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Response to Letter 1 from Joshua Hart, Mark Hammer, and Nolan Lehahan of 
HDR 
 
Response to comment 1-1:  This comment states that the purpose of the report is to 
“present policies and implementation measures for providing the infrastructure needs to 
accommodate development within the County through year 2025.”  The commenter 
excerpted the purpose of the Community Infrastructure and Services Element from the 
second sentence in the Executive Summary.  Whereas, the purpose of the Community 
Infrastructure and Services Technical Report is contained in the first sentence of the 
Executive Summary, which states that “(t)he purpose of this report is to serve as a basis 
for the development of the Community Infrastructure and Services Element.” 
 
The commenter states that it is “unclear what populations are to be served in 2025.”  
Section 1.3.2 describes projected Countywide population and housing growth between 
2000 and 2025, based on information from the Department of Finance (DOF).  This 
report presents past and present population and housing data for each Urban Study Area 
(USA) in Table 1-5 and buildout development potential in Table 1-6.  This report does 
not project population for each USA.  This Technical Report generally projected build 
out of land, in terms of total housing units, within study areas using the current General 
Plan and a higher density plan alternative.  In order to compare buildout capacity to the 
General Plan planning period, this Technical Report used a population growth rate range 
(high 2.5 % annual low 0.5 % annual) to account for the fact that different areas of the 
County do, and are expected to continue to, grow at different rates.  Given the broad 
Countywide context of the Technical Report, and the different factors that affect 
development in the county, this is an appropriate approach to characterizing future 
growth in a background report.   
 
Potential growth in population in different areas of the County was not the focus of this 
report, because water and wastewater systems are generally sized and designed to 
accommodate buildout population within the respective service area rather than 
intermediate planning periods, especially in an area with low population growth rates.  
Therefore, the Technical Report assumed that all infrastructure investments would be 
based on buildout, either the low or high projection of buildout. 
 
The commenter further states that there is no presentation of economic and social 
conditions, or other information that would drive development toward the low or high 
buildout values.  As stated above, the high and low buildout projections are not correlated 
with a time period or an annual growth rate.  The Technical Report does not suggest that 
either buildout level will occur.  The buildout estimates relate to allowable density and 
are not projected to occur within any specific time frame.  The low buildout estimate is 
based on the current General Plan and the high buildout estimate is a higher density 
scenario based on Sketch Plan 3, which was developed as part of the General Plan Update 
process. 
 



Response to comment 1-2:  This comment repeats the statement that the Technical 
Report does not contain 2025 population growth projections for Urban Study Areas.  See 
response to comment 1-1.   
 
This comment also states that the report does not contain historic trends in water 
consumption or customer counts for each Urban Study Area.  Chapters 6 and 7 contain 
water and wastewater system assessments for each Urban Study Area.  Each Urban Study 
Area assessment contains a table that lists the system statistics (number of connections, 
number of available connections (where available connections are calculated based on 
reported peak day water use or peak wet weather wastewater flows as specified in the 
table notes) and other essential information regarding the utility system.  Water and 
wastewater system information was derived from California Department of Health 
Services Annual Inspection Report and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
permits, Waste Discharge Requirements and other data submitted by service providers.   
 
Response to comment 1-3:  This comment suggests that the low and high estimates of 
potential dwelling units may not be useful for service providers in establishing 
connection fees and states that it is unclear how the high estimate would be achieved over 
the next 20 years.  Section 1.3.1 provides the methodology used in arriving at the 
development projections.  Buildout projections are commonly used in estimating the 
ultimate size of utility improvements.  The Technical Report states that “It is also 
important to note that the County’s “high” and “low” projections reflect what the land 
can bare based on the allowable use of the land and the physical constraints that affect the 
land. These development projections are not related to a specific planning period or a 
projected growth rate” (Section 1.3.1, Page 1-3).   
 
The Technical Report also cautions the reader regarding the use the infrastructure cost 
information contained in this report: “(a)ll costs presented herein are order of magnitude 
cost estimates and should not be interpreted as exact costs. No economies of scale or site-
specific factors or constraints were taken into account in developing these cost estimates. 
However, the costs presented herein for the various service providers within the County 
are useful in identifying existing deficiencies and the need for better infrastructure 
planning to sustain these systems into the future. Some service providers have greater 
administrative capacity and have developed master plans, computer models, capital 
improvement plans, and rate studies for their water systems. However, many providers 
have significantly less capacity and therefore less technical, managerial, and financial 
planning perspective. Infrastructure upgrade recommendations made herein should be 
used as the basis for developing detailed, site-specific master plans, system models, and 
capital improvement plans. Detailed rate studies will need to be performed on an 
individual service provider level to determine the connection fees and usage rates 
required to generate sufficient revenues to maintain and sustain these systems into the 
future” (Section 6.1, Page 6.1). 
 
Response to comment 1-4:  This comment suggests that the infrastructure costs 
presented in the Technical Report may not be useful by service providers in establishing 
future connection fees.  The report provides order of magnitude costs for each system 



relating to the correction of existing deficiencies and accommodating growth and 
specifically states that the development of new rates and connection fees will require 
detailed studies: “Infrastructure upgrade recommendations made herein should be used as 
the basis for developing detailed, site-specific master plans, system models, and capital 
improvement plans. Detailed rate studies will need to be performed on an individual 
service provider level to determine the connection fees and usage rates required to 
generate sufficient revenues to maintain and sustain these systems into the future” 
(Section 6.1, Page 6-1). 
 
Response to comment 1-5 (Executive Summary Page xiii):  The commenter 
incorrectly states that the Technical Report used “an analysis of projected housing growth 
from 2005 to 2025…for sizing and economic analysis.”  The Technical Report evaluated 
the condition of existing infrastructure systems and identified improvements that may be 
required to serve the low and high buildout estimates, without regard to the number of 
years required for buildout.   
 
The summary information contained in Table ES-3 reflected only the high buildout 
estimate for water and wastewater service providers.  The high unit buildout was selected 
for this table as the worst cast scenario.  The low unit buildout could easily have been 
presented instead. 
 
Response to comment 1-6 (Cost Development Page xii):  This comment appears to 
suggest that the water and wastewater unit cost data presented in table ES-2 should not be 
the only information used in “development decisions.”  The preparers of this Technical 
Report agree.   
 
Response to comment 1-7 (Summary of Infrastructure Capacity Page xiii-xvii):  This 
comment suggests that total capacity, rather than the low unit development estimate, 
should be presented in Table ES-1 and that the high unit development estimate should be 
presented as well.  This comment also notes that total available capacity, based on this 
table, exceeds the future housing demand projected by Dyett & Bhatia in the Building 
Communities Report (see Building Communities Section 2.5, page 2-6).   
 
Table ES-1 compares water and wastewater service capacity to a generalized estimate of 
development density based on the current General Plan, the low unit development 
capacity estimate.  The commenter is correct that allowable land use density does not 
limit service capacity.  However, if there is more water or wastewater capacity than 
development potential (based on allowable density) then land use density is the limiting 
factor for development capacity within that Urban Study Area. 
 
Response to comment 1-8 (High and Low Build-out Estimates Page 1-1):  This 
comment relates to the density of existing development contained in Table 1-5 and future 
density contained in Table 1-6.  An explanation of the development densities portrayed in 
these two tables is contained in Section 1.4, Service Provider Background Data and 
Information.  Data relating to the physical constraints that was used to calculate net 
developable acres was not readily available for parcels containing existing development 



and possessing no additional development potential.  As a result, direct comparisons 
between existing development density and estimates of resulting densities at buildout 
cannot be made.  For the benefit of the reader, the following caution can be found in 
Section 1.4: “It is important to note that the EXISTING development densities in the last 
column of Table 1 5 DO NOT take into account physical constraints on a parcel, such as 
steep slopes or wetlands, while the future development numbers DO eliminate 
constrained acres from the density calculation. Therefore, resulting densities for existing 
development will appear low compared to proposed densities.” 
 
In regards to the length of the planning horizon required for buildout of an Urban Study 
Area, “(t)hese development projections are not related to a specific planning period or a 
projected growth rate” (Section 1.3.1, Page 1-3).”  For additional information regarding 
buildout please refer to Response to comment 1-3 above. 
 
Response to comment 1-9 (Population and Housing Project Page 1-3):  This comment 
suggests that using a range of housing growth rates from 0.5 to 2.5 percent overstates 
potential utility service demand.  The commenter repeats the statement that projections of 
population growth in Urban Study Areas, or “the service area”, during the planning 
period is the best predictor of service demands.  The preparers of this Technical Report 
agree. However, the methodology used in the preparation of this report compared the 
capacity of the infrastructure system to the current and ultimate service population (as 
represented by total housing units) and identified improvements necessary to provide that 
capacity.  
 
There have been suggestions made by followers of the General Plan Update process that 
population projections by the DOF, 0.54 percent annual average growth rate, are overly 
conservative.  To be responsive to these concerns, the preparers of this Technical Report 
incorporated a range of housing growth rates that contain the current rate as well as 
substantially higher rates.  This range of growth rates was compared to the low and high 
buildout projections. 
 
The Technical Report evaluated the condition of existing infrastructure systems and 
improvements required to serve the buildout estimates, both low and high, without regard 
to the number of years required for buildout.   
 
Response to comment 1-10 (Basis for Forecasts):  This comment suggests that the 
Technical Report assumes that the rate of growth within the County or Urban Study 
Areas will increase in the future.  As indicated in Response to comment 1-3 and 1-7 
above, the buildout projections contained in this Technical Report are not correlated with 
the General Plan Update planning period or any other planning period.  However, 
buildout projections are compared to the low and high end of the potential growth rate 
range to determine if available residential development capacity can accommodate the 
broad range of growth rates utilized. 
 
Response to comment 1-11 (Arcata USA):  This comment suggests that the number of 
existing connections within the Arcata Urban Study Area should be the basis of 



comparison rather than the number of connections within the City of Arcata water and 
wastewater systems.  In all instances involving Urban Study Areas located within city 
spheres of influence (Arcata, Blue Lake, Eureka – in relation to wastewater, Fortuna, and 
Rio Dell), this Technical Report presented information relating to the entire utility 
system.  
 
In the case of the Arcata USA, the 190 existing units located within the Pacific Manor 
subdivision are assumed to be included in the total number of existing connections 
provided by the City of Arcata.  The Arcata USA is located entirely within the City of 
Arcata Sphere of Influence and Urban Services Boundary and no development will likely 
be permitted until annexation occurs (see Arcata General Plan:2020 Policy GM-3c and 
GM-3d).  Therefore, the Technical Report assumes that annexation will occur prior to 
development of all of the 205 new housing units (including the Creekside Homes 
subdivision).   
 
The comment notes that the discussion of the City of Arcata wastewater system that 
serves the Arcata USA on pages 7-11 to 7-15 does not repeat all of the background 
information contained in the analysis of the City of Arcata water system that serves the 
Arcata USA on pages 6-6 to 6-10.  The preparers of the Technical Report made every 
effort to provide complete information in each section, while avoiding redundancy.  In 
order to ensure that the reader does not miss essential information, references were 
included to information contained in other sections of the Technical Report.  In the case 
of the Arcata USA, readers of the wastewater system section were referred back to the 
water system section to find additional information regarding this Urban Study Area: 
“(s)ee Section 6.4.1 for a more detailed description of the USA and its development 
potential” (Section 7.4.1, Page 7-12). 
 
Response to comment 1-12 (Glendale USA and WSA):  This comment suggests that 
the low and high buildout projections represent a very wide development range.  As 
indicated previously, the low buildout estimate is an approximation of the current 
General Plan and the high buildout estimate represents increases in density and is 
equivalent to Sketch Plan 3 from the 2005 Sketch Plan Alternatives Report.  In the 
Glendale area, the high unit estimate assumes that certain former industrial lands, that 
have no residential development potential under the current General Plan – the low 
buildout estimate, will be designated for residential uses.  As a result, the potential for 
residential development is significantly higher under the high unit estimate than under the 
low unit estimate.  However, this Technical Report does not assume that buildout will 
occur during the General Plan Update planning period or any other planning period.   
 
