properties and timberlands,
affecting more than 18,000 acres. From 2001 to June 2005, this rate increased from
25 percent to over 67 percent, affecting over 53,000 acres. While some of those
actions were precursors to conversion of timberland to other uses, most notably illicit
cannabis cultivation, others provided for more efficient timber management.”

Comment C7-4: The commenter states the third paragraph on page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR
characterizes certificates of compliance as acts that change land use, which is not
supported by substantial evidence, and that this statement needs to be revised or
removed

Response to Comment C7-4: The third paragraph on page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR is revised
as follows: “These changes in land use as a result of zone reclassifications, and

subdivisions—and-the-issuances-of Certificates-of Compliance-on-historic parcels; are

primarily reflective of the breakup of old family ranches.”

Comment C7-5: The commenter objects to the wording of the fourth paragraph on
page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR that refers to conversion of timberland.

Response to Comment C7-5: The changes to the RDEIR made in response to comments
C7-1 through C7-4 are sufficient to address this comment.

Comment C7-6: The commenter points out that the acreage of County parks on page
3.2-12 of the RDEIR does not include the recent acquisition of the McKay Community
Forest (from the Green Diamond Resource Company).

Response to Comment C7-6: The first paragraph on page 3.2-12 of the RDEIR is revised
as follows: “County parks and community parks account for ;600 approximately 2,000
acres.”

Comment C7-7: The commenter suggests the language on page 3.2-12 describing the
county’s timber industry should be updated, and provides updated information.

Response to Comment C7-7 The third paragraph on page 3.2-12 of the RDEIR is revised
as follows: “However, the County's timber industry has been in decline over the past 30
years. In 2000, the County’s total gross value of timber production was $285,232,953, for
which Humboldt County ranked first in the state. By 2008, the total gross value of timber
dropped to $108 million, 25 percent less than the 2007 gross value of $147 million.
According to the California State Board of Equalization, between 2010 and 2015, the
total value for Humboldt County's timber harvest has fluctuated between
approximately $68 million and $71 million, with a high of $81 million in 2014.”

Comment C7-8: The commenter objects to the wording of the fourth paragraph on
page 3.2-14 of the RDEIR that refers to conversion of timberland.
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Response to Comment C7-8: The changes to the RDEIR made in response to comments
C7-1 through C7-4 are sufficient to address this comment.

Comment C7-9: The commenter objects to the wording of the first paragraph on page
3.2-15 of the RDEIR that describes a form of conversion of timberland that is not based
on substantial evidence - the change in land management priorities based upon
parcel size, market conditions, and ownership values.

Response to Comment C7-9: The first and second paragraphs on page 3.2-15 of the
RDEIR are revised as follows:

“Another type-ef“conversion” impact to timberland that is more difficult to define

and track measure is the change in land management priorities based upon parcel

size, market conditions, and ownership values. As-parcelsizes-go-down,the-cost-of
o E o | Y , ! tirnt

patterns, for example, are-likely-to may become more complicated with smaller
parcel sizes, which in some circumstances may inhibit resource production.”

Comment C7-10: The commenter objects to the wording of the second paragraph on
page 3.2-15 that states in part, “it is unclear what specific effects this trend has had on
the timber economy”.

Response to Comment C7-10: This comment is addressed by the changes in Response
to Comment C7-9.

Comment C7-11: The commenter objects to the conclusion in the last paragraph on
Page 3.2-15 that parcelization leads to conversion of timberlands. The commenter also
reiterates their objection to associating Certificates of Compliance and Lot Line
adjustments with conversion of timberlands.

Response to Comment C7-11: The last paragraph on page 3.2-15 of the RDEIR is revised
as follows: “Cenversionfrom Fragmentation. Fragmentation and “parcelization” studies
have found that there is a direct positive relationship between timber production
volumes and land holding size. As the California Forest Legacy Program Assessment
notes:” In response the concern about Certificates of Compliance and Lot Line
Adjustments, Response to Comments C7-1 through C7-4 address this concern.

Comment C7-12: The commenter states, “In the second paragraph of page 3.2-16 as
part of its "parcelization” discussion the RDEIR references a study prepared by the North
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Coast Regional Land Trust (NRLT). However, the NRLT study does not utilize the term
"parcelization" anywhere in the report. The NRLT report does use the term "subdivision"
which is much more narrowly defined. However, the NRLT report fails to provide any
data to substantiate that approximately 35,000 acres of forestland was subdivided in
Humboldt County, as defined by the Subdivision Map Act. If, in fact, the approximate
35,000 acres simply changed hands as a result of a change in ownership, the report is
overreaching and materially misleading in referring to the 35,000 acres as being
subdivided.

Furthermore, both the RDEIR and the NRLT report failed to consider the economic
effects of variations in log prices and market demand which play a critical role in a
landowner's decision to harvest timber.

Any discussion regarding the NRLT report in the RDEIR should be limited to terminology
and/or the data utilized in the NRLT report. If in fact the approximate 35,000 acres
referenced in the NRLT as being subdivided actually represents a change in ownership,
the RDEIR should not rely on the NRLT report and any assumptions in the report
regarding decreased timber harvest on these lands should be reconciled with market
influences during the limited time period considered in the report.”

Response to Comment C7-12: The RDEIR on page 3.2.16 is revised as follows, “A study
commissioned by the North Coast Regional Land Trust for Humboldt County in 2009
documented the-effects-of-timberand-parcelization-on-annuatharvestvolumes-The
study-found that as parcel size went down, the amount and rate of timber harvest went
down significantly.”

Comment C7-13: The commenter states the first sentence, third paragraph of page 3.2-
16 misrepresents what a patent parcel is and incorrectly states that the existence of
patent parcels affects "fragmentation” of land.

Response to Comment C7-13: The RDEIR on page 3.2.16 is revised as follows:

te—be—asseeta%ed—m%h—l&nd—ewne#&Mp— A Iand patent is the rlght of ownershlp toa

parcel of land granted by government to an individual or private company. The
Subdivision Map Act sets out a process that determines whether a patent parcel is
considered a separate legal parcel under the law, a process usually culminating in
the recordation of a Certificate of Compliance or Conditional Certificate of
Compliance.”

Comment C7-14: The commenter states: “In the second paragraph, first two sentences
on page 3.2-17 the RDEIR fails to explain that the change in ownership pattern for
industrial timberland owners during the period from Page 9 of 56 - GDRCo GPU RDEIR
Comments 2001 to 2008 was largely a result of companies closing sawmills due to a lack
of timber supply from the US Forest Service. Many of these companies were heavily
reliant upon timber from the US Forest Service and when sawmills closed all assets were
typically liquated, including timberland holdings.
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This information should be revised to further explain or substantiate the change in
timberland ownership during this time period.”

Response to Comment C7-14: The RDEIR on page 3.2.17 is revised as follows:

“There has also been an overall decrease in acres held by industrial timber owners in
the past eight years. During the years of 2001 through 2008, industrial timberland owners
transferred approximately 8 percent (51,000 acres) of their total ownership of forest
lands for purposes ranging from sales to public agencies (primarily BLM) to rural
residential development: Many of the affected companies were heavily reliant upon
timber from the US Forest Service and when the supply from the US Forest Service
dropped, the sawmills closed, and all assets were typically liquated, including
timberland holdings.”

Comment C7-15: The commenter states: “In the second paragraph, last sentence on
page 3.2-17, a misleading statement appears regarding the recognition of patent or
legal parcels. The recognition of patent or legal parcels {i.e. Certificates of
Compliance) does not in and of itself serve as a legal mechanism to break up large
ranches and timberland and has no impact on the permitted and/or conditionally
permitted uses of land based on zoning classifications.

This information should be revised to state that landowners may elect to sell individual
patents or legal parcels upon receipt of a Certificate of Compliance.”

Response to Comment C7-15: The RDEIR on page 3.2.17 is revised as follows: “As was
stated in the Agricultural Resources section above, the County has experienced a
significant increase in the recognition of patent and legal parcels in the resource lands,
which ean-serve-as-alegabmechanism may lead to break up large ranches and
timberland into smaller ownerships because landowners may elect to sell individual
patents or legal parcels upon receipt of a Certificate of Compliance. Conversely,
Certificates of Compliance can help make commercial timberlands more productive.
For example, they can lead to consolidation of timberlands for more efficient timber
management.

Comment C7-16: The commenter states: “The Beginning with the fourth paragraph and
continuing through the third paragraph on page 3.2-18, the discussion of a previous
proposal by MAXXAM Corporation is outdated and irrelevant as it was never a project,
never came to fruition and any land use planning based on this artifact is unsupported
and entirely speculative. The discussion regarding other land sales and any reference to
ilegal activities by the sellers or purchasers of property is irrelevant as these are issues
related to enforcement and not the current Framework Plan or the proposed General
Plan Update.”

Response to Comment C7-16: Comment noted. Documentation of the MAXXAM
proposal in the setting section of this chapter is appropriate because it was a topic of
discussion during the Planning Commission hearings on the GPU. The large-scale
subdivision proposed by the Maxxam corporation was a unique and highly speculative
proposal, and may not be helpful in developing policy or reviewing applications for
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certificates of compliance, determinations of status or lot line adjustments to ensure
long-term productivity of timberland in the future.

Comment C7-17: The commenter states: “The fourth paragraph on page 3.2-18
contains a false narrative perpetuated throughout Section 3.2 that an individual
timberland patent or legal parcel, when sold, is converted and no longer suitable for
timber production. ... Therefore, the timber producing capabilities of timberlands are
not necessarily lost as a result of the sale of an individual patent or legal parcel and the
RDEIR discussion on this point is entirely speculative and unsupported.”

Response to Comment C7-17: The fourth paragraph on page 3.2-18 is revised as follows,
“The protection of forestlands and their timber producing capabilities was one of the
key issues during the many public meetings during the General Plan Update process.
During those discussions, the timberland stakeholders also noted the timber producing
capabilities of timberlands are not necessarily lost as a result of the sale of an individual
patent or legal parcel. The main source of controversy identified during this process
centers around how the County can pretecttheseresources help ensure efficient long-
term productivity of forestlands while balancing the desire of property owners to
maintain their economic value throughresidential-developmentcreditsonresource
lands.” The Responses to Comments C7-1 through C7-4 also address Comment C7-17.
No further changes to the RDEIR are necessary to respond to this comment.

