
AGENDA ITEM 7A 

MEETING: March 18, 2015 

TO: Humboldt LAFCo Commissioners 

FROM:  George Williamson, Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: Humboldt Community Services District Sphere of Influence Update 
The Commission will continue the consideration of a proposal submitted 
by the Humboldt Community Services District (HCSD) to expand its current 
sphere of influence (SOI). Staff recommends the Commission approve the 
HCSD SOI Update with recommended conditions.  

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (“CKH”) 
directs Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCos) to periodically review adopted 
spheres of influence and update them as necessary based on information developed 
in the municipal service review (MSR) process. Such updates vary in scope and can 
focus on a particular agency, service, or geographic region as directed by the 
Commission. LAFCo actions to amend or affirm adopted spheres of influence must 
include making written determinations on a number of factors as required by California 
Government Code (G.C.) Section 56425. 

A. BACKGROUND 

HCSD’s current adopted sphere was first established by LAFCo in 1985 and reaffirmed in 
2008. HCSD’s existing SOI encompasses approximately 1,823 acres (2.8 square miles). 
The SOI update includes the addition of 11 areas totaling approximately 6,046 acres 
(9.4 square miles). The proposed sphere update represents the area HCSD may provide 
services to over the next 20 years. Expansion of the sphere may enable HCSD to extend 
various services (water distribution, sewage collection, and street lighting) to these 
areas in the future, after annexation is approved by LAFCo.  

The areas proposed to be added to HCSD’s SOI consist of the following: 

Area A:  College of the Redwoods Area (283 acres) 
Area B:  Elk River Area (1,084 acres) 
Area C:  Pine Hill Area (158 acres) 
Area C2:  Pine Hill Area (728 acres) 
Area D:  McKay Tract (1,701 acres) 
Area E:  Cummings Road Area (131 acres) 
Area F:  Pigeon Point Area (298 acres) 
Area F2:  Pigeon Point Area (229 acres) 
Area G: Old Arcata Road Area (112 acres) 
Area H:  Indianola Road Area (1,032 acres) 
Area I:  Freshwater Area (290 acres) 



 
According to the application, the sphere expansion areas have documented public 
health issues, are adjacent to existing boundaries, and/or are already provided an 
HCSD service. No area is proposed to be removed from the existing SOI. Areas “A” 
through “I” were identified in the Final Draft Sphere of Influence Recommendations 
report (SHN, April 2014) and Areas C2 and F2 were added by HCSD’s Board of Directors 
at the board meeting at which the proposed SOI update recommendations were 
approved. 
 
B. DISCUSSION 
 
At the January 21 LAFCo meeting, the Commission reviewed the proposed sphere 
changes and provided comments on the following:  
 

o Existing sphere overlap areas among the City of Eureka and HCSD; 
o Proposed overlap area in the Indianola area;  
o Inclusion of the community forest and other resource lands in the proposed SOI; 
o Ability to address community separators or other land use policies in City and 

County General Plans; 
o Timing and need for services; 
o Ability to serve based on water and wastewater service capacity;  
o Current and future level of cooperation between City, District and County.  

 
LAFCo staff is recommending SOI conditions be incorporated that establishes a 
framework for future annexation review and joint agency collaboration for expanded 
services in the SOI areas. The proposed conditions are described below: 
 
1. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Humboldt Community Services 

District, City of Eureka, and County of Humboldt shall be prepared for the Indianola 
area (Area H) that defines mutually acceptable terms for the extension of planned 
services in the SOI prior to annexation approval by LAFCo. The MOA does not 
supersede or limit the existing planning or environmental review process of the 
participating jurisdictions. The MOA intent is to ensure District, City and County 
coordination and cooperation on planning, service delivery, and development in 
the SOI.   

 
Rationale: This condition encourages interagency cooperation and provides a 
mechanism for each jurisdiction to define its policies and expectations for development 
and service provision in the Indianola area. 
 
2. The District’s SOI boundary is not intended to supersede or limit the establishment of 

urban development areas, urban expansion areas, and water service areas within 
the County’s Community Planning Areas. Future development within the District’s 
SOI shall be coordinated based on the availability and capacity of urban services 
within planned urban development and expansion areas.  

 



Rationale: This condition requires that future development and the extension of services 
in the District’s SOI is consistent with urban services boundaries established in the 
unincorporated Community Planning Areas. 
 
3. Should annexation be proposed by the District prior to the establishment of urban 

development areas, urban expansion areas, and water service areas within the 
County’s Community Planning Areas, the District and County should meet 
collectively with LAFCo to discuss the timing and need for infrastructure and services 
in the proposed annexation area(s).  

 
Rationale: This condition requires that a joint District, County and LAFCo meeting be 
held should annexation be proposed prior to the updating of the Eureka Community 
Plan (Humboldt County, 1995), Freshwater Community Plan (Humboldt County, 1985), 
and Humboldt Bay Area Plan (Humboldt County, 1995). 
 
4. Developing new wastewater treatment and conveyance capacity within the 

County’s urban development areas will be necessary to meet future demand, 
particularly in the Eureka Community Plan Area. As such, the District shall document 
with a wastewater system capacity analysis that adequate wastewater capacity is 
available to serve existing and planned development as part of an annexation 
application filed with LAFCo. 

 
Rationale: This condition requires that wastewater treatment and disposal capacity at 
the Elk River wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) be documented prior to annexation 
being considered by LAFCo.  
 
5. It is anticipated that portions of the District’s SOI would require a full range of district 

services while other areas would require limited services. As such, the District shall 
document a water-only service zone or overlay for areas proposed for limited 
services as part of an annexation application filed with LAFCo. 

 
Rationale: This condition requires that the District document the areas that would 
receive water-only service as a way to clarify service responsibilities and reduce 
potential growth inducing impacts as part of the environmental review process prior to 
annexation being considered by LAFCo.  
 
6. The District’s SOI includes areas planned and zoned for agricultural uses. As such, the 

District shall consider formalizing an agricultural service zone or other mechanism 
(conservation easements) that limits the extension of services to areas that contain 
agricultural uses as part of an annexation application filed with LAFCo. 

 
Rationale: This condition supports the preservation of agricultural and open space lands 
and may reduce potential agricultural conflicts and agricultural conversion impacts as 
part of the environmental review process prior to annexation being considered by 
LAFCo.  
 
7. The majority of the District’s SOI is within the Humboldt No. 1 Fire Protection District 

(served by Humboldt Bay Fire Authority). As part of an annexation application filed 



with LAFCo, the District shall document that adequate fire protection services are 
provided or that expansion of fire district boundaries is necessary. 

 
Rationale: This condition ensures that future annexation requests include consideration 
of fire protection boundaries and services.  
 
Staff believes these conditions will help facilitate orderly growth and development in 
the District’s SOI areas, as well as reduce potential conflicts and duplication of services.  
 
C. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 

o Municipal Service Review 
 
A Municipal Service Review (MSR) has been prepared in accordance with G.C. Section 
56430 as a means of evaluating the public services provided by HCSD. It responds to 
the requirement that LAFCo conduct a MSR to study the delivery of services and 
update the sphere of influence. The legislative authority for conducting MSRs is 
provided in the CKH Act. The Act states, “In order to prepare and to update spheres of 
influence in accordance with Section 56425, the commission shall conduct a service 
review of the municipal services provided in the county or other appropriate area 
designated by the commission…” The MSR was used as an information base to update 
the SOI.  
 

o Environmental Review 
 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), HCSD served as 
Lead Agency and adopted a Negative Declaration (State Clearinghouse No. 
2014082019) for the project on October 14, 2014. On behalf of the Commission in its role 
as Responsible Agency under CEQA, staff independently reviewed and commented on 
the draft Initial Study / Negative Declaration and concurs that there will be no 
significant environmental impact from the project.  
 
D. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the proposal to update the District’s SOI to 
include 11 sphere expansion areas, with conditions incorporated, as described above.  
 
Alternatives for Commission Action  
Staff has identified three options for Commission consideration with respect to the 
proposal. These options are summarized below. 
 

o Alternative Action One (Recommended):  
Adopt the draft resolution identified as Attachment A, approving the municipal 
service review and adopting the sphere of influence update for the Humboldt 
Community Services District. 
 

o Alternative Action Two:  



Continue consideration of the item to the next regular meeting and provide 
direction to staff for additional information as needed. 
 

o Alternative Action Three:  
Deny approval of the proposed SOI amendments. 

 
Procedures for Consideration  
This item has been agenized for consideration as part of a noticed public hearing. The 
following procedures are recommended with respect to the Commission’s 
consideration of this item: 
 
A. Receive verbal report from staff 

 
B. Re-open the public hearing and invite testimony 
C. Discuss item and – if appropriate – close the hearing and consider action on 

recommendation: 
 
"I move to adopt Resolution No. 15-01, making determinations and updating the sphere 
of influence for the Humboldt Community Services District, as described in the staff 
report, subject to the recommended conditions.” 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: Draft Resolution of Approval (No. 15-01) 
Attachment B: Sphere of Influence Maps  
Attachment C: Municipal Service Review 
Attachment D:  Initial Study / Negative Declaration 



RESOLUTION NO. 15-01 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS  
AND UPDATING THE SPHERE OF INFLUENCE  

FOR THE HUMBOLDT COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 

WHEREAS, the Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission, hereinafter 
referred to as the “Commission”, conducts studies of the provision of municipal services 
in conjunction with reviewing the spheres of influence of the local governmental 
agencies whose jurisdictions are within Humboldt County; and  

WHEREAS, the Humboldt Community Services District filed a proposal with the 
Commission by resolution of application to update the District’s sphere of influence 
pursuant to California Government Code Section 56425; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer gave sufficient notice of a public hearing to be 
conducted by the Commission in the form and manner prescribed by law; and  

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer’s report and recommendations on the proposal 
were presented to the Commission in the manner provided by law; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission heard and fully considered all the evidence 
presented at a public hearing held on the proposal on January 21, 2015 and continued 
to March 18, 2015; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission considered all the factors required under California 
Government Code Section 56425. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Commission as follows: 

1. This sphere of influence update has been appropriately informed by the
municipal service review prepared by the Humboldt Community Services District
for the proposal.

2. The Humboldt Community Services District’s sphere of influence is updated, with
the following conditions incorporated, as depicted in Exhibit A.

a) A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Humboldt Community
Services District, City of Eureka, and County of Humboldt shall be prepared
for the Indianola area (Area H) that defines mutually acceptable terms for
the extension of planned services in the SOI prior to annexation approval by
LAFCo. The MOA does not supersede or limit the existing planning or
environmental review process of the participating jurisdictions. The MOA
intent is to ensure District, City and County coordination and cooperation on
planning, service delivery, and development in the SOI.

ATTACHMENT A



b) The District’s SOI boundary is not intended to supersede or limit the
establishment of urban development areas, urban expansion areas, and
water service areas within the County’s Community Planning Areas. Future
development within the District’s SOI shall be coordinated based on the
availability and capacity of urban services within planned urban
development and expansion areas.

c) Should annexation be proposed by the District prior to the establishment of
urban development areas, urban expansion areas, and water service areas
within the County’s Community Planning Areas, the District and County
should meet collectively with LAFCo to discuss the timing and need for
infrastructure and services in the proposed annexation area(s).

d) Developing new wastewater treatment and conveyance capacity within the
County’s urban development areas will be necessary to meet future
demand, particularly in the Eureka Community Plan Area. As such, the District
shall document with a wastewater system capacity analysis that adequate
wastewater capacity is available to serve existing and planned development
as part of an annexation application filed with LAFCo.

e) It is anticipated that portions of the District’s SOI would require a full range of
district services while other areas would require limited services. As such, the
District shall document a water-only service zone or overlay for areas
proposed for limited services as part of an annexation application filed with
LAFCo.

f) The District’s SOI includes areas planned and zoned for agricultural uses. As
such, the District shall consider formalizing an agricultural service zone or
other mechanism (conservation easements) that limits the extension of
services to areas that contain agricultural uses as part of an annexation
application filed with LAFCo.

g) The majority of the District’s SOI is within the Humboldt No. 1 Fire Protection
District (served by Humboldt Bay Fire Authority). As part of an annexation
application filed with LAFCo, the District shall document that adequate fire
protection services are provided or that expansion of fire district boundaries is
necessary.

3. The Commission, as Responsible Agency, certifies it has independently reviewed
and considered the Negative Declaration prepared by the Lead Agency (SCH#
2014082019) – the Humboldt Community Services District – concerning potential
impacts associated with the proposal in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Commission finds the Negative
Declaration is adequate and directs the Executive Officer to file a Notice of
Determination with the Humboldt County Clerk.

4. The Humboldt Community Services District provided written confirmation during
the review of its sphere of influence that its services are currently limited to water,



wastewater, and street lighting services. Accordingly, the Commission waives the 
requirement for a statement of services prescribed under Government Code 
Section 56425(i).  

5. This sphere of influence update is assigned the following distinctive short-term
designation:

HUMBOLDT COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE 2015

6. Pursuant to Government Code Section 56425(e), the Commission makes the
written statement of determinations, as described in Exhibit B.

7. The Executive Officer shall revise the official records of the Commission to reflect
this update of the Humboldt Community Services District’s sphere of influence.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the Humboldt Local Agency Formation
Commission on the 18th day of March, 2015, by the following roll call vote: 

AYES: Commissioners: 
NOES: Commissioners: 
ABSENT: Commissioners: 
ABSTAIN: Commissioners: 

___________________________________ 
Virginia Bass, Chair 
Humboldt LAFCo 

Attest: 

___________________________________ 
George Williamson, Executive Officer 
Humboldt LAFCo 



EXHIBIT B 
STATEMENT OF DETERMINATIONS 

HUMBOLDT COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATE 2015 

In making a sphere determination, LAFCo prepares written statements addressing five 
specific planning factors listed under G.C. Section 56425. They are outlined below. 

1. The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-
space lands.

The following documents guide land use and planning within the District and sphere
areas: Eureka Community Plan (Humboldt County, 1995), Freshwater Community
Plan (Humboldt County, 1985), Humboldt Bay Area Plan (Humboldt County, 1995),
and the Humboldt County Framework Plan (Humboldt County, December 1984).

HCSD’s jurisdictional boundary consists of both urban and rural land uses, with
residential and limited commercial uses found in Myrtletown, Pine Hill, Humboldt Hill,
Fields Landing, King Salmon, Cutten, Ridgewood, Rosewood, Pigeon Point, Mitchell
Heights, and Freshwater. Portions of the District and existing sphere are undeveloped
timber and agricultural-related uses. The areas proposed to be added to the HCSD
SOI consist of a mix of residential, commercial, public facility, agricultural, and
timber related uses. The land uses and densities within the proposed sphere areas
are similar in nature to land uses and densities in the existing sphere.

2. The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.

Future development potential and HCSD's ability to provide services were evaluated
in HCSD's review of potential SOI expansion areas. Some parcels within the proposed
SOI expansion areas are already provided an HCSD service. Requests for HCSD
services from residents within potential SOI expansion areas were also considered.
The perceived or defined need for public facilities in the various areas proposed for
inclusion in the SOI is not the same for each area. Some of the more densely
developed areas will require the full range of community services, including water,
sewer, and lighting. Other areas have identified needs for water services only.

3. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the
agency provides or is authorized to provide.

Currently, HCSD has approximately 7,526 water service connections and 6,326 sewer
service connections. The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of
public services that HCSD provides or is authorized to provide was evaluated in the
MSR (SHN, October 2014).



Sewer 

The HCSD wastewater collection system has no significant deficiency. Although 
infiltration and inflow (I & I) has historically been a condition increasing wet weather 
flows, HCSD has been making progress in addressing collection system deficiencies. 
It is not believed that the HCSD sewer collection system will have any problem 
accommodating projected future growth. 

Treatment and disposal capacity at the Elk River wastewater treatment plant 
(WWTP) are controlled by the City of Eureka. HCSD has an agreement with the City 
of Eureka to use approximately 30% of the City's WWTP capacity. The WWTP was 
designed such that its treatment capacity could be increased as needed to 
accommodate both the City's planned growth within its SOI as well as the projected 
HCSD growth. The City has opted not to pursue a request to the State Water 
Resources Control Board for a capacity change beyond the design capacity at this 
time, but would likely do so when a capacity increase is warranted. 

Water 

HCSD has two main water sources: water from the Mad River, which is purchased 
from HBMWD directly and from the City of Eureka indirectly; and groundwater, 
which is pumped from District owned wells. The District purchases about one third of 
its potable water from the HBMWD, one third from the City of Eureka (which 
purchases it from HBMWD through the Hubbard and Harris booster pump station), 
and one third of the potable water is pumped from District-owned wells in the 
Humboldt Hill area (Elk River aquifer). The District's and City's water systems are 
interconnected at various locations allowing for transfers to occur. The District's wells 
primarily serve the southern portion of HCSD, including Humboldt Hill, Fields Landing, 
King Salmon, College of the Redwoods, and some portions of the Pine Hill area. 