The comment states that the wastewater costs are confusing and that there is no 
explanation of the difference between the low and high unit cost per total future 
connection.  Comment noted.  The Technical Report will be revised to add additional 
information to clarify that the low buildout estimate can be accommodated under the 
current wastewater contract with the City of Arcata and the high buildout estimate will 
require the development of additional wastewater treatment facilities. 
 



Response to comment 1-13 (Humboldt Hill USA):  This comment suggests that there is 
little correlation between the projected housing units for the Humboldt Hill USA and the 
Humboldt CSD service area.  The preparers of this Technical Report acknowledge the 
reader’s difficulty in evaluating Humboldt CSD capacity and improvement requirements.  
With the assistance of Humboldt CSD staff, the Technical Report has been reorganized to 
combine all Humboldt CSD related USAs and WSAs into one section.   
 
The commenter also suggests that market values could be used for unit wastewater costs 
for comparison purposes with other Urban Study Areas.  The preparers of this Technical 
Report coordinated closely with City of Eureka and Humboldt CSD staff regarding their 
ongoing wastewater collection system and treatment system planning.  Adequate 
information was not available at the time this Technical Report was prepared, but detailed 
studies are underway.  Because of the substantial likelihood for error due to the use of 
broad planning level estimates, or market values, of improvement cost for the complex 
Humboldt CSD and City Eureka systems and given that additional information may be 
available prior to the final adoption of the General Plan Update, the decision was made 
not to include estimates of probable cost. 
 
Response to comment 1-14 (McKinleyville USA and WSA):  This comment appears to 
identify an error in calculations contained on page 6-44 or 6-45.  However, the 
commenter does not provide enough information to determine how the numbers that they 
present were derived.  The method used to identify existing and potential development in 
the McKinleyville USA and WSA is identical to that used in all other USAs and WSAs.  
The following table identifies the sources of information contained in the Technical 
Report: 
 
Study Area Description Source Value 
McK_USA Year 2000 Housing Units Table 1-5 5,162  
McK_USA New Units 2000-2005 Table 1-5 778  
 Existing Development 2005  5,940  

 

McK_WSA Year 2000 Housing Units Table 1-5 403  
McK_WSA New Units 2000-2005 Table 1-5 28  
 Existing Development 2005  431  

 

McK_USA High Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 4,112  
McK_WSA High Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 137  
 Total High Unit Development Potential 4,249  

 

McK_USA Low Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 2,224  
McK_WSA Low Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 123  
 Total Low Unit Development Potential 2,347  

 

McK_USA High Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 10,052  
McK_WSA High Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 568  

 

McK_USA Low Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 8,164  
McK_WSA Low Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 554  

 
 



Response to Letter 1 from Joshua Hart, Mark Hammer, and Nolan Lehahan of 
HDR 
 
Response to comment 1-1:  This comment states that the purpose of the report is to 
“present policies and implementation measures for providing the infrastructure needs to 
accommodate development within the County through year 2025.”  The commenter 
excerpted the purpose of the Community Infrastructure and Services Element from the 
second sentence in the Executive Summary.  Whereas, the purpose of the Community 
Infrastructure and Services Technical Report is contained in the first sentence of the 
Executive Summary, which states that “(t)he purpose of this report is to serve as a basis 
for the development of the Community Infrastructure and Services Element.” 
 
The commenter states that it is “unclear what populations are to be served in 2025.”  
Section 1.3.2 describes projected Countywide population and housing growth between 
2000 and 2025, based on information from the Department of Finance (DOF).  This 
report presents past and present population and housing data for each Urban Study Area 
(USA) in Table 1-5 and buildout development potential in Table 1-6.  This report does 
not project population for each USA.  This Technical Report generally projected build 
out of land, in terms of total housing units, within study areas using the current General 
Plan and a higher density plan alternative.  In order to compare buildout capacity to the 
General Plan planning period, this Technical Report used a population growth rate range 
(high 2.5 % annual low 0.5 % annual) to account for the fact that different areas of the 
County do, and are expected to continue to, grow at different rates.  Given the broad 
Countywide context of the Technical Report, and the different factors that affect 
development in the county, this is an appropriate approach to characterizing future 
growth in a background report.   
 
Potential growth in population in different areas of the County was not the focus of this 
report, because water and wastewater systems are generally sized and designed to 
accommodate buildout population within the respective service area rather than 
intermediate planning periods, especially in an area with low population growth rates.  
Therefore, the Technical Report assumed that all infrastructure investments would be 
based on buildout, at either the low or high projection of buildout. 
 
The commenter further states that there is no presentation of economic and social 
conditions, or other information that would drive development toward the low or high 
buildout values.  As stated above, the high and low buildout projections are not correlated 
with a time period or an annual growth rate. The examination of economic or social 
issues that would drive development was not in our scope of work. The Technical Report 
also does not suggest that either buildout level will occur.  The buildout estimates relate 
to allowable density and are not projected to occur within any specific time frame.  The 
low buildout estimate is based on the current General Plan and the high buildout estimate 
is a higher density scenario based on Sketch Plan 3, which was developed as part of the 
General Plan Update process. 
 



Response to comment 1-2:  This comment repeats the statement that the Technical 
Report does not contain 2025 population growth projections for Urban Study Areas.  See 
response to comment 1-1.   
 
This comment also states that the report does not contain historic trends in water 
consumption or customer counts for each Urban Study Area.  Chapters 6 and 7 contain 
water and wastewater system assessments for each Urban Study Area.  Each Urban Study 
Area assessment contains a table that lists the system statistics (number of connections, 
number of available connections (where available connections are calculated based on 
reported peak day water use or peak wet weather wastewater flows as specified in the 
table notes) and other essential information regarding the utility system.  Water and 
wastewater system information was derived from California Department of Health 
Services Annual Inspection Report and National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
permits, Waste Discharge Requirements and other data submitted by service providers.   
 
Response to comment 1-3:  This comment suggests that the low and high estimates of 
potential dwelling units may not be useful for service providers in establishing 
connection fees and states that it is unclear how the high estimate would be achieved over 
the next 20 years.  Section 1.3.1 provides the methodology used in arriving at the 
development projections.  Buildout projections are commonly used in estimating the 
ultimate size of utility improvements.  The Technical Report states that “It is also 
important to note that the County’s “high” and “low” projections reflect what the land 
can bare based on the allowable use of the land and the physical constraints that affect the 
land. These development projections are not related to a specific planning period or a 
projected growth rate” (Section 1.3.1, Page 1-3).   
 
The Technical Report also cautions the reader regarding the use the infrastructure cost 
information contained in this report: “(a)ll costs presented herein are order of magnitude 
cost estimates and should not be interpreted as exact costs. No economies of scale or site-
specific factors or constraints were taken into account in developing these cost estimates. 
However, the costs presented herein for the various service providers within the County 
are useful in identifying existing deficiencies and the need for better infrastructure 
planning to sustain these systems into the future. Some service providers have greater 
administrative capacity and have developed master plans, computer models, capital 
improvement plans, and rate studies for their water systems. However, many providers 
have significantly less capacity and therefore less technical, managerial, and financial 
planning perspective. Infrastructure upgrade recommendations made herein should be 
used as the basis for developing detailed, site-specific master plans, system models, and 
capital improvement plans. Detailed rate studies will need to be performed on an 
individual service provider level to determine the connection fees and usage rates 
required to generate sufficient revenues to maintain and sustain these systems into the 
future” (Section 6.1, Page 6.1). 
 
Response to comment 1-4:  This comment suggests that the infrastructure costs 
presented in the Technical Report may not be useful by service providers in establishing 
future connection fees.  The report provides order of magnitude costs for each system 



relating to the correction of existing deficiencies and accommodating growth and 
specifically states that the development of new rates and connection fees will require 
detailed studies: “Infrastructure upgrade recommendations made herein should be used as 
the basis for developing detailed, site-specific master plans, system models, and capital 
improvement plans. Detailed rate studies will need to be performed on an individual 
service provider level to determine the connection fees and usage rates required to 
generate sufficient revenues to maintain and sustain these systems into the future” 
(Section 6.1, Page 6-1). 
 
Response to comment 1-5 (Executive Summary Page xiii):  The commenter 
incorrectly states that the Technical Report used “an analysis of projected housing growth 
from 2005 to 2025…for sizing and economic analysis.”  The Technical Report evaluated 
the condition of existing infrastructure systems and identified improvements that may be 
required to serve the low and high buildout estimates, without regard to the number of 
years required for buildout.   
 
The summary information contained in Table ES-3 reflected only the high buildout 
estimate for water and wastewater service providers.  The high unit buildout was selected 
for this table as the worst cast scenario.  The low unit buildout could easily have been 
presented instead. 
 
Response to comment 1-6 (Cost Development Page xii):  This comment appears to 
suggest that the water and wastewater unit cost data presented in table ES-2 should not be 
the only information used in “development decisions.”  The preparers of this Technical 
Report agree.   
 
Response to comment 1-7 (Summary of Infrastructure Capacity Page xiii-xvii):  This 
comment suggests that total capacity, rather than the low unit development estimate, 
should be presented in Table ES-1 and that the high unit development estimate should be 
presented as well.  This comment also notes that total available capacity, based on this 
table, exceeds the future housing demand projected by Dyett & Bhatia in the Building 
Communities Report (see Building Communities Section 2.5, page 2-6).   
 
Table ES-1 compares water and wastewater service capacity to a generalized estimate of 
development density based on the current General Plan, the low unit development 
capacity estimate.  The commenter is correct that allowable land use density does not 
limit service capacity.  However, if there is more water or wastewater capacity than 
development potential (based on allowable density) then land use density is the limiting 
factor for development capacity within that Urban Study Area. 
 
Response to comment 1-8 (High and Low Build-out Estimates Page 1-1):  This 
comment relates to the density of existing development contained in Table 1-5 and future 
density contained in Table 1-6.  An explanation of the development densities portrayed in 
these two tables is contained in Section 1.4, Service Provider Background Data and 
Information.  Data relating to the physical constraints that was used to calculate net 
developable acres were not readily available for parcels containing existing development 



and possessing no additional development potential.  As a result, direct comparisons 
between existing development density and estimates of resulting densities at buildout 
cannot be made.  For the benefit of the reader, the following caution can be found in 
Section 1.4: “It is important to note that the EXISTING development densities in the last 
column of Table 1 5 DO NOT take into account physical constraints on a parcel, such as 
steep slopes or wetlands, while the future development numbers DO eliminate 
constrained acres from the density calculation. Therefore, resulting densities for existing 
development will appear low compared to proposed densities.” 
 
In regards to the length of the planning horizon required for buildout of an Urban Study 
Area, “(t)hese development projections are not related to a specific planning period or a 
projected growth rate” (Section 1.3.1, Page 1-3).”  For additional information regarding 
buildout please refer to Response to comment 1-3 above. 
 
Response to comment 1-9 (Population and Housing Project Page 1-3):  This comment 
suggests that using a range of housing growth rates from 0.5 to 2.5 percent overstates 
potential utility service demand.  The commenter repeats the statement that projections of 
population growth in Urban Study Areas, or “the service area”, during the planning 
period is the best predictor of service demands.  The preparers of this Technical Report 
agree. However, the methodology used in the preparation of this report compared the 
capacity of the infrastructure system to the current and ultimate service population (as 
represented by total housing units) and identified improvements necessary to provide that 
capacity.  
 