Comment C7-18: The commenter states: “The first paragraph of page 3.2-19 states that
the General Plan Update (i.e. the Project) " ... could include new policies which could
facilitate conversion of farmland or forest land" is extremely speculative and
unsupported. In the context of assessing Impacts and Mitigation Measures, only those
policies which are included as part of the General Plan Update as presented in this
RDEIR can be considered and/or evaluated. This language should be deleted from the
RDEIR.”

Response to Comment C7-18: This part of the RDEIR is intended to explain that General
Plan policies can conceivably include measures that encourage conversion of
farmland or forest land. For instance, the General Plan Update could replace policies
encouraging continued productivity of commercial timberlands for others that threaten
their continued timber production. While this is not the approach of the General Plan
Update, it is important for the reader to understand that a General Plan could facilitate
conversion of timberland to other uses not involving commercial timber production.

The Responses to Comments C7-1 through C7-4 also address Comment C7-18. No
further changes to the RDEIR are necessary to respond to this comment.

Comment C7-19: The commenter states: “The fourth paragraph, last sentence of page
3.2-19 is misleading in that conversion of timberland does not directly result from the
subdivision or the sale of individual patents or legal parcels.”

Response to Comment C7-19: The RDEIR on page 3.2.19 is revised as follows:
“Conversion Adverse impacts to resource land can also occur when parcel sizes of
resource lands (for both agricultural and timberlands) become too small for economic

viability through either subdivisions or the-break-up-ofranches-and-timber-holdingsfrom
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the sell-off of patent and/or legal parcels (primarily substandard parcels) and
subsequent development of the property for other uses.”

Comment C7-20: The commenter notes that, “Under the heading "Trinidad Planning
Watershed, Changes from T" on page 3.2-32, the 42 acres referenced as being east of
Big lagoon is believed to be GDRCo property for Page 11 of 56 - GDRCo GPU RDEIR
Comments which GDRCo submitted a change in land use desighation. GDRCo had
initially made a request to have the land use designation changed from T to RE so that
the land use would conform with what was an existing residential use. GDRCo no longer
provides residential use of this approximately 42-acre property and subsequently
requested that the land use be changed from T to CR...”

Response to Comment C7-20: The RDEIR on page 3.2.32 is revised as follows:
"Approximately 42 acres proposed to be changed to RE CR are located on the east
side of Big Lagoon. Approximately -and-another 172 acres are located east of Trinidad
along Stumptown Road, Westhaven Drive, and Adams Foxfarm Road are proposed to
be changed to RE.”

Comment C7-21: The commenter states that, “The last paragraph of page 3.2-34
contains the title "Conversion as a result of increased parcelization and subsequent
development" which is materially misleading and unsubstantiated by the subsequent
content.”

Response to Comment C7-21: The heading of the last paragraph of page 3.2-34 is
revised as follows: “Cenversion-as-aresuit-ofincreased pParcelization and subsequent
development”.

Comment C7-22: The commenter states in the first paragraph on page 3.2-35 the
County insinuates that the “compliance with the Subdivision Map Act is somehow being
avoided through the recognition, sale or purchase of patents and/or legal parcels.”

Response to Comment C7- 22 The RDEIR flrst paragraph on page 3.2-35is deleted as

Comment C7-23: The commenter believes the discussion in the second paragraph on
page 3.2-35 regarding patent parcels is both speculative and subjective, and suggests
a revision to the last sentence to “specify that any unaltered or altered patent parcel
found to be in conformance with the Subdivision Map Act Determination of Status
process would retain its historic rights.”

Response to Comment C7-23: The RDEIR first paragraph on page 3.2-35 is revised as
follows, “Although a complete review has not been conducted on these patent
parcels, many of these retain their historic rights. Patent parcels that have been altered
through subdivision, merger or lot line adjustment may also be recognized as legally
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separate parcels if found to be created in conformance with the Subdivision Map Act
through a Determination of Status process.”

Comment C7-24: The commenter states “discussion in the third paragraph on page 3.2-
35 comingles the Determination of Status process (i.e. Certificates of Compliance) and
development criteria which are not mutually exclusive... The information provided in this
paragraph should be revised to clearly state that the Determination of Status process is
not contingent upon development criteria.”

Response to Comment C7-24: The third paragraph on page 3.2-35 of the RDEIR is
revised as follows: “Because the Determination of Status process is not contingent upon
development criteria, ©often, these parcels de-may not conform to the prescribed

den5|ty range as de3|gnated in the General Plan and—the%a#eﬁet_develeped—m%hthe

of patent parcels may }eeparelEe compromise the open space and resource values of
the land. Given the projected low housing demand, this is not expected to be a
significant concern during the timeframe of the GPU.”

Comment C7-25: The commenter states, “the first paragraph under ‘Other changes
that could result in Conversion of Farmland or Forestland’ on page 3.2-35 and discussion
regarding conversion as used in the subsection title should be limited to the definition of
Timberland Conversion as provided in the Forest Practice Act (Title 14, Article 7).”

Response to Comment C7-25: There are other forms of timberland conversion that do
not appear in the definition of Timberland Conversion in the Forest Practice Act?, so it is
not appropriate to limit the use of the term as suggested in this comment. As noted in
response to some of the previous comments, the term “impacts to timberland” is better
suited and has been substituted for the term “conversion”. The changes to the RDEIR
made in response to comments C7-1 through C7-4 also address this comment. No
other changes to the RDEIR are needed to respond to this comment.

Comment C7-26: The commenter states, “The third paragraph, first sentence of page
3.2-36 contains a general statement without sufficient facts to support the conclusion.
Conflicts may occur however it must be recognized that timber harvesting is a relatively
short-lived event with short term disruptions as compared to ongoing timber
management activities and, as the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Resource Report
and updates clearly recognize, any "conflicts" greatly diminish on parcels in excess of 20
acres in size. Again the use of the term conversion should be limited to the definition of
Timberland Conversion as provided in the Forest Practice Act (Title 14, Article 7).

2*Timberland Conversion” is defined in as :(1) Within non-Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) timberland, transforming
timberland to a non-timber growing use through timber operations where:

(A) Future timber harvests will be prevented or infeasible because of land occupancy and activities thereon; or

(B) Stocking requirements of the applicable district forest practice rules will not be met within five years after completion of timber
operations; or

(C) There is a clear intent to divide timberland into ownerships of less than three acres.
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Response to Comment C7-26: The third paragraph, first sentence of page 3.2-36 of the
RDEIR is revised as follows, “Conflicts between timber operations and surrounding
residential land uses {most-oftenresidences)often-occur-and-can-cause-a-disruption
in-harvestand-ultimate can make commercial timber operations more difficult and
expensive eonversion-oftimberandsto-otheruses.”

Comment C7-27: The commenter states, “The third paragraph, third sentence of page
3.2-36 should be changed as follows: the term ‘limiting incompatible uses’ should be
further clarified to state ‘limiting incompatible uses consistent with Government Code
51100-51104°.”

Response to Comment C7-27: Government Code 51100-51104 describes the uses that
are compatible with timber production in areas zoned TPZ - Timber Production Zone.
Since some areas with a General Plan Land Use designation of “T — Timber Production”
in the County are not zoned TPZ, this section of the Government Code does not apply
in some areas assessed in the RDEIR, so it would be inaccurate to make the requested
change. No changes to the RDEIR are needed to respond to this comment.

Comment C7-28: The commenter states, “The sixth paragraph, first sentence on page
3.2-39, regarding the use of the term "parcelization”, is again misleading. Neither the
RDEIR nor the Board of Supervisors' approved draft General Plan Update provides any
definition for "parcelization”. If the term, as used in the first sentence of the sixth
paragraph on page 3.2-39 of the RDEIR assumes that a Certificate of Compliance
constitutes parcelization, then this is a false and misleading statement and should be
revised accordingly. Likewise, every conveyance of land constitutes a "parcelization” to
some extent-the purpose of the El R is analyze detrimental environmental effects,
without evaluating parcel size relative to any discussion of "parcelization" and/or
"fragmentation” renders the entire narrative vague and unsupported.

Response to Comment C7-28: The sixth paragraph, first sentence on page 3.2-39 of the
RDEIR is revised as follows: “The Plan also does not fully protect against the loss of timber
lands from-inereased-parcelization on parcels that are too small to be economically
viable for timber production on their own. Current County Code contains a Merger
Ordinance that directs the County to merge substandard parcels zoned TPZ into those
that meet density requirements; however, this ordinance was never fully implemented.
The proposed Plan recommends revising this section of the code to remove the merger
requirement because it was not implemented. On parcels that are too small to be
economically viable for timber production on their own, Ffthis willallew may lead to a
higher density of development on lands planned T and-cause coenversion of resulting in
land use changes from timberlands to rural residential, illicit cannabis cultivation or
other non-timber uses. Therefore;-the This potential loss of timber lands cannot be
mitigated to a level of insignificance once thesefands they are converted to a non-
timber land use, and therefore is a significant unavoidable impact of the General Plan
Update.”

Comment C7-29: The In the sixth paragraph, starting with the third sentence on page
3.2-39 and continuing onto page 3.2-40, the discussion assumes that the non-
implementation of the Merger Ordinance will cause the "conversion” or "loss" of
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timberlands to rural residential uses. This assumption is entirely unsupported and the
narrative in the RDEIR lacks context. Again, the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003
Resource Report does provide context in this regard (i.e., recognizing density at less
than 20 acres to cause fragmentation concerns), but the RDEIR makes no effort to
define "parcelization” or "fragmentation” in a meaningful, substantive manner. The
narrative is vague, unsupported and should be stricken... The fourth sentence of the
sixth paragraph on page 3.2-39 should be deleted as it is not adequately substantiated.

Response to Comment C7-29: As explained in Response to Comment 28, the RDEIR is
being revised to clarify the impact of the General Plan being considered in the RDEIR
involves the conversion of parcels that are too small to be economically viable for
timber production, such as those that could be developed at a density of less than 20
acres, as recognized in the 2003 FRAP Forest Resource and Range Report cited by the
commenter. No further modifications to the RDEIR are necessary to respond to this
comment.