Overall, peak daily use is at approximately 71% of existing source capacity. 
According to its current CIP, the District delivered approximately 941 MG of water for 
customers in FY 2012/13; average daily use is estimated at 2.58 MGD, and peak daily 
use is 3.20 MGD. Based on average daily use of water, with a maximum domestic 
water capacity of 4.68 MGD, the District has approximately 2.10 MGD of capacity 
remaining. 

Based on present and projected water use levels, the District has the ability to meet 
the water demands of development without the need to supplement supplies or 
storage and delivery systems. The District currently meets regulatory requirements for 
providing water and there is ample water from the supplier to meet future demands 
until maximum build-out of the District occurs. The HCSD 2010 urban water 
management plan (FES, 2011) addresses water shortage contingency planning, 
which includes action to be undertaken by the District to prepare for, and 
implement during, a catastrophic interruption of water supplies, including water 
shortages. The HCSD water system has no significant deficiency; although some 
storage and fire flow improvements are anticipated to accommodate future 
development. 



4. The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area.

Lands within the HCSD SOI Update area have established substantive social and
economic ties with HCSD given that certain areas have been part of the existing
sphere since 1984, and considering water services are currently being provided
within parts of the existing and proposed sphere areas. The SOI reflects a standing
governance assumption originally established by the Commission that the affected
lands, as they develop, are to be served by HCSD.

5. The present and probable need for those public facilities and services of any
disadvantaged unincorporated communities within the existing sphere of influence.

The MSR (SHN, Oct 2014) includes a section on the Location and Characteristics of
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs). Within or contiguous to
HCSD's SOI, three CDPs and 10 Block Groups have been identified as DUCs based
on median household income: Myrtletown CDP, Bayview CDP, and Humboldt Hill
CDP. The City of Eureka is also identified by State Department of Water Resources
(DWR) as a disadvantaged community. The proposed SOI expansion areas include
portions of identified DUCs. The present and probable need for HCSD's public
facilities and services was considered for the DUCs in the same manner and to the
same extent as in other areas considered for inclusion in HCSD's SOI.
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Local Agency Formation Commission Authority–Latent Powers, 
Enabling Legislation and Empowered Services 
 
The fundamental role of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) is to implement the Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Act (CKH Act) consistent with local conditions and circumstances.  The CKH Act guides 
LAFCo’s decisions.  The major goals of LAFCo as established by the CKH Act are to: 

• Encourage orderly growth and development. 

• Promote orderly development. 

• Discourage urban sprawl. 

• Preserve open-space and prime agricultural lands by guiding minimizing resource loss. 

• Exercise its authority to ensure that affected populations receive efficient services. 

• Promote logical formation and boundary modifications that direct the burdens and benefits of 
additional growth to those local agencies that are best suited to provide services. 

• Make studies and obtain and furnish information that will contribute to the logical and reasonable 
development of local agencies to provide for present and future needs. 

• Establish priorities by assessing and balancing community service needs with financial resources 
available to secure and provide community services and to encourage government structures that 
reflect local circumstances, conditions, and financial resources.  

• Determine whether new or existing agencies can feasibly provide needed services in a more 
efficient or accountable manner and, where deemed necessary. 

 
As set forth in § 56425 (g) of the CKH Act, on or before January 1, 2008, and every five years thereafter, 
Humboldt LAFCo shall review and update each sphere of influence (SOI).  Additionally, a municipal 
services review (MSR) shall be conducted with, or in conjunction with the action to establish or to update 
an SOI pursuant to the CKH Act.  Together, the SOI and MSR documents analyze a district’s ability to 
serve existing and future residents.   
 
In order to prepare and to update SOIs in accordance with § 56425, Humboldt LAFCo shall conduct a 
service review of the municipal services provided in the Humboldt Community Services District (HCSD or 
District).  The commission shall include in the area designated for service review any other geographic 
area as is appropriate for an analysis of the services to be reviewed, and shall prepare a written statement 
of determinations with respect to the following:  

1. infrastructure needs or deficiencies, 
2. growth and population projections for the affected area, 
3. financing constraints and opportunities, 
4. cost avoidance opportunities, 
5. opportunities for rate restructuring, 
6. opportunities for shared facilities, 
7. government structure options, 
8. evaluation of management efficiencies, and 
9. local accountability and governance. 
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Figure 1.  Existing HCSD District Boundary and Sphere of Influence 

 
Agency Profile 
 
Services and Service Area 
 
HCSD provides water, sewage collection, and street lighting services to residents in the unincorporated 
areas of Eureka.  The District operates and maintains a local water system and district wells, which 
generally have good water quality.  The District also purchases water from Humboldt Bay Municipal 
Water District (HBMWD).  HCSD collects wastewater and has a contract with the City of Eureka for 
treatment and disposal.  Figure 1 (above) shows the current District boundary and SOI, as well as the 
district boundaries and SOIs of other service providers near HCSD.   
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HCSD consists of approximately 15 square miles and provides water, sewer, and street lighting services to 
the areas of Myrtletown, Pine Hill, Humboldt Hill, Fields Landing, King Salmon, Cutten, Ridgewood, 
Rosewood, Pigeon Point, Mitchell Heights, College of the Redwoods, Elk River, and Freshwater.   
 
The land use designations of parcels within the District’s jurisdiction were adopted in the following 
planning documents, which are incorporated here by reference:  Eureka Community Plan (Humboldt 
County, 1995), Freshwater Community Plan (Humboldt County, 1985), Humboldt Bay Area Plan 
(Humboldt County, 1995), and the Humboldt County Framework Plan (Humboldt County, December 
1984).     
 
Land use and zoning for areas within HCSD are primarily residential near the City of Eureka and 
developed areas of Freshwater, with some commercial uses in Myrtletown, Fields Landing, and King 
Salmon.  Adjacent areas not included within the district or SOI boundary are mostly undeveloped timber 
and agricultural lands.   
 
Formation 
 
HCSD was formed as an independent multi-purpose district organized pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 61000 et seq. in September 1952.  Formation of HCSD was prompted by an 
unmet need for urban type services in the rapidly growing “suburban” areas surrounding the City of 
Eureka.  Because the desired services could not be obtained from the City, district formation was the only 
means available for providing those services necessary for the maintenance of existing and developing 
residential and commercial areas.  HCSD employs a General Manager who is responsible for 
administering and implementing policies set by the Board.   
 
Growth and Population Demographics 
 
According to the United States Census Bureau, the total Humboldt County population for 2012 was 
134,827.  HCSD staff estimates that approximately 18,000 people reside within the district service area.  
According to the Department of Transportation, Economic Development Branch (Economic Development 
Forecast, 2011 – 2040), the current County-wide population is projected to have a relatively low growth 
rate of approximately 0.9% per year (California Economic Forecast, 2013).  Much of this growth will likely 
occur in the incorporated cities of the county, but because of the District’s proximity to the City of Eureka 
and the scarcity of land within the City suitable for new residential developments, the District is likely to 
see much of the projected growth.  Based on population projections in section 2200 of the Eureka 
Community Plan, the District assumes a 2% annual growth rate over the 20-year planning period.   
 
Infrastructure 
 
Facility/ Services Plans or Similar Documents  
 
This report relies on information acquired primarily from HCSD staff, the HCSD fiscal year (FY) 2014/15 
Capital Improvement Program; the HCSD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (FES, 2011), and the HCSD 
FY 2014/15 budget document.   
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Current Infrastructure 
 
HCSD currently provides various infrastructure services to several unincorporated community areas 
located to the south and east of the City of Eureka.  Some of HCSD’s services also extend beyond those 
areas, to serve scattered individual residential developments.  Figure 2 depicts the rough location of the 
community areas served by HCSD. 
 

 
Figure 2.  Community Areas Served By HCSD 
 
Water 
 
HCSD water infrastructure includes 3 wells, 426 fire hydrants, 13 water booster pumping stations, 10 
water storage reservoirs containing 5 million gallons (MG) of storage capacity, 16 pressure zones, 87 miles 
of water mains, and 7,526 service connections (2010).  Approximately 97% of water service connections are 
residential and approximately 3% are commercial.  HCSD does not serve any industrial users.  The water 
system currently has a total of 5 MG of storage capacity, has a peak daily water consumption of 
approximately 3.20 MG, and an average daily water consumption of approximately 2.58 MG.   
 
Wastewater 
 
HCSD currently maintains 6,326 sewer service accounts, of which 97 are associated with commercial users 
and all other with residential users (NBS, 2012; HCSD 2014/15 CIP).  Wastewater infrastructure includes 
29 wastewater pumping stations, and about 78 miles of sewer mains.  Of the District’s lift stations, five are 
located in the Pine Hill area, five in Rosewood area, five in the Cutten and Ridgewood areas, six in the 
Myrtletown area, three in the King Salmon area, and five in the Humboldt Hill area.  HCSD has a peak 
daily wastewater flow of approximately 1.92 MG, and an annual average daily wastewater flow of 

KING SALMON 
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approximately 0.92 MG.  Sewage within the District is sent to the City of Eureka’s Elk River wastewater 
treatment plant (WWTP) for treatment.  By agreement, the District has purchased approximately 30% of 
the current plant capacity.   
 
HCSD, along with the City of Eureka, is currently funding installation of a major sewer interceptor and 
pump station project (Martin Slough Interceptor Project) that will result in the elimination of several 
pumping stations within the two agencies’ systems.  When the project is completed, the City and HCSD 
will be able to decommission several pump stations, which will result in an estimated savings to the 
entities of about $100,000 per year in electrical power costs.  Reducing the number of pump stations also 
lowers the risk of sewer overflow, as many of the stations are old and do not have backup generators or 
other modern equipment.  Another goal of the Martin Slough Interceptor Project is to accommodate the 
planned development of the unincorporated area within the Martin Slough drainage basin, by accepting 
wastewater flows for the ultimate development condition of that area, in conformance with the currently 
approved Humboldt County General Plan. 
 
Street Lighting 
 
In addition to water and sewer infrastructure, HCSD is also responsible for paying the electric bill for 524 
streetlights.   
 
Vehicles and Equipment 
 
The District’s current vehicles and equipment consist of 5 small vehicles, 7 full-sized trucks, 3 dump 
trucks, 2 backhoes, 1 excavator, 2 “Bobcats” with attachments, 2 large flatbed trailers, 2 small utility 
trailers, 1 hydro sewer cleaning machine, 1 sewer camera van, 1 hydraulic excavator (VacCon), 1 sewage 
bypass pump, and 1 roller.  This fleet of 29 vehicles and equipment is needed to support a construction 
crew, maintenance department, customer service/meter readers, and the engineering/planning 
department. 
 
Office and Support Facilities 
 
HCSD maintains a public office at 5055 Walnut Drive in Eureka, which is where the District collects fees, 
conducts meetings, and handles administrative duties associated with District operations.   
 
Maintenance Schedule 
 
HCSD annually budgets for performing significant projects that require major financial and manpower 
resources.  The annual budget follows an established capital improvement plan (CIP) based on a five year 
master plan for budgeting and planning of District water and sewer facility improvements.  The CIP is 
updated annually and is used to identify, prioritize, and schedule necessary improvements within budget 
funding constraints.  HCSD has been using a CIP process for guiding annual budgeting for 30 or more 
years.  The 2014/15 CIP contains the following major projects, costs, and needs. 
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Table 1 
Capital Improvement Plan Major Projects and Costs Needs List 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 

Project Description Code1 Estimated 
Cost Comments 

Water 
New South Bay Well Replace aging infrastructure M $     175,000  
New Princeton Well Replace aging infrastructure M $     175,000  
New Elk River Valley Wells Develop less expensive water C,G,R,S $     225,000  
Overall District Aerial Mapping Develop accurate mapping O $     300,000  
New Ridgewood 1.0 MG2 Tank Additional Myrtletown storage, Ridgewood growth G,S $  1,000,000 Deferred 
Sewer 
Sewage Lift Station Upgrades Continue lift station upgrade program C,M,R $     300,000 76% Complete 
Martin Slough SLS3 and existing SLS 
interties 

Replace 5 minor lift stations C,M,R $1,571,354 Phase 2C 
Construction 

Main Repair/Replacement Repair/replace sewer main trouble spots M $     2,000,000  
Other 
District Yard Improvement Miscellaneous Building and Grounds M $     250,000 In Progress 

TOTAL $     5,996,354 

1. Codes: 
C: Cost 
G: Growth 
M: Maintenance / Replacement 
O: Other 
R: Reliability 
S: System Efficiency 

2. MG: million gallons 
3. SLS: sewer lift station 

 
Funding Sources for Improvements 
 
The bulk of the District’s revenues come from user fees and long-term debt or taxes.  Several loans have 
also been obtained by the District to carry out several capital improvement projects.  The District carries 
three primary long-term debt accounts.  Two of these are associated with the Martin Slough Interceptor 
Project and the other with the Freshwater/Mitchell Road Safe Drinking Water Project.  
 

Services 
 
HCSD serves about 7,526 water service connections and 6,326 sewer service connections.  Streetlights are 
also provided in various locations throughout the District.  Presently, the District offers water and sewer 
services to all of the units within the District boundary; however, some unserved areas within the District 
service boundary are served by private supply well and those residents do not wish to receive water 
service.   
 
Sewer 
 
Collection System, Pipelines, Pumps, and Treatment Facilities.  Sewer infrastructure includes 6,326 sewer 
service connections, 29 wastewater pumping stations, and about 78 miles of sewer mains.  HCSD has an 
agreement with the City of Eureka to use approximately 30% of the City’s WWTP capacity.  The District 
has a peak daily wastewater flow of approximately 1.92 MG, and an annual average daily wastewater flow 
of approximately 0.92 MG.   
 
Demand for Service.  HCSD contracts for sewer with the City of Eureka allowing HCSD to account for 
average dry weather sewer flows of up to 30.5% of the permitted capacity of the Elk River WWTP.  
According to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit issued by the North Coast 
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Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the Eureka WWTP is permitted for an average dry 
weather flow (ADWF) of 5.24 million gallons per day (MGD), peak dry weather flow of 8.6 MGD, and a 
peak wet weather flow of 32 MGD.  The City has indicated that the design capacity of the Elk River WWTP 
is 6.0 MGD ADWF.  According to the City of Eureka Municipal Service Review (LAFCo, 2014): 
 

Data for ADWF to the WWTP indicates the ADWF from 1999 through 2008 was 
4.45 MGD, or approximately 85% of the ADWF design capacity.  The ADWF has 
decreased to 4.14 MGD, or approximately 79% of the ADWF design capacity, over 
the past 5 years, but the BOD load has remained fairly consistent.  Additional plant 
BOD loading beyond the design capacity would require significant upgrades to the 
secondary treatment system.  Peak wet weather flow above 32 MGD are not 
practical given the hydraulic limitations of the primary and secondary treatment 
units and the regulator push to reduce the use of blending during peak flow events.  
Until secondary treatment system upgrades are implemented at the WWTP, 
increases in loading should be limited to the existing allocations in the Agreement 
and should be carefully monitored. 

 
System Capacity.  Wastewater is collected from approximately 6,326 connections throughout HCSD’s 
service areas.  Annual average daily wastewater flows for the District were approximately 0.92 MGD 
(2013).  Flow data is collected on a daily basis.  The peak daily wastewater flow (December) is 1.92 MG.  
Peak wet weather flows are likely two to three times this amount.  The peaking factor for the system is 
estimated to be around six.  No significant deficiency has been identified as existing in the District’s 
existing collection system.  Although infiltration and inflow (I & I) has historically been a condition 
increasing wet weather flows, the District has been making progress in addressing collection system 
deficiencies.  Treatment and disposal capacity at the Elk River WWTP are controlled by the City of Eureka. 
 
Ability to Meet Regulations and Permit Requirements.  As a collection system owner/operator, HCSD 
maintains its system in compliance with all rules and regulations.  It is not believed that the HCSD 
collection system will have any problem accommodating projected future growth.  The WWTP was 
designed such that its treatment capacity could be increased as needed to accommodate both the City’s 
planned growth within its SOI as well as the projected HCSD growth.  The City has opted not to pursue a 
request to the State Water Resources Control Board for a capacity change beyond the design capacity at 
this time, but would likely do so when a capacity increase is warranted.  
 