There have been suggestions made by followers of the General Plan Update process that 
population projections by the DOF, 0.54 percent annual average growth rate, are overly 
conservative.  To be responsive to these concerns, the preparers of this Technical Report 
incorporated a range of housing growth rates that contain the current rate as well as 
substantially higher rates.  This range of growth rates was compared to the low and high 
buildout projections. 
 
The Technical Report evaluated the condition of existing infrastructure systems and 
improvements required to serve the buildout estimates, both low and high, without regard 
to the number of years required for buildout.   
 
Response to comment 1-10 (Basis for Forecasts):  This comment suggests that the 
Technical Report assumes that the rate of growth within the County or Urban Study 
Areas will increase in the future.  As indicated in Response to comment 1-3 and 1-7 
above, the buildout projections contained in this Technical Report are not correlated with 
the General Plan Update planning period or any other planning period.    
 
Response to comment 1-11 (Arcata USA):  This comment suggests that the number of 
existing connections within the Arcata Urban Study Area should be the basis of 
comparison rather than the number of connections within the City of Arcata water and 
wastewater systems.  In all instances involving Urban Study Areas located within city 
spheres of influence (Arcata, Blue Lake, Eureka – in relation to wastewater, Fortuna, and 



Rio Dell), this Technical Report presented information relating to the entire utility 
system.  
 
In the case of the Arcata USA, the 190 existing units located within the Pacific Manor 
subdivision are assumed to be included in the total number of existing connections 
provided by the City of Arcata.  The Arcata USA is located entirely within the City of 
Arcata Sphere of Influence and Urban Services Boundary and no development will likely 
be permitted until annexation occurs (see Arcata General Plan:2020 Policy GM-3c and 
GM-3d).  Therefore, the Technical Report assumes that annexation will occur prior to 
development of all of the 205 new housing units (including the Creekside Homes 
subdivision).   
 
The comment notes that the discussion of the City of Arcata wastewater system that 
serves the Arcata USA on pages 7-11 to 7-15 does not repeat all of the background 
information contained in the analysis of the City of Arcata water system that serves the 
Arcata USA on pages 6-6 to 6-10.  The preparers of the Technical Report made every 
effort to provide complete information in each section, while avoiding redundancy.  In 
order to ensure that the reader does not miss essential information, references were 
included to information contained in other sections of the Technical Report.  In the case 
of the Arcata USA, readers of the wastewater system section were referred back to the 
water system section to find additional information regarding this Urban Study Area: 
“(s)ee Section 6.4.1 for a more detailed description of the USA and its development 
potential” (Section 7.4.1, Page 7-12). 
 
Response to comment 1-12 (Glendale USA and WSA):  This comment suggests that 
the low and high buildout projections represent a very wide development range.  As 
indicated previously, the low buildout estimate is an approximation of the current 
General Plan and the high buildout estimate represents increases in density and is 
equivalent to Sketch Plan 3 from the 2005 Sketch Plan Alternatives Report.  In the 
Glendale area, the high unit estimate assumes that certain former industrial lands, that 
have no residential development potential under the current General Plan – the low 
buildout estimate, will be designated for residential uses.  As a result, the potential for 
residential development is significantly higher under the high unit estimate than under the 
low unit estimate.  However, this Technical Report does not assume that buildout will 
occur during the General Plan Update planning period or any other planning period.   
 
The comment states that the wastewater costs are confusing and that there is no 
explanation of the difference between the low and high unit cost per total future 
connection.  Comment noted.  The Technical Report will be revised to add additional 
information to clarify that the low buildout estimate can be accommodated under the 
current wastewater contract with the City of Arcata and the high buildout estimate will 
require the development of additional wastewater treatment facilities. 
 
Response to comment 1-13 (Humboldt Hill USA):  This comment suggests that there is 
little correlation between the projected housing units for the Humboldt Hill USA and the 
Humboldt CSD service area.  The preparers of this Technical Report acknowledge the 



reader’s difficulty in evaluating Humboldt CSD capacity and improvement requirements.  
With the assistance of Humboldt CSD staff, the Technical Report has been reorganized to 
combine all Humboldt CSD related USAs and WSAs into one section.   
 
The commenter also suggests that market values could be used for unit wastewater costs 
for comparison purposes with other Urban Study Areas.  The preparers of this Technical 
Report coordinated closely with City of Eureka and Humboldt CSD staff regarding their 
ongoing wastewater collection system and treatment system planning.  Adequate 
information was not available at the time this Technical Report was prepared, but detailed 
studies are underway.  Because of the substantial levels of efforts being undertaken by 
the City of Eureka and Humboldt CSD to evaluate the complex Humboldt CSD and City 
Eureka systems and given that additional information may be available prior to the final 
adoption of the General Plan Update, the decision was made not to include estimates of 
probable cost. 
 
Response to comment 1-14 (McKinleyville USA and WSA):  This comment appears to 
identify an error in calculations contained on page 6-44 or 6-45.  However, the 
commenter does not provide enough information to determine how the numbers that they 
present were derived.  The method used to identify existing and potential development in 
the McKinleyville USA and WSA is identical to that used in all other USAs and WSAs.  
The following table identifies the sources of information contained in the Technical 
Report: 
 
 
Study Area Description Source Value 
McK_USA Year 2000 Housing Units Table 1-5 5,162  
McK_USA New Units 2000-2005 Table 1-5 778  
 Existing Development 2005  5,940  

 

McK_WSA Year 2000 Housing Units Table 1-5 403  
McK_WSA New Units 2000-2005 Table 1-5 28  
 Existing Development 2005  431  

 

McK_USA High Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 4,112  
McK_WSA High Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 137  
 Total High Unit Development Potential 4,249  

 

McK_USA Low Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 2,224  
McK_WSA Low Unit Development Potential Table 1-6 123  
 Total Low Unit Development Potential 2,347  

 

McK_USA High Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 10,052  
McK_WSA High Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 568  

 

McK_USA Low Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 8,164  
McK_WSA Low Unit Development Potential Total (existing + future) 554  
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Response to Letter 2 from Robert S. Wall, Senior Planner, Long Range Planning 
Division, City of Eureka 
 
Note: this comment letter contained comments regarding response to Community 
Infrastructure and Services Element, in addition to comments on the Community 
Infrastructure and Services Technical Report  Comments regarding the Community 
Infrastructure and Services Element can be found with other responses to General Plan 
Update at the following web location www.planupdate.org. 
 
Response to comment 2-1:  The commenter generally describes the methodology for 
low and high projections of development potential within urban study areas.  The 
commenter also identifies the source of the travel demand data in the roads section, 
Sketch Plan 3 from an earlier phase in the General Plan Update planning process, as an 
alternative that was opposed by the City of Eureka.  No response to comment required. 
 
The commenter further states that Alternative B is Sketch Plan 3.  This comment is 
beyond the scope of the Technical Report because the land use assumptions relating to 
the high and low development estimates was provided by Humboldt County.  The 
commenter is encouraged to review Part 1, Setting, of the Public Hearing Schedule for 
the Preliminary Draft Plan, for a discussion of the relationship between the Sketch Plan 
Alternatives and the proposed Draft Plan. 
 
Response to comment 2-2:  The commenter makes statements regarding Section 1.3.2, 
Humboldt County Population and Housing Growth, as well as comparisons to 
background information in Table 1-4 and development potential in Table 1-5.  The 
commenter should note that information contained in Section 1.3.2 reflects countywide 
demographics, which include unincorporated and incorporated areas.  Tables 1-5 and 1-6 
contain information regarding past growth and future development potential within urban 
study areas, which are located within the unincorporated area only.  In addition, the 
commenter should note that the estimates of potential dwelling units relate to what the 
land can bare, not to any specific planning period.  For addition description of the 
development projections, see Section 1.3.1, Development Projections. 
 
Response to comment 2-3:  The commenter indicates that Table 2-1, Humboldt County 
Public Works Road Fund Budget, 2002-2007, does not contain a reference.  At the time 
that this section of the Technical Report was originally prepared, the source of this table 
was the proposed budget for fiscal year 2007-08.  The fiscal year 2007-08 budget has 
subsequently been adopted and this table has been revised to reflect the new information 
and a reference has been included. 
 
Response to comment 2-4:  This comment agrees with statements found on Page 2-9 
and states that the City of Eureka feels that Humboldt County has not put forward plans 
to address traffic conditions in the South Eureka USA and the City of Eureka.  Section 
2.4.4.1 has been substantially revised and includes additional information regarding 
traffic conditions in the City of Eureka.   The County agrees that traffic impact fees are 
needed to help fund future improvements. 



 
Response to comment 2-5:  This comment states that Table 2-3, Roadway Capacity by 
Urban Study Area, does not contain references to City of Eureka streets.  This table has 
been the subject of numerous comments regarding its lack of clarity.  Table 2-3 has been 
divided into two tables, Table 2-3A, Example USA Roadway Segments from the 
GEATM Showing 2005-2030 ADT Increase of Greater than 50% and Table 2-3B, 
Example USA Roadway Segments from the GEATM Showing 2005, 2030 V/C Ratios of 
Greater than 90%.  These revisions were made to clarify the relationship between volume 
to capacity ratios and average daily trips.  The narrative in Section 2.4.4.1, Roadways 
with Capacity Constraints, has been substantially revised to further clarify the 
interrelationship between City of Eureka streets and the County road network. 
 
Response to comment 2-6:  This comment notes that none of the improvements listed on 
Page 2-20 are directed towards City of Eureka streets.  Section 2.7.2, Capacity-Related 
Roadway Recommended and Planned Improvements, has been substantially revised.  
Table 2-9, Planned or Proposed System Upgrades/Expansion to Reduce Congestion; 
Preliminary Cost and Schedules where Defined by USA and Table 2-10, Recommended 
City of Eureka Transportation Mitigation Projects: For County General Plan Update – 
Sketch Plan 3 Cumulative Projects Present to the Year 2030, have been combined and the 
narrative in Section 2.7.2 has been expanded to further describe planned and proposed 
projects in the south Eureka area and the City of Eureka. 
 
Response to comment 2-7:  This comment indicates that the City of Eureka disagrees 
with a statement on page 2-23 that City of Eureka projects will require analysis to 
allocate the share of improvement costs between existing and future development and 
development within and outside the City.  See response to comment 2-6 above. 
 
Response to comment 2-8.  This comment notes that a source of transportation revenue 
has been omitted from the discussion on page 12-21.  State Transportation Improvement 
Sales Tax and local sales tax revenue have been added to the discussion of infrastructure 
financing in Section 12.2.7, Transportation. 
 
See www.planupdate.org for responses to Community Infrastructure and Services 
Element related comments. 
 
Response to comment 2-9.  This comment notes that Executive Table ES-1 does not 
contain documentation supporting the total number of available connections for HCSD 
identified.  The calculation of the total number of available connections for HCSD can be 
found in Section 7.4.6.1, Summary, under the heading “Existing Capacity.”   
 
Response to comment 2-10. This comment states that the Technical Report incorrectly 
identifies the City of Eureka wastewater collection system as having a peaking factor of 8 
to 10.  The commenter states that the average peaking factor is just over 5,whereas the 
peaking factor used in this report represents the maximum flow when compared to 
average daily flows  Page xxv will be revised to reflect to clarify this.  See also response 
to comment 2-19. 



 
Response to comment 2-11.  This comment indicates that a statement at the bottom of 
page 7-2 regarding the McKinleyville CSD peaking factor is not correlated with peak 
event storm recurrence intervals or storm duration. The commenter also notes that there 
are a number of issue that effect this number not the least of which is the definition that 
one uses to define peaking factor. Even with different definitions, the authors believe that 
peaking factors are an important indicator of the systems performance. This statement 
will be revised to include the following: “(this peaking factor is based on data provided 
by the McKinleyville CSD and is not directly correlated with peak event storm 
recurrence interval or the duration).” 
 