Comment C7-30: The commenter states, “The first paragraph on page 3.2-40 contains
information that is misleading because the term "conversion" infers that the timber
growing capacity of resource production lands is lost if used in conjunction with rural
residential purposes. This gross generalization gives no consideration to parcel size and
fails to recognize that these parcels likely retain the land use and zoning that support
resource production and can provide ecological benefits as well, as expressly
concluded in the 2003 FRAP Forest and Range 2003 Resource Report for parcels 20
acres or greater... The finding provided here that there is a significant unavoidable
impact is unsubstantiated and inaccurate if the County presumes (as the RDEIR text
implies) that "conversion" occurs as a result of either the sale of individual patents/legal
parcels or the residential use of timber resource lands. This implicit finding relies upon a
false narrative without any context and should be re-evaluated by limiting the use of
the term "conversion" in a manner that is consistent with the Forest Practice Act.”

Response to Comment C7-30: The first paragraph on page 3.2-40 of the RDEIR is revised
as follows: “The Plan also does not fully protect against the loss of resource production
lands from conversion to rural residential or other non-timber uses. Limiting housing on
lands-parcels that are too small to be economically viable for timber production on
their own which are presently managed fer as industrial timberlands may help prevent
the conversion of these resource production lands to other uses, but this policy option is
not considered feasible because it could significantly diminish the economic value of
those lands. Therefore-the This potential loss of timber lands on parcels that are too
small to be economically viable for timber production on their own (for example, some
parcels less than 20 acres in size) which are presently managed as industrial timberlands
cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance once these lands are converted to a
non-timber land use, and therefore, is a significant unavoidable impact of the General
Plan Update.”

Comment C7-31: The commenter suggests the fourth paragraph, first sentence; T as
used at the end of this sentence should be revised to be TPZ.
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Response to Comment C7-31: The fourth paragraph, first sentence on page 3.2-40 of
the RDEIR is revised as follows, “The General Plan Update land use map maintains
existing or equivalent agricultural or timber production land use designations for lands
under Wiliamson Act Contract or lands zoned TPZ.”

Comment C7-32: The commenter states, “Mitigation 3.3.3.2.a.; It should be recognized
that the mitigation proposed is an onerous undertaking and it is likely unrealistic that
such an evaluation could be completed within a two-year timeframe. The County,
under current State regulations, is required to evaluate critical watersheds.

If Mitigation 3.3.3.2.a. is adopted the sole cost of completing said evaluation should be
the responsibility of the County, not individual project applicants, and any failure on the
part of the County to complete the evaluation within the specified two-year timeframe
should not result in a de facto moratorium on development or any other projectin a
given watershed.”

Response to Comment C7-32: Mitigation 3.3.3.2.a. is revised as follows:

“WR-IMx. Water Supply Evaluation and Monitoring. Conduct watershed level
evaluations within two years after the adoption of the General Plan Update to
determine-the ensure sufficient long term surface and groundwater supply,

including seasonal, average, dry year, and multiple dry year supplies, and beneficial
uses of water to-determine-an-estimate-of the-quantity-of water will be available for
the level of future development described in the Revised Draft EIR for the GPU. Work
with water and wastewater related special districts, regulators, and other
appropriate organizations to monitor watershed conditions.

Comment C7-33: The commenter states, “Impact 3.11.3.5. Habitat Conservation Plans;
suggest the first sentence under this subchapter be revised as follows:

‘Implementation of the General Plan Update could result in additional development
that conflicts with adopted habitat conservation plans™.

This suggested change is relevant considering that an HCP may provide for limited land
use changes and therefore be an absolute conflict.

Response to Comment C7-33: Page 3.11-17 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“Implementation of the General Plan Update weuld could result in additional
development that conflicts with adopted habitat conservation plans.”

Comment C7-34: The commenter states, “First paragraph, beginning with the fourth
sentence; the information provided in the RDEIR herein is misleading and hyperbolic.

As stated in Chapter 2 of the RDEIR, ‘The RDEIR is focused on the environmental effects
which may reasonably be expected to occur during the 24-year planning period of the
GPU, 2016-2024, as described in subchapters 2.1 and 2.5 below’. Table 2.5-1 on page 2-
24 of the RDEIR provides the estimated number of dwelling units by land use designation
that will be required to accommodate the estimated maximum feasible housing
development and potential and projected development from 2016 to 2040. For lands
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planned Tor TC the estimate provided is 44 housing units assuming that peak demand
occurs in 2028. The discussion provided on page 3.11-17, under ‘Analysis of Relevant
General Plan Update Policies’, should be limited to the scope of the Project as
described in the RDEIR. The discussion which refers to the theoretical construction of as
many as "20,000 dwelling units" on lands planned Timberlands (T) is completely
hyperbolic and irrelevant as the analysis of relevant General Plan Update policies
related to land planned T. Specifically, in order to maintain internal consistency, the
number of dwelling units on lands zoned T considered in the RDEIR should be limited to
the estimated 44 units as identified in the RDEIR. The "20,000" unit assumption is entirely
misplaced and without support. Furthermore, the presumption, as framed, violates
accepted EIR scoping and project description standards under CEQA. (See legal
opinion appended as Attachment B).

The discussion provided under Analysis of Relevant General Plan Update Policies
regarding the planned densities and theoretical maximum buildout of lands planned T
to "20,000 units" should be removed as it is outside the scope of the Project as described
in the RDEIR and it is not substantiated by any analysis elsewhere in the RDEIR.”

Response to Comment C7-34: The fourth and fifth sentences of the first paragraph on
Page 3.11-18 of the RDEIR are revised as follows: “Under the proposed General Plan
Update, residential uses are planned at densities of 40 to 160 acres per dwelling unit on
Iands planned TorTC, Whlch are the areas covered bv the HCP’s. Atmaximum

000 The
Estlmated Maximum Development Potentlal shown in Table 2 5-1 of thls RDEIR is 7,814
housing units on the 900,000 acres of planned timberlands, although historical growth
trends and Department of Finance projections would indicate that only limited-demand
forpossible-developmentisiikely-te-exist 44 housing units are likely to be developed in
these areas during the 2016 - 2040 timeframe. Housing construction was not an issue
that was considered or addressed by the HCPs indicated above.
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Letter C8 Steven S. Madrone

To: Planning Director and Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
From: Stephen Sungnome Madrone, Parcel #515-291-12

Date: 6-30-17

RE: Public Comment on Draft EIR on GPU

Dear Director, Chair and members of the Board:
| have several comments.

The county has illegally recommended a GP Designation of RA 5-20 for parcels
515-291-047, 515-291-048, 515-291-049, and 515-291-050. The zoning for these
parcels is 20 acre AE. The current GP designation is 1 acre dispersed housing,
but that is old and from the 1970's. The new recommendation from the Planning
Commission in 2014 was 20-acre minimums but the Board of Supervisors
changed this at its June 25", 2015 public hearing.

This public hearing nofified parcel owners of any changes proposed for their
zoning and it gave adjacent parcel owners a chance to offer public comment.
What the public was not notified of was the fact that at this June 25" hearing
changes were made in the GP Designation for these 4 parcels listed above.

Without any public notice of a possible change, The Board of Supervisors (BOS)
agreed to re-designate these parcels as 5-20 acre minimums. There was
opposition to this from the City of Trinidad, and several local residents, but the
BOS overruled that input from a Referral Agency (the City). When the BOS Chair
asked the County Planner why the Planning Commission had recommended
such low densities, the planner said it was because of water supply and fisheries
issues and that “there were no overriding considerations for recommending
higher densities”. The BOS then proceeded to approve higher densities simply by
asking the BOS rep from that district what his preference was. Supervisor
Sundberg recommended higher densities without stating any “overriding
considerations”. This is illegal and a violation of CEQA.

The EIR should stay with the earlier planning commission recommendation of 20-
80 acre minimums. The reasons for this are well documented in the files for the
subdivision of these parcels as part of the Moss Minor Subdivision.

Please change these designations.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Stephen. S. Madrone

1521 Fox Farm Road
Trinidad, Ca. 95570
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Response to Steven S. Madrone - Letter C8

Comment C8-1: The commenter objects to the land use designations tentatively
approved by the Board of Supervisors on a set of parcels in the Foxfarm Road
neighborhood in Westhaven, and requests the land use designations recommended by
the Planning Commission for these properties be applied instead.

Response to Comment C8-1: Comment noted. The land use designation tentatively
approved by the Board of Supervisors will result in lower densities than what is currently
allowed by the General Plan, and it is consistent with the existing zoning that applies to
the property. The comment does not address the RDEIR text. No changes to the RDEIR
are needed to respond to this comment.
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Chapter 3. RDEIR Text Changes

Chapter 3.2 Agricultural and Timber Resources

Page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“A study of the County’s agricultural and timberland conversions identified
substantial amounts of land potentially lost to production through zone
reclassifications, subdivisions, and conditionally permitted uses that conflict with
agricultural and timber operations (Humboldt County Forest Resources and Policy
Report, October 2003, updated in 2008). In addition to conversion occurring
because of General Plan amendments and new subdivisions, resource lands may
be eenverted impacted through a combination of the Certificate of Compliance
process, which involves recognition of historic parcels that may be substandard to
minimum parcel sizes and densities established by the General Plan and other
actions such as subdivisions or issuance of timberland conversion permits.
Approximately 25 percent of all the Certificate of Compliance applications
submitted from 1985 - 2000 occurred on agricultural properties and timberlands,
affecting more than 18,000 acres. From 2001 to June 2005, this rate increased from
25 percent to over 67 percent, affecting over 53,000 acres. While some of those
actions were precursors to conversion of timberland to other uses, most notably illicit
cannabis cultivation, others provided for more efficient timber management.”

Page 3.2-11 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“These changes in land use as a result of zone reclassifications, and subdivisions;-and

the-issuances-of Certificates-of Compliance-on-histeric-parecels; are primarily

reflective of the breakup of old family ranches.”

Page 3.2-12 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“County parks and community parks account for ;000 approximately 2,000 acres.”

Page 3.2-12 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“However, the County's timber industry has been in decline over the past 30 years. In
2000, the County’s total gross value of timber production was $285,232,953, for
which Humboldt County ranked first in the state. By 2008, the total gross value of
timber dropped to $108 million, 25 percent less than the 2007 gross value of $147
million. According to the California State Board of Equalization, between 2010 and
2015, the total value for Humboldt County's timber harvest has fluctuated between
approximately $68 million and $71 million, with a high of $81 million in 2014.”

Page 3.2-15 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Another type-of“conversion” impact to timberland that is more difficult to define
and track measure is the change in land management priorities based upon parcel

size, market conditions, and ownership values. As-parcelsizes-go-down,-the-costof
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p#aeﬂees—a#e—geﬂeﬁaly—net—enhaneedAth—smaueppa#m Land ownershlp

patterns, for example, are-likely-to may become more complicated with smaller
parcel sizes, which in some circumstances may inhibit resource production.”

