SUMMARY
The Infill Market Study is intended to assist the City to develop a Strategic Infill Redevelopment
Program, including a Specific Plan and General Plan and Zoning Code amendments to promote
housing development in the City. The study includes market and feasibility analysis of various types
of potential infill development in Arcata and a fiscal analysis to address service cost efficiencies. The
Study also addresses economic development opportunities and evaluates several potential models for
mixed use development.
Key findings of the study include the following:



The City’s 2019-2027 Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) of 610 units represents a
minimum level of demand for housing in Arcata. There are indications of additional latent
housing demand generated by the existing jobs/housing balance as well as anticipated inmigration due to climate change and increasing acceptance of remote work.



Infill housing can supply more than 1,000 units to meet existing and future demand under
existing development standards. However, significant additional units could be obtained with
revisions to the density standards in the zoning and flexibility in the parking standards.



Infill housing can provide housing at all affordability levels but the City will need to rely on tax
credit programs and other subsidies to achieve Low and Very Low Income levels. Unsubsidized
infill housing will likely mostly be feasible at the Above Moderate Income level, unless density
restrictions and parking requirements are changed to support higher building efficiency on the
sites.



There are a number of feasible models for mixed use development on infill sites, allowing the
City to increase its housing capacity while also providing business expansion and job growth
opportunities.



Infill development offers a fiscally beneficial option for Arcata compared to greenfield
development in annexation areas. Infill development reduces the City’s long term costs for
infrastructure maintenance and service delivery.

KEY COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT FINDINGS
The Study process included extensive community and stakeholder outreach to gain widespread input
on housing needs and barriers to both development of new housing and access to existing housing,
particularly for disadvantaged groups in the community. Given the City’s interest in reaching a variety
of community members who both currently live inside Arcata’s city limits as well as those that do not
but would like to, we used a multi-pronged engagement approach that included an online survey,
focus groups, community workshops and events, pop up events at HSU and stakeholder interviews.
This allowed us to gain insight into people’s experiences with housing and provide various
opportunities to offer input into the housing plans under development. The community and
stakeholder input is integrated into the body of the report in the discussion of housing needs and in
the recommendations for City actions and programs.
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SURVEY FINDINGS
 The majority (79.5%) of survey participants that have not been able to move to Arcata, but
want to, stated that they could not afford to move or find an affordable place to live in Arcata.



The most common reasons survey participants stated for not being satisfied with their current
living situations is because it is too expensive or too small.



Half of the 600 participants who gave income and rental cost information via the survey pay
over 30% of their annual income for housing each year.



The top three factors that are most important to survey participants when choosing a place to
live are 1) Cost they can afford, 2) Feel safe and welcoming, 3) Walkable/bikeable
neighborhood.



The majority of survey participants stated their top preferences for housing types are to live in
a single-family home, followed by an apartment, and then a mixed-use apartment building.



From the survey, the only racial disparity or significance that was found was the racial
difference in homeownership. Almost half of the participants (44.65%) who identify as a
person of color are renters. Almost half of the participants (41.44%) who identify as white are
homeowners. In comparison, about 27.04% of participants who identify as a person of color
are homeowners.

FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS
 In providing housing stock for the most vulnerable and housing insecure people, low-barrier
housing is needed with good universal design, and provided in partnerships with service
providers.



People want neighborhood and housing designs that build community cohesion.



Community members voiced a strong desire for good two-way communication with City staff,
and meaningful and authentic involvement in the improvements made to neighborhoods. Many
people spoke of a strong desire for having shared power and agency.



Housing is in short supply; the application process is intimidating for some vulnerable
community members and the application fees are a hardship for many.



Many non-English speakers experience discrimination and racism in finding and maintaining
housing in Arcata.



Many parents with young children expressed concerns about safety for their children when
living in multi-family housing and mobile home parks with no amenities.

BARRIERS TO HOUSING CREATION


Based on our analysis, City fees do not constitute a significant barrier to development.
However, City and State requirements, such as energy efficiency and fire protection sprinklers,
as well as water quality studies significantly increase costs for design, construction and
navigating the compliance approval process for housing. In many cases these required
improvements reduce resident or public safety costs during the life of the units, but they also
reduce initial affordability.
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There is substantial uncertainty in the Arcata development approval process, both at the staff
level and at the review broad and decision maker level. For most developers, it is difficult to
attract and commit capital for long periods of time when the outcome is uncertain. The City
should identify development models for which approvals can be gained rapidly in order to
attract greater construction activity.



The litigation risk associated with Conditional Use Permits (CUPs), particularly for
condominium projects, have driven insurance costs up beyond the point of feasibility. This is a
major barrier for multi-family ownership housing, which is a market gap in Arcata.



When doing infill, demolition costs can be high, and sometimes existing infrastructure needs to
be improved or expanded to provide sufficient capacity. In certain circumstances these costs
can be higher than for greenfield development, creating the need for additional subsidies to
make infill housing feasible.

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS


Adopt a form-based code that would define the allowable building envelope without limiting
the density of units on the site to improve project feasibility and increasing housing
production.



Increase height limits would to increase housing production per site. Keep in mind this may
require higher per unit subsidies to keep units affordable.



Permit larger building envelopes to increase the potential to locate amenities and services in
the development and increase access to social services as well as recreational and cultural
amenities.



Reduction of parking requirements has a measurable benefit for project economics, provided
consumer acceptance follows pace. Couple reduced parking with free transit passes or other
transportation alternatives.



Use City or other publicly owned land or City investments to write down land costs,
particularly if the infill development requires demolition. Use incentives such as tax credits
more aggressively to achieve high-density developments.