Response to comment 2-12.  This comment notes that the discussion on page 7-3 does 
not accurately characterize the “percent removal requirement” found in local agency 
wastewater treatment permits.  In order to clarify the percent removal requirement, the 
following paragraph will be added following the first full paragraph on page 7-3: 
 

“It should be noted that the requirement to maintain effluent quality by removing 
85% of BOD and TSS in wastewater is based on a 30-day average, rather than on 
daily records where peak storm events would significantly affect a WWTP’s 
ability to achieve removal requirements.  However, average wet weather 
wastewater flows can be significantly higher than average dry weather flows and 
can cause dischargers to violate percent removal requirements.” 

 
Response to comment 12-13.  This comment addresses statements regarding the 
capacity of the Elk River WWTP contained in Section 7.3 HCSD and Eureka.  Section 
7.3 has been substantially revised based on comments by HCSD and the City of Eureka.  
The following suggested revision by the City of Eureka regarding plant capacity has been 
included in Section 7.3 of the Technical Report: 
 

“It should be noted that each unit process (pumps, pipes, tanks, etc.) within the 
Elk River WWTP may operate at different capacity levels.  The Elk River WWTP 
is approaching capacity limitations in some of its unit processes.  The Elk River 
WWTP infrastructure study is intended to identify hydraulic and process 
“bottlenecks” and to propose cost effective improvements to increase capacity, 
rather than construct a total plant expansion.  The City expects that this strategy 
will allow step-wise increases in WWTP capacity that keeps pace with 
development over the next 20 years.” 

 
Response to comment 2-14.  This comment refers to detailed discussion of the Martin 
Slough Interceptor Project.  Based on comments submitted by HCSD and the City of 
Eureka, the sentence that this comment refers to was deleted because it was not necessary 
to ensure the readers full understanding of wastewater capacity issues in the greater 
Eureka area.   
 
Response to comment 2-15.  These comments refer to detailed discussion of the Martin 
Slough Interceptor Project.  See response to comment 2-14. 



 
Response to comment 2-16.  This comment notes that HCSD’s contractual wastewater 
capacity at the Elk River WWTP covers the development capacity of the Myrtletown, 
South Eureka, and Humboldt Hill USA in aggregate.  Statements regarding the 
limitations on development capacity within HCSD related USAs (page 7-6 and 7-30) will 
be expanded to include the following: 
 

“…, when aggregated with the development potential of other HCSD USAs,…” 
 
Response to comment 2-17    This comment relates to a portion of Section 7.3.1, Martin 
Slough Interceptor, which has been deleted.  Section 2.7.2, Capacity-Related Roadway 
Recommended and Planned Improvements, has been expanded to address City of Eureka 
comments and to include discussions regarding the Martin Slough Interceptor traffic 
mitigation program and the Eureka Community Plan related traffic improvements. 
 
Response to comment 2-18.  .  This comment refers to detailed discussion of the Martin 
Slough Interceptor Project.  See response to comment 2-14. 
 
Response to comment 2-19.  This comment notes that Table 7-8 incorrectly lists the 
peaking factor range for the South Eureka USA as 6-9.  Table 7-8 has been revised to 
state that the I&I peaking factor is 3.3 – 10 for the South Eureka USA.  See also response 
to comment 2-10.  
 
Response to comment 2-20.  This comment refers to a statement on page 7-46 that 
HCSD has 4,980 available connections, and requests that this statement be documented.  
See response to comment 2-9. 
 
See www.planupdate.org for responses to Community Infrastructure and Services 
Element related comments. 
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Response to Letter 3 from Tom Hiller and Dave Varshock of the Humboldt 
Association of Realtors 
 
Response to comment 3-1:  The commenter states that no further time should be 
expended on the topics of street lighting, parks and recreation, schools and public 
utilities, which were not included within the scope of work of the Winzler and Kelly 
contract.  The commenter further states that no additional time should be spent on police, 
fire, or stormwater.  Comment noted.  This comment will be forwarded to the County for 
consideration. 
 
Response to comment 3-2:  This comment notes that the Humboldt Association of 
Realtors has submitted comments critical of the County’s projections of development 
capacity within urban study areas.  The commenter has attached a copy of a prior letter 
that specified their concerns.  The Technical Report on page 1-2 notes the controversy 
that has surrounded the County’s development projections.  The discussion on page 1-2 
summarizes and responds to what the preparers consider to be the main issues.  The 
Technical Report also states on the same page that “service providers were asked to 
review the development projections that have been made. Input from the service 
providers has been valuable and has resulted in revisions to the development estimates.”   
 
The comment also indicates that ownership, financial, and market related issues are not 
factored into the development projections.  The Technical Report adequately addresses 
this comment in page 1-2 in the summary and response to what the preparers consider the 
main concerns regarding the development projections.  In particular, the Technical 
Report states that “the subjective nature of (the lack of interest by owners in developing 
at maximum allowable densities) makes it impossible to quantify.” 
 
Response to comment 3-3.  This comment states that road condition and capacity should 
be included as a limiting factor in Table ES-1.  The narrative preceding Table ES-1 will 
be modified as follows: 
 

“Roadway capacity is a development limitation and. to a certain extent. can be 
quantified through Level of Service standards as described in Section 2.4.2, 
Roadway Capacity and Level of Service (LOS), and Section 2.4.3, Volume to 
Capacity (V/C) Ratio.  However, unlike water quality standards for water and 
wastewater systems that are regulated pursuant to the federal Clean Water and 
Safe Drinking Water Acts which involve local, state, and federal agencies, 
roadway capacity is regulated by the adopted policies of the local land use 
agency.  As a roadway level of service standard is reached or exceeded, traffic 
delays will necessarily increase but the system continues to function.  Unlike 
water or wastewater systems that reach or exceed capacity and result in a 
moratorium being imposed by regulators and the service provider, there is no 
mandatory regulatory response to congested roadways.  In addition, unlike water 
and wastewater systems, roadway capacity in one community can be affected by 
development in other communities.” 



This comment also restates the concerns of the Humboldt Association of Realtors 
regarding the accuracy of the development projections.   
 
Response to comment 3-4.  This comment relates to the concerns of the Humboldt 
Association of Realtors regarding the accuracy of the development projections.  See 
response to comment 3-2. 
 
Response to comment 3.5.  This comment restates demographic information contained 
in Section 1.3.2.  No response necessary. 
 
Response to comment 3-6.  This comment refers to the range of potential growth rates in 
the Technical Report, 0.5 to 2.5 percent, which are compared to estimates of development 
potential within each urban study area.  The commenter asks if 2.5 percent is high enough 
if declines in household size are to increase during the planning period.  This housing 
growth rate range is intended to accommodate a broad potential range of population 
growth rates in the County over the planning period.  The preparers of this Technical 
Report feel that this range is conservative given the best available information at this 
time, meaning it contains room for substantial increases in the housing growth above the 
current rate. 
 
Response to comment 3-7.  This comment acknowledges the importance of plan 
implementation and notes past deficiencies in plan implementation.  The commenter 
further states that the County should exhaust all other funding sources before enacting 
impact fees.  No response to comment necessary.  
 
Response to comment 3-8.  This comment states that there needs to be common goals 
between the various local agencies in the County for the General Plan to be successful.  
This comment will be referred to Humboldt County.  No response to comment necessary. 
 
Response to comment 3-9.  This comment states that the Technical Report only 
addresses infrastructure issues in urban study areas.  The scope of work for the Technical 
Report limited the analysis to infrastructure and service issues within urban study areas. 
However, the Technical Report and the Water Resources Technical Report does contain 
information relating to private water supplies and septic systems in Humboldt County. 
(see pages 27 and 29) This comment will be referred to County staff.  No response to 
comment necessary. 
 
Response to comment 3-10.  This comment states that the Humboldt Association of 
Realtors does not support down zoning and questions the County’s interpretation of 
“median point density.”  This comment will be referred to Humboldt County.  No 
response to comment necessary. 
 
Response to comment 3-11.  This comment states that Humboldt Hill and Myrtletown 
Avenue costs are not included in this Technical Report.  If this comment refers to 
roadway improvement costs, the commenter should review Table  2 9, Planned or 
Proposed System Upgrades/Expansion to Reduce Congestion; Preliminary Cost and 



Schedules where Defined by USA, for estimated improvement costs to Humboldt Hill 
Road and Myrtle Avenue.  If this comment refers to water costs, the commenter should 
refer to Table 6-6.  If this comment refers to wastewater costs, planning is currently 
underway by the City of Eureka and HCSD.  This planning may be complete and costs 
estimates available prior to General Plan Update approval. 
 
Response to comment 3-12.  This comment suggests that the Technical Report was 
prepared with limited scope and funds and the results are therefore limited.  Although the 
preparers of this Technical Report agree that available funds limited the scope of work, 
the commenter should note that this Technical Report is in far greater detail than other 
background reports prepared for general plan updates in Humboldt County or throughout 
the State of California. 
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Response to Letter 4 from Steve Davidson, District Engineer, Humboldt Community 
Services District 
 
Response to comment 4-1:  The commenter states that the Technical Report is too 
complicated and that unnecessary information should be deleted.  The preparers of this 
Technical Report have worked closely with Humboldt Community Services District 
(HCSD) to re-write Chapters 6 and 7 and combine the analysis of Urban Study Areas 
within the boundaries of Humboldt CSD and delete repeated information.  In addition, 
Section 7.3.1, Martin Slough Interceptor, has been re-written based partly upon input 
provided by HCSD. 
 
Response to comment 4-2:  This comment states that the HCSD worked closely with 
Humboldt County to develop buildout projections, referred to in the comment letter as 
growth projections.  The buildout projections developed cooperatively between HCSD, 
Humboldt County, and Winzler & Kelly are the basis of the infrastructure analysis in the 
Technical Report.  The comment further states that the growth rates that are used in the 
Technical Report are arbitrary.  The range of growth rates are considered reasonable and 
contain the growth rate projected by the State of California for Humboldt County and 
incorporate the request made by members of the public to consider the potential for a 
higher growth rate. The range of growth rates used in the Technical Report have been 
compared to the low and high buildout projections in each Urban Study Area to 
determine if available residential development capacity can accommodate the broad 
range of growth rates utilized.  See response to comments 1-3, 1-7, and 1-10 for 
additional information. 
 
Response to comment 4-3:  This comment reiterates HCSD’s request to have its 
proposed sphere of influence expansion fully described in the Technical Report.  The 
preparers of this Technical Report have worked closely with HCSD to re-write Chapters 
6 and 7 to fully describe the proposed sphere of influence expansions, including the 
rationale for the requests.  The findings section of Section 6.6 and 7.5 evaluates the 
sphere of influence expansion from a service delivery standpoint.  This comment further 
requests that Humboldt County provide a detailed written response to HCSD if the 
General Plan Update does not support the proposed change is SOI boundaries.  This 
comment has been forwarded to Humboldt County. 
 
Response to comment 4-4:  This comment suggests that most of the detailed evaluation 
of the Section 7.3.1, Martin Slough Interceptor, be deleted and the commenter proposes 
new language to replace most of the deleted text.  Section 7.3.1 has been revised to 
reflect this comment. 
 



Response to Letter 5 from Steve Davidson, District Engineer, Humboldt Community 
Services District  
 
Comments contained in this letter are almost identical to Letter 4 from Steve Davidson, 
District Engineer, Humboldt Community Services District.  See responses to Letter 4.