Water 
 
Water Source.  The District has two main water sources: water from the Mad River, which is purchased 
from HBMWD directly and from the City of Eureka indirectly; and groundwater, which is pumped from 
District owned wells.  The District purchases about one third of its potable water from the HBMWD, one 
third from the City of Eureka (which purchases it from HBMWD through the Hubbard and Harris booster 
pump station), and one third of the potable water is pumped from District-owned wells in the Humboldt 
Hill area (Elk River aquifer).  The District’s and City’s water systems are interconnected at various 
locations allowing for transfers to occur.  The District’s wells primarily serve the southern portion of 
HCSD, including Humboldt Hill, Fields Landing, King Salmon, College of the Redwoods, and some 
portions of the Pine Hill area.   
 
Water Storage.  Drinking water is pumped to 10 reservoirs by 13 water booster pump stations.  The 10 
reservoirs have a total storage capacity of approximately 5 MG. 
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Distribution System.  HCSD distributes water through approximately 87 miles of water mains to 7,526 
service connections.  Most (approximately 97%) of HCSD’s water customers are residential, and the 
remainder are commercial users.  HCSD does not serve any industrial users.  There are 16 pressure zones 
that distribute water throughout the District.  The water reservoirs operate 14 pressure zones using gravity 
flow.  The other two pressure zones are supplied hydro-pneumatically by pump stations and are subject to 
shortages during power outages.  The District owns three trailer-mounted generators, the largest of which 
is 125 kilowatts, to protect against water shortages during power failures.  Fire protection is achieved 
through 426 fire hydrants located on the system. 

 
Water Demand.  Overall, peak daily use is at approximately 71% of existing source capacity.  According to 
its current CIP, the District delivered approximately 941 MG of water for customers in FY 2012/13; 
average daily use is estimated at 2.58 MGD, and peak daily use is 3.20 MGD.  Based on average daily use 
of water, with a maximum domestic water capacity of 4.68 MGD, the District has approximately 2.10 MGD 
of capacity remaining.   
 
Based on present and projected water use levels, the District has the ability to meet the water demands of 
development without the need to supplement supplies or storage and delivery systems.  The District 
currently meets regulatory requirements for providing water and there is ample water from the supplier to 
meet future demands until maximum build-out of the District occurs.  The HCSD 2010 urban water 
management plan (FES, 2011) addresses water shortage contingency planning, which includes action to be 
undertaken by the District to prepare for, and implement during, a catastrophic interruption of water 
supplies, including water shortages. 
 
Infrastructure Deficiencies 
 
The HCSD water system has no significant deficiency; although, some storage and fire flow improvements 
are anticipated to accommodate future development.  The HCSD wastewater collection system has no 
significant deficiency.  Although I & I has historically existed, the District has been making progress in 
reducing it in the collection system.  The District is limited by treatment and disposal capacity at the Elk 
River WWTP.  The District and the City of Eureka are evaluating the Elk River WWTP existing capacity 
and potential expansion, and evaluating pressure sewer capacity limitations at the City’s Hill Street pump 
station.   
 
Other Service Providers 
 
The County of Humboldt provides general governmental services and law enforcement services 
throughout the District.  Part of the District is within the State Responsibility Area for fire protection 
service from CAL FIRE.  The District is also served by Humboldt Bay Fire, which was founded in 2011 
through a joint powers authority consolidating the Humboldt No. 1 Fire Protection District and City of 
Eureka Fire Department.  HCSD provides fire hydrants to areas where water service is available. 
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Financing Constraints and Opportunities 
 
Budget 
 
According to its current operating budget, most of HCSD’s revenue comes from metered water sales 
($3,590,855), sewer service charges ($3,685,502), property taxes ($462,000), and other miscellaneous 
revenues ($267,500).  HCSD’s largest expenditures are direct wages ($1,105,000), sewage treatment services 
from the City ($1,355,582), water purchases from the City and HBMWD ($1,181,670), and employee related 
insurances and benefits ($1,214,123). 
  
As shown in Table 2 (on the next page), excerpted from the current HCSD budget document, the District 
has prepared a four-year pro-forma statement presenting an overview of expected revenues, expenditures, 
and anticipated reserves.  As shown on Table 2, after completion of the Martin Slough Interceptor Project 
and 2014/15 CIP projects, the District expects to start increasing reserves. 
 
Sustainability of Financial Practices 
 
Overall, HCSD has been successful in retaining funding and resources to conduct necessary major 
improvements, maintenance, and upgrades to its facilities.  Considering the projected increases in the 
budget surpluses, the District appears to be following a sound financial track. 
 
Future Growth 
 
Based upon average daily water consumption and a number of other capacity factors, HCSD estimates that 
it has approximately 5,500 residential water hookups available. 
 
HCSD currently has approximately 2,689 available sewer connections based on its contract with the City of 
Eureka, a 2009 letter from City of Eureka to HCSD (City of Eureka, 2009), and HCSD’s estimate that HCSD 
has used approximately 60 sewer connections since the 2009 letter. 
 
HCSD is interested in extending its SOI and District boundaries in order to provide service to residents 
outside of the District.  The Martin Slough Interceptor Project, currently underway, will also accommodate 
future growth.   
 
HCSD has received inquiries about extending services to areas outside of District boundaries from 
residents on individual private wells with poor water quality.  These areas include Indianola, Elk River, 
Old Arcata Road, and Freshwater.  Additionally, newly proposed developments, including on the McKay 
Tract, would require annexation into the District to serve the development.   
 
Service Rates 
 
Water Service Rates 
 
In 2009, the District adopted a water rate ordinance that would be in effect for five years.  The adopted rate 
system incorporated yearly increases based upon the performance of the consumer price index and “pass 
through” costs associated with any supply purchase price increases.  Monthly rates consist of a base fee for 
users based upon meter size and monthly consumption charges, which depend on the quantity of 
consumption and the location of service.  The District’s rates take into consideration charges based upon 
two location categories.  Table 3 represents the water user fees effective July 2014.   
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Table 2 
HCSD Budget Summary Fiscal Year 2014/15 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 

 Adopted Budget 
2014/15 Note Year 2 

2015/16 
Year 3 

2016/17 
Year 4 

2017/18 
Year 5 

2018/19 
Budget Summary        

Total Operating Revenue $7,437,857 A,B $7,510,621 $7,584,112 $7,658,338 $7,733,306 
Total Operating Expenses ($5,709,012) C,D ($5,852,728) ($6,020,942) ($6,194,865) ($6,374,720) 

Operating Budget Surplus (Deficit)  $1,728,846  $1,657,893 $1,563,170 $1,463,473 $1,358,586 
Total Non-Operating Revenue  $568,000  $568,000 $568,000 $568,000 $568,000 

Total Long-term Debt Payment ($734,807) D ($1,043,075) ($948,945) ($854,375) ($854,375) 
Budget Surplus (Deficit)       
     Before Capital Expenditures $1,562,039  $1,182,817 $1,182,225 $1,177,097 $1,072,211 

HCSD Capital Improvement Plan 
Expenditures ($1,283,418) E ($1,703,800) ($1,339,842) ($2,031,367) ($1,037,067) 

Proceeds from Debt Issuance $4,331,619 F,G $2,668,381 0 0 0 
City of Eureka Wastewater CIP ($221,901) H 0 0 0 0 

City of Eureka Martin Slough CIP–
Force Main ($2,936,914) G ($2,668,381) 0 0 0 

City of Eureka Martin Slough CIP–
Collector Lines ($1,394,705) G 0 0 0 0 

Budget Surplus( Deficit) $56,720  ($520,983) ($157,617) ($854,270) $35,144 
Reserve Summary       
Budget Surplus (Deficit) $56,720  ($520,983) ($157,617) ($854,270) $35,144 
Reserves Beginning of Year $2,500,000  $2,556,720 $2,035,737 $1,878,120 $1,023,850 
Anticipated Reserves End of Year $2,556,720  $2,035,737 $1,878,120 $1,023,850 $1,058,994 
A. Projected water revenue increases: 1% annually for growth. 
B.  Projected water revenue increases: 1% annually for growth. 
C. Costs are estimated to increase for inflation 2% per year where appropriate. 
D. Water costs increase 2% for inflation and 2% for wholesale water costs .  
E. Capital expenditures based on the District’s 5-year CIP. 
F. New debt service for $7 million from Clean Water Act State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) to finance the Martin Slough costs.  Payment to start FY 2015/16. 
G. Remainder of $7 million CWSRF loan disbursed on Martin Slough project in FY 2015/16. 
H. No amount projected for City of Eureka’s wastewater treatment plant CIP. 
Source:  2014/15 HCSD budget document 
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Table 3 
Monthly Water Service Base Rates 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 

 Category 1 
Original District 

Category 2 
Humboldt Hill 

Base Rates §7.01.030     
5/8” x 3/4" $ 15.55 $ 20.00 
3/4" $ 20.00 $ 24.40 
1" $ 26.60 $ 31.10 
1-1/2" $ 53.30 $ 57.75 
2" $ 88.75 $ 93.20 
3" $ 198.50 $ 205.20 
4" $ 350.75 $ 357.05 
6" $ 780.55 $ 780.55 

Consumption Rates §7.01.040     
Cost per 1 hcf1 $ 2.20 $ 2.80 
Youth Recreation Fields     

<100 hcf (10,000 cubic feet) $ 2.20 $ 2.20 
>100 hcf (10,000 cubic feet) $ 0.95 $ 0.95 

Fire System Charge §7.01.050     
Per inches in diameter of the service line  
(not subject to increase) $ 3.00 $ 3.00 

Backflow Prevention Device Charges §7.01.055     
Per month for testing (not subject to increase) $ 2.50 $ 2.50 

Water Haulers §7.01.060     
Per load <4,000 gallons $ 19.25 $ 19.25 
Per 1,000 gallons $ 4.80 $ 4.80 

Temp Construction Meters §7.01.065     
Meter setting fee (not subject to increase) $ 40.00 $ 40.00 
Monthly fee $ 88.75 $ 88.75 
Per hcf $ 2.80 $ 2.80 

1.  hcf:  hundred cubic feet 
 
Sewer Service Rates 
 
In March 2012, a sewer rate and connection fee study was completed and adopted by the HCSD Board.  
The primary purposes of the study were to: 

1. determine the impacts of the Martin Slough Interceptor Project and increased costs associated with 
the City of Eureka capital improvement program and wastewater treatment plan, and  

2. summarize the new volumetric residential sewer rate based on average winter water consumption.  
The study proposed a sewer rate system projecting yearly increases through the year 2016.   

 
The 2013/14 sewer rates adopted by the District are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4 
Monthly Sewer Service Rates 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 

User Class 
Monthly 
Account 
Charge1 

Monthly Base 
Rate2 

(per LU)3 

Flow Rate4 

(per hcf)5 

Residential       
Single-family Residence $ 4.00 $ 21.59 $ 2.96 
Multi-family Residence $ 4.00 $ 17.27 $ 2.96 
Mobile Homes $ 4.00 $ 18.78 $ 2.96 
Trailer Parks $ 4.00 $ 10.79 $ 2.96 
For separate laundry facilities $ - $ 10.80 $ - 
For additional Units without kitchens $ - $ 10.80 $ - 

Commercial  BOD6/SS7 levels       
Light strength <370 mg/L8 $ 4.00 $ 41.76 $ 5.70 
Medium strength 370-500 mg/L $ 4.00 $ 50.71 $ 7.56 
Heavy strength >500 mg/L $ 4.00 $ 59.67 $ 6.65 

Public Facilities, Schools, Religious and 
Non-Profit Organizations $ 4.00 $ 41.76 $ 5.70 

Fairgrounds $ 4.00 $ 41.76 $ 1.43 
Commercial Power Plants $ 4.00 $ 697.59 $ - 
RV Dump Station $ 4.00 $ 43.18 $ - 
1. Monthly account charge applies to each customer account, not to each living or business unit. 
2. Monthly base rate applies to each living or business unit included in the customer's account. 
3. LU: living unit 
4. Volumetric flow rate is based on the average winter water use (December-March) for each account. 

For Residential customers, the rate applies to each hcf. 
For Non-Residential customers, the rate applies to each hcf in excess of 2 hcf. 

5. hcf :  100 cubic feet (748 gallons) of water flow 
6. BOD:  biological oxygen demand 
7. SS:  settleable solids 
8. mg/L:  milligrams per liter 

 
Adequacy 
 
HCSD’s projected budget reserves, presented previously, show that the proposed water and sewer rate 
structures will result in a positive growth and balance of reserves in FY 2016/17 and 2017/18.  Due to the 
Martin Slough Interceptor Project and some scheduled CIP activity, the reserves are projected to decline in 
FY 2014/15 and FY 2015/16.  However, the overall reserve balances will remain positive. 
 
Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
 
Currently, HCSD has an agreement to use sewage treatment capacity at the City of Eureka’s Elk River 
WWTP.  The District has a contract that allows it to use about 30% of the current plant capacity, which 
reduces long-term District costs and the need for redundant infrastructure.   
 
HCSD has an “intermingled services agreement” with the City of Eureka (City of Eureka/HCSD, 1981).  
The agreement allows the City and District to provide water and sewer services to each other’s customers 
as well as to their own customers, reducing the cost of services for both entities.  
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HCSD has a working relationship with Humboldt Bay Fire.  Prior to approval of any subdivision, HCSD 
will work with the fire department to identify hydrant locations and where the size of water mains should 
be increased to provide adequate fire flows.   
 
Government Structure Options 
 
HCSD makes an effort to conduct capital improvements in-house using its own employees.  The District 
has a five-member Board of Directors and 20 employees.  Due to the nature of some developments, some 
service extensions are contracted out.  The City of Eureka provides about 30% of its sewer treatment 
capacity to HCSD.  Sharing the treatment facility eliminates capital and labor duplication and enables the 
District to use the facility without having to construct and maintain a facility itself.   
 

Table 5 
Local Accountability–Humboldt Community Services District 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 
Contact: David Hull, General Manager 
Mailing Address: P.O.  Box 158, Cutten, CA 95534 
Site Address: 5055 Walnut Drive, Eureka, CA 95503 
Phone Number: Phone: 707-443-4558 fax: 707-443-0818 
Email/ Website: www.humboldtcsd.com 
Types of Services: Public water, sewer, and street lighting 
Approximate Population Served  
as of July 1, 2007: 

18,000 people within service area 
7,526 water service connections  
6,326 sewer service connections  
524 streetlights 

Size of District : Approximately 15 square miles 
Date of Formation: September 1952 
Number of Paid Staff 20 employees 

 
Board Meeting Times and Locations.  District Board Meetings are held bi-monthly on the second and 
fourth Tuesdays of each month, at 5 p.m., at District headquarters located at 5055 Walnut Drive in Cutten.  
Meeting agendas are posted in the lobby window and on the HCSD website at www.humboldtcsd.com. 
 
Municipal Service Review Determinations 
 
Growth and Population  
 
HCSD has received several requests for water and sewage collection service from parcels located both 
inside and outside the District SOI.  The District is working with the county, City of Eureka, and LAFCo to 
provide data, maps, and costs to support the District’s consideration of SOI expansions north, south, and 
east of Eureka.  Table 6 describes the development potential and limitations for areas served by HCSD. 
 
 
 

http://www.humboldtcsd.com/
http://www.humboldtcsd.com/
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Table 6 
Development Potential and Limitations for HCSD 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 

Area Service Provider 
Low Unit  

Development 
Estimate 

Available 
Capacity 

Capacity 
Limitation Description of Limitation 

Freshwater  
 

Humboldt Community 
Services District 130 130 LUD 

The water system has further 
capacity.  Barring limitations due to 
site-specific suitability for onsite 
wastewater, land use densities 
currently limit development. 

Humboldt Hill, 
South Eureka, 
Myrtletown 

Humboldt Community 
Services District 4,171 4,171 LUD 

The water system has further 
capacity and HCSD has 
approximately 2,689 available sewer 
connections.  Certain areas within the 
HCSD service area may be limited by 
the City’s wastewater treatment plant 
capacity.  Land use densities 
currently limit development.  

  
HCSD is working with the Humboldt County Planning and Building Department to plan for growth 
within the Humboldt Hill area.  The County has provided HCSD with development projections and HCSD 
has identified further constraints using topographical maps and other geographic information system 
(GIS) layers to determine projected density in the area.  HCSD’s projections resulted in less developable 
area than the County’s projections.   
 
An additional area that may be considered for future annexation to HCSD’s district boundary includes the 
McKay Tract area.  District boundary expansions are contingent on infrastructure upgrades, such as, an 
increase in capacity for the Elk River WWTP, and the extension of larger water mains to provide adequate 
fire flows to the additional development areas.   
 