Page 3.2-15 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Conversionfrom Fragmentation. Fragmentation and “parcelization” studies have
found that there is a direct positive relationship between timber production volumes
and land holding size. As the California Forest Legacy Program Assessment notes:”

Page 3.2-16 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“A study commissioned by the North Coast Regional Land Trust for Humboldt County

in 2009 documented the-effects-of timberand parcelization-on-annual-harvest
volumes-—Tthe-studyfound that as parcel size went down, the amount and rate of
timber harvest went down significantly.”

Page 3.2-16 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

te—be—asseerated—mﬁﬂand—ewne#sﬁp— A Iand patent is the rlght of ownershlp toa
parcel of land granted by government to an individual or private company. The

Subdivision Map Act sets out a process that determines whether a patent parcel is
considered a separate legal parcel under the law, a process usually culminating in

the recordation of a Certificate of Compliance or Conditional Certificate of
Compliance.”

Page 3.2-17 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“There has also been an overall decrease in acres held by industrial timber owners in
the past eight years. During the years of 2001 through 2008, industrial timberland
owners transferred approximately 8 percent (51,000 acres) of their total ownership of
forest lands for purposes ranging from sales to public agencies (primarily BLM) to
rural residential development. Many of the affected companies were heavily reliant
upon timber from the US Forest Service and when the supply from the US Forest
Service dropped, the sawmills closed, and all assets were typically liquated,
including timberland holdings.”

Page 3.2-17 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“As was stated in the Agricultural Resources section above, the County has
experienced a significant increase in the recognition of patent and legal parcels in
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the resource lands, which ean-serve-as-alegatbmechanism may lead to break up

large ranches and timberland into smaller ownerships because landowners may
elect to sell individual patents or legal parcels upon receipt of a Certificate of
Compliance. Conversely, Certificates of Compliance can help make commercial
timberlands more productive. For example, they can lead to consolidation of
timberlands for more efficient timber management.”

The fourth paragraph on page 3.2-18 of the RDEIR is revised as follows,

“The protection of forestlands and their timber producing capabilities was one of
the key issues during the many public meetings during the General Plan Update
process. During those discussions, the timberland stakeholders also noted the timber
producing capabilities of timberlands are not necessarily lost as a result of the sale of
an individual patent or legal parcel. The main source of controversy identified
during this process centers around how the County can pretecttheseresources
help ensure efficient long-term productivity of forestlands while balancing the desire
of property owners to maintain their economic value through-residential

Page 3.2-19 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Conversion Adverse impacts to resource land can also occur when parcel sizes of
resource lands (for both agricultural and timberlands) become too small for
economic viability through either subdivisions or the-break-up-efranches-and-timber
heldingsfrom-the sell-off of patent and/or legal parcels (primarily substandard
parcels) and subsequent development of the property for other uses.”

Page 3.2-21 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

Table 3.2-3. Countywide Resource Land.

Framework General Proposed General
Plan Plan Update
Acres Max Acres Max
Land Use Buildout Buildout
Designation (Units) (Units)
899,717 19,876 897,026 19,398
T 899,700 19,892 893,840
59.465 1,925 £6:311 2481
AE 59,464 113,608 2,179
409722 18,041 3774838 17,201
AG 409,720 381,846
Total | 1,368,884 39,858 | 1,389,294 38,778

Page 3.2-32 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

"Approximately 42 acres proposed to be changed to RE CR are located on
the east side of Big Lagoon. Approximately -and-another 172 acres are
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located east of Trinidad along Stumptown Road, Westhaven Drive, and
Adams Foxfarm Road are proposed to be changed to RE.”

The heading of the last paragraph of page 3.2-34 is revised as follows:
“Conversion-as-a-resultofincreased pParcelization and subsequent development”.

The RDEIR first paragraph on page 3.2-35 is deleted as follows,

Page 3.2-35 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Although a complete review has not been conducted on these patent parcels,
many of these retain their historic rights. Patent parcels that have been altered
through subdivision, merger or lot line adjustment may also be recognized as legally
separate parcels if found to be created in conformance with the Subdivision Map
Act through a Determination of Status process.”

Page 3.2-35 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Because the Determination of Status process is not contingent upon development
criteria, ©often, these parcels de-may not conform to the prescribed density range

as de5|gnated in the General PIan and—the%arenetde\;eleped—m%thesame

out of patent parcels may Jeopardlze the open space and resource values of the
land. Given the projected low housing demand, this is not expected to be a
significant concern during the timeframe of the GPU.”

Page 3.2-36 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Conﬂicts between timber operations and surrounding residential land uses (mest

can make timber operatlons more dn‘frcult and expensive een#ersren—et—nmbeﬂanels

Page 3.2-39 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Plan also does not fully protect against the loss of timber lands from-inereased
parcelization on parcels that are too small to be economically viable for timber
production on their own. Current County Code contains a Merger Ordinance that
directs the County to merge substandard parcels zoned TPZ into those that meet
density requirements; however, this ordinance was never fully implemented. The
proposed Plan recommends revising this section of the code to remove the merger
requirement because it was not implemented. On parcels that are too small to be
economically viable for timber production on their own, Tthis willallew may lead to
a higher density of development on lands planned T and-cause conversion of
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resulting in land use changes from timberlands to rural residential, illicit cannabis
cultivation or other non-timber uses. Fherefore-the This potential |loss of timber lands
cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance once theselands they are
converted to a non-timber land use, and therefore is a significant unavoidable
impact of the General Plan Update.”

Page 3.2-40 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Plan also does not fully protect against the loss of resource production lands
from conversion to rural residential or other non-timber uses. Limiting housing on
lands-parcels that are too small to be economically viable for timber production on
their own which are presently managed for as industrial timberlands may help
prevent the conversion of these resource production lands to other uses, but this
policy option is not considered feasible because it could significantly diminish the
economic value of those lands. Thereforethe This potential loss of timber lands on
parcels that are too small to be economically viable for timber production on their
own (for example, some parcels less than 20 acres in size) which are presently
managed as industrial timberlands cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance
once these lands are converted to a non-timber land use, and therefore, is a
significant unavoidable impact of the General Plan Update.”

Page 3.2-40 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The General Plan Update land use map maintains existing or equivalent agricultural
or timber production land use designations for lands under Wiliamson Act Contract
or lands zoned TPZ.”

Chapter 3.3 Utilities and Service Systems

Page 3.3-55 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

WR-IMx. Water Supply Evaluation and Monitoring. Conduct watershed level
evaluations within two years after the adoption of the General Plan Update to
determine-the ensure sufficient long term surface and groundwater supply,

including seasonal, average, dry year, and multiple dry year supplies, and beneficial
uses of water to-determine-an-estimate-of the-quantity-of water will be available for
the level of future development described in the Revised Draft EIR for the GPU. Work
with water and wastewater related special districts, regulators, and other
appropriate organizations to monitor watershed conditions.

Chapter 3.5 Transportation

Page 3.5-4 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

e S.R.211is a short two-lane highway that extends from U.S. 101 to the City of
Ferndale, crossing historic Fernbridge over the Eel River ever-historic-Fernbridge.
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Page 3.5-5 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“In addition, Humboldt County has identified the following roads as Regionally
Significant Streets and Roadways as part of the 20082014 Regional Transportation
Plan (see HCAOG 20-Year Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan, 2014
2008Table HRStreets-1Regionally, Significant Roadways and the discussion on page
HR-1of the “Existing Roadway System” from page 24 to 28):”

Page 3.5-6 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

Redwood Transit System. The Redwood Transit System (RTS) consists of “mainline”
commuter service along the U.S. 101 corridor from Scotia to Trinidad. Regular
commute service is available to McKinleyville, as well as regional service to the
California Redwood Coast - Humboldt County Airport. Although some trips serve
the entire corridor, most trips provide service only along shorter sections of the route.
Service was recently added to southern Humboldt, now connecting Garberville,
Redway, Phillipsville, Miranda, Myers Flat, and Weott with the Humboldt Bay area. In
addition to the mainline route serving U.S. 101, a-separateroute Tish Non-Village
service provides service between Willow Creek and various locations in Arcata and
McKinleyville.

and...

Fortuna Transit. The City of Fortuna operates Fortuna Transit, which provides
transportation within the City limits to seniors or persons with a disability.

Page 3.5-7 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Pedestrian facilities, primarily sidewalks and crosswalks, are also most commonly
provided in the urban areas. Most pedestrian facilities were constructed prior to the
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) and are therefore not compliant. Compliance
issues include inadequate sidewalk width, excessive cross-slope, inadequate curb
ramps at intersections, and obstacles in the sidewalk. Such obstructions and
impediments can force pedestrians on foot or those who use wheelchairs onto road
shoulders, and into parking and bike lanes. Over time, the County Department of
Public Works is upgrading pedestrian facilities to be ADA compliant.”

Page 3.5-7 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Rural areas and small communities do not often have pedestrian facilities that are
separated from the roadway. Pedestrians and bicyclists frequently utilize roads in
Humboldt County that lack sidewalks and/or bicycle lanes. As a result, sharing of
roadways by pedestrians, car and truck drivers, bicyclists, and even equestrians, is
common in many rural areas. While equine use does not constitute a sighificant
detectable portion of daily commuter travel in Humboldt County, equestrian trails
can be a significant recreational resource. A number of community and public land
trail systems provide transportation and recreation opportunities; however, most of
the facilities dedicated exclusively for non-motorized use are provided only in urban
areas of the County.”
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Page 3.5-8 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Pedestrian facilities are most commonly found in the County’s seven cities and
larger unincorporated communities. Sidewalks and pathways of varying width are
found in commercial areas, residential neighborhoods, and near schools. In many
cases, existing sidewalks meet only the minimum ADA standards and often are
obstructed by utility poles, signposts, and other obstacles. There are also sidewalk
gaps, uncontrolled intersections, and street crossings that pose pedestrian travel
impediments, especially to the mobility-impaired.