See Comment Letter 4 - HCSD 





 



Response to Letter 5 from Steve Davidson, District Engineer, Humboldt Community 
Services District  
 
Comments contained in this letter are almost identical to Letter 4 from Steve Davidson, 
District Engineer, Humboldt Community Services District.  See responses to Letter 4.
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Response to Letter 6 from Kay Backer, representing members of Humboldt 
Economic Land Plan (HELP) 
 
Response to comment 6-1 through 6-4:  The commenter lists the future growth areas 
identified at the top of Executive Summary page xviii; notes that wastewater 
improvement costs of the Urban Study Areas of the HCSD are not yet known; and 
acknowledges that the City of Eureka and the HCSD are evaluating the wastewater 
treatment system.  The commenter asks how impacts on HCSD’s ability to provide 
hookups can be anticipated and how many HCSD hookups are available.   
 
Information regarding the Humboldt CSD and City of Eureka wastewater collection 
systems and the Elk River Wastewater Treatment Plant can be found in Section 7.3, 
HCSD and Eureka, 7.3.1 Martin Slough Interceptor, and 7.4.6, Humboldt Hill USA, 
7.4.11, Myrtletown USA, and 7.4.18, South Eureka USA.  These sections highlight the 
challenges faced by the City of Eureka and HCSD in improving their collection and 
treatment systems as well as the steps that both agencies are taking to plan and design 
such improvements.  As noted in 7.4.6.1, the HCSD reported that they are operating at 
approximately 60 percent of their contracted capacity at the Elk River Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, which converts to approximately 4,980 available connections.  Section 
7.3, HCSD and Eureka, describes the condition of the HCSD and City of Eureka 
collection system and the Elk River WWTP.  Based on input provided by the City of 
Eureka, this section has been revised to include the following statements regarding 
wastewater treatment capacity:  
 

“It should be noted that each unit process (pumps, pipes, tanks, etc.) within the 
Elk River WWTP may operate at different capacity levels.  The Elk River WWTP 
is approaching capacity limitations in some of its unit processes.  The Elk River 
WWTP infrastructure study is intended to identify hydraulic and process 
“bottlenecks” and to propose cost effective improvements to increase capacity, 
rather than construct a total plant expansion.  The City expects that this strategy 
will allow step-wise increases in WWTP capacity that keeps pace with 
development over the next 20 years.” 

 
Response to comment 6-5:  The commenter asks if it is “realistic to assume the rough 
estimate to provide new and improved infrastructure for the entire County is 
approximately $250(?)”  This Technical Report does not estimate the total cost to 
improve infrastructure to support the implementation of the proposed General Plan 
Update.  Order of magnitude estimates have been provided for most water and 
wastewater systems, and some estimates of roadway improvement costs and law 
enforcement capacity improvements have also been made.  During a presentation to the 
Planning Commission, the preparers of this Technical Report suggested that “at least 
$250 million in water and wastewater infrastructure is needed for buildout.”  This 
statement acknowledged the data limitations inherent within this estimate. 
 
Response to comment 6-6:  The commenter asks what population growth rate 
assumptions were used.  Please refer to response to Section 1.3.2, Humboldt County 



Population and Housing Growth, comments 1-3, 1-7, and 1-10 for information regarding 
growth rates. 
 
Response to comment 6-7:  This comment refers to the use of Sketch Plan-3 2030, full 
entitlement build-out scenario traffic model outputs in Chapter 2, Road Infrastructure.  
Additional traffic modeling is beyond the scope of this Technical Report.  The analysis in 
Section 2.4.4, Existing and Projected Capacity Constraints, describes the use to traffic 
modeling data previously generated using the Greater Eureka Area Traffic Model to 
identify existing and project roadway capacity constraints.  Section 2.4.4 further states 
that “Sketch Plan 3, or the “Focused Growth” scenario, assumed that development would 
be primarily in existing developed areas, with limited lower-density development in 
outlying areas and only a modest extension of existing water service areas. The 2030 
projections used to estimate future capacity constraints are thus illustrative of a potential, 
if not likely, future development pattern.”  The preparers of this Technical Report assume 
that a detailed traffic analysis based on the proposed General Plan Update land use 
alternatives will be completed as part of the environmental impact report. 
 
Response to comment 6-8:  This comment asks if Urban Study Areas are the most 
logical growth areas and where growth should occur over the next 20 years based on 
physical and economic conditions.  This question is beyond the scope of the Technical 
Report and instead should be explored with the Planning Commission during General 
Plan Update policy deliberations. 
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Response to Letter 7 from Carol Rische, General Manager, Humboldt Bay 
Municipal Water District 
 
Response to comment 7-1:  This comment acknowledges the key factors influencing the 
need for infrastructure improvements.  No response necessary. 
 
Response to comment 7-2:  This comment notes that certain required regional 
improvements have been briefly included in the Technical Report.  No response 
necessary. 
 
Response to comment 7-3:  This comment requests that the Executive Summary include 
information regarding the wholesale/regional water supply and infrastructure needs.  The 
Executive Summary will be revised to include a brief summary of infrastructure 
improvements and issues facing the Humboldt Bay Municipal Water District. 
 
Response to comment 7-4:  This comment notes the capacity building programs 
identified in the Next Steps section and suggests that Humboldt County fully discuss this 
concept with local service providers.  This comment has been forwarded to Humboldt 
County. 
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Response to Letter 8 from Rex Jackman, Chief, Caltans District 1 System and 
Community Planning  
 
Response to comment 8-1:  This comment identifies references to the Community 
Infrastructure and Services Element in the Technical Report in Section 2.2 and elsewhere 
as “Community Facilities Element.”  All incorrect references in the Technical Report will 
be revised. 
 
Response to comment 8-2:  Caltrans proposes a revision to a sentence in Section 2.4.1 
on page 2-6 regarding the use of the Greater Eureka Area Travel Model.  A revision of 
this sentence will be incorporated into the Technical Report. 
 
Response to comment 8-3:  The commenter suggests that land use alternatives under 
consideration as part of the General Plan Update could be compared to the travel demand 
data presented in the Technical Report and that maps showing model outputs of this 
analysis could be presented.  Please see response to comment 6-7 for a discussion of the 
use of Sketch Plan-3 2030, full entitlement build-out scenario travel model data and 
likely future traffic modeling. 
 
Response to comment 8-4:  Caltrans proposes a revision to a sentence in Section 2.7, 
Proposed Improvements, on page 2-19 regarding the refinement of the traffic analysis 
using the Greater Eureka Area Travel Model, to add additional language suggesting that 
additional tools will be incorporated into the refinement of the traffic analysis.  The 
proposed sentence revision will be incorporated into the Technical Report as 
recommended.  The commenter also provides additional information relating travel 
demand modeling and the use of other inputs in defining future roadway improvements.  
The preparers of this report expect that these or similar steps will be followed by the 
County in future travel demand modeling and transportation improvement planning, 
including the detailed traffic analysis that will be completed as a part of the EIR for this 
general plan update. 
 
Response to comment 8-5:  This comment asks that additional detail regarding the 
source of information contained in Table 2-9, Planned or Proposed System 
Upgrades/Expansion to Reduce Congestion; Preliminary Cost and Schedules where 
Defined by USA.  The Technical Report will be revised to better describe the source of 
information contained in Table 2-9 and how they relate to capacity constraints identified 
elsewhere in the Technical Report. 
 
Response to comment 8-6:  Caltrans proposes a revision to a sentence in Section 2.7.2 
on page 2-24 in a manner similar to comment 8-4.  The proposed sentence revision will 
be incorporated into the Technical Report as recommended. 
 
Response to comment 8-7:  The commenter notes that the proposed projects contained 
in Table 2-10 have not been adequately analyzed to determine their need, effectiveness, 
or feasibility.  This and other information suggested in the comment will be incorporated 
into the discussion preceding Table 2-10. 



 
Response to comment 8-8:  The commenter notes that the map legends on figures 
displaying road segment volume to capacity ratios in Appendix A are not consistent.  
Maps in Appendix A display volume to capacity ratios for certain urban study area road 
segments.  In general, a single red line indicates road segments whose volume to capacity 
ratios currently (2005) exceed 90 percent.  Green and red lines indicate certain road 
segments that are expected to be below and above 90 percent in 2030, respectively.  The 
commenter is correct in stating that the range of values displayed in the legends differ, 
but each map consistently uses red to indicate above 90 percent in 2005, and green to 
indicate below 90 percent and blue to indicate above in 2030.  
 
Response to comment 8-9:  The commenter finds that the volume to capacity ratios 
(V/C) displayed on several of the figures in Appendix A do not match Caltrans GEATM 
output for the same segments.  The data used to develop the maps in Appendix A is 
identical to the model output PM maximum volume to capacity ratio data files (for the 
2005, and 2030 SK3-full entitlement data sets) provided by the firm that developed the 
traffic demand model.  The V/C data for the four street questioned by Caltrans have been 
verified to be correct based on the original model output.  The V/C data for Route 101 
displayed in Appendix A is consistent with the Caltrans GEATM output, in that all 
segments are beyond 90 percent V/C.  The segments on the map showing Route 101 that 
have V/C of less than 90 percent, referred to by Caltrans as intermittent segments where 
the V/C is below 90 percent, are interchanges and over crossings.  Further consultation 
between County and Caltrans staff has identified that Caltrans was viewing “daily V/C” 
data and the Technical Report displays “PM maximum V/C.” 
 
It should be noted that the GEATM, and its use, is still being refined by Caltrans, the City 
of Eureka, and Humboldt County.  The figures in Appendix A are provided for 
illustrative purposes to generally identify areas with current and future capacity 
constraints.  The GEATM will be refined to ensure the greatest accuracy possible and 
updated to reflect the proposed General Plan land use alternatives and proposed 
improvements as part of the General Plan Update EIR and subsequent projects.   
 
Response to comment 8-10:  This comment provides support for the County efforts to 
develop a transportation network that facilitates all modes of travel, encourages planning 
for self-sufficient neighborhoods.  No response to comment necessary.  
 
Response to comment 8-11:  This comment states that footnote five on page 1-19 
(commenter likely meant 2-19) is not in the correct location and should be moved.  This 
footnote has been moved to the prior sentence. 
 
Response to comment 8-12:  The commenter lists policy topics supported by Caltrans, 
including land use, circulation, and infrastructure funding.  This comment will be 
forwarded to Humboldt County because it relates to General Plan policy and future 
project review.



 

9-1 
9-2 
9-3 



Response to Letter 9 from Richard Swisher, General Manager, Westhaven 
Community Services District 
 
Response to comment 9-1:  This comment notes that the Technical Report incorrectly 
states on page xxxiv that the well serving Westhaven CSD is private.  The Executive 
Summary and Section 6.5.14 will be corrected to reflect that the well serving this district 
is publicly owned. 
 
Response to comment 9-2:  This comment notes that the Technical Report incorrectly 
states in Table 5-4, Study Area Recommendations, located on page 5-22, that the 
Westhaven CSD is located outside the boundaries of County Service Area No. 4.  This 
table will be corrected to reflect that Westhaven CSD is entirely within the boundaries of 
County Service Area No. 4.  In addition, the recommendation will be revised to remove 
the reference to the formation of a new district or expansion of neighboring district. 
 
Response to comment 9-3:  This comment provides corrections to references relating to 
the formation of the Westhaven CSD on page 6-143.  References to the formation of the 
Westhaven CSD will be revised to reflect these comments. 



 

10-1 





 



Response to Letter 10 from John Winzler, Partner, Slack & Winzler Properties, 
LLC 
 
Response to comment 10-1:  This comment provides background information regarding 
the Eureka Community Plan circulation planning process and states that the Technical 
Report does not contain a discussion of the future north-south and east-west roadway 
connectors identified on Figure 17, Circulation Map, of the 1995 Eureka Community 
Plan.  Section 2.7.2 Capacity-Related Roadway Recommended and Planned 
Improvements, has been substantially revised to incorporate a discussion of the Eureka 
Community Plan Figure 17, the proposed connectors, and the importance of these 
connectors for planned development.  A representation of Figure 17 has also been 
incorporated into the Technical Report. In addition, further technical analysis that was 
beyond the scope of this report will be completed as a part of the EIR that is currently 
being completed for this update to the General Plan. 