Location and Characteristics of Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 
 
The CKH Act defines a “disadvantaged unincorporated community” (DUC) as an inhabited territory (12 
or more registered voters), or as determined by commission policy, that constitutes all or a portion of a 
"disadvantaged community" as defined by Section 79505.5 of the Water Code.  Water Code Section 79505.5 
defines a "disadvantaged community" as a community with an annual median household income that is 
less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household income.  The State Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) has mapped for each county those communities that are at or below 80 percent of the 
annual median household income by using Census Designated Places (CDP) (DWR, 2014).  The U.S. 
Census Bureau defines CDPs as: “The statistical counterparts of incorporated places, and are delineated to 
provide data for settled concentrations of population that are identifiable by name but are not legally 
incorporated under the laws of the state in which they are located.”  It should be noted that CDPs and 
Block Groups are determined using differing criteria.  A single Block Group may include property within 
multiple CDPs.  Although the CDP data is a helpful tool in identifying DUCs, not all unincorporated areas 
are defined as CDPs that arguably should be defined as disadvantaged unincorporated communities 
(LAFCo, 2014).   
 
Within or contiguous to HCSD’s SOI, three CDPs and 10 Block Groups have been identified as DUCs 
based on median household income: Myrtletown CDP, Bayview CDP, and Humboldt Hill CDP.  The City 
of Eureka is also identified by DWR as a disadvantaged community (Table 7 and Figure 3). 
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Table 7 

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities1 

HCSD Municipal Service Review 2014 

Community DWR 
DUC? 

Incorporated
? 

Within 
SOI? Population Local Service Provider 

Fire Water Wastewater 
City of Eureka Yes Yes No 27,191 HBF Eureka Eureka 
Indianola CDP No No No 1,029 HBF Eureka 

(limited) 
None 

Myrtletown CDP Yes No Partial 4,750 HBF HCSD HCSD 
East Myrtletown (Tract 
8, Block Group 1) 

Yes No Yes 1,201 HBF HCSD HCSD 

West Myrtletown 
(Tract 8, Block Group 
2) 

Yes No Yes 1,608 HBF HCSD HCSD 

Mitchell Heights and 
Freshwater (Tract 106, 
Block Group 1) 

No No Yes 1,205 HBF HCSD HCSD 

Cutten CDP No No Yes 3,041 HBF HCSD HCSD 
Ridgewood (Pine Hills 
CDP) 

No No Partial 2,664 HBF HCSD HCSD 

Pine Hill (Bayview 
CDP) 

Yes No Partial 2,640 HBF HCSD HCSD 

Harris/Harrison (Tract 
7, Block Group 1) 

Yes Partial Partial 1,233 HBF Eureka/ HCSD Eureka/ HCSD 

California, South of 
Harris (Tract 3, Block 
Group 4) 

Yes Partial Partial 1,703 HBF Eureka/ HCSD Eureka/ HCSD 

South of Henderson 
Center and Rosewood 
(Tract 3, Block Group 
5) 

Yes Partial Partial 1,401 HBF Eureka/ HCSD Eureka/ HCSD 

Eureka Golf Course 
(Tract 4, Block Group 
2) 

Yes Partial Partial 1,158 HBF Eureka/ HCSD Eureka/ HCSD 

Sea Avenue (Tract 4, 
Block Group 3) 

Yes Partial Partial 1,619 HBF Eureka/ HCSD Eureka/ HCSD 

Westgate Drive (west 
of Ridgewood) (Tract 
107, Block Group 1) 

Yes No Yes 788 HBF HCSD HCSD 

Humboldt Hill CDP Yes No Yes 3,769 HBF HCSD HCSD 
Humboldt Hill (Tract 
107, Block Group 3) 

Yes No Partial 2,506 HBF HCSD HCSD 

King Salmon and 
Fields Landing (Tract 
107, Block Group 4) 

Yes No Yes 602 HBF HCSD HCSD 

Fields Landing CDP No No Partial 259 HBF HCSD HCSD 
1.  Data in this table adapted from LAFCo, 2014. 
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Figure 3.  Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 
 
Infrastructure 
 
For many years the District has maintained an aggressive and progressive capital improvement program.  
All systems are well monitored and maintained.  Necessary upgrades and replacements are identified, 
scheduled, and performed as funding allows.  The District’s fiscal management practices have supported 
the mission and goals related to services provided.  
 
The potential extension of infrastructure into development areas currently within the District and its SOI is 
a significant issue facing HCSD.  To address these growth issues, HCSD must work with Humboldt 
County, the City of Eureka, HBMWD, and Humboldt Bay Fire to coordinate service delivery.  These 
services will also require permitting by state agencies, most notably the RWQCB.  There have already been 
several meetings between the local service providers and developers to address infrastructure issues, and 
more are planned.   
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Financing Constraints and Opportunities 
 
The HCSD budget for FY 2014/15 shows the District to be operating with $7,437,857 in total district 
revenues, and $5,709,012 in total operating expenses, leaving the District with an operating surplus of 
$1,728,846.  Total long-term debt payments amount to $734,807, which is approximately 10% of the total 
District revenue.  Major expenses associated with the Martin Slough Interceptor Project, along with other 
scheduled capital improvement projects are being accommodated by the large reserve fund, which has 
been built up through proceeds from long-term debt financing.  The District projects sufficient budget 
surplus to maintain the capital improvement program into the future. 
 
Rate Restructuring 
 
In order for HCSD to provide water and wastewater services to its customers, it must purchase supply 
water from the HBMWD and wastewater treatment capacity from the City of Eureka.  Those costs make 
up a large portion of the District’s operating costs relative to each of those service areas.  The District has 
very limited or no control over future cost increases (or decreases) associated with those costs.  The two 
“uncontrolled pass-through” costs must be accommodated through the District’s rate structure, along with 
other operations and maintenance costs and capital improvement expenses.  Both of the existing rate 
structures appear to address all necessary funding requirements, including “pass-through” increases and 
are continually monitored and updated as necessary by the District. 
 
Cost Avoidance Opportunities 
 
HCSD collects all water and wastewater fees and conducts administrative activities at one location.  HCSD 
also provides its customers with an online form that authorizes automatic payment of HCSD utility bills.  
These consolidated activities avoid extra costs.   
 
Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
 
HCSD contracts for sewer with the City of Eureka, allowing HCSD to account for average dry weather 
sewer flows of up to 30.5% of the permitted capacity of the Elk River WWTP.  The degree of service 
similarity and development density suggests that this organizational agreement is beneficial for both the 
District and City.  HCSD has an “intermingled services agreement” with the City of Eureka (City of 
Eureka/HCSD, 1981).  The agreement allows the City and District to provide water and sewer services to 
each other’s customers as well as to their own customers, reducing the cost of services for both entities.  
Emergency generators and sewer bypass equipment is shared with the City of Eureka.  The City and the 
District share 20 MG of water storage for emergencies.  The District also shares fire hydrant facilities and 
responsibilities with other service providers.   
 
Government Structure Options 
 
HCSD is overseen by a five-member Board of Directors and is operated by a total of twenty (20) staff 
members.  The District’s Board of Directors and management direction has resulted in hiring skilled 
construction personnel to purchase, replace, and maintain state-of-the-art construction equipment, on a 
cost-efficient basis, for capital improvements.  The District is in a good position to continue to provide 
water distribution and storage and sewage collection without increasing groundwater usage or adding 
sewage treatment capabilities.   
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Evaluation of Management Efficiencies 
 
Customers within the HCSD district boundaries have adequate water, wastewater, and streetlight services 
provided to them by the District.  Based on present and projected water and wastewater use levels, the 
District has the ability to meet the demands of development.   
 
Services are available to and distributed efficiently within the District boundary; however, the district 
boundaries are not always contiguous, with large spaces between service areas.  Due to existing 
boundaries, there are island areas not receiving service. 
 
When compared with other districts throughout the County, HCSD water and wastewater unit costs are 
considered reasonable (NBS, 2012).  Expansion of services in the future will prompt further evaluation of 
management efficiencies, involving the City of Eureka, Humboldt County, HBMWD, and Humboldt Bay 
Fire. 
 
Local Accountability 
 
HCSD has office hours Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  The District has a website: 
www.humboldtcsd.com and public documents are available through the District office upon request.  The 
HCSD Board of Directors meets on the second and fourth Tuesdays of each month at 5 p.m., which complies 
with the provisions of the Brown Act.   
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Final Initial Study/ Negative Declaration 
 

Project Title 
 
Humboldt Community Services District Sphere of Influence Update  
 

Lead Agency 
 
Humboldt Community Services District 
5055 Walnut Drive 
Eureka, CA  95534  
(707) 443-4558 
 
Lead Agency Contact 
 
David Hull, General Manager 
(707) 443-4558 
 
Project Location 
 
The Humboldt Community Services District (HCSD or the District) is located adjacent to the City of 
Eureka in the unincorporated area of Humboldt County, California (Figure 1 in Appendix A).  
HCSD’s existing boundaries encompass approximately 15 square miles on the east side of 
Humboldt Bay.  The District borders the City of Eureka on the east and south.  The District extends 
from the Eureka Slough near Murray Field in the north to just above College of the Redwoods in 
the south.  Humboldt Bay and the City of Eureka form the District’s western boundary.  The 
District extends east to the Freshwater and Old Arcata Road areas.  Included within the boundaries 
of the District are the communities of Freshwater, Myrtletown, Cutten, Ridgewood, Pine Hill, 
Rosewood, King Salmon, Fields Landing, Pigeon Point, Mitchell Heights, College of the Redwoods, 
and Humboldt Hill.  See Figure 2 in Appendix A for the existing HCSD boundary and sphere of 
influence (SOI). 
 
General Plan Designation 
 
Humboldt County general plan land use designations include the following:  Rural Residential, 
Residential Low Density, Residential Medium Density, Residential Exurban, Commercial General, 
Public Facility, Agriculture Rural, Agriculture Exclusive, Agriculture Suburban, Agricultural 
Lands, Timberland, Coastal Commercial Timberland, and Natural Resources (See Appendix B).  
 
Zoning 
 
Humboldt County zoning designations include the following:  Residential One-Family, Residential 
Suburban, Residential Multiple Family, Commercial General, Community Commercial, Public 
Facility-Rural, Public Facility-Urban, Unclassified, Rural Residential Agriculture, Agriculture 
Exclusive, Agriculture General, Forestry Recreation, Timberland Production, and Natural 
Resources (See Appendix B).    
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Project Description 
 
The proposed project consists of a sphere of influence (SOI) update for HCSD.  HCSD was created 
in 1952 to provide water distribution and sewer collection, and to oversee streetlights throughout 
an approximately 15 square-mile (9,600 acre) area bordering the City of Eureka.  Currently, HCSD 
has approximately 7,526 water service connections and 6,326 sewer service connections.  
 
An SOI is defined by Government Code 56425 as “a plan for the probable physical boundary and 
service area of a local agency or municipality as determined by the Local Agency Formation 
Commission [LAFCo].”  An SOI does not identify or define specific development projects or land 
uses for an area.  In this case, the updated SOI represents the area HCSD may provide services to 
over the next 20 years.  Extension of the SOI may enable HCSD to extend various services to these 
areas in the future, after annexation is approved by LAFCo.  As such, inclusion of an area within 
the SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and facilitate the future 
provision of district services (water distribution, sewage collection, and street lighting) to future 
development.   
 
However, the proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into 
HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the areas’ general plan land use designations, the pre-
zoning or development of any parcels within these areas, or any direct physical changes to the 
environment.  No infrastructure or district services would be extended to the SOI update areas as 
part of the proposed project.   
 
The Cortese/Knox/Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act (CKH Act) requires the 
LAFCo to update the SOIs for jurisdictions every five years or as necessary.  The CKH Act further 
requires that a municipal service review (MSR) be conducted prior to or concurrent with the SOI 
update.  An MSR provides a current and comprehensive review of an agency and its provision of 
services, and helps to determine whether it is appropriate to plan for that agency’s growth and 
expansion.  The previous MSR update for HCSD was completed in May 2008 and the previous SOI 
report was completed in July 1985. 
 
HCSD completed an MSR (SHN, 2014a) and SOI update in 2014 in order to determine the 
appropriate growth and expansion of HCSD and its service area.  The MSR and SOI are subject to 
LAFCo approval.  This initial study addresses the proposed changes to HCSD’s SOI resulting from 
the MSR and SOI update.   
 
HCSD’s existing SOI encompasses approximately 1,823 acres (2.8 square miles).  The SOI update 
includes the addition of 11 areas totaling approximately 6,046 acres (9.4 square miles).  These areas 
have documented public health issues, are adjacent to existing boundaries, and/or are already 
provided an HCSD service.  No area is proposed to be removed from the SOI.  Areas “A” through 
“I” were identified in the final draft sphere of influence recommendations report (SHN, 2014b) and 
Areas C2 and F2 were added by HCSD’s Board of Directors at the board meeting at which the 
proposed SOI update recommendations were approved.  
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The areas proposed to be added to HCSD’s SOI are shown in Figure 3 in Appendix A, and consist 
of the following: 

Area A: College of the Redwoods Area (283 acres) 
Area B: Elk River Area (1,084 acres) 
Area C: Pine Hill Area (158 acres) 
Area C2: Pine Hill Area (728 acres) 
Area D: McKay Tract (1,701 acres) 
Area E: Cummings Road Area (131 acres) 
Area F: Pigeon Point Area (298 acres) 
Area F2: Pigeon Point Area (229 acres) 
Area G: Old Arcata Road Area (112 acres) 
Area H: Indianola Area (1,032 acres) 
Area I: Freshwater Area (290 acres) 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 
(1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 
question.  A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project 
falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based 
on project-specific factors, as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).  

(2)  All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite, 
cumulative as well, as project-level; indirect, as well as direct; and construction, as well as 
operational impacts.  

(3)  Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist 
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant.  "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is 
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more "Potentially 
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.  

(4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant 
Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level 
(mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced).  

(5)  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier EIR or negative declaration.  (California Code of Regulations, title 14 Section 15063(c) (3) 
(D)).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:  

a)   Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review.  

b)   Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were 
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures 
based on the earlier analysis.  

c)   Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from 
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 
project.  
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Environmental Checklist 
 
Checklist and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:  An explanation for all checklist responses is 
included, and all answers take into account the whole action involved, including off-site as well as 
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts.  The explanation of each issue identifies (a) the significance criteria or 
threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and (b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, 
to reduce the impact to less than significance.  In the Checklist, the following definitions are used: 

"Potentially Significant Impact" means there is substantial evidence that an effect may be 
significant. 

"Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated" means the incorporation of one or 
more mitigation measures can reduce the effect from potentially significant to a less than significant 
level.  

“Less Than Significant Impact” means that the effect is less than significant and no mitigation 
is necessary to reduce the impact to a lesser level. 

“No Impact” means that the effect does not apply to the proposed project, or clearly will not 
impact nor be impacted by the project. 
 

I. Aesthetics.  Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?   X  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

  X  

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings?   X  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?   X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This initial study/ negative declaration (IS/ND) considers whether the proposed project may have 
any significant effects on visual aesthetics because of: a) a short-term or long-term presence that 
would impact the vista points that provide views of or from the project area; b) permanent changes 
in physical features that would impact the visual character of the project area; c) project-related 
construction that would detract from the visual character of the project area; or d) the presence of 
short-term, long-term, or continuous bright light, or operations occurring at night, that would 
detract from a project area that is otherwise generally dark at night or that is subject to low levels of 
artificial light. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-d) Less Than Significant:  The project area is generally characterized by relatively level to hilly 
topography and agricultural, timber, open space, public facilities, commercial, and multifamily and 
low-density residential land uses.  The views include agricultural, forested, open space, and 
developed urban landscapes.  There is no designated state scenic highway, corridor, vista, or 
viewing area located in the vicinity (Humboldt County, 2002). 
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The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s sphere of 
influence (SOI).  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s 
district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services (such as, water distribution, sewage 
collection, and street lighting) to future development, upon annexation.  However, the proposed 
project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the 
changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or development of any 
parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No infrastructure or district 
services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed project.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the degradation of the existing visual character, create 
a new source of substantial light or glare, or otherwise directly impact the aesthetics or visual 
resources of the area.  
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to aesthetics 
and visual resources in the project area.  The precise nature and extent of future development in the 
area cannot be determined at this time.  Although the eventual development of the project area 
could cause visual changes that may result in aesthetic impacts, the assumption of annexation or 
future development resulting in significant impacts to aesthetic resources is considered speculative.  
Furthermore, annexation of this area would require additional project-level CEQA review and 
documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential impacts to aesthetics and visual 
resources prior to LAFCo approval of annexation.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed 
project would have a less than significant impact on aesthetics. 

 
II.  Agriculture and Forestry Resources.  In determining 

whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing 
impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, 
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory 
of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?   X  
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c)   Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

  X  

d)   Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use?   X  

e)   Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This IS/ND considers to what degree the proposed project would: a) change the availability or use 
of agriculturally important land areas designated under one or more of the programs above; b) cause 
or promote change in land zoned for those uses, particularly lands designated as Agriculture 
Exclusive or under Williamson Act contracts; c) conflict with, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)); d) 
result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use or e) change the availability or use of 
agriculturally important land areas for agricultural purposes.  
 