Most facilities dedicated for bicycle use are in the urban and suburban areas of the
County, with bicycle lanes in place in Eureka, Arcata, McKinleyville and Fortuna. The
City of Arcata provides the most interconnected system of bicycle lanes/routes that
facilitates access to and from a number of trip-generating areas. In Eureka, the bike
lane/route system includes both north-south and east-west lanes; however, not all
trip generating areas are connected. Fortuna has limited systems of bike lanes and
desighated routes. “

Page 3.5-8 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Elk River Hikshari’ Trail {is a multiple-use, paved trail that runs between Truesdale
Avenue (just south of the Bayshore Mall) 1.5 miles south to the Pound Road Park &
Ride lot, off the Herrick Avenue and Highway 101 interchange.”

Page 3.5-8 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“In conjunction with other cities and counties across the nation, Humboldt County is
was the lead agency in a funding proposal to the federal government in 2009,
called the Humboldt People Powered Pathways (HP3) funding-proposal-to-the
federalgoverament. The HP3 proposal seeks sought transportation funding to
implement local jurisdiction’s plans for improving active transport systems and
programs as part of 2010 Campaign for Active Transportation. The Campaign for
Active Transportation was a national effort aimed at the inclusion of a program that
provides funding for non-motorized systems (vs. singular projects) as a permanent
program in the federal transportation legislation reauthorization. The HP3 plan
identifiesd approximately 25 active transport planning, implementation programs,
and partnerships thatidentify related_to approximately $50 million of non-motorized
transportation projects located across the County. Although the HP3 funding
proposal was unsuccessful, a number of the individual projects included in the
proposal have since been funded and the interagency coordination to improve
active transport systems and programs continues.”

Page 3.5-9 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Caltrans has completed a Final EIR (SCH # 2009012070) and Addendum to the EIR,
a Finding of no Significant Impact, and a Notice of Determination in May 2017 (see
project web page at http://www.dot.ca.gov/distl/d1projects/richardson_grove/)
for a project to provide access for larger trucks on U.S. 101 through Richardson
Grove State Park near the Humboldt County line. The proposed project extends
from post mile (Humboldt) 1.1 to post mile (Humboldt) 2.2 and would include minor
realignments and widening of the existing roadway, culvert improvements, and
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repaving the roadway. This project has been controversial because it involves road
improvements and the removal of trees within a State Park as well as concerns
regarding growth inducing impacts.”

Page 3.5-10 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Air travel is a growing transportation option in Humboldt County with passenger
enplanements at California Redwood Coast — Humboldt County, the only airport in
the County with scheduled passenger flights, and passenger enplanements are
expected to increase from 98,453 in 2004 to 167,000 in 2024 (Arcata-Eureka Airport
Master Plan Report, Chapter 2, Airport Role and Activity Forecasts). Several daily
flights are provided, connecting Humboldt County with San Francisco and Portland,
Oregon. The airport continues to work to add more flights to more destinations.”

Page 3.5-11 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

Annual maintenance dredging of Humboldt Bay is vital to maintaining safe and
navigable access. Federal channels in Humboldt Bay are dredged by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. Any other area that requires dredging is the responsibility of local
governmentss; in this area thatis-the Harbor District is that agency.

Page 3.5-12 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The operation of agricultural vehicles on roadways may also affect traffic on rural
roadways in the unincorporated area. Agricultural activities are an important
element of the local economy and agricultural vehicles operate regularly on
County roadways. Agricultural vehicles are slow moving vehicles and considered
incompatible with other motorists. implementation-of the proposed-GeneralRlan
Update-would-increases in the amount of traffic on roadways and could increase
the potential for conflict with agricultural vehicles.”

Page 3.5-12 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Another factor that can impact roadway safety is the incompatibility of some
unincorporated area roadway and highway facilities with multi-modal
transportation uses. Many existing roadways and intersections in the County do not
contain pedestrian or bicycle facilities. Humboldt County Transportation-
Disadvantaged Populations Report, 2006,”
http://www.nrsrcaa.org/path/pdfs/HumCoTDPReport5_06.pdf) found that
pRedestrian and bicycle safety is generally poor in Humboldt County when
compared to other rural counties. There are substantially higher bicycle injuries and
fatality rates in Humboldt County than all other rural areas in California. Bicycle injury
and fatality rates are also significantly higher than the state average, particularly for
youth-and-the ages 65five to-24 age-groups. In spite of this, bicycle and pedestrian
injuries and fatalities are decreasing in Humboldt County.”

Page 3.5-13 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The traffic impacts resulting from General Plan Update land uses were evaluated
by TIKM Transportation Consultants using the latest Humboldt County Travel
Demand Model. The Humboldt County Travel Demand Model was updated in 2013
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by the Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to forecast travel patterns in both rural and
urbanized portions of Humboldt County. The main purposes of the Humboldt County
Travel Demand Model are to support the rRegional transportation planning process?,
to evaluate potential improvements to the roadway system, and evaluate the
impacts of land use changes in the County. The model also includes limited transit
and non-motorized analysis capabilities. The base year for the model is 2010, with a
forecast year of 2040.”

Page 3.5-14 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The transportation analysis zones cover the entire County and each city, and
inelude contain data representing existing and projected future population and
employment levels.”

Page 3.5-14 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:
“Consequently, an interim year (2028) scenario was developed using the 2028
population from the DOF and 2028 employment from Caltrans 2015 Economics
Forecasts, and analyzed as a worset-case scenario.”

Page 3.5-15 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“As shown, the forecast 18-year and 30-year growth in both households and
employment is relatively modest.”

Page 3.5-18 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“There are no are-he adopted plans, ordinances or policies establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system in Humboldt County.”

Pages 3.5-18 and 3.5-19 of the RDEIR are revised to add quotes as follows:

“The Eureka Community Plan contains a general goal that does not include an
MOE: Policy 4220.1, ‘the County shall strive to maintain a Level of Service of C or
better on arterials in the Planning Area. The acceptable level of service goal will be
consistent with the financial resources available and the limits of technical
feasibility.”

Page 3.5-19 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Due to already established auto-oriented land use patterns, the private automobile
would likely continue to be the dominant mode of transport in Humboldt County.
The General Plan Update seeks to reduce vehicle miles traveled per person by
considering the needs of motorized vehicles, public transit, bicyclists, and
pedestrians during land use and transportation planning and by providing balanced

transportatlon opportumﬂes—whe;eby—the—need&e#meten%ed#e@etes—p&b#&#an%
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Page 3.5-19 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Policy C-P2, Consideration of Land Uses in Transportation Decision Making, retes
requires that a comprehensive planning approach be utilized used in transportation

decision making that considers the-transportation-conseguences-ofland-use
eh&nges%eav@d—eperaﬂen&k&nd—eeenei%%p&ets existing and proposed land

uses.”

Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Table 3.5-7 lists only one road in the City of Eureka; that would be affected by the
implementation of General Plan Update; and countywide growth expected to
occur during the planning period, that which is theresponsibility under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans and not Humboldt County.”

Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Community Infrastructure and Services Element Policy IS-P7, Mitigation of Cross-
jurisdictional Impacts, directs the County to work with cities to mitigate impacts
associated with new development for each affected jurisdiction.”

Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Policy C-P7, Joint Use of Traffic Models, encourages the use of area-wide travel
demand models in the preparation of the County-Wide Transportation Plan (CWTP)
and in evaluatlng projects with potentially significant transportation impacts to-use

Page 3.5-20 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a. The following policies shall be added to the Circulation Element
and would require the implementation of transportation demand management
programs with new larger -scale development in the unincorporated area.”

Page 3.5-22 of the RDEIR is revised as follows (staff correction):

Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a. Amend-existingpolicies-and aAdd the following

implementation measure and policy to the Circulation Element that establishes a
multi-faceted program to lessen impacts relating to traffic congestion:

Page 3.5-23 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“3. Consider widening the eurbs roadway/right-of-way to provide additional travel
lanes, bike lanes, 2WLTL, medians, parking lanes, and sidewalks, all as needed to
meet demands.”

Page 3.5-23 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“C-Px. Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Program. In coordination with the cities
within the County, shall develop and implement a countywide traffic impact fee
program that addresses impacts on major roads resulting from development in cities
and unincorporated areas. Adopt this fee within one year of the adoption of the

Chapter 3 RDEIR Text Changes Page 3- 10



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

General Plan Update. A traffic impact fee is currently being evaluated for the
Greater Eureka Area, encompassing the Eureka urbanized area.”

Page 3.5-25 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“From approximately 800 feet south of the Kmart Hraffic Ssignal to Washington
Street, Broadway has a TWLTL.”

Page 3.5-25 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“While limited relief could be achieved through optimized signal timing, changes in
traffic patterns occur routinely and signal timing should therefore be modified as
necessary to reflect such changes (City of Eureka General Plan Update Mobility
Policy Paper
{http://www.eureka2040gpu.com/Links/pdfs/Mobility%20Policy%20Paper%203-23-
15.pdf).”

Page 3.5-25 of the RDEIR is revised as follows (staff correction):

“See Impact 3.5.3.2%.-€ -1 above, for a discussion of how Policies C-P6 Jurisdictional
Coordination and Integration, and C-P7 Joint Use of Traffic Model, lessen potential
impacts.”

Page 3.5-25 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The traffic model projects that buildout of the General Plan Update, in conjunction
with the implementation of city general plans within the County, would result in
traffic levels that would reduce the LOS of the U.S. 101 Broadway corridor at-ef
belew to LOS “D;” or below, which is the General Plan update LOS standard and the
LOS concept established by Caltrans for this facility. Therefore, this would be a
potentially significant impact.”

Page 3.5-26 of the RDEIR the “Analysis” paragraph is revised as follows:

“However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.d, impacts related to
the future capacity of U.S. 101 would be reduced and LOS D is considered
acceptable on U.S. 101.”

Page 3.5-26 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Main Street and Fortuna Boulevard (North and South) in Fortuna are were the
formerly alignment of U.S. 101, prior to the construction of the freeway along the
western edge of the City.

Page 3.5-26 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The City of Fortuna General Plan Draft EIR determined that no additional lanes
would be needed in this area, however it states that the 9th Street and Main Street
and 12th Street and Main Street intersections will drop to F in 2030, and includes a
mitigation measure for a signalized new left-turn land to east and west approaches
to the 9th Street and Main Street intersection. Intersection improvements at 12th
and Main are also required. After mitigation, these intersections will drop to D.
Fortuna General Plan Policy TC-1.2 says LOS D is acceptable on Main Street.”
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Page 3.5-26 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“See the discussion of Impact 3.5.3.2--41 above for a discussion of General Plan
Update Circulation Element policies relating to minimum LOS standards and
jurisdictional coordination.”