 

11-1 

11-2 

11-3 



Response to Letter 11 from Robert Brockall, Associate Engineer, Humboldt County 
Public Works Department, Land Use Division 
 
Response to comment 11-1:  This comment notes that the Public Works Department has 
provided verbal comments indicating problems with Table 2-3, Roadway Capacity by 
Urban Study Area.  Table 2-3 and the accompanying narrative have been replaced with 
Table 2-3A, Example USA Roadway Segments from the GEATM Showing 2005-2030 
ADT Increase of Greater than 50%, and Table 2-3B, Example USA Roadway Segments 
from the GEATM Showing 2005, 2030 V/C Ratios of Greater than 90%. 
 
Response to comment 11-2:  This comment indicates that the Public Works Department 
requests that the GEATM be re-run to include the projects listed in Section 2.7.2, 
Capacity-Related Roadway Recommended and Planned Improvements.  See response to 
comment 6-7. 
 
Response to comment 11-3:  This comment notes that the update to the General Plan 
should be coordinated with the update of the Regional Transportation Plan.  This 
comment will be forwarded to Humboldt County because it relates to General Plan 
policy.  



12-1 

12-2 



12-3 





 



Response to Letter 12 from Dendra Dengler, Board President, Manila Community 
Services District 
 
Response to comment 12-1:  This comment notes that the Manila CSD assumes that all 
homes constructed after 2001 meet requirements for proximity to fire hydrants and that 
homes built prior to 2001 met the then-current code.  The Current Deficiencies portion of 
Section 6.4.8.3 will be revised to reflect this information. 
 
Response to comment 12-2:  This comment notes that fire hydrants in Manila are 
installed on lines six inches and larger.  The Current Deficiencies portion of Section 
6.4.8.3 will be revised to reflect this information. 
 
Response to comment 12-3:  This comment includes Resolution 2007.25 adopted by the 
Manila Community District Board on September 20, 2007, which contains the district’s 
comments relating to the Caltrans Route 101 Arcata-Eureka Corridor Improvement Plan 
EIR.  The focus of Chapter 2, Road Infrastructure, is on the capacity and proposed 
improvements to County roads within urban study areas.  State Route 255 as it passes 
through Manila is the responsibility of Caltrans.  Roadway safety is an important 
consideration and the Caltrans Route Concept Report for State Route 255 and the 
Humboldt County Regional Transportation Plan reflect the need for safety-related 
improvements to the Manila area portion of this highway.  This comment will be 
forwarded to Humboldt County for consideration as part of the General Plan Update. 



 
 2365 Iron Point Road, Suite 300 

Folsom, CA  95630 
Phone (916) 817-4700 
Fax (916) 817-4747 
www.hdrinc.com 

Page 1 of 4 

E:\Tech Report\Comments\Comment 13 - HDR.doc 

 Memo 
To: Neal Carnam 

From: Mark Hammer Project: Humbolt County Technical Report 

CC: Kay Backer 

Date: March 14, 2008 Job No:       
 
RE: Suggestions for the Community Infrastructure and Services Technical Report, Dated November 2007 

On March 4, 2008, a meeting was held at Winzler & Kelly Engineering in Eureka with Neal Carnam, Kirk 
Girard, John Miller, Kay Backer, and Mark Hammer to discuss the comments made by HDR on January 24, 
2008. As part of that discussion Mark agreed to identify suggestions for improving the report based on the 
key HDR comments. 
 
During the meeting Neal, Kirk, and John stated that the approach to water and wastewater infrastructure 
planning had changed in the course of the project. The original approach was to project infrastructure needs to 
year 2025 using the growth rates developed as part of the sketch plans. It was later determined that land use 
would be used as the basis for future housing and future infrastructure needs. Two projections of buildout 
were developed using the current General Plan and a higher density plan alternative. The lower land use 
density (LUD) and higher land use density (HUD) are not related to any specific date in the future.  
 
HDR’s concern about using the LUD and HUD for water and wastewater versus the housing (or population) 
projection, remains. The roadway needs, page 2-9 clearly refers to Sketch Plan 3 and the table shows V/C at 
year 2030, not at the LUD or HUD.   

 
In addition, Table 3-7 projected Sheriff’s Office Operations Staff to year 2027. These values were apparently 
used to determine the facilities needed. There was no discussion of staffing or facilities needed for the LUD or 
HUD. 

The HUD values range between 20 and 70 years in the future under the high growth plan (Sketch Plan 3) and 
significantly longer using historic growth rates, in many cases over 100 years. The biggest problem is that a 
person is not sure how to interpret the need or the costs because there is no timeframe context. It would have 
been better to have had the water and wastewater infrastructure projected based on population to be consistent 
with the road and law enforcement projection.  

13-1 
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Given the discussion at our meeting and desire to use LUD and HUD for the water and wastewater 
infrastructure, the balance of this document is focused on improvements to water and wastewater. 

This memo addresses the remaining comments: 

1. The presentation of information is overly confusing 

2. Development projections lack sound planning assumptions 

3. Development projections (higher density land use plan) are overstated 

4. The analysis does not provide the necessary information from which policy decisions can be made 

Suggestions for improving the Community Infrastructure Report: 

1. Page xiii, The reference to year 2025 should be replaced with a reference to the low and high buildout 
estimates based on land use. In addition, it is unclear if the report addresses “the timing of facility and 
service availability.” If not, this should be removed. 

2. Page xiv and description of Table ES-1. It is not clear why the LUD limits available capacity. 
Available capacity is available capacity even if greater than the LUD. How much capacity is available 
above the LUD is not reported. This becomes important when the report later presents the 
infrastructure needs for the high land use development. Suggestion: delete the columns of capacity 
limitation and description of limitation and report the total available capacity or explain why the LUD 
is a limitation on existing capacity under the HUD.  

3. Page xxxvi,  infrastructure cost summary. I saw in the detailed cost calculations that the cost for LUD 
and HUD include existing deficiencies, but I could not identify costs for changes in regulations for 
many of the service providers. Identify regulatory issues included or delete reference.  
 
“the unit costs should be lower under the high buildout scenario due to economies of scale. In the cost 
calculation section, it states that economies of scale were not included. The lower unit cost is due to a 
greater number of customers addressing the cost of existing deficiencies. The unit cost of new 
infrastructure is the same (no economy of scale).  
 
“where the low buildout costs are less than the high buildout costs is usually due to a condition where 
there is some existing infrastructure that can accommodate the low build out and additional 
infrastructure is needed in the high buildout case. This implies that the existing infrastructure is free 
as long as there is capacity and that the capacity is available on a first come, first serve basis.  
 
The costs should be revised to include the current connection fee as the cost of existing infrastructure. 
The cost of connecting at HUD may still be more because the unit cost of new infrastructure is higher 
and the current connection fee may need to be adjusted.  

4. Table ES-3, why are the HUD water and wastewater costs compared with roadway and law 
enforcement costs. Were roadway and law enforcement both developed based on HUD? Why are the 
LUD costs not reported? What is the point of the table? 
 
Law enforcement costs are projected to 2027, fire protection costs are projected to 2030, it is unclear 
if the roadway costs accommodate the LUD or the HUD, but the tables seem to indicated that 
projections were made to 2030. The LUD and HUD for water and wastewater costs are timeless, but 
like fire and law enforcement facilities, has a capacity related to population needs. It is unclear why 
law, fire, and roadways were based on 2030, but water and sewer were developed for LUD and HUD. 
 
Suggestions: Identify the land use capacity associated with the roadway improvements, fire 
protection, and law enforcement projections. 
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If none of these are applicable for the high land use development projection, delete the HUD for 
water and sewer from the report so that the report reflects a future that is consistent for roads, law, 
fire, water, and wastewater. 
 
Suggestion: provide the date and ENR number associated with the cost values. Is everything reported 
in 2007 or 2008 dollars? Are some costs projected? 

5. Page xxxviii 

  
 
Sections 6.6 and 7.6 

 
Where is the nexus for these comments? For the smaller communities, the cost of correcting the 
deficiencies all at once and out of rates is significant. But the report does not present the current rates 
or a look at a longer time frame over which deficiencies could be corrected.  

6. Page  

Where is the nexus for this comment? The costs presented in the report are for rehabilitation, fire, and 
safety. The comment may refer to Section 7.5, but it was not covered in Section 7.6. Because of the 
importance, additional detail should be presented in Section 7.6. 

7. Delete section 1.3.2. Humboldt County Population and Housing Growth because the LUD and HUD 
information were used in the analysis to determine infrastructure needs. There is no point to the 
population and housing growth information and it’s presentation is confusing because it is not used. 

8. In each of the study areas in Section 6.4, there is a comparison between the growth to 2025 and the 
LUD and HUD. Page 6-6, Arcata for example,  

 
This is unnecessary and adds to the confusion of the report. Delete this section in each of the study 
areas, present only the LUD and HUD values and proceed with the analysis which is based on the 
LUD and HUD.  

9. In Arcata, for example, the LUD is 2 housing units and the HUD is 205 with a change in units/acre 
from 0.16 to 16.73. This represents a significant change to the land use and infrastructure required to 
serve the projected population. A change of this magnitude deserves some consideration (discussion) 
of the conditions, requirements, and timeframe over which this will occur.  
 

13-11 
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There should be a comment as to what is happening in the areas where the LUD is significantly less 
than the HUD. As projections are made under HUD the question becomes: what conditions support 
the development to the HUD. 
 

10. Section 6.4 is the general introduction to the calculation of water infrastructure costs. There is no 
discussion of the cost per connection versus the financing cost ($/month). In the case of the existing 
deficiencies, one would expect to see the costs reported in $/month since they would be paid out of 
rates. This section did not include a discussion of when the deficiencies would be corrected (it 
appears to be all at once in year 2008) and no discussion of the time frame over which the debit is to 
be repaid (20 or 30 years). It is unclear why the cost per connection is represented. It is also not clear 
what the existing rate is and what is the potential resulting rate. 
 
For the LUD and HUD costs, the table presents the cost per connection and $/month for both the 
existing repairs and future infrastructure. However, because rates are going up to pay for the 
identified repairs, the rates for existing and future customers should be the same. The connection fee 
should be just for the needs of future infrastructure needs. The existing connection fee should be 
presented along with the connection cost of future infrastructure. It would then be apparent that 
differences may exist and rate and connection fee studies are warranted. 
 
Each of the tables in Sections 6.4.x.1 should be updated to appropriately reflect the impact of 
infrastructure on rates and connection fees.  
 
It may be more appropriate to discuss the issue of rates versus connection fees and present the 
calculation and general discussion of the need for rate studies. 
 
In each section, there should be a statement based on the results of the rate and fee calculation for the 
LUD and HUD (are they low, high, ok?). 

11. Table 7-3 shows that there is adequate wastewater capacity for development. It is hard to tell if the 
modifications to treatment and flow control are required as part of repairs or just to accommodate 
development. The I/I upgrades are certainly a repair issue. These need to be separated so that the 
repairs can be factored into rates and the improvements supporting development are used in the 
connection charge. Existing rates and charges should be presented. 

12. Table 7-5 shows that no new connections are available, but the costs do not include any costs for 
expansion. The two costs listed for upgrades to meet current regulations and I/I upgrades appear to be 
maintenance issues and related to rates. The expansion costs for 294-450 new units needs to be 
determined or explained. 

13. Table 7-6 identifies WWTP upgrades, but does not address any WWTP expansion costs. The 
expansion costs and I/I upgrades should go to rates, while the treatment expansion costs should be 
determined and go to connection costs. 