Discussion:  
 
(a) No Impact: None of the involved parcels has soils identified by the California Resources 
Agency’s Department of Conservation as Prime Farmland as shown in the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program because Humboldt County does not participate in the program.    
 
(b-e) Less Than Significant: None of the involved parcels is subject to a Williamson Act contract.  
Portions of the project area have Humboldt County General Plan land use and zoning designations 
for agricultural and forestry uses, including timberlands and timberland production zone.  
Agricultural and forestry (timber) uses are present in portions of some SOI expansion areas 
(Humboldt County, 2014a) (see Appendix B). 
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly conflict with existing zoning, cause 
rezoning of any lands, result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, 
or involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.  
 
The proposed project could represent the first step in the future development of undeveloped areas 
within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts related to agriculture and forestry 
resources.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be determined 
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at this time and is considered speculative.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would 
require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an 
evaluation of potential impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact related to 
agriculture and forestry resources. 
 
III. Air Quality.  Where available, the significance criteria 

established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan?   X  

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation?   X  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions, which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

  X  

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?   X  

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people?    X 

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND considers to what degree the proposed project would: a) interfere with air quality 
objectives established by the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD), 
b) contribute pollutants that would violate an existing or projected air quality standard, c) produce 
pollutants that would in part contribute to cumulative effects of non-attainment for any air 
pollutant, d) produce pollutant loading near sensitive receptors that would cause locally significant 
air quality impacts, or e) release odors that would affect a number of receptors.  
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-c) Less Than Significant:  The NCUAQMD is responsible for monitoring and enforcing local and 
state air quality standards in Humboldt County.  Air quality standards are set for emissions that 
may include, but are not limited to, visible emissions, particulate matter, and fugitive dust.  The 
NCUAQMD is in attainment for all federal criteria air pollutants and for all state standards, except 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in size (PM-10).  (PM-10 air emissions include chemical 
emissions and other inhalable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 
microns.)   
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
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boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in increased emission of any air 
pollutant or otherwise directly impact air quality.  
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to air quality.  
The precise nature and extent of future development in the area cannot be determined at this time.  
Although the eventual development of the project area could cause changes that may result in air 
quality impacts, the assumption of annexation or future development resulting in significant impacts 
to air quality is considered speculative.  Furthermore, annexation of this area would require 
additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of 
potential impacts to air quality prior to LAFCo approval of annexation.  Compliance with air quality 
regulations will ensure a PM-10 air quality violation does not occur.  An activity that complies with 
the state and local standards for air quality emissions will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
increase in countywide PM-10.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact on air quality. 
 
(d) Less Than Significant:  The project is not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations.  Any future development within the SOI update area will be subject to the 
general plan and zoning designations set forth in the Humboldt County General Plan and building 
codes, which include policies to address sensitive receptors. 
 
(e) No Impact:  With regard to objectionable odors, the project does not include physical changes to 
the environment.  Any future development within the SOI update area will be subject to the general 
plan and zoning designations set forth in the Humboldt County General Plan and building codes, 
which include policies to address objectionable odors.   

 

IV. Biological Resources.  Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  X  

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

  X  

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

  X  
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

  X  

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

  X  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This IS/ND considers whether the proposed project would result in significant adverse direct or 
indirect effects to: a) individuals of any plant or animal species (including fish) listed as rare, 
threatened, or endangered by the federal or state government, or effects to the habitat of such 
species; b) more than an incidental and minor area of riparian habitat or other sensitive habitat 
(including wetlands) types identified under federal, state, or local policies; c) more than an incidental 
and minor area of wetland identified under federal or state criteria; d) key habitat areas that provide 
for continuity of movement for resident or migratory fish or wildlife; e) conflict with biological 
resources identified in planning policies adopted by the County of Humboldt and; f) conflict with 
other adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-d)  Less Than Significant:  Threatened and endangered plant and animal species, sensitive 
habitat areas, riparian areas and wetlands are present within the project area (CDFW, 2014; 
Humboldt County, 2002; Humboldt County, 2014a; USFWS, 2014).   
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly affect any special status species or 
otherwise impact biological resources. 
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to biological 
resources.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be determined 
at this time.  Although the proposed project would likely lead to the annexation and development of 
the project area, which could result in impacts to biological resources, the assumption of future 
development resulting in significant impacts to biological resources is considered speculative.  
Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require additional project-level CEQA review 
and documentation, which would include the evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources 
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prior to LAFCo approval of annexation.  The general plan and zoning designations set forth in the 
Humboldt County General Plan and building codes and other regulations that address biological 
resources (such as, the streamside management area ordinance and Endangered Species Act) will 
address any biological resources within the proposed SOI expansion areas.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would have less than significant impacts to biological 
resources. 
 
(e) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project would not result in conflicts with local policies or 
ordinances.  The proposed project is limited to HCSD’s SOI update and would not directly result in 
development that would conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological species.  The 
proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of undeveloped 
areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in conflicts with such local policies or 
ordinances.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be 
determined at this time.  Although the proposed project would likely lead to the annexation and 
development of the project area, which could result in impacts to biological resources, the 
assumption of future development resulting in significant impacts to biological resources is 
considered speculative.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require additional 
project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include the evaluation of potential 
impacts to biological resources prior to LAFCo approval of annexation. 
 
(f) Less Than Significant:  Proposed SOI expansion Area D (McKay Tract), currently owned by 
Green Diamond Resource Company, is subject to a federally-approved (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
[USFWS] and National Marine Fisheries Service) Aquatic Habitat Conservation Plan.  The purpose 
of the Plan is to conserve habitat for and mitigate impacts to seven aquatic species-Coho salmon 
(Oncorhynchus kisutsch), Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), steelhead trout (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss), coastal cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki clarki), rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), 
southern torrent salamander (Rhyacotriton variegates), and tailed frog (Ascaphus truei).  Green 
Diamond Resource Company also implements its USFWS-approved Northern Spotted Owl Habitat 
Conservation Plan on all of its northern California timberlands, including Area D (Green Diamond 
Resource Company, 2012). 
 
SOI Area D is proposed for addition to HCSD’s SOI, because portions of Area D have residential 
development potential (Humboldt County, June 2009), and others have community forest potential 
(Humboldt County, 2014b).  A potential community forest would likely include development with 
restrooms and drinking fountains.  
 
The proposed project would result in the inclusion of Area D into HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of Area D 
into HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and facilitate the 
provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the proposed 
project would not directly result in the annexation of this area into HCSD’s district boundary, the 
changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or development of any 
parcels within this area, or any physical changes to the environment.  No infrastructure or district 
services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed project.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not directly conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation 
plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 
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Furthermore, annexation or development of the Area D with residential development or a 
community forest would require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which 
would include the evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources prior to County approval 
of such development.  The general plan and zoning designations set forth in the Humboldt County 
General Plan and building codes and other regulations that address biological resources (such as, the 
streamside management area ordinance and Endangered Species Act) will address any biological 
resources within Area D and the other proposed SOI expansion areas.  Therefore, implementation of 
the proposed project would have less than significant impacts to biological resources. 
 
 

V. Cultural Resources.  Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5?   X  

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?   X  

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?   X  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries?   X  

Thresholds of Significance: 

This IS/ND considers to what degree the proposed project would cause: a) physical changes in 
known or designated historical resources, or in their physical surroundings, in a manner that would 
impair their significance; b) physical changes in archaeological sites that represent important or 
unique archaeological or historical information; c) unique paleontological resource site or unique 
geologic feature; or d) disturbance of human burial locations. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-d) Less Than Significant:  The project does not include any direct physical change to the 
environment.  The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future 
development of undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect 
impacts to cultural resources in the project area.  The precise nature and extent of future 
development in these areas cannot be determined at this time.  Although the proposed project 
would likely lead to the annexation and development of the project area, which could result in 
impacts to cultural resources, the assumption of future development resulting in significant impacts 
to cultural resources is considered speculative.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would 
require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include the 
evaluation of potential impacts to cultural resources prior to LAFCo approval of annexation.  
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on 
cultural resources. 
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VI. Geology and Soils.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

  X  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X  

iv) Landslides?   X  

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?   X  

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

  X  

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 

  X  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This IS/ND  considers project-related effects that could involve: a) damage to project as a result of 
fault movement along a fault zoned by the State under the Alquist-Priolo Act or other known faults, 
strong seismic ground shaking, secondary seismic effects including liquefaction, or landslides; b) 
excessive soil erosion resulting from project; c) project-derived instability of earth materials that 
could subsequently fail, damaging structures or environmental resources on proposed development; 
d) location of project elements on expansive soils that may be damaging to existing structures; or e) 
have soils inadequate of supporting septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-e) Less than Significant:  Known active faults are present within SOI expansion area “A,” directly 
north of the College of the Redwoods.  This area is traversed by the active Little Salmon fault zone, 
as well as inferred active faults on the top of Humboldt Hill.  These geologic structures are contained 
within a State Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  The Little Salmon fault zone is one of several 
prominent structures accommodating active deformation in the upper plate of the southern Cascadia 
subduction zone.  Paleoseismic research along the fault indicates it has been associated with 
significant displacement amounts during past ruptures (10 to 15 feet during the past three rupture 
events), which have occurred with relatively high frequency (repeat times between earthquakes are 
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on the order of hundreds of years).  Faults on Humboldt Hill are much less well understood, but 
they appear to represent secondary structures related to uplift of Humboldt Hill during earthquakes 
on the Little Salmon fault (Simpson, 2014).   
 
There is no other known active fault within the HCSD SOI expansion areas.  The SOI expansion 
areas are subject to strong ground shaking potential, consistent with the regional hazard associated 
with area faults.  The potential for strong ground shaking in these areas is no higher than in 
surrounding areas (Simpson, 2014).   
 
Based on available mapping (California Geological Survey, Humboldt County, for example) upland 
areas within the SOI additions are subject to varying levels of landslide potential.  Areas of low, 
moderate, and high instability are shown on Humboldt County General Plan maps (Humboldt 
County, 2002).  The style and magnitude of unstable ground within the proposed SOI expansion 
areas are consistent with similar terrain throughout the region; there does not appear to be any more 
or less potential for landsliding than in analogous settings in the county (Simpson, 2014). 
 
Low-lying areas underlain by youthful, unconsolidated alluvial materials may be subject to 
liquefaction in the event of a large earthquake associated with strong, long duration shaking.  
Liquefaction has been observed in the region during past large earthquakes, and is anticipated 
during future large events.  Liquefaction is typically isolated to saturated, unconsolidated sediments 
less than about 1,000 years in age, most often in close proximity to rivers and bays (Simpson, 2014). 
 
Soils in the area are typical for the region, are not known to be expansive, have erosion potential 
consistent with surrounding areas, and are typically capable of supporting onsite wastewater 
disposal systems (Simpson, 2014).   
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in the exposure of people or 
structures to geologic or soil hazards or result in substantial soil erosion.   
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts related to 
geology and soils in the project area.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these 
areas cannot be determined at this time.  However, any future development would be subject to state 
and county regulations that would dictate specific studies to address potential impacts.  Potential 
impacts related to surface fault rupture along the Little Salmon fault, for example, are subject to the 
rules outlined in the State’s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act.  Other development-related 
impacts are subject to zoning designations and investigative guidelines contained within the 
Humboldt County General Plan and pertinent building codes.  General plan guidelines are included 
in “Title III, Land Use and Development, Division 3, Building Regulations, Section 331-12, Grading, 
Excavation, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control.”  Implementation of the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact related to geology and soils.   
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VII.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a)    Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X  

b)   Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This IS/ND  considers to what degree the project would: a) generate greenhouse gases (GHG) that 
would significantly impact the environment; and b) conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.   
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-b) Less Than Significant:  At the present time, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District is 
the only regulatory agency in California that has adopted quantitative thresholds for a project’s 
operational GHG emissions.  Information from other air basins cannot be adapted for use in 
Humboldt County.  No rule or regulation is in place from the Air Resources Board, California Office 
of Planning and Research, or other resource agency that is applicable to the proposed project that 
define what is a “significant” source of GHG emissions.  Nor is there an applicable facility-specific 
GHG emission limit or cap.  Although the goal of Assembly Bill AB 32 is to reduce in-state GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, there is no clear metric that would determine if a single 
project advances toward or away from this goal.  
 
The NCUAQMD has not yet established thresholds for GHG emissions, but effective June 2011, the 
NCUAQMD promulgated Rule 111 (Federal Permitting Requirements for Sources of Greenhouse 
Gases) to establish that any new stationary source must comply with the requirements of District 
Rule 110, including implementation of Best Available Control Technology for GHG emissions, if 
either of the following thresholds is met:  

A.  On or after January 2, 2011, the new stationary source is a major source under District Rule 
110, and the new stationary source has the potential to emit greater than or equal to 75,000 
tons per year of CO2e, and the potential emissions of all GHGs emitted, without consideration 
of GWP (Global Warming Potential), will be greater than or equal to 100 tons per year on a 
mass basis, for any source in a category listed under Section 3.10.C, or 250 tons per year on a 
mass basis for any other source; or  

B.  On or after July 1, 2011, either the provisions of Section 4.1.A apply, or the new stationary 
source has the potential to emit GHGs greater than or equal to 100,000 tons per year of CO2e, 
and the potential emissions of all GHGs emitted, without consideration of GWP, will be 
greater than or equal to 100 tons per year on a mass basis, for any source in a category listed 
under Section 3.10.C, or 250 tons per year on a mass basis for any other source. 

 
This rule shall apply to any stationary source that has the potential to emit GHG, with some 
exceptions. 
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In an attempt to evaluate the project’s impacts, available planning documents were reviewed.  In 
2009, Humboldt County initiated an inventory of GHG emissions for the unincorporated area of the 
County as the first step in its climate action plan.  (Note:  The County used the Clean Air Climate 
Protection [CACPP] software package of International Council on Local Environmental Initiatives 
(ICLEI), including a 1990 baseline and 2006 CEQA notice of preparation [NOP] baseline for the draft 
EIR for the general plan update, which represents current emissions data).  In terms of overall GHG 
emissions, the County has experienced a significant decline in industrial emissions since 1990 from 
817,364.3 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) (in 1990) to 272,233.6 MT in 2006 (a 
difference of 545,131 MT).  This may be attributed to a steady and significant decline in the lumber 
industry and closure of major industrial facilities related to timber processing, including numerous 
lumber mills and several pulp mills.  According to data collected in 2006, the overall GHG emissions 
in unincorporated Humboldt County in terms of CO2e is approximately a half million MT less than 
in 1990 (Humboldt County, August 2009a).  In essence, as of 2006, the county was already 545,131 
MT of CO2e below 1990 levels. 
 
Additionally, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution on December 4, 2007, to participate in 
the ICLEI.  This requires a multiple-step process that includes conducting baseline assessments; 
developing emission reduction targets; and developing, implementing, and monitoring the 
implementation of the climate action plan.   
The final supplemental EIR prepared for the County’s adopted housing element (Humboldt County, 
August 2009b) made the following conclusion regarding global climate change: 

 
Given the scope of global climate change, it is not anticipated that a single 
development project, even one of the relatively large scale of the GPU housing element 
for a sparsely populated rural county, would have an individually discernable effect on 
global climate change, i.e., that any increase in global temperature or sea level could be 
attributed to the emissions resulting from the project.  In this sense, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed project [Housing Element] would have a significant 
impact in and of itself.  Rather, it is more appropriate to conclude substantial project-
related greenhouse gas emissions will combine with emissions across California, the 
U.S., and the globe to contribute cumulatively to global climate change.   
 
Thus there is a potential for a cumulative significant impact.  To mitigate for that 
potential cumulative impact, the GPU includes policies, standards, implementation 
measures, and land use strategies for energy, traffic, land use, community design, 
water conservation, and air quality impacts.  These policies, standards, 
implementation measures, and land use strategies have been designed to incorporate 
all applicable identified measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Additionally, 
the County has joined ICLEI and committed to the Cities for Climate Protection 
Campaign's five milestones (Climate Action Plan) which will serve to mitigate for 
potential increases in greenhouse gases for the proposed project (Housing Element).  
With this mitigation, the cumulative effects of the project on greenhouse gas emissions 
would be less than significant. 
 