Page 3.5-26 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Based on the travel demand model, growth projected to occur during General
Plan Update planning period in conjunction with the growth in the cities within the
County would reduce the LOS of the segments of Main Street in Fortuna, between
7th Street and 13th Street to LOS D. However, any mitigation involving capacity
improvements, typically include the additieng ef travel lanes, and this would mean
adding lanes to areas that are largely built out, leaving where there is little available
space to create new lanes without taking land from adjacent properties. or
degradeing the-desired downtown amenities in the area. Therefore, this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.”

Page 3.5-27 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Fortuna General Plan EIR identifies the following mitigation programs that will
improve the operation of this segment and related intersections: South Fortuna
Boulevard-Ross Hill Road/Kenmar Road - implement right-turn overlap phasing on
both Kenmar Road approaches; Kenmar Road/Eel River Drive — the northbound Eel
River Drive approach will need to be widened to provide a right-turn lane; Kenmar
Road/U.S. 101 Nnorth Rramps - signalize and operate with permitted left-turn
phasing (no additional lanes would be needed); Kenmar Road/U.S. 101 Ssouth
Rramps - sighalize, add a right-turn lane on the eastbound approach and operate
with permitted left-turn phasing. Upon implementation of these improvements this
segments and associated intersections would operate at LOS “C” or better.”

Page 3.5-27 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“See the discussion of Impact 3.5.3.2:-41 above for a discussion of General Plan
Update Circulation Element policies relating to minimum LOS standards and
jurisdictional coordination. In particular, the General Plan Update Circulation
Element includes the following policy relating to minimum LOS standards, C-P5, Level
of Service Criteria, which strives to maintain a LOS “C” on all roadway segments,
except for any portion of U.S. 101, where Level of Service D would be acceptable.
See Impact 3.5.3.22-€ -1 above, for a discussion of how Policies C-P6 Jurisdictional
Coordination and Integration, and C-P7 Joint Use of Traffic Model, lessen potential
impacts.”

Page 3.5-28 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Implementation of the General Plan Update would generate levels of
development that result in increased traffic volumes on roads within the County that
could €conflict with an applicable regional level of service standard.”
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Page 3.5-28 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“e)b) 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.”

Page 3.5-30 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Arcata-Eureka Airport Master Plan Report (September 2005) for the California
Redwood Coast — Humboldt County Airport contains forecasts of future airport
operations forecasts.”

Page 3.5-31 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Aircraft operations at the Dinsmore, Garberville, Murray Field, and Rohnerville
airports are expected to increase by between 15 and 18 percent between 2010
and 2025 according to Table AS3 Aviation Activity Forecast — Annual Operations, of
the Regional Transportation Plan Aviation Systems Element. Samoa Field, Hoopa
Airport, and Shelter Cove Airport are not anticipated to experience increases in
aircraft operations in the next 20 years. The airport master plans identify the
improvements, if any, that may be required to accommodate future aircraft
operations.”

Page 3.5-32 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“.... The Circulation Element contains policies to ensure that roadway design
reduces roadway safety hazards and accommodates multi-modal users.”

Page 3.5-32 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“The Circulation Element includes policies and standards that that relate to safe
circulation facilities for all transportation modes...”

Chapter 3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Page 3.7-21 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“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.”
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Page 3.7-21 and 3.7-22 of the RDEIR are revised as follows:
Table 3.7-5. Land Planned for Industrial Uses.
Acres by Land Use Designation

Community Planning Area IG IR MB MC MG Total
Arcata 66.3 134 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 (C2) 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 (CZ7) 475.8 119] 970.6 14.4 | 1,472.7
McKinleyville 119.7 2.1 121.8
McKinleyville (CZ) 34.1 34.1
North Coast (C7) 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

Page 3.7-22 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

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

Chapter 3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Page 3.10-22 of the RDEIR is revised as follows (staff correction):

Mitigation 3.10.3.1.a. The following policy and-implementation-measure shall be

added to the Water Resources Element to lessen impacts resulting from erosion,

sedimentation, and siltation:

Mitigation 3.10.3.1.b. The following policy shall be modified to apply to all

development in order the-WaterResourcesElement to improve water quality within

watersheds subject to TMDL Controllable Sediment Discharge Inventories:

Chapter 3 RDEIR Text Changes
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Chapter 3.11 Biological Resources

Page 3.11-14 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

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 condltlons Wetlands generally mclude swamps marshes, bogs

Page 3.11-17 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Implementation of the General Plan Update weuld could result in additional
development that conflicts with adopted habitat conservation plans.”

Page 3.11-18 of the RDEIR is revised as follows:

“Under the proposed General Plan Update, residential uses are planned at densities
of 40 to 160 acres per dwelling unit on lands planned T or TC, which are the areas

covered by the HCP’s. Atmaximum-buildoutthis-could-theoreticallyresultinthe

construction-ofas-many-as20,000 The Estimated Maximum Development Potential
shown in Table 2.5-1 of this RDEIR is 7,814 housing units on the 900,000 acres of

planned timberlands, although historical growth trends and Department of Finance
projections would indicate that only lmited-demandforpeossible-developmentis
likelyto-exist 44 housing units are likely to be developed in these areas during the
2016 - 2040 timeframe. Housing construction was not an issue that was considered
or addressed by the HCPs indicated above.”

Chapter 3.11 Air Quality

The last paragraph on page 3.12-15 of the RDEIR is revised as follows (staff correction):

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12.65.2 would insure that any future
development adjacent to potential sources of TAC’s would not expose sensitive
receptors to an increased health risk.
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Chapter 3.16 Scenic Resources

Page 3.16-13 of the RDEIR is revised as follows (staff correction):

Mitigation 3.16.3.2.a. The following policy shall be added to the Biological Resources
section of the Conservation and Open Space Element weuld to lessen potential
impacts to natural amenities that are important to visual character:
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Chapter 4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared to
comply with the requirements of State law (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6).
State law requires the adoption of an MMRP when mitigation measures are required to
avoid significant impacts. The MMRP is intended to ensure compliance with mitigation
measures during implementation of the project.

This MMRP has been formulated based upon the findings of the RDEIR, and the
comments received on the RDEIR and addressed herein. This MMRP identifies mitigation
measures recommended in the RDEIR to avoid or reduce identified impacts, and
specifies the parties responsible for, and timing of, their implementation and
monitoring/reporting.

Table IV-1 below comprises the core of the MMRP and is explained as follows:

e The first column includes mitigation measures identified in the GPU EIR. The Policies,
Standards and Implementation Measures included in the GPU itself, which serve to
reduce the potential impacts of the GPU below a threshold of significance (in most
cases) are part of the ‘project’, and are therefore not included in the table. The
mitigation measures included in the table provide amended or additional GPU text,
Policies, Standards or Implementation Measures required to insure potential impacts
are sufficiently mitigated.

¢ The second column entitled "Party Responsible for Implementation” refers to the
person(s), in this case County personnel, who will undertake the mitigation measures.

e The third column entitled "Implementation Method and Timing" identifies how the
mitigation measure will be implemented, and when and/or for how long
implementation will take. This column may include a citation for an Implementation
Measure(s) associated with a policy included in a mitigation measure as further
demonstration of how that policy will be implemented.

Note that all mitigation measures require the amendment of or addition of GPU text,
Policies, Standards or Implementation Measures. The timing for the additions or
amendments will be upon adoption of the GPU by the Board of Supervisors with the
actual edits to the GPU occurring within 1 to 2 months. The timing and responsible
party for these actions will not be further addressed in the table below.

The party responsible for monitoring the implementation of the mitigation measures,
and the timing for that monitoring, is also part of the MMRP. Pursuant to Section
15097(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, “where the project at issue is the adoption of a
general plan, specific plan, community plan or other plan-level document (zoning,

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program Page 4-1



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

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.” Long Range Planning
will be the Responsible Monitoring Party for implementation of the mitigation identified
in the MMRP. The County’s annual report to the California Office of Planning and
Research, reporting on the County’s progress implementing the General Plan, is
prepared by Long Range Planning, and will serve to provide the monitoring and
reporting portion of the MMRP annually.
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments

AGRICULTURAL AND TIMBER RESOURCES

None

AIR QUALITY

Mitigation Measure 3.12.4.2. Add Implementation Measure AQ-IM7  Current Planning  Project Review
to the Draft General Plan as follows:

Ongoing
AQ-IM7. Regulate the location and operation of land uses

to avoid or mitigate harmful or nuisance levels of air

emissions to the following sensitive receptors: residential

uses, hospitals and nursing/convalescent homes, hotels and

lodging, schools and day care centers and neighborhood

parks. New development shall follow the recommendations

for siting new sensitive land uses consistent with the ARB’s

recommendation as shown in Table 3.12-4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.2. Replace BR-S11 with the below Current Planning  WR-IMx1
definition of wetlands: 2 to 5 years

BR-S11. Wetlands Defined. The County shall follow the US ) )
Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation manual in the Project Review
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

Ongoing

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program Page 4- 3



Humboldt County General Plan Final EIR

TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments
Mitigation Measure 3.11.3.5.a. To avoid impacts to established Planning/ Core County
Habitat Conservation Plan areas through direct conversion to other  Administration Service
uses, the following implementation measure shall be modified in the )
Ongoing

Conservation and Open Space Element, Biological Resources
section that states the following:

BR-IM1. Biological Resource Maps. The County shall maintain
the best available data in the form of GIS maps for the location
and extent of wetlands, critical habitats, streamside
management areas, Habitat Conservation Plan Areas,
rookeries, and ranges of species identified in the California
Natural Diversity Database.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

None
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments

CULTURAL RESOURCES

None

ENERGY CONSUMPTION AND CONSERVATION

None

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Mitigation Measure 3.8.3.2.a. To lessen impacts relating to water
quallity resulting from increased erosion, the following mitigation is
required:

Implement Mitigation Measures 3.10.3.1.a and 3.10.3.1.b from
Impact 3.10.3.1: Degrade Water Quality or Exceed Waste
Discharge Requirements in Chapter 3.10, Hydrology and Water

Quality.