14. All of the wastewater tables, costs, and discussion need to be reviewed for repair versus expansion 
costs and appropriate allocation of those costs to rates or connection fees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13-15 

13-16 

13-17 

13-18 

13-19 

13-20 



Response to Letter 13 from Mark Hammer, HDR 
 
Response to Comment 13-1.  The commenter states that the original approach for the 
Technical Report was to project infrastructure needs to the year 2025 and that a decision 
was made to base infrastructure needs upon development potential.  The decision was 
made by the preparers of this report based on many years of local experience designing 
community water and wastewater systems to evaluate the infrastructure needs based upon 
full build-out rather than the General Plan Update planning period.  As Table ES-1 
indicates, many local water and wastewater plants are already designed to accommodate 
planned community build-out, especially the smaller communities.  In addition, the slow 
rate of development in this County, the long economic life of most treatment plant unit 
processes, and the fact that most improvements are constructed with the use of grant 
funding, make it more practical to consider build-out population in the design of 
infrastructure facilities.  For these reasons the Low and High development projections 
were determined to an appropriate basis for evaluating future infrastructure needs rather 
than projecting population over the planning period. 
 
Response to Comment 13-2.  The commenter expresses concern regarding the use of the 
high and low development potential projections as the basis for the infrastructure 
analysis. The commenter also suggests that travel demand projections used in the 
Technical Report are derived using a growth rate between the years 2005 and 2030.  See 
Response to Comment 13-1 for a discussion of the decision to use of the High and Low 
development potential projections as the basis for the infrastructure analysis. 
 
Travel demand projections in this Technical Report represent output from the Greater 
Eureka Area Travel Model (GEATM) using the year 2005 (existing) and Sketch Plan-3 
2030 (full entitlement build-out) scenarios.  The Sketch Plan-3 2030 scenario was chosen 
because it is a “build out” scenario, similar to the High and Low development 
projections.  Other GEATM model scenarios include year 2020 (using a projected growth 
rate) and year 2030 (using the same projected growth rate); however, these scenarios 
were not selected for evaluation in this Technical Report.  It is important to understand 
the historical growth patterns in Humboldt County and the sizes of the communities 
involved. Based upon this it is our opinion that this report provides more value to the 
County when it evaluates the needs under a full buildout condition that at a specific point 
in time. We recognize that other approaches may be appropriate in other locations. 
 
The Sketch Plan-3 2030, full entitlement build-out scenario is not based on a projected 
rate of population growth.  Rather, this scenario represents full build-out of the Sketch 
Plan 3 land use alternative, as it could occur at some time in the future rather than 
specifically occurring in 2030.  In effect, the Sketch Plan-3 2030, full entitlement build-
out scenario is similar to the Low and High build-out projections in that it is not based on 
a growth rate and is not assumed to occur by a specific year in the future.  In addition, the 
land use assumptions used in the High development potential projections are very similar 
to those used in the Sketch Plan-3 2030, full entitlement build-out scenario.  The Sketch 
Plan 3 alternative was developed during a prior phase of the General Plan Update process 



and informed many of the proposed density increases found in the High unit development 
projections.   
 
It should be noted that travel demand model output was generated by Humboldt County, 
the City of Eureka, and Caltrans prior to the preparation of this Technical Report.  Travel 
demand modeling is beyond of the scope of work for the Technical Report.  The 
Technical Report will be revised to ensure that readers understand that the travel demand 
data represents the Sketch Plan-3 2030, full entitlement build-out, scenario. 
 
Response to Comment 13-3.  The commenter notes that Chapter 3, Law Enforcement, 
includes Sheriff’s Office staffing projected to the year 2027, rather than to the end of the 
General Plan planning period 2025 or based on the Low and High development 
projections.  The projections used in this chapter were provided to the preparers of this 
Technical Report by the Sheriff’s Office and are from a report being prepared by a 
consulting architect that projected future space needs for County government buildings.  
Like the transportation modeling data, the Sheriff’s Office staffing and space projections 
were prepared by others, which was also outside the scope of this Technical Report.  This 
facilities report was considered to be the best available information for purposes of the 
Technical Report and was used to project future Sheriff’s Office costs relating to growth.  
This facilities report is not related to the General Plan Update.  The County government 
space needs projection was not in final form or available at the time that this analysis was 
completed and all of the assumptions used by the Sheriff’s Office and the consulting 
architect were not known to the preparers of this Technical Report.  As a result, the 
information was presented “as provided” rather than modified to match the future 
projection years of the General Plan Update planning period.  Unlike water, wastewater 
systems, and roadways it was determined to be appropriate to project law enforcement 
staffing and facilities to a target planning year rather than to build-out. 
 
Response to Comment 13-4.  The commenter states that it is difficult to interpret the 
need for, or costs of, infrastructure without a “timeframe context” and that water and 
wastewater costs should have been projected in a manner consistent with roads and law 
enforcement costs.  For a clarification of the assumptions used in roadway capacity 
projections see Response to Comment 13-2 above.  For a clarification of the assumptions 
used in law enforcement staff and costs projections see Response to Comment 13-3 
above. 
 
Response to Comment 13-5.  The commenter lists what are referred to as remaining 
comments from the commenter’s prior letter (Comment Letter 1): the presentation of 
information is overly confusing; development projections and growth rates lack sound 
planning assumptions; development projections are overstated; and the analysis does not 
provide the necessary information from which policy decisions can be made.  For the 
most part these comments have been fully addressed in the Response to Comment Letter 
1 and this Response to Comments Letter 13.  However, the commenter provided 
additional input regarding the comment “the analysis does not provide the necessary 
information from which policy decisions can be made.”  The response to the additional 
input regarding this comment can be found in Response to Comment Letter 14. 



 
Response to Comment 13-6.  The commenter states that the reference to the year 2025 
on page xiii (the commenter likely meant page xii) should be replaced with references to 
the Low and High build-out projections, based on land use.  In addition, the commenter 
states that it is unclear if the Technical Report addresses the timing of facility and 
services availability and if the Technical Report does not, this reference should be 
removed.   
 
The reference to the year 2025: “(t)his new General Plan Element will present policies 
and implementation measures for providing the infrastructure needs to accommodate 
development within the County through the year 2025,” specifically refers to the General 
Plan planning period and Community Infrastructure and Services Element.  As such, 
there is no need to remove this reference. 
 
Response to Comment 13-7.  The commenter asks why LUD (or “land use density” as 
indicated in the footnote to Table ES-1) is listed as a factor limiting development 
potential in Table ES-1.  As described in the first paragraph of the section entitled 
“Current Development Capacity” on page xiii, “(d)evelopment capacity is defined by the 
allowable density and the physical constraints affecting a parcel, as well as the capacity 
of service providers.”  Land use density, as specified in the Humboldt County General 
Plan and Zoning Code, is the most important factor limiting current development 
potential.  Current development density cannot exceed the maximum density allowable 
under the General Plan and Zoning Code.  Table ES-1 compares the Low development 
estimate to the available capacity of either the water or wastewater system, which ever is 
more limiting, for each USA as an estimate of the amount of development that can occur 
at this time.  The Low unit development estimate is based on the current General Plan.  
To the extent that a water or wastewater system has capacity beyond the Low unit 
projections, this is noted in the column labeled “Description of Limitation,” but not 
counted as available development capacity because the land use regulations do not permit 
additional development without a modification to the General Plan and Zoning Code.  
The section of the Executive Summary entitled “Current Development Capacity” was 
intended to portray the current system capacity and the land use development capacity of 
each urban study area.  Chapters 6 and 7 provide the best available information regarding 
actual system capacity and estimates of the probable improvement cost to expand systems 
to accommodate the High unit projections, which represent an increase in development 
capacity. 
 
Response to Comment 13-8.  The commenter notes that a portion of the infrastructure 
costs in the summary on page xxxvii, Table ES-2, Estimated Unit Cost Summary by USA 
for Water and Wastewater Infrastructure, are due to improvements needed to address 
existing deficiencies and changes in regulations.  However, the commenter could not 
identify specific costs relating to changes in regulations.  The commenter suggests that 
this reference should be deleted if regulatory issues are not identified. 
 
As noted in the title of Table ES-2 and the paragraph heading above the narrative 
describing the table on the previous page (page xxxvi), Infrastructure Cost Summary, this 



information is presented in summary form.  Cost details and assumptions are provided 
later in the Technical Report.  Examples of cost estimates associated with potential 
changes in regulations can be found in Chapters 6 and 7.  A specific example of future 
costs relating to potential changes in regulations is described on pages 7-33 and 7-34 
relating to the estimated cost of $1,000,000 to construct an alternative method of treated 
wastewater disposal for the Loleta wastewater treatment plant. 
 
Response to Comment 13-9.  In regards to a statement in the infrastructure cost 
summary on page xxxvi regarding Low and High unit costs and economies of scale, the 
commenter states that the current connection fee should be included as the cost of 
existing infrastructure.   
 
The discussion in Chapters 6 and 7 explicitly states that future connections should buy 
into existing infrastructure through connection fees and that district specific studies 
(master plans) or project specific studies (facility plans) should be used to appropriately 
distribute existing and new infrastructure costs between existing and new users.  Such 
analyses are best undertaken by the affected service provider, not Humboldt County, and 
are beyond the scope of a background technical report associated with a General Plan 
Update. 
 
Response to Comment 13-10.  The commenter asks why water and wastewater costs are 
compared with roadway costs and law enforcement costs, if all costs were not projected 
using the High unit development projection.  Table ES-3, Estimated Infrastructure Costs 
for Humboldt County, presents a summary of projected costs for each infrastructure type, 
without comparing or summing these costs.  The table footnotes the limitations of the 
projections, differences between the projections, and the need for additional analysis.  
The associated narrative repeats these limitations.   
 
The commenter also suggests that the Technical Report provide the data and Engineering 
News Record number associated with cost values and asks what year the dollar values 
represent.  Cost estimates are given in then-current dollars, 2007, unless otherwise 
specified.  Water system improvement cost assumptions are described on page 6-4 and 6-
5 and wastewater cost assumptions are described on page 7-11.   
 
Response to Comment 13-11.  The commenter asks “what is the nexus” for statements 
regarding rates on page xxxviii and in the policy recommendations in Sections 6.6 and 
7.6.  In response to this comment, a new table will be added that displays the current 
water and wastewater rates and connection fees for local providers.  A rate analysis is 
beyond the scope of this Technical Report.  Statements in this Technical Report regarding 
rates are based on the experience of the Technical Report preparers and conversations 
with service providers.  This Technical Report recommends that service providers update 
their rates through district specific studies.  Chapter 12, Implementation, provides 
additional findings and recommendations regarding rates (see Section 12.1, Capacity 
Building).  Policy recommendations can be found in the proposed Community 
Infrastructure and Service Element.  
 



Response to Comment 13-12.  The commenter asks “what is the nexus” for the 
paragraph regarding influencing state regulations on page xl.  Section 7.2.1, Sewage 
Treatment and Disposal Standards, describes the changing regulations that relate to 
wastewater treatment and disposal.  Throughout Section 7.4, Community Wastewater 
Systems, the affects of changing regulations are described as they relate to individual 
wastewater treatment systems.  Chapter 12, Implementation, provides a description of the 
potential capacity building and funding opportunities for infrastructure and service 
providers in Humboldt County.  This chapter is the basis for General Plan policy 
recommendations contained in the Draft Community Infrastructure and Services Element.  
Section 12.1.1.1, Association of Water and Wastewater Service Providers, is the program 
recommended by the preparers of this report to address changing regulations.  Policy 
recommendations can be found in the proposed Community Infrastructure and Service 
Element. 
 
Response to Comment 13-13.  The commenter suggests that Section 1.3.2 should be 
deleted because the Low and High unit development projections were used to analyze 
infrastructure needs.  See Response to Comment 1-1 for a discussion of the use of growth 
projections and Low and High unit development projections in this Technical Report.   
 