Furthermore, the County’s draft climate action plan (Humboldt County, 2012) recognized the 
projected increase of 117,200 MT of CO2e by 2025 for the unincorporated county, which is still 
approximately a half million MT less than in 1990, and would remain within the AB 32 target.  
Indirect impacts associated with future development could contribute to regional and global 
increases in GHG emissions and associated climate change effects.  However, the Board of 
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Supervisor’s commitment to ICLEI, implementation of the county’s climate action plan, and 
adoption of the GHG polices (contained in the general plan update [GPU]) designed to reduce GHG 
emissions are expected to reduce incremental impacts to less than significant levels. 
 
In regard to project impacts, the project does not include any physical change to the environment 
that would directly result in GHG emissions.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its 
future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to 
future development, upon annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in 
the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan 
land use designations, or the pre-zoning or development of any parcels within these areas.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly generate GHG emissions or conflict with 
an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could result in indirect contributions of GHG emissions.  
The precise nature and extent of future development in the area cannot be determined at this time.  
Although the eventual development of these areas could adversely impact GHG emissions, the 
assumption of annexation or future development resulting in significant impacts to GHG is 
considered speculative.  Furthermore, annexation of this area would require additional project-level 
CEQA review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential GHG impacts 
prior to LAFCo approval of annexation.   
 
Based on the above analysis, the County’s analysis in the draft climate action plan, and NCUAQMD 
Rule 111, implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant indirect impact 
on GHG. 

 
 

VIII.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

  X  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

  X  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

  X  

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

   X 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

  X  

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

   X 

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

   X 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized area or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This IS/ND  considers to what degree the proposed project would involve: a) potential storage or 
use on a regular basis of chemicals that could be hazardous if released into the environment; b) 
operating conditions that would be likely to result in the generation and release of hazardous 
materials; c) use of hazardous materials, because of construction-related activities or operations, 
within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school; d) being located on a site listed as hazardous 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5; e) a project-related increase in use intensity by 
people within the boundaries of, or within two miles of, the airport planning areas; f) a safety hazard 
for people working within and adjacent to a private airstrip; g) project-derived physical changes that 
would interfere with emergency responses or evacuations; or h) potential major damage because of 
wildfire. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a and b) Less Than Significant:  The project does not include any physical change to the 
environment and no construction is planned as a result of the project.  Any future development 
within the SOI update areas will be subject to the general plan and zoning designations set forth in 
the Humboldt County General Plan and building codes, and any applicable regulations regarding 
hazardous material.  Therefore, the impact is less than significant. 
 
(c) Less Than Significant:  Due to the nature of the proposed project, it will not emit hazardous 
materials.  Any future development that could emit hazardous materials shall be in accordance with 
all state and federal regulations pertaining to the substance.  Therefore, the impact is less than 
significant.  
 
(d) No Impact:  There is no site in the SOI update areas that is included on the California Envirostor 
database for hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  No 
“hazardous material” site is located within the vicinity (Cal-EPA, 2014). 
 
(e) Less than Significant:  Murray Field Airport is a public airport located in the northeastern 
portion of the City of Eureka, within two miles of some proposed SOI update areas.  The airport is 
owned and managed by the Humboldt County Department of Public Works, Aviation Division.  The 
project does not propose any physical impact to the environment that could distract small aircraft 
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(for example, use of any vertically large construction equipment).  Any future development within 
the project area will be subject to the general plan and zoning designations set forth in the Humboldt 
County General Plan and building codes, which will address height requirements for structures and 
anything else that may interfere with airport operations.  As such, the project would not result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area and impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
(f) No Impact:  There is no private airstrip located within the vicinity of the proposed project; 
therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard in regard to private airstrips.  
 
(g) No Impact:  Due to the nature of the project, it will not impair the implementation, or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, because the 
project will not result in structures or street design that would result in a delay or interruption in 
service.  Any future development within the project area will be subject to the general plan and 
zoning designations set forth in the Humboldt County General Plan and building codes, which will 
address design requirements for emergency response and emergency evacuation.     
   
(h) Less Than Significant:  Most of the SOI addition areas are within the state responsibility area 
(SRA), with areas of moderate and high fire hazard severity zones as defined by California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE, 2007).  CAL FIRE is responsible for 
suppressing wildland fires within SRA areas.  Some SOI addition areas are within unincorporated 
local responsibility areas. 
  
The proposed project does not directly include additional housing or physical changes to the 
environment beyond the current conditions.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its 
future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to 
future development, upon annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in 
the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan 
land use designations, or the pre-zoning or development of any parcels within these areas.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, indirectly lead to exposure of people or 
structures to risk from wildland fires.  The precise nature and extent of future development in the 
area cannot be determined at this time.  Although the eventual development of the project area may 
expose people or structures to wildland fires, the assumption of annexation or future development 
resulting in significant wildland fire risk is considered speculative.  Furthermore, any future 
development within the SOI update areas will be subject to the general plan and zoning designations 
set forth in the Humboldt County General Plan and building codes and will be subject to building 
requirements to ensure development does not expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.  This includes compliance with the 
Humboldt Master Fire Protection Plan approved by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors in 
2006 and new developments within the SRA are required to comply with the Fire Safe Regulations 
contained in Title II–Land Use and Development Code, Division 11.  Therefore, the proposed project 
would not indirectly expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires. 
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?   X  

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

  X  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner, which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

  X  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner, which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? 

  X  

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

  X  

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   X  
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary of Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

  X  

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures, which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?   X  

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk or loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

  X  

j)    Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   X  

Thresholds of Significance:  
 
This IS/ND  considers to what degree the proposed project would involve: a) potential discharges, 
including sediment, that would violate basin plan standards or waste discharge requirements 
associated with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit; b) substantial change in 
groundwater movement, potential uses, or quality; c) substantial increase in siltation or erosion from 
erosion from concentrated runoff; d) substantial increase in runoff with the potential for localized 
flooding; e) substantial increase in runoff that would cause drainage problems, or a runoff increase 
that could carry pollutants to surface waters; f) substantial degradation of water quality; g) project-
related effects with placement of housing in a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-
designated 100-year flood hazard area; h) project facilities that would affect flood flows or be 
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affected by flood flows; i) project-related effects that would involve flooding as the results of the 
failure of a levee or dam; and j) project-related effects that would result in inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-f) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land 
to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s 
district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon 
annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these 
areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, 
the pre-zoning or development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the 
environment.  No infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in any impact to 
hydrology or water quality. 
 
The proposed project could represent the first step in the future development of undeveloped areas 
within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to hydrology and water quality.  
The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be determined at this 
time.  Although the eventual development of the project area could result in changes to the water 
quality of hydrology in the project area, the assumption that annexation or future development 
would result in significant impacts to hydrology or water quality is considered speculative.  
Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require additional project-level CEQA review 
and documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential impacts related to hydrology 
and water quality.  Therefore the impact is less than significant.  
 
(g-i) Less Than Significant:  Portions of the proposed project are within mapped 100-year flood 
hazard areas (FEMA, 1999) and/or are protected from flooding by levees or dams.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of the SOI update areas into HCSD’s 
district boundaries, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, or the pre-zoning 
or development of any parcels within the area.  No infrastructure or HCSD services would be 
extended to the project area as part of the proposed project.  The project will not place housing or 
structures within a 100-year flood hazard area.  The scope of development and specific impacts for 
development within the SOI addition areas cannot be known without the details of future projects.  
Any future development within the SOI addition areas will be subject to the general plan and zoning 
designations set forth in the Humboldt County General Plan and building codes that will address 
any building development within mapped floodplain areas or areas protected from flooding by 
levees or dams.  Therefore, the impact is less than significant. 
 
(j) Less Than Significant:  Portions of the proposed project area are near enough to Humboldt Bay 
to be potentially affected by tsunami inundation and there are steep areas that could be at risk for 
mud flows.  The project does not propose any development, and any future development within the 
SOI addition areas will be subject to the general plan and zoning designations set forth in the 
Humboldt County General Plan and building codes, which will address potential for inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  Therefore the impact is less than significant. 
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X. Land Use and Planning.  Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a)  Physically divide an established community?   X  
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?   

  X  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?   X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND  considers to what degree the proposed project would: a) divide an established 
community or conflict with existing land uses within the project’s vicinity, such as, commercial 
establishments; b) conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project; and c) conflict with applicable environmental plans and protection 
measures enforced by regulatory agencies that have jurisdiction over the project, such as, sensitive 
species and biologically significant habitats. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a-c) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project includes unincorporated lands within Humboldt 
County.  The project area is subject to Humboldt County’s land use and zoning designations. 
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed  
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in the division of an established 
community, a conflict with any applicable land use plan or habitat conservation plan, or otherwise 
directly impact land use and planning.   
The only proposed SOI expansion area that overlaps with the SOI of another district is in Indianola, 
where a portion of Area H is within the City of Eureka’s SOI.  Some residences in this area are 
served water by the City of Eureka.  Although the City of Eureka may contemplate expanding its 
SOI in Indianola, that is uncertain.  Indianola has documented water quality problems and HCSD 
has received requests to provide water service there.  It is uncertain whether HCSD or the City of 
Eureka may provide water service there in the future, but HCSD’s intent is to keep the options open.  
It is anticipated that an agreement would be made in the future between HCSD and the City of 
Eureka as to which local agency is best suited to provide services. 
 
The proposed project could represent the first step in the future development of undeveloped areas 
within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts related to land use and planning.  
The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be determined at this 
time.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require additional project-level CEQA  



 

\\Eureka\projects\2013\013159-HCSD-SOI\PUBS\rpts\20141006-Final-ISND.doc  
24 

review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential impacts related to land 
use and planning.  Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact 
related to land use and planning. 
 

XI. Mineral Resources.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

  X  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND  considers to what degree the proposed project would interfere with the extraction of 
commodity materials or otherwise cause any short-term or long-term decrease in the availability of 
mineral resources that would otherwise be available for construction or other consumptive uses. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a and b) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of 
land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into 
HCSD’s district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to future development, 
upon annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of 
these areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use 
designations, the pre-zoning or development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical 
changes to the environment.  No infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project 
area as part of the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in the 
loss of availability of a known mineral resource or a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
or otherwise directly impact mineral resources.   
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts related to 
mineral resources.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be 
determined at this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require additional 
project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential 
impacts related to mineral resources.  Implementation of the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact on mineral resources.   

 
 
 

XII.   Noise.  Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

  X  

b) Expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels?   X  



 

\\Eureka\projects\2013\013159-HCSD-SOI\PUBS\rpts\20141006-Final-ISND.doc  
25 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

  X  

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

  X  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

  X  

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND  considers whether the proposed project would produce: a) sound-pressure levels 
contrary to county noise standards; b) long-term ground vibrations and low-frequency sound that 
would interfere with normal activities and is not currently present in the project area; c) changes in 
noise levels that are related to operations, not construction related, which will be perceived as 
permanent increased ambient or background noise in the project area; d) a substantial short-term 
increase in ambient sound pressure levels; e) exposure of persons within 2 miles of a public airport to 
excessive noise levels; or f) exposure of persons within the vicinity of a private airstrip to excessive 
noise levels.   
 
Discussion:  
 
(a–f) Less Than Significant:  The areas proposed for addition to the SOI include vacant and 
undeveloped lands, agricultural, timber, open space, public facilities, commercial, and multifamily 
and low-density residential land use types.  Portions of these areas are bordered by existing 
urban/suburban uses.  Portions of these areas are within two miles of the Murray Field Airport, a 
public airport located in the northeastern portion of the City of Eureka. 
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in the creation of any new short or 
long-term sources of noise or groundborne vibration.  The proposed project would have no direct 
impact related to noise.   
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts related to 
noise.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be determined at 
this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require additional project-level CEQA 
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review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential impacts related to noise.  
Any future development within the SOI update areas will be subject to the general plan and zoning 
designations set forth in the Humboldt County General Plan and building codes, which designate 
allowable noise levels.  Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact. 
 

XIII.  Population and Housing.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and/or businesses) 
or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

  X  

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

  X  

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?   X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND considers to what degree the proposed project would result in or contribute to: a) 
population growth; b) displacement of housing units, demolition, or removal of existing housing 
units; or c) any project-related displacement of people from occupied housing. 
 
Discussion: 
 
(a) Less Than Significant:  HCSD estimates that approximately 18,000 people reside within the 
existing District service area.  According to the California County-Level Economic Forecast 2013 – 
2040 (CEF, 2013), the current county-wide population is projected to have a relatively low growth 
rate of approximately 0.2% per year in the 2013-2018 period.  Much of this growth will likely occur in 
the incorporated cities of the county, but because of the District’s proximity to the City of Eureka 
and the scarcity of land within the City suitable for new residential developments, the District is 
likely to see much of the projected growth.  Based on population projections in section 2200 of the 
Eureka Community Plan, the District assumes a 2% annual population growth rate over the 20-year 
planning period. 
 
The proposed project would update HCSD’s SOI based on current conditions and projections (SHN, 
2014a).  This would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of an area 
in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and facilitate the 
provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the proposed 
project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the 
changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or development of any 
parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No infrastructure or district 
services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed project.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not directly induce population growth in the area.   
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The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could indirectly result in population growth.  The 
precise nature and extent of future development in the SOI update areas is considered speculative 
and cannot be determined at this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the SOI update areas would 
require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an 
evaluation of potential impacts related to population and housing.  Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact on population and housing. 
 
(b and c) Less Than Significant:  The proposed action would not directly displace substantial 
numbers of existing housing or people, and would not necessitate the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere, because no development or change in land use is proposed.   
 
The proposed project could represent the first step in the future development of undeveloped areas 
within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, indirectly result in displacement of people or housing.  The 
precise nature and extent of future development in these areas cannot be determined at this time.  
Although the eventual development of the project area could result in displacement of people or 
housing in the project area, the assumption that annexation or future development would result in 
significant impacts is considered speculative.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would 
require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an 
evaluation of potential impacts related to displacement of people or housing.  Therefore the impact 
is less than significant. 

 
XIV.   Public Services.  Would the project result in substantial 

adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Fire protection?   X  

b) Police protection?   X  

c) Schools?   X  

d) Parks?   X  

e) Other public facilities?   X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
This IS/ND considers to what degree the proposed project would adversely affect: a) fire protection, 
b) police protection, c) schools, d) parks, and e) other public facilities. 
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Discussion: 
 
(a-e) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land 
to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s 
district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon 
annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these 
areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, 
the pre-zoning or development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the 
environment.  No infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly increase demand for any 
public service or otherwise impact public services.   
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impact to public 
services.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas is considered 
speculative and cannot be determined at this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area 
would require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an 
evaluation of potential impacts public services.  Implementation of the proposed project would have 
a less than significant impact on public services.   

 

 

XV.    Recreation.  Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

  X  

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:   

This IS/ND considers to what degree any aspect of the proposed project would be related to demand 
for: a) recreational facilities, or b) increase use of existing recreational areas such that those areas are 
physically degraded, including secondary effects (such as, degradation through over-use of 
environmentally sensitive areas). 
 

Discussion:  
 
(a-b) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land 
to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s 
district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon 
annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas 
into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-
zoning or development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the 
environment.  No infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly increase the use of existing 
parks or other recreational facilities, require the construction of new facilities, or otherwise directly 
impact recreation.  
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The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to recreation.  
The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas is considered speculative and 
cannot be determined at this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area would require 
additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of 
potential impacts related to recreation.  Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact related to recreation. 
 

XVI.  Transportation/Traffic.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of 
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways 
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

  X  

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways? 

  X  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

  X  

d) Substantially increase hazards due to design features (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

  X  

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

f)    Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND  considers to what degree, if any, the proposed project would be associated with: a) 
changes in traffic, circulation, or other changes that might be perceived as adverse traffic effects 
resulting from temporary construction-related changes; b) any project-related changes in level-of-
service on county or state roads or highways; c) safety risks associated with changes in air traffic 
patterns; d) hazards due to design features or incompatible uses; e) project-associated travel 
restrictions that would prevent emergency vehicles from reaching the location where they are 
needed; or f) conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transportation, 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or with decreases in the performance or safety of such facilities.  
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Discussion: 
 
(a-f) Less Than Significant:  The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land 
to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s 
district boundary and facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon 
annexation.  However, the proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these 
areas into HCSD’s district boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, 
the pre-zoning or development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the 
environment.  No infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of 
the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in increased traffic, 
the exceedance of an existing level of service, a change in air traffic patterns, or otherwise directly 
impact transportation or traffic. 
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to 
transportation and traffic.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas is 
considered speculative and cannot be determined at this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the 
project area would require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would 
include an evaluation of potential impacts related to transportation and traffic.  Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on transportation 
and traffic.   

 

 

XVII.  Utilities and Service Systems.  Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?   X  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

  X  

c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

  X  

d) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources (i.e., new or 
expanded entitlements are needed)? 