See Mitigation Measures 3.10.3.1.a and 3.1.3.1.b. below

HAzZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Mitigation Measure 3.7.4.2.a. To ensure consistency between the
ALUCP and the General Plan, prior to adopting the Land Use

Diagram:
. . Long Range Plan Map

Prior to adopting the General Plan Update, amend land use Planning Revision prior to

maps to ensure that maximum allowable residential densities GPU adoption

and maximum allowable building occupancies are consistent

with the Recommended Compatibility Zones contained in the 1to 2 years

March 1993 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

Or, The following standard shall be added:
Plan map
revision
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party
Responsible
for
Mitigation Measure Implementation

Implementation
Method and
Timing

Compliance Verification

Initials

Date

Comments

S-SX. Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone Overlay. An Airport Long Range
Land Use Compatibility Zone for all public use airports shall be Planning
established that matches the Recommended Compatibility

Zones contained in the March 1993 Airport Land Use

Compatibility Plan, as amended, for Humboldt County Airports,

and that limits the maximum allowable residential density and

building occupancy for each land use designation subject to

such zones, to the Airport/Land Use Safety Compatibility Criteria

of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Table 14-A).

At GPU
adoption

Mitigation Measure 3.7.4.2.b. To ensure consistency between the
ALUCP and the General Plan, the following implementation
measures shall be added:

S-IMx4. Update Airport/Land Use Safety Compatibility Criteria.
The County shall update Airport/Land Use Safety Compatibility
Criteria (Table 14-A), consistent with amendments to the ALUCP.

Long Range
Planning

S-IMx5. Airport Safety Review Combining Zone. Amend the
Zoning Maps to apply an Airport Safety Review Combining
Zone, indicated by "AP", that matches the outer boundaries of
the Recommended Compatibility Zones contained in the March
1993 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, as amended, for
Humboldt County Airports. Until such time as the Zoning Maps
are amended, places a note on the record for each parcel in
Humboldt County's online permit management system that lies
within the outer boundaries of the Recommended Compatibility
Zones.

Plan Update

as needed

Zoning Map
Revision

1to 2 years

Mitigation Measure 3.7.4.5.a. To lessen impacts resulting from the Current Planning

Project Review

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments
exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or Ongoing

death involving wildland fires, the following mitigation is required.
Amend Standard FR-S2 Forestland-Residential Interface (FRI), Section
E to read as follows:

FR-S2. Forestland-Residential Interface (FRI). Require new
residential subdivisions adjacent to TPZ and public forestlands to
include forested buffers and building setbacks between
residential uses and adjacent timberlands to minimize use
conflicts and safety hazards and, if necessary, require fire breaks
around all or a portion of the development in consultation with
CALFIRE.

For residential development, require compliance with fire safe
standards, and ongoing fire protection management programs
developed by qualified experts.

For residential development in high and very high fire severity
zones, require the establishment and maintenance of a-fire
breaks and open space adjacent to forestlands, consistent with
CALFIRE recommendations, and ongoing fire protection
management programs developed by qualified experts to
ensure defensible space.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Mitigation Measure 3.10.3.1.a. The following policy shall be added to Current Planning  Project Review
the Water Resources Element to lessen impacts resulting from Building

erosion, sedimentation, and siltation: Ongoing

WR-Px. Continue to Implement Water Quality Regulations.
Continue to implement Division 3, Building Regulations, Section
331-12, Grading, Excavation, Erosion, and Sedimentation
Control Regulations, and Division 1, Planning Zoning Regulations

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments

Chapter 6 - General Provisions and Exceptions Section 314-61.1

Streamside Management Area Ordinance.
Mitigation Measure 3.10.3.1.b. The following policy shall be modified Long Range WR-IMx1
to apply to all development in order to improve water quality within  Planning
watersheds subject to TMDL Controllable Sediment Discharge 2to 5 years

Inventories:

WR-Px2. Mitigate Controllable Sediment Discharge Sites.
Proposed Diseretionary development applications involving a
site identified as part of the TMDL Controllable Sediment
Discharge Inventory shall be conditioned to reduce sediment
discharge.

Current Planning

Project Review

Ongoing

Mitigation Measure 3.10.3.2.a. The following policy shall be added to
the Water Resources Element to improve groundwater recharge
capacity:

WR-Px. Enhance Groundwater Recharge Capacity. Encourage
watershed management practices that enhance infiltration of
rainfall into the groundwater.

Board of
Supervisors

Various County
Departments

Core County
Service and

Project Review

Ongoing

Mitigation Measure 3.10.3.4.a. The following Safety Element
implementation measure shall be added to require the County
address new development in tsunami hazard areas:

S-S7. Tsunamis. New development below the level of the 100-
year tsunami run-up elevation shall be limited to public access,
boating, public recreation facilities, agriculture, wildlife
management, habitat restoration, and ocean intakes, outfalls,
pipelines, and dredge spoils disposal.

Current Planning

Project Review

Ongoing

LAND USE, HOUSING AND POPULATION

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Party
Responsible
for
Implementation

Implementation
Method and
Timing

Compliance Verification

Initials

Date

Comments

Mitigation Measure 3.1.3.2.a. Add the following implementation
measure to the Growth Planning section of the Land Use Element to
reduce potential impacts related to conflict between the General
Plan Update and applicable land use regulations:

Implementation Measure GP-IMX, Zoning Consistency. Within
two years after the adoption of the General Plan Update, revise
the Zoning Regulations to re-establish zoning consistency with
the policies of the General Plan and amend the Zoning Map to
achieve consistency with the General Plan Land Use Map.

Long Range
Planning

Zoning
Regulations

1to 2 years

Mitigation Measure 3.1.3.2.b. Add the following narrative to Section
10.1.1, Relationship to Other Elements, and Table 10-A Conservation
and Open Space Policy Summary, of the Conservation and Open
Space Elements to fully demonstrate consistency between General
Plan Update and state law:

Add the following text to the Section 10.1.1, Relationship to
Other Elements:

e Open Space for military bases, installations, and operating
and training areas — areas adjacent to military installations,
military training routes, and underlying restricted airspace

that can provide additional buffer zones to military activities

and complement the resource values of the military lands.
[add to the bottom of page 10-1]

e Open Space for Native American historic, cultural or sacred
site — Open space for the protection of places, features,
and objects described in Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of

the Public Resources Code. [add to the bottom of page 10-

1]

Open Space for military bases, installations, and operating and
training areas:

Long Range
Planning

Amendment to
Plan narrative

Upon GPU
Adoption

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing

Compliance Verification

Initials

Date

Comments

Narrative description of these open space lands and a map
showing their locations is included in the Safety Element.

Policies to minimize impacts to military trainings areas are
included in the Safety Element.

Policies to provide notification to the military are included in
the Safety Element.

[add to the bottom of page 10-2]

Open Space for Native American historic, cultural or sacred site:
Narrative description of these open space lands is included in
the Cultural Resources Section of the Conservation and Open
Space Elements.

Policies relating to Native American Tribal consultation are
included in the Cultural Resources Section of the
Conservation and Open Space Elements.

Policies relating to the identification, protection, and
enhancement of cultural resources are included in the
Cultural Resources Section of the Conservation and Open
Space Elements.

[add to the bottom of page 10-2]

Add to Table 10-A. Conservation and Open Space Policy
Summary

Open Space for Military Training Areas

A. Minimize impacts to military trainings areas
B. Provide notification to the military of projects that could
affect military readiness.

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments
Mitigation Measure 3.1.3.2.c. Add a map identifying the
Unincorporated Legacy Communities within the County as well as
the following policy to the Community Infrastructure and Services
Element to reduce potential impacts related to conflict between Plan Map
the General Plan Update and state General Plan law: Revision
Appendix F: Map Book. Add a map of Humboldt County Long Range 30 days from
showing the location of Unincorporated Legacy Communities. Planning GPU adoption
Policy I1S-PX3, Unincorporated Legacy Communities. On or _
before the due date for each subsequent revision of its Housing  LONg Range Plan Amend.
Element, the County shall review, and if necessary amend, the ~ Planning Housing
General Plan to update the analysis of unincorporated legacy Element
communities. Update
MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES
None
NOISE
Mitigation Measure 3.6.3.2.a. Amend Implementation Measure N- Long Range Zoning
IM7x., Noise Control Ordinance, to the Noise Element to require that  Planning Regulations
construction noise parameters for discretionary projects be
specified. Syears
N-IM7x. Noise Control Ordinance. Prepare and consider a noise
control ordinance to regulate noise and vibration sources in
order to protect persons from existing or future excessive levels
of noise and/or vibration which interfere with sleep,
communication, relaxation, health or legally permitted use of
property. The ordinance shall define excessive levels of noise for
construction activities to be incorporated as permit
requirements and other noise sources and may exempt or
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party
Responsible
for

Mitigation Measure Implementation

Implementation
Method and
Timing

Compliance Verification

Initials

Date

Comments

modify noise requirements for agricultural uses, eenstruction
activities;-school functions, property maintenance, waste
collection and other sources. The ordinance shall include
responsibilities and procedures for enforcement, abatement
and variances.

Mitigation Measure 3.6.3.3.a. The following implementation measure Long Range
shall be added to the Noise Element. Planning

N-IMx. Garberville Airport Noise Impact Combining Zone. Add
a Noise Impact (N) Combining Zone to the areas surrounding
the Garberville Airport that are subject to noise levels equal to
or above 60 CNEL according to Figure 5B of the 2007 Garberville
Airport Master Plan Report, or the most recent Garberville
Airport Master Plan Report.

Zoning Map
Revision

1to 2 years

PARKS AND RECREATION

Mitigation 3.15.3.1.a. In order to protect existing parkland from
deterioration that could result from development pursuant to the
General Plan Update, the following Policies and Implementation
Measures shall be added to the Community Infrastructure and
Services Element:

IS-Px. Parks Master Plan. In cooperation with other park service  Long Range
providers, the County shall establish and maintain a Parks Planning
Master Plan that would assess current facilities within each

inland and coastal planning area, determine appropriate

locations for new facilities, and identify funding options.

IS-Sx. Interim Parks and Recreation Standards. Parks and Current Planning
recreation standards contained in the Government Code

Section 66477 shall be used as the standard for parkland

dedication in the review of divisions of land for which a

Plan or Study

2 to 5 years

Project Review

Ongoing

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments

tentative map is required pursuant to Section 66426, until such
time that the County has established parks and recreation
standards for new development that differentiate between
urban and rural settings; specify acreage of park land of 3 acres
per 1,000 residents; and specify land dedication, in-lieu fee, or
other mechanisms to fund park and recreation improvements
and funding for operation and maintenance.