Response to Comment 13-14.  The commenter suggests that the statements comparing 
the Low and High development projections for each USA to the range of potential growth 
rates (0.5 to 2.5 percent per year) should be deleted.  See Response to Comment 1-1 for a 
discussion of the use of growth projections and Low and High unit development 
projections in this Technical Report.   
 
Response to Comment 13-15.  The commenter is likely referring to Table 1-6, 
Development Potential in Humboldt County’s USAs and WSAs, on page 1-7 in stating 
that the difference between the Low and High development potential of 2 and 205 and the 
estimate of resulting densities of 0.16 and 16.73 dwelling units per acre are significant 
changes and should be discussed. 
 
Response to Comment 1-8 explains the differences between existing residential density 
and the resulting density relating to the High and Low development projections.  To 
further simplify the discussions regarding density, Tables 1-5 and 1-6 will be revised 
such that existing and future densities will be calculated using the same denominator, 
total USA acres.   
 
Response to Comment 13-16.  The commenter states that Section 6.4, Urban Study 
Areas, does not contain a discussion of the manner in which cost are presented. In 
particular, the commenter states that there is no description of the presentation of costs 
per connection and monthly finance cost.  A brief discussion of the manner in which 
costs are presented will be added to Section 6.4. 
 
The commenter also states that the Technical Report does not specify the timeframe in 
which the deficiencies are to be corrected; that it is unclear why the cost per connection is 
presented; current rates and the impact on future rates should be specified; and that the 
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The basis for the comment includes: 
 

1. The water and wastewater facilities required for year 2025 were not developed, 
therefore I could not foresee how policies could be developed. I now understand 
that land is the basis for future facilities and given that clarity, there is a basis for 
policy development. 
 
There is no doubt that a series of policies can be developed given the information 
available in the report on existing needs and future facilities based on land use. 
 

2. I remain concerned in those locations where the LUD is significantly less than the 
HUD. In areas with significant differences, it seems that they would represent 
different visions of the future. Are policies going to be developed for the LUD or 
HUD needs?  
 

3. The report is confusing at the end of the water and wastewater sections. The 
sections titled Policy Recommendations state:  

 

 
 

The water issues to be addressed in the community infrastructure and services 
element include goals, policies, and programs for the following issues: 
 
Ability to Function – the need is clear, lumping managerial, financial, aging 
infrastructure, growth, and regulations together is a rather broad brush.  
 
Rates – there was no analysis or presentation of rates in the report. It is unclear 
that rates “generally do not adequately cover the costs of providing water 
service.” There is an economic estimate of the rate increase due to repairs and 
system needs, but it is not in the context of existing rates. 
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Funding of Infrastructure – the need is clear. I found the presentation of repair 
costs in terms of connection fees to be confusing. Costs should be paid for by 
rates and it is not clear what the presentation was for. Especially in the wastewater 
cost estimates, repair and maintenance capital costs were mixed with costs 
associated with treatment expansion to accommodate growth. These costs should 
be separate to allow polices to be developed for maintenance versus expansion or 
regulatory improvements. 
 

Just as a side note: From the information in the report and our discussion, 
it seems that there should be a distinction for wastewater treatment 
between urban and rural areas.  

 
The aforementioned items relate to existing conditions. It is unclear if any issues 
related to growth will be developed as policies.  
 
It is not that the report does not contain the basis for the following items, but that 
this section stops short. I would have expected to see the list continue with items 
such as: 
 
Maximum usefulness – maintain adequate levels of facilities and services for 
existing and new development. This leads to goals for identifying and allocating 
existing capacity for new grow and maintaining adequate capacity and levels of 
service to meet future development. 
 
Water supply quality and adequate wastewater treatment – maintain appropriate 
water quality and levels of wastewater treatment to serve new growth, protect 
public health, and preserve natural resources. (this could be used to address urban 
and rural areas separately and address issues related to septic tanks). 
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Response to Letter 14 from Mark Hammer, HDR 
 
Note:  This comment letter is a follow up to Response to Letter 13 from Mark Hammer, 
HDR.  Comment 13-5 contained a list of remaining comments from the prior letter 
(Comment Letter 1), including: the analysis does not provide the necessary information 
from which policy decisions can be made.  Comment Letter 14 contains additional 
information from the commenter to clarify the necessary information from which policy 
decisions can be made. 
 
Response to Comment 14-1.  This comment notes that the commenter now understands 
that land is the basis for future facilities and there is a basis for policy development 
contained in the Technical Report.  No response to the comment in necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 14-2.  The commenter notes concern for locations where the Low 
unit development projections are significantly less than the High unit development 
projections. The commenter further suggests that these areas may represent different 
visions of the future, and asks if policies are to be developed relating to this.  Policies 
relating to planned growth within communities, land use, and density are contained in the 
Land Use Element and Growth Management Element.  The Community Infrastructure 
and Services Element contains policies intended to ensure availability of adequate public 
infrastructure and services. 
 
Response to Comment 14-3.  The commenter lists the issue areas contained in the 
Policy Recommendations Sections 6.7 and 7.7: ability to function; rates; and funding 
infrastructure.  This comment expresses concerns that the issue statement “ability to 
function” may be a broad brush characterization; (individual service provider) rates are 
not adequately analyzed; and costs should be separated between maintenance and 
expansion. See Response to Comment 13-11.  In addition, the commenter is encouraged 
to review Chapter 12, Implementation, in addition to the summaries of findings and 
recommendations at the end of each chapter and in the Executive Summary and Chapter 
1.  In particular, the commenter is encouraged to review Section 12.1.1.  The commenter 
may also want to review the Proposed Draft Community Infrastructure and Services 
Element to see the broad policies that are proposed to address the issues identified above 
and that are intended to frame the relationship between the independent service providers 
and Humboldt County. 
 
Response to Comment 14-4.  The commenter suggests that there should be a distinction 
between urban and rural wastewater treatment.  The Technical Report describes the 
methods of wastewater disposal in each of the urban study areas and provides general 
information regarding on-site septic systems in Section 7.5, On-Site Systems. In addition, 
the Water Resources Technical Report provides additional information regarding on-site 
wastewater treatment in Humboldt County in a section entitled “Private Water System 
and Wastewater Disposal Systems” on pages 27 to 29.  The Community Infrastructure 
and Services Element proposes levels of service standards that range from urban to rural 
areas and both the Community Infrastructure and Services the Water Resources Elements 
contain policies relating to on-site sewage disposal requirements. 



 
Response to Comment 14-5.  The commenter states that it is unclear if any issues related 
to growth will be developed as policies.  The commenter is encouraged to review Chapter 
12, Implementation, page 23-3, for a listing of recommended programs relating to “Rates 
and Charges” and “Infrastructure to Support New Development.” 
 
Response to Comment 14-6.  The commenter states that it is not that the report does not 
contain the basis for the following items, maintain adequate levels of facilities and 
services for existing and new development; and maintain appropriate water quality and 
levels of wastewater treatment to serve new growth, protect public health, and preserve 
natural resources.  The reader is encouraged to review the proposed policies under the 
heading Community Infrastructure and Services Policies, in the Community 
Infrastructure and Service Element, in particular Adequate Public infrastructure and 
Services Standards.  Also, proposed water quality related standards in the Water 
Resources Element. 



MEMO 
 

TO:  John Miller 
 
FROM: Thomas K. Mattson, Director of Public Works 
 
RE:  Comments on Circulation Plan 
 
DATE: 7/2/08 
 

The Department has reviewed Section 2 (roads) and Section 4 (storm drain) of the revised 
Community Infrastructure & Services Report.  The Department offers the following 
comments: 

1.The report should be thoroughly proofread not necessarily from a grammatical 
standpoint, but from a technical standpoint of the data contained within.  Examples:   

   a.  Tompkins hill road was rated with a low OCI even though the text explained that it 
was just improved.  The OCI should be adjusted; 

    b. Multimodal use of roadways does not include equestrians.  Roads such as Central 
Avenue in McKinleyville have been designed to include a bridle path; and 

    c.  Pound Road is listed as having an increase in ADT.  This is a short cul-de-sac with 
limited development potential.  The traffic increase is most likely due to the U.S. 101 off-
ramp at Herrick.  Therefore, this segment should be referred to as Herrick. 

2    When referring to names given to projects or tracts of land (Marina Center, Mid-
McKay Tract, etc.) also include the APNs so that the readers of the document, who are 
not familiar with where these projects are located, can locate the projects.  This may not 
appear to be an issue today, but as years pass, these "common names" for projects or 
tract of land become obscure references.  

3.      Table 2-1 should include a note identifying that these are conceptual projects; that 
traffic modeling for the EIR may result in changes, revisions, or deletion of the projects 
on this list.   

4.  While not specifically included as part of the technical report, it is important to note 
that a detailed traffic engineering report will be prepared as part of the general plan 
update.  The traffic engineering report will need to:  

a.  Specify the location of new circulation routes; 
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b.  The type of facility being built (arterial, collector, local) based upon AASHTO 
standards; 

c.  The recommended roadway cross section to accommodate all road users; 

d.  The width of right of way needed; and 

e.  Enhancements to existing facilities (add travel lanes, traffic signals, etc...). 

5. While not specifically included as part of the technical report, it is important to note 
that areas where significant development is planned or expected, a storm drain master 
plan should be prepared to size main line facilities to be compatible with full build-out of 
the areas for the Q100 storm.  The siting of regional storm water detention facilities 
should be included if down stream areas (outside of the proposed development 
areas) cannot handle increased flows.  Therefore, the Department recommends that a 
series of master drainage study be prepared as part of the General Plan process. 
Additionally, standards for storm water detention basin sizing should be developed. 
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Response to Letter 1 from Thomas K. Matson, Director of Humboldt County Public 
Works 
 
Response to comment 15-1:  This comment states that the report should be proofread 
regarding data and grammar.  The document has been thoroughly proofread and the data 
reviewed and revised as necessary. 
 
Response to comment 15-2:  This comment states that OCI for Tompkins Hill Road 
should be adjusted given that this road was recently improved.  The Condition 
Description for Tompkins Hill Road in Table  2 6, Roadway Condition Estimates by 
USA, has been changed to “Good.” 
 
Response to comment 15-3:  This comment states that “equestrian “should be added to 
discussions regarding multi-modal uses for roadways.  Equestrian as a multi-modal use of 
roadways has been added to Section 2.1, Description on page 2-1 and Section 2.8, Issues 
to be Addressed in the General Plan Update, on page 2-31 
 
Response to comment 15-4:  This comment suggests that the reference to Pound Road 
should be changed to Herrick Road.  The reference to Pound Road has been changed to 
Herrick Road in Table 2-3B, Example USA Roadway Segments from the GEATM 
Showing 2005, Sketch Plan-3 2030 (Build-Out), scenario V/C Ratios of Greater than 
90%. 
 
Response to comment 15-5:  This comment suggests that the reference to projects, such 
as the Marina Center, should be accompanied by parcel numbers so that future readers 
can locate the projects.  Rather than parcel numbers, names of streets that make up the 
approximate boundaries of project sites have been provided as locations for reference 
purposes. 
 
Response to comment 15-6:  This comment suggests that Table 2-1 (the commenter is 
likely referring to Table 2-9 or Table 2-10) should include a note that listed projects and 
associated information is conceptual and that traffic modeling for the EIR may result in 
changes, revisions, or deletions of project on the list.  This note has been added to the 
narrative on page 2-26. 
 
Response to comment 15-7:  This comment states that a detailed traffic engineering 
report will need to be completed as part of the General Plan update.  This comment has 
been added to the narrative on page 2-26. 
 
Response to comment 15-8:  This comment states that storm drainage master plans 
should be completed for areas where significant development is planned.  This comment 
has been added to Section 4.6, Issues to be Addressed in the General Plan Update, in 
Section 4, Storm Drainage & Flood Control. 
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