  X  

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it does 
not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

  X  

f) Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?   X  

g) Violate any federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste?     X  
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Thresholds of Significance:   

This IS/ND  considers to what degree the proposed project would: a) result in expansion of existing 
wastewater facilities or construction of new wastewater facilities and exceeding wastewater 
treatment requirements established by the RWQCB; b) result in environmental effects caused by the 
construction of any new stormwater drainage; c) result in expansion of water entitlements due to 
insufficient supplies for the proposed project; d) exceed the capacity of the wastewater treatment 
provider and/or landfill provider, thus impacting their service commitments to other customers; or 
e) result in the violation of any federal, state, or local solid waste regulations. 
 
Discussion: 
 
(a-g) Less Than Significant:  HCSD provides water, sewage collection, and street lighting services to 
its customers.  The District operates and maintains a local water system and district wells, which 
generally have good water quality.  The District also purchases water from the Humboldt Bay 
Municipal Water District.  HCSD collects wastewater and has a contract with the City of Eureka for 
treatment and disposal (SHN, 2014a). 
 
The proposed project would result in the addition of 6,046 acres of land to HCSD’s SOI.  Inclusion of 
an area in HCSD’s SOI could enable its future annexation into HCSD’s district boundary and 
facilitate the provision of district services to future development, upon annexation.  However, the 
proposed project would not directly result in the annexation of these areas into HCSD’s district 
boundary, the changing of the area’s general plan land use designations, the pre-zoning or 
development of any parcels within these areas, or any physical changes to the environment.  No 
infrastructure or district services would be extended to the project area as part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in an increase in demand for any 
utilities or the expansion or construction of any utility systems or otherwise directly impact utilities.   
 
The proposed project could, however, represent the first step in the future development of 
undeveloped areas within HCSD’s SOI and could, therefore, result in indirect impacts to utilities and 
service systems.  The precise nature and extent of future development in these areas is considered 
speculative and cannot be determined at this time.  Furthermore, annexation of the project area 
would require additional project-level CEQA review and documentation, which would include an 
evaluation of potential impacts related to utilities and service systems.  Therefore, implementation of 
the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on utilities and service systems. 
 

XVIII.  Mandatory Findings of Significance. 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

  X  
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects). 

  X  

c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

  X  

Thresholds of Significance:   
 
This IS/ND  considers impacts of the proposed project to be significant if: a) the proposed project 
reduces the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, or causes a fish or wildlife species to decline below a 
self-sustaining population size; b) the project, in combination with other recent, current, or 
foreseeable future projects, creates a cumulatively considerable environmental effect for one or more 
of the environmental issue areas discussed in the checklist, even though the project itself does not; 
and c) an element of the proposed project could be found to have a demonstrable opportunity of 
causing harm to individual human beings or groups. 
 
Discussion:  
 
(a -c) Less Than Significant:  See Responses IV (a-f) and V (a-d).  The proposed project would result 
in the revision of HCSD’s SOI in order to identify the probable location of appropriate future 
urbanization and appropriate service area for planning purposes only.  The proposed project will 
not result in any physical change to the environment, either directly or indirectly.  Potential impacts 
from urbanization, including the annexation of the project area, will require additional specific 
project level CEQA review and documentation.  Any changes to the existing general plan 
designations of the project area or pre-zoning of any parcels within the project area would require 
further CEQA review and documentation, which would include an evaluation of potential impacts.  
Although the eventual development of the project area could result in environmental impacts, the 
assumption of annexation or future development resulting in significant impacts is considered 
speculative.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed project are less than 
significant. 

 
List of Preparers 
 
Stein Coriell (Project Planner, SHN Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc.) 
 
Source/Reference List 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  (Accessed June 2014).  California Natural Diversity 

Database (CNDDB).  Sacramento, CA:CDFW.  Accessed at: 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/ 

CAL FIRE.  (Adopted on November 7, 2007).  “Fire Hazard Severity Zones in SRA.” Accessed at: 
http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/maps/humboldt/fhszs_map.12.jpg 



 

\\Eureka\projects\2013\013159-HCSD-SOI\PUBS\rpts\20141006-Final-ISND.doc  
33 

California Economic Forecast.  (October, 2013).  California County-Level Economic Forecast 2013-2040.  
Santa Barbara, CA:CEF.   

California Environmental Protection Agency.  (Accessed May 2014).  Hazardous Waste and 
Substances site “Cortese” list.  Accessed at: <http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/ 
CorteseList/SectionA.htm.   

Federal Emergency Management Agency.  (February 8, 1999).  “Flood Insurance Rate Map for 
Humboldt County (Unincorporated Areas) (Community Panel Numbers 060060 0001-
1900).”  NR:FEMA. 

Green Diamond Resource Company.  (October, 2012).  “Green Diamond Resource Company 
California Timberlands Forest Management Plan.”  Accessed at: 
http://www.greendiamond.com/responsible-forestry/california/reports/ 
GDRCo_2012_FMP_Complete.pdf 

Humboldt County.  (September, 2002).  “Natural Resources and Hazards.”  Accessed at: 
http://co.humboldt.ca.us/planning/. 

---.  (June, 2009).  “Humboldt County General Plan, Housing Element, Housing Opportunity Zone 
Maps, Eureka South.”  Accessed at: http://co.humboldt.ca.us/gpu/docs/ 
2010housingelement/attachmenthofappendixgapproved8-28-09withmaps.pdf  

---.  (August 2009a).  “Appendix 3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory and Global Climate 
Change Analysis, 2009 Housing Element.”  Accessed at: 
http://co.humboldt.ca.us/planning/ 

---.  (August 2009b).  Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, 2009 Update of the Housing 
Element, SCH 2009022077.  Eureka, CA:Humboldt County. 

---.  (2012).  County of Humboldt General Plan Update, Climate Action Plan, a Strategy for Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction and Adaptation to Global Climate Change, January 2012 Draft.  Eureka, CA:Humboldt 
County. 

---.  (2014a).  Humboldt County Web GIS Planning and Building Online Mapping.  Accessed on 
May 29, 2014 at: http://gis.co.humboldt.ca.us/. 

---.  (2014b).  “McKay Tract Community Forest, Project Report Maps (April 7, 2014).”  Accessed at: 
https://co.humboldt.ca.us/pubworks/mckayforest/mckay%20forest%20project%20report
%20maps%204-7-2014.pdf 

SHN Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc.  (2014a).  “Humboldt Community Services District 
Municipal Service Review.”  Eureka, CA:SHN. 

---.  (2014b).  “Final Draft Sphere of Influence Recommendations.”  Eureka, CA:SHN. 

Simpson, Gary.  (June 4, 2014).  Personal communication with SHN Geosciences Director about 
geologic hazards in the Eureka vicinity. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  (Accessed June 2014).  “Listed/Proposed Threatened and 
Endangered Species for the Eureka Quad (Candidates Included).”  Arcata, CA:Arcata Fish 
and Wildlife Office.  Accessed at: http://www.fws.gov/arcata/specieslist/search.asp. 



 

 

 
 

Appendix A 

Figures



 

\\Eureka\projects\2013\013159-HCSD-SOI\PUBS\rpts\20141006-Final-ISND.doc  
2-7 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1:  Vicinity Map 
Figure 2:   Existing HCSD Boundary and Sphere of Influence  
Figure 3:   Proposed HCSD Sphere of Influence Expansion Areas
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Table 1–Areas to be Added to HCSD SOI
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

Area A–College of the Redwoods Area 
A 30704109 84.41 RA-5/A RR 
A 30705103 0.09 RA-5/A RR 
A 30705104 7.54 RA-5/A RR 
A 30705109 0.50 RA-5/A RR 
A 30705111 2.13 RA-5/A RR 
A 30705112 3.13 PF2 PF 
A 30705113 24.24 PF2, AE-60 PF, AE 
A 30705114 81.96 AE-60 AE 
A 30705115 56.99 AE-60 AE 
A 30705202 2.27 AE-60/A,D,F,T AE 
A 30705203 3.70 AE-60/A,D,F,T AE 
A 30705206 8.50 AE-60/A,D,F,T AE 
A 30705207 1.83 PF1, AE-60/A,D,F,T PF, AE 
A 30706105 0.67 AE-60/A,D,F,T AE 
A 30706107 0.93 PF2, AE-60/A,D,F,T PF, AE 
A 30706203 1.60 AE-60/A,D,F,T AE 
A 30706204 2.22 AE-60/A,D,F,T AE 

  Subtotal 283     
Area B–Elk River Area 

B 30403101 1.07 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 30403107 23.62 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 30403130 51.91 AG-B-5(5), AG-B-5(10), 

AE 
AR-5, AR-10, AE 

B 30404101 42.36 R-1*-P RL(240) 
B 30404102 231.25 AG-B-5(10), AE, R-1*-P AR-10, AE, RL(240) 
B 30404103 20.35 AE AE 
B 30405101 125.16 AE, AG-B-6 AE, AR 
B 30405102 24.74 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405103 0.30 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405104 7.15 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405105 8.65 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405108 21.72 AE, AG-B-6 AE, AR 
B 30405109 14.36 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405110 18.81 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405111 4.12 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30405112 4.71 AG-B-6 AR 
B 30423101 0.57 AG-B-5(5), AE AR-5, AE 
B 30423105 5.07 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423106 0.46 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423107 1.07 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423111 1.35 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

B 30423112 3.39 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423114 2.30 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423115 0.40 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423116 0.47 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423117 0.38 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423118 0.78 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423119 1.39 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423120 0.40 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423122 0.25 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423123 0.28 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423124 0.41 AG-B-5(5), AE AR-5, AE 
B 30423125 0.67 AG-B-5(5), AE AR-5, AE 
B 30423126 0.28 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423131 1.15 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423132 5.76 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423133 1.98 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423134 2.07 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423135 7.62 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423136 2.10 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423137 1.72 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423138 6.05 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423139 1.82 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423140 1.36 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 30423141 1.64 AG-B-5(5) AR-5 
B 31101103 32.60 AG-B-6 AR 
B 31101104 3.76 AG-B-6 AR 
B 31101107 36.80 AG-B-6 AR 
B 31101109 78.87 AE, TPZ AE, T 
B 31102113 121.24 AE, AG-B-5(10), TPZ AE, AR-10, T 
B 31103108 0.50 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31103111 0.74 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31103112 0.36 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31103115 2.75 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31103118 1.36 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31103119 0.24 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31103120 1.66 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104101 2.95 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104103 1.89 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104106 15.37 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104107 2.29 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104108 7.37 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104109 4.58 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

B 31104110 3.98 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104113 1.59 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104116 11.79 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104117 2.44 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104118 0.36 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104128 1.99 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104131 0.98 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104132 4.51 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104134 30.79 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31104135 0.57 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31124102 2.74 TPZ T 
B 31124103 10.38 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31124104 10.58 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31124105 10.68 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31124201 5.35 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31124301 13.08 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 
B 31124302 3.15 AG-B-5(10) AR-10 

  Subtotal 1,084     
Area C–Pine Hill Area 

C 30121106 1.25 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30216103 8.36 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30218108 21.78 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30417101 9.24 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30417102 31.42 AE-60/F,T, RS-5 AE, RL 
C 30418102 14.26 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30419102 7.41 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30502103 21.01 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30502106 0.87 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30502107 1.08 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30502110 27.71 AE-60/F,T AE 
C 30502111 13.81 TPZ/W, AE-60/F,T TC, AE 
  Subtotal 158     

Area C2–Pine Hill Area 
C2 30218112 15.79 AE/W,F, HWY 101, 

NR/W,F   
AE, PF, NR 

C2 30218122 11.49 AE-60/F,T, NR/W,F AE, NR 
C2 30218128 0.14 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30218129 0.56 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30218132 1.73 HWY 101, AE-60/F,T PF, AE 
C2 30407101 5.13 AG-B-5(5)-Q, AE AR-5, AE 
C2 30407112 9.43 AE AE 
C2 30407113 8.00 AE AE 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

C2 30409217 0.37 AG-B-5(5)-Q AR-5 
C2 30409218 0.09 AG-B-5(5)-Q AR-5 
C2 30409219 0.06 AG-B-5(5)-Q AR-5 
C2 30418101 3.14 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30419101 99.67 AE-60/F,T, NR/W,F, 

AE 
AE, NR 

C2 30419102 0.05 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30420101 50.93 AG-B-5(5)-Q, AE-

60/F,T, NR/W,F, AE 
AR-5, AE, NR 

C2 30421103 16.63 AG-B-5(5)-Q AR-5 
C2 30421106 44.07 AE AE 
C2 30421111 3.54 AG-B-5(5)-Q, AE AR-5, AE 
C2 30422102 16.51 AG-B-5(5)-Q, AE AR-5, AE 
C2 30422103 54.75 AE AE 
C2 30422104 56.74 AE AE 
C2 30503101 62.82 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30503102 2.00 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30503106 3.50 AE-60/F,T, NR/W,F AE, NR 
C2 30503107 2.76 HWY 101, NR/W,F PF, NR 
C2 30503110 0.21 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30503111 78.21 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30503112 47.98 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30503113 2.80 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30504130 13.84 AE-60/F,T, NR/W,F, 

AE 
AE, NR 

C2 30504131 7.78 NR/W,F, AE NR, AE 
C2 30504151 65.75 AE-40/W,R, NR/W,F, 

AE, AG 
TC, NR, AE, AS 

C2 30512105 31.54 AE-60/F,T AE 
C2 30512106 1.94 AE-60/F,T, AE AE 
C2 30512107 3.39 AE-60/F,T, NR/W,F AE, NR 
C2 30518104 4.87 AE/A,F,T, AE-60/F,T, 

NR/W,F  
AE, NR 

  Subtotal 728     
Area D–McKay Tract 

D 01703105 0.66 AE-60/W,F,R,T AE 
D 01703107 75.64 RA-2.5/R, TPZ/R, RA-

5/F,R, TPZ  
RR, TC, T 

D 01703203 11.19 RS-5 RL 
D 01703206 36.34 RS-5, TPZ RL, T 
D 01703207 11.52 RS-5, TPZ, RM RL, T, RM 
D 01707102 1.50 TPZ T 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

D 01707104 0.90 RS-5 RL 
D 01707105 1.56 R-1*(P) PF 
D 01707106 5.02 R-1*(P), TPZ PF, T 
D 01707109 13.29 RS-5 RL 
D 01707110 8.40 R-1*(P), TPZ PF, T 
D 01707111 205.03 RS-B-5(10), TPZ/R, 

RA-5/F,R, TPZ  
AR, TC, RR 

D 01707202 2.06 RS-5 RL 
D 01707203 17.20 RS-5 RL 
D 01707204 2.72 TPZ T 
D 01707303 0.74 TPZ T 
D 01707306 6.57 TPZ T 
D 01707307 25.59 RS-5 RL 
D 01707308 5.69 RS-5 RL 
D 01707309 1.08 RS-5 RL 
D 01707310 2.96 RS-5, AE-60/W,F,R,T,   

RA-2.5/R 
RL, AE, RR 

D 30001112 0.69 TPZ T 
D 30001113 305.97 AG-B-5(5), RS-B-5(10), 

TPZ 
AS, AR, T 

D 30001114 286.13 R-1*(P), RS-5, TPZ PF, RL, T 
D 30001201 18.98 R-1*(P), TPZ PF, T 
D 30301201 320.44 RS-5, TPZ RL, T 
D 30301206 333.09 TPZ T 
D 30309167 0.15 TPZ T 
  Subtotal 1,701     

Area E–Cummings Road Area 
E 40508139 2.26 AE, TPZ AL, T 
E 40508140 21.70 AE, TPZ AL, T 
E 40508141 18.25 AE, TPZ, RS-B-5(2.5) AL, T, AS 
E 40508155 3.69 FR-B-5(40), TPZ PF, T 
E 40508156 85.09 AE, FR-B-5(40), TPZ AL, PF, T 
  Subtotal 131     

Area F–Pigeon Point Area 
F 40306118 0.04 RA-5/T RR 
F 40306124 5.25 RA-5/T, AE-60/F,T RR(5), AE 
F 40307102 25.39 AE, TPZ AE, T 
F 40307152 41.99 AE, AE-60/F,T AE 
F 40307156 11.73 AE AE 
F 40307157 10.89 AE AE 
F 40307158 7.89 AE, AE-60/F,T AE 
F 40307160 4.09 AE, AE-60/F,T AE 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