PuBLIC SERVICES

None

SCENIC RESOURCES

Mitigation 3.16.3.1.a. Standard SR-SXXX, Scenic Highway Map, shall Current Planning  Project Review
be added to the General Plan Update to reduce potential adverse )
impacts to scenic highways that could be caused by ministerial Ongoing
projects until SR-IM1, Mapping of Scenic Areas and Scenic Highways, is

implemented:

SR-SXXX. Scenic Highway Map. Until such time as a General
Plan Scenic Highway Roadway Map is prepared and adopted,
Humboldt County Highways listed in Sections 263.1 through
263.8 of the California Streets and Highways Code shall be
considered to be Scenic Highways pursuant to Policy SR-P3,
Scenic Highway Protection, and the County shall address the
potential for significant impacts to scenic resources during
ministerial and discretionary permit review.

Mitigation 3.16.3.2.a. The following policy shall be added to the Long Range Plan or Study
Biological Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space Planning
Element to lessen potential impacts to natural amenities that are 2to5years

important to visual character:
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Party
Responsible
for
Implementation

Implementation
Method and
Timing

Compliance Verification

Initials

Date

Comments

BR-Px. Landmark Trees. Establish a program to identify and
protect landmark trees, including trees that exhibit notable
characteristics in terms of their size, age, rarity, shape or
location.

Mitigation 3.16.3.3.a. In order to minimize light trespass, light
pollution, and glare, new development and projects that would
make significant parking lot improvements or add new lighting
would be required to prepare a lighting plan. The following new
program would need to be added to the Scenic Resources Chapter
of the Conservation and Open Space Element:

SR-IMX Lighting Design Guidelines. Amend the Zoning
Regulations to include lighting design guidelines for
discretionary projects. Require new development and projects
that would make significant parking lot improvements or add
new exterior lighting to submit a lighting plan consistent with
these guidelines. Lighting design guidelines should address:

A. Intensity - Acceptable standards shall be defined for
various land uses and development types specifying the
maximum allowable total lumens per acre.

B. Directional Control — Standards shall be developed to
minimize the upward transmission and intensity of light at
various distances from its source through the use of full-
cutoff lighting, downward casting, shielding, visors etc.

C. Signage - Standards with respect to illuminated signs shall
be developed that prohibit or limit the size, spacing, design,
upward transmission of light, and hours of operation. In
addition, signs should be white or light colored lettering on
dark backgrounds.

D. Night Lighting — Hours of operation for various uses shall be
specified in order to prohibit all night lighting except when
warranted for public safety reasons. On demand lighting

Long Range
Planning

Zoning
Regulations

2 to 5 years

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments

shall be encouraged.

E. Incentives — The County shall develop incentives for
residents and businesses encouraging the conversion of
existing lighting sources to compliant ones.

F. Enforcement - These standards shall be incorporated into
the County Development Code and design review process
for new development.

TRANSPORTATION
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TABLE IV-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party Compliance Verification
Responsible Implementation
for Method and
Mitigation Measure Implementation Timing Initials Date Comments
Mitigation 3.5.3.1.a. The following policies shall be added to the
Circulation Element and would require the implementation of
transportation demand management programs with new larger
scale development in the unincorporated area.
C-P3. Consideration of Transportation Impacts in Land Use Long Range Plan Amend.
Decision Making. Decisions to change or expand the land use Planning
. . ; . As needed
of a particular area shall include an analysis of the impacts to
existing and proposed transportation facilities and services so as
to minimize or avoid significant operational, environmental,
economic, and health-related consequences.
C-Px9. Regional Transportation Demand Management Funding.
Encourage HCAOG to seek funding to support transportation Board of Core County
demand management planning and to promote strategies that Supervisors Service
can lower the demands made on the road and highway .
system, reduce energy consumption, and improve air quality. Ongoing
C-Px10. Transportation Demand Management Programs. —_ —_——
Require residential subdivisions and multifamily development Current Planning  Project Review
that would result in fifteen or more dwelling units, and non- Public Works Ongoing
residential development that would employ greater than ten Land Use
persons, and that require a discretionary permit, to comply with
County transportation demand management programs.
C-IMX6. Transportation Demand Management. Amend the L<|)ng Range zoning .
Zoning Regulations to include criteria for the development and Planning Regulations
implementation of transportation demand management 2to 5 years
programs as required by this Plan.
Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.a. Add the following implementation
measure and policy to the Circulation Element that establishes a
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multi-faceted program to lessen impacts relating to traffic
congestion:

C-IMX7. Congestion Relief Planning and Implementation Public Works Project Review

Program. The County shall utilize the best available traffic Land Use and

information, including the Humboldt County Travel Demand Transportation

Model, other models and plans, and transportation impact Board of Planning

analyses to identify roads that are currently capacity Supervisors Ongoing

constrained or projected to become capacity constrained at
some point as a result of General Plan implementation, and
shall work cooperatively with HCAOG, Caltrans, applicable
cities, HTA, or other agencies to implement a coordinated traffic
management strategy to plan and prioritize transportation
demand measures and roadway improvements to reduce
roadway congestion along such roadways.

The County shall use state and federal transportation
improvement funds available directly to the County or through
HCAOG, other grant funds, project related exactions, other
available County funds, and impact fees to fund congestion
relief improvements.

The following steps shall be taken to address specific capacity
limitations:

A. Monitor vehicle trips and other modes of travel at regular
intervals.

B. Solicit public involvement in transportation improvement
planning prior to implementing any improvements.

C. Identify transportation demand management measures
that could be applied to the areas served by the specific
roadway(s) to reduce peak-hour vehicle trips and
congestion, such as:

1. Coordinate with school districts to expand school bus
operations, create a “walking school bus” program,
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create programs for shared rides to school, or other
programs to reduce school-related vehicle trips;

2. Coordinate with transit providers to identify strategies to
improve and expand bus service and encourage
ridership;

3. Coordinate with businesses served by the roadway(s)
and encourage the use of appropriate transportation
demand measures to reduce employee-related vehicle
trips;

4. Identify bicycle and pedestrian enhancements that
improve the ability of motorists to shift short trips to non-
motorized modes.

D. Use the following roadway and intersection improvements,
as appropriate, in combination with “E” below, to
accommodate additional traffic volumes while providing a
safe multi-modal circulation system:

Public education

Sighage

Stop signs

Traffic signals or roundabouts

Traffic signal timing changes and signal coordination
Striped turn-lanes

Turn movement prohibitions

Bulb-outs and chicanes

Change stop sign location of two-way stop signs at
four-way intersections to reduce unwarranted stops on
parallel alternative routes

10. Develop parallel routes or make parallel routes into
couplets

©CoNoTOA~LONE

E. Implement the following measures in a stepwise manner to
provide additional vehicle capacity on existing two-lane

Chapter 4 Mitigation and Monitoring Program
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roads:

1. Within the existing curbs, provide a two-way left turn
lane (2WLTL), two travel lanes, and up to two parking
lanes when space permits — provides a capacity of up
to 16,000 vehicles per day.

2. Provide 2WLTL, two travel lanes, two bike lanes, and up
to two parking lanes when space permits (usually a
parking lane needs to be removed to add bike lanes) -
provides a capacity of up to 16,000 vpd.

3. Identify parallel alternate routes with available traffic
capacity to which some of the excess traffic can be
diverted and utilize intersection improvements listed in
“D” above to encourage drivers to divert to identified
alternate routes.

F. If transportation demand management measures and
capacity improvements located within the existing two-lane
cross-section have been demonstrated to be inadequate:
1. Consider accepting a lower level of service;

2. Within the existing curbs, provide four lanes consisting of
two travel lanes and no parking - provides a capacity
of up to 20,000 vpd. Note: Although a four-lane
undivided roadway section provides more capacity
than two lanes and one 2WLTL, the section with a 2WLTL
is considered safer.

a. Within the existing curbs, same as above but with
a.m. and p.m. peak hour left turn prohibitions into
driveways and side streets - provides a capacity of
up to 22,000 vpd.

b. Within the existing curbs, same as above but with
a.m. and p.m. peak hour left turn prohibitions into
driveways and side streets; widen curbs to provide
left turn pockets at key intersections — provides a
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capacity of 24,500.
3. Consider widening the curbs to provide additional
travel lanes, bike lanes, 2WLTL, medians, parking lanes,
and sidewalks, all as needed to meet demands.

C-Px. Countywide Traffic Impact Fee Program. In coordination ggs;?v?;];rs Plan or Study
with the cities within the County, shall develop and implement a 1 year from
countywide traffic impact fee program that addresses impacts . GPU Adoption
on major roads resulting from development in cities and Public Works
unincorporated areas. Adopt this fee within one year of the Land Use
adoption of the General Plan Update. A traffic impact fee is
currently being evaluated for the Greater Eureka Area,
encompassing the Eureka urbanized area.
Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.c. Modify Policy C-P17 to demonstrate Public Works C-IM5
support for the implementation of Caltrans U.S. 101 Eureka-Arcata
Corridor Improvement Project, in a manner consistent with the Board of Core County
General Plan Update. Supervisors Service
C-P17. Highway Improvements. Encourage state and federal 5 years
highway improvements that promote safety and connectivity
for all users, especially for communities with highway arterials.
The County supports a strategy for safety and operational
improvements to the U.S. Highway 101 Safety Corridor that is
implemented in a manner consistent with the General Plan.
Mitigation Measure 3.5.3.2.d. A Circulation Element policy shall be Board of Core County
added to direct the County to participate in joint planning for the Supervisors Services
Broadway corridor: )
Public Works Ongoing

C-Px, U.S. 101/Broadway Corridor. The County shall participate
in joint planning for capacity improvements relating to the U.S.
101/Broadway corridor with HCAOG, Caltrans, and the City of
Eureka.
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UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS

Mitigation 3.3.3.2.a. The following implementation measure shall be
added to the Water Resources Element to ensure that water supply
and availabillity is fully characterized within each watershed where

such information is not adequately known:

WR-IMx. Water Supply Evaluation and Monitoring. Conduct
watershed level evaluations within two years after the adoption of
the General Plan Update to determine-the ensure sufficient long
term surface and groundwater supply, including seasonal, average,
dry year, and multiple dry year supplies, and beneficial uses of
water to-determine-an-estimate-of the-gquantity- of water will be
available for the level of future development described in the
Revised Draft EIR for the GPU. Work with water and wastewater
related special districts, regulators, and other appropriate
organizations to monitor watershed conditions.

Long Range
Planning

Study

Within 2 years
of GPU
adoption
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