F 40308109 97.05 TPZ T 
F 40308110 25.24 AG, TPZ AS, T 
F 40308117 67.47 TPZ T 
F 40308118 0.98 TPZ T 

  Subtotal 298     
Area F2–Pigeon Point Area 

F2 40224105 0.11 RA-X RR 
F2 40224112 0.50 NR/W, AE-60/A,F,T NR, AE 
F2 40224113 1.38 AE, NR/W, AE-

60/A,F,T, AE-60/F,T 
AE, NR 

F2 40224206 4.20 AE AE 
F2 40226127 5.58 AG, AE AS, AE 
F2 40226130 37.79 AG, AE AS, AE 
F2 40226132 22.97 AE AE 
F2 40226137 36.81 AE AE 
F2 40226140 8.21 AE AE 
F2 40307159 49.04 AE AE 
F2 40307161 61.05 AE, AE-60/F,T AE 
F2 40309121 1.21 AG AS 
  Subtotal 229     

Area G–Old Arcata Road Area 
G 40220119 7.98 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40220120 1.72 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40223101 19.47 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40223107 7.40 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40223108 0.29 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40223109 9.96 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40224104 8.43 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
G 40224108 26.67 NR/W, AE-60/A,F,T, 

AE-60/F,T 
NR, AE 

G 40224109 20.07 NR/W, AE-60/F,T NR, AE 
G 40224111 8.68 NR/W, AE-60/A,F,T, 

AE-60/F,T 
NR, AE 

G 40224114 1.50 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
  Subtotal 112     

Area H–Indianola Area 
H 40201115 2.50 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40201116 10.46 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40201117 3.34 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40201118 12.87 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40201120 8.34 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40201122 2.33 AG AS 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40201123 1.85 AG AS 
H 40203107 1.01 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203113 2.73 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203114 1.02 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203115 1.18 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203117 3.63 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203118 5.88 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203119 0.45 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203120 0.82 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203129 11.13 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203202 10.38 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40203209 0.11 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203210 3.76 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203211 0.99 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203212 4.71 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203214 0.19 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203216 0.94 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203220 0.35 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203221 0.38 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203222 0.75 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203224 0.50 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40203225 0.19 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40203226 0.31 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40203228 0.77 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203229 0.86 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203230 0.16 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203232 1.14 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203233 2.13 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203235 11.85 U, RA-2.5/D HWY 101, RR 
H 40203236 3.95 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203237 0.36 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40203239 3.39 U, RA-2.5/D HWY 101, RR 
H 40203240 0.62 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40203241 1.00 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203242 0.91 CG CG/RR 
H 40203243 2.54 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203244 2.83 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203245 1.78 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40203246 0.60 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40204201 0.34 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204202 0.45 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204203 0.73 RA-X/D RX 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40204204 1.00 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204207 0.72 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204210 2.27 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204212 6.96 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204213 3.34 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204214 2.05 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204215 0.48 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204216 2.96 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204217 0.28 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204218 0.34 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204219 0.49 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204220 0.96 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204221 0.58 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204222 0.36 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204224 1.00 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204225 2.58 RA-2.5/D, RA-X/D RR, RX 
H 40204226 2.52 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204227 2.76 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204228 3.54 RA-2.5/D, RA-X/D RR, RX 
H 40204229 0.22 RA-X/D RX 
H 40204230 3.32 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40204302 1.87 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40204303 1.22 CG CG/RR 
H 40204304 0.36 CG CG/RR 
H 40204305 0.33 CG CG/RR 
H 40205101 3.55 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205104 9.38 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205108 0.15 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205109 0.17 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205113 3.01 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205118 0.36 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205119 0.23 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205120 0.20 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205121 0.35 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205122 0.65 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205127 1.24 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205128 0.34 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205129 2.63 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205130 9.81 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40205132 2.93 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40206103 10.60 C-2-Q, AG, TPZ CG/AS, AS, T 
H 40206104 0.60 AG AS 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40206105 0.31 AG AS 
H 40206106 2.93 C-2-Q CG/AS 
H 40206108 10.66 R-3 RL 
H 40206109 0.53 AG AS 
H 40206112 9.67 AG AS 
H 40206115 0.69 AG AS 
H 40206116 1.00 AG AS 
H 40206117 6.96 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40206118 1.31 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 40206119 11.38 R-3 RL 
H 40206120 1.09 R-3 RL 
H 40206121 1.21 AG AS 
H 40206122 2.79 AG AS 
H 40206123 6.32 AG AS 
H 40206124 1.06 AG AS 
H 40206125 2.60 AG AS 
H 40206126 2.52 AG AS 
H 40206127 2.49 AG AS 
H 40206128 5.28 AG AS 
H 40206129 2.50 AG AS 
H 40206130 1.53 AG AS 
H 40206131 1.28 AG AS 
H 40206132 5.31 AG, TPZ AS, T 
H 40207107 0.29  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40207113 1.12 AG AS 
H 40207114 12.04 AG AS 
H 40207115 0.84 AG AS 
H 40207127 1.04  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40207130 8.65 AG AS 
H 40207136 15.58 U, R-3 HWY 101, RL 
H 40207137 0.41  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40207138 7.26  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40207139 0.45 AG AS 
H 40207140 1.42 AG AS 
H 40207146 5.09 AG AS 
H 40207149 3.89 AG AS 
H 40207153 0.69 AG-B-5(5)  AR 
H 40207154 5.65 AG-B-5(5)  AR 
H 40207155 2.49 AG AS 
H 40207156 2.56 AG AS 
H 40207158 4.68 RA-2.5/D RR, AR 
H 40207159 3.09  AG-B-5(5) AR 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40207160 3.06 AG AS 
H 40207161 1.79 AG AS 
H 40207162 3.21 AG AS 
H 40207163 1.90 AG AS 
H 40207164 2.54 AG AS 
H 40208101 4.01 AG-B-5(5)  AR 
H 40208102 2.64 AG AS 
H 40208107 0.67 AG AS 
H 40208108 0.26 AG, RA-2.5/D AS, RR 
H 40208109 0.28 AG, RA-2.5/D AS, RR 
H 40208111 1.21 AG AS 
H 40208116 0.29 AG AS 
H 40208117 0.27 AG AS 
H 40208119 0.18 AG AS 
H 40208123 0.18 AG AS 
H 40208124 0.47 AG AS 
H 40208125 0.37 AG AS 
H 40208126 0.63 AG AS 
H 40208127 0.31 AG AS 
H 40208129 0.51 AG, RA-2.5/D AS, RR 
H 40208130 0.68 AG AS 
H 40208131 0.17 AG AS 
H 40208132 0.19 AG AS 
H 40208133 0.43 AG AS 
H 40209109 0.95 AG AS 
H 40209115 2.80  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209118 6.37  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209119 2.79  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209121 0.21 AG AS 
H 40209122 0.46 AG AS 
H 40209123 1.22  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209124 2.85  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209125 1.49 AG-B-5(5)  AR 
H 40209126 1.48 AG-B-5(5)  AR 
H 40209127 3.11  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209128 2.90  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209129 5.43  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209130 0.50  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209132 4.89  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209133 5.05  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209134 4.58  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209135 5.71  AG-B-5(5) AR 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40209136 4.77  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40209137 6.97 AG AS, AR 
H 40209138 2.00  AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40210107 0.50 AG AS 
H 40210111 0.50 AG AS 
H 40210112 0.25 AG AS 
H 40210113 0.25 AG AS 
H 40210119 2.49 AG AS 
H 40210123 4.11 AG AS 
H 40210124 3.36 AG AS 
H 40210128 4.06 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40210129 3.14 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40210132 5.51 AG AS 
H 40210133 7.84 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40210134 1.82 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40210135 5.68 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40210136 4.68 AG AS 
H 40210137 2.48 AG AS 
H 40210138 4.91 AE AL 
H 40210139 5.17 AE AL 
H 40210140 3.58 AE AL 
H 40210141 4.98 AE AL 
H 40210142 2.48 AG AS 
H 40211105 1.28 AE AL 
H 40211106 1.39 AE AL 
H 40211107 3.81 AE AL 
H 40211108 3.01 AE AL 
H 40212103 9.10 AE AL 
H 40212106 6.70 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40212107 1.17 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40212108 0.92 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40212109 0.70 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40214105 7.19 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40214107 5.66 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40214108 3.77 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40214109 3.85 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40214110 3.48 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40216104 35.16 AE-60/A,F,T AE 
H 40217112 14.64 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217113 2.55 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-

2.5/D 
AE, RR 

H 40217114 2.56 RA-2.5/D RR 



 

\\Eureka\projects\2013\013159-HCSD-SOI\PUBS\rpts\20141006-Final-ISND.doc  
B-12 

Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40217115 2.54 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-
2.5/D 

AE, RR 

H 40217116 2.53 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-
2.5/D 

AE, RR 

H 40217117 2.48 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217118 2.47 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217119 2.50 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-

2.5/D 
AE, RR 

H 40217120 2.62 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-
2.5/D 

AE, RR 

H 40217121 2.70 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-
2.5/D 

AE, RR 

H 40217122 3.86 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217123 3.79 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217124 3.81 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217126 3.73 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217127 4.22 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217128 7.84 AE-60/A,F,T, NR/W, 

RA-2.5/D 
AE, NR, RR 

H 40217129 2.47 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40217130 3.50 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-

2.5/D 
AE, RR 

H 40217131 3.59 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-
2.5/D 

AE, RR 

H 40217132 2.75 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-
2.5/D 

AE, RR 

H 40217133 2.72 RA-2.5/D RR 
H 40232101 0.34 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232102 0.44 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232103 0.52 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232104 0.71 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232105 0.77 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232106 0.24 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232107 0.50 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232108 0.35 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232109 1.02 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232110 1.01 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232111 0.70 RA-2.5/D, RA-X/D RR, RX 
H 40232114 0.22 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232115 0.22 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232116 0.22 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232117 0.20 RA-X/D RX 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 40232118 0.20 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232119 0.20 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232120 0.39 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232121 0.36 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232122 0.34 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232123 0.84 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232126 0.28 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232127 0.70 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232129 0.31 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232130 0.38 RA-X/D RX 
H 40232131 0.40 AE-60/A,F,T, RA-X/D AE, RX 
H 40233103 2.44 AE-60/A,F,T, AG AE, AS 
H 40233111 6.51 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233112 2.75 AG AS 
H 40233113 2.76 AG AS 
H 40233114 2.98 AG AS 
H 40233115 3.12 AG AS 
H 40233122 4.18 AG-B-5(5), AG AR, AS 
H 40233123 4.23 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233124 4.55 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233125 5.16 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233126 2.90 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233127 3.39 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233128 4.03 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233129 3.19 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233130 3.72 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233133 3.31 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233134 3.30 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233135 3.30 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233136 3.21 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233137 2.82 AG-B-5(5) AR 
H 40233138 4.20 AG AS 
H 50120104 1.85 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120105 3.40 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120106 3.92 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120107 5.05 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120108 6.50 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120109 13.16 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120113 1.08 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120117 3.25 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120125 9.46 AE-60/F,T AE 
H 50120126 2.02 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

H 50120129 2.57 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120132 2.52 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50120133 2.15 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50122106 3.70 AG AS 
H 50122107 0.30 AG AS 
H 50122111 1.04 AG AS 
H 50122112 1.00 AG AS 
H 50122114 0.75 AG AS 
H 50122115 3.99 AG AS 
H 50122116 2.14 AG AS 
H 50122118 2.52 AG AS 
H 50122119 3.30 AG AS 
H 50122120 6.36 AG AS 
H 50122123 19.19 AG AS 
H 50122125 4.37 AG AS 
H 50126112 6.43 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50126113 4.79 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50126136 5.86 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50126137 5.82 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50126138 0.61 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50126140 3.70 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50126141 2.27 RA-2.5-M/D,F RR 
H 50129108 0.72 AG, RA-2.5-M/D,F AS, RR 
H 50129109 2.68 AG AS 
H 50129110 2.81 AG AS 
H 50129111 3.94 AG, TPZ AS, T 
H 50129112 3.17 AG AS 
H 50129114 42.87 TPZ T 
H 50129115 41.07 TPZ T 
H 50129120 5.02 AG, TPZ AS, T 
H 50129121 2.53 AG AS 
  Subtotal 1,032     

Area I–Freshwater Area 
I 40526106 35.81 AG-B-5(5), TPZ AR, T 
I 40527103 0.62 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527105 0.31 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527108 7.89 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527109 3.01 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527110 0.61 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527112 3.01 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527113 2.28 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40527114 4.25 TPZ, AG-B-5(10) T, AR(10 ac. min.) 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

I 40527115 12.03 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40528108 0.52 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40528119 1.23 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40528121 1.51 AG-B-5(10) AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40530102 73.23 AG-B-5(10), TPZ AR, AR(10 ac. min.), T 
I 40530103 6.02 AG-B-5(10), TPZ AR, PF, AR(10 ac. min.), T 
I 40534102 24.26 AG, TPZ AS, T 
I 40534103 18.19 AG, TPZ, AG-B-5(10) AS, T, AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40534104 1.37 AG, TPZ AS, T 
I 40534105 2.02 AG, AG-B-5(10) AS, AR(10 ac. min.) 
I 40534109 3.06 AG AS 
I 40534110 4.16 AG, TPZ AS, T 
I 40534111 27.52 AG, AG-B-5(10), TPZ AS, AR(10 ac. min.), T 
I 40534112 22.78 TPZ T 
I 40534113 24.26 AG, TPZ AS, T 
I 40534115 4.52 AG AS, T 
I 40534116 5.62 AG AS 
  Subtotal 290     
  TOTAL 6,046 

acres 
    

1. Size represents the area of the parcel (or portion of parcel) that is proposed for 
inclusion into HCSD’s SOI, as calculated using geographic information system (GIS) 
data obtained from the County of Humboldt. 

2. Principle Zones: 
AE: Agriculture Exclusive 
AG: Agriculture General 
C-2: Community Commercial 
CG: Commercial General 
FR: Forestry Recreation 
NR: Natural Resources  
PF1: Public Facility-Urban 
PF2: Public Facility-Rural 
R-1: Residential One-Family 
R-3: Residential Multiple Family  
RA: Rural Residential Agriculture 
RS: Residential Suburban 
TPZ: Timberland Production Zone 
U: Unclassified 
Combining Zones: 
A: Archaeological Resource Area 
B: Special Building Site (Inland) or Beach and Dune Areas (Coastal Zone) 
D: Design Control (Inland) or Design Review (Coastal Zone) 
F: Flood Hazard Areas 
P: Planned Development 
Q: Qualified 
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Table 1 
Areas to be Added to HCSD Sphere of Influence 

SOI 
Expansion 

Area 

Assessor's 
Parcel 

Number  

Size 
(Acres)1 Existing Zoning2 Existing General Plan 

Land Use Designation3 

R: Recreation (Inland) or Streams and Riparian Corridor Protection (Coastal Zone) 
T: Manufactured Home (Inland) or Transitional Agricultural Lands (Coastal Zone) 
W: Coastal Wetlands 
X: Recreation (Inland) or No Further Subdivision Allowed (Coastal Zone) 

3. AE: Agriculture Exclusive 
AL: Agricultural Lands 
AR: Agricultural Rural 
AS: Agriculture Suburban 
CG: Commercial General 
NR: Natural Resources 
PF: Public Facility 
RL: Residential Low Density 
RM: Residential Medium Density 
RR: Rural Residential  
RX: Residential Exurban 
T: Timberland 
TC: Coastal Commercial Timberland 
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Responses to Comment Letters Received on Draft Initial Study/ 
Negative Declaration 
 
Comments Received 
 
HCSD received two comment letters during the 30-day public review period, which began August 
11, 2014, and ended September 11, 2014.  The respondents were: 

1) City of Eureka (September 10, 2014) 
2) Humboldt LAFCo (September 11, 2014) 
 
The two comment letters are included herein (following).  Within each comment letter, substantive 
comments about the content of the Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration are identified with 
marginal lines on the right side of each page.  Comment responses are provided below. 
 
Comment Responses 
 
1-1. Comment noted.  HCSD is aware that the City of Eureka is preparing a comprehensive 

General Plan Update, including an annexation feasibility study, which will provide 
guidance for the City’s upcoming SOI update.  HCSD is aware that there is a potential for 
future expansion and/or retraction of the City’s SOI, which may increase or decrease the 
amount of overlap between HCSD’s and the City’s SOIs.  HCSD anticipates ongoing 
coordination with City of Eureka and that an agreement would be made in the future 
between HCSD and the City as to which local agency is best suited to provide services in 
areas where SOIs overlap. 

 
2-1. See Table 1, in Appendix B of the Initial Study/Negative Declaration.  Table 1 tabulates the 

size (acres), existing zoning, and existing general plan land use designations of parcels 
within HCSD’s proposed SOI expansion areas.  Coordination with LAFCo staff indicated 
that the information presented in Table 1 is adequate to address LAFCo’s comment 2-1.
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1. Letter from City of Eureka (September 10, 2014) 
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2. Letter from Humboldt LAFCo (September 11, 2014) 
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