Create a fee deferral program to allow developers to defer City fees until just prior to the
development being occupied (i.e. the recreation fee for new construction).



Stakeholders are very supportive of the City’s initial proposed concept of developing a master
plan with environmental analysis completed upfront to identify the maximum potential of each
infill site. This could include creating pre-approved plan sheets for vacant properties with
approved uses and requirements to develop the properties with an idea of fees and timeline to
get it through the process, thereby develop an inventory of principally permitted properties.
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Stakeholders recommend that Arcata hire a building official and a plan checker to improve the
speed and quality of service, rather than rely on outside consultants. The County of Humboldt
offers all in house plan-checkers and this simplifies the process. Also, the County utilizes an
online portal that facilitates interdepartmental communication.



Pursue partnerships with more non-profit developers who can apply for CDBG, HOME, State,
Federal funds to reduce costs. The Rural Housing Development Corporation builds all over the
state but needs incentives.

ARCATA GATEWAY AREA SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
The Arcata Gateway Area offers a number of unique planning opportunities and the City is anticipating
creating a specific plan to guide development in this area. The community engagement conducted for
this Study provided some additional considerations of the City as it moves forward with planning for
this area.

LAND USE AND CIRCULATION
 While the Arcata Gateway District has a definite focus on the arts and has much of the
available industrial property in the City, stakeholders generally agree that housing is a good
use in this area. Interest was expressed particularly for artists’ live/work housing as well as
additional senior housing. Stakeholders believe that mobile home parks and personal storage
facilities are not a good fit for this District, although there was some discussion of converted
the storage unit to live /work units.



Landlords also report that half of their tenants either walk or bike to work. Having a good
pedestrian and bike trail system would be an asset. Also, EV charging spaces would be used if
they could be provided.

BARRIERS TO HOUSING CREATION
 Property owners and those seeking to plan for change in the District see the Coastal
Commission as a major challenge. Some stakeholders have been petitioning to move the
Coastal Zone to a straight line south of 8th St. One concern is that ditches from old logging
ponds are categorized as “Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas” and then are protected by
the coastal zone.



In terms of circulation, it would be helpful to revisit the truck traffic plan. K St. should give
way to O St. for truck traffic (Los Harbors improvements), and O St. should be improved.

POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS
 The City Land Use Code has policies pertaining to live/work development but should review
these requirements to improve the feasibility and neighborhood suitability of this type of
development.



Ensure that the desired housing and mixed use building products are principally permitted
uses in the appropriate zoning districts.
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2. CREAMERY DISTRICT ARTISTS, RESIDENTS & BUSINESSES FOCUS
GROUP
The following questions were asked of the group of 27 people:
1. Intros: What do you love about the Creamery District?
2. What are the primary issues and barriers to you having adequate and desirable housing?
3. What are the desirable features you look for in housing?
4. What can the city do to remove barriers?
What do you love about the Creamery District?
Resident and Business Characteristics
•

Business owners are friendly

•

There are possibilities for doing things in new ways, and the people here look for that potential

•

There is a sense of inspiration – the spirit of landscape and people that reside here

Physical Characteristics
•

There is an off-plaza center

•

The Playhouse Theater

•

The location allows for the maintenance of a “neighborhood”

•

Its walkability and proximity to town, nature, and the ocean

•

The mild weather

Artistic Feeling
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•

It’s funky

•

It is a cool, artistic space

•

It evokes a sense of curiosity

What are the primary issues and barriers to you having adequate and desirable housing?
Economic Barriers
•

It’s too expensive for a family of three if one working adult is making a local wage.

•

There is a lack of good paying, local jobs

•

Vacation rentals are now impacting affordability

Supply and Contracting Barriers
•

Because demand for housing is so high, there is a lack of respect, connection and
communication between owners and renters. Owners don’t need to treat renters well; there’s
always another person to fill a room

•

Management companies are geared toward students, leading to little accountability and a lack
of clarity about who to talk to when agreements are broken

•

Vacation rentals are decreasing availability of stable rental units for families

Other Barriers
•

The style of the housing was created around the nuclear family and is no longer connected to
the composition of the broader community

•

The lack of jobs in the District means we can’t live close to where we work which increases
traffic in our neighborhoods

What are the desirable features you look for in housing?
Neighborhood/Community Connections
•

The flow is designed for people (not just cars)

•

There is a central space for people to share resources

•

There are pocket neighborhoods with green space, encouraging of gardening

•

There is a co-housing, village experience, tears down fences and creates the environment for
people to turn towards one another

•

The design brings residents together; it isn’t cookie-cutter

•

Gypsy-caravan-style experience of having both communal space and individual space

•

There is communal space

•

There is shared housing where elderly residents who need care/support are partnered with
young people who need jobs

•

There are safe stopping spots and safe parking spots to ease the pain/cycle of showering,
cooking

•

Green spaces are reclaimed
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Units Designed for Artists
•

Units are carpet free

•

Units are designed with artists in mind and offer a space to create

•

Some units are acoustically designed for musicians, or have sprung floors for physical theater

•

There is a need for storage space

•

There is an interest in ensuring space for solitude

•

Space isn’t tied to producing art for a gallery. Could offer rotating space where people can
create and live for 6-8 months

Affordability
•

The living and working spaces are affordable for artists

•

There is a mechanism by which people can receive assistance with payments

•

Rent control polices support residents

Governance/Planning Considerations
•

Artists are involved in the design of spaces

•

There is some co-op housing (managed and/or owned)

•

There is a voting group; people make decisions about their interest

Examples in other areas:
•

East Blair in Eugene, Oregon

•

Minneapolis

•

Detroit

•

“The Wall” Artists’ Lofts in Sacramento

•

Sisters of Road

What can the city do to remove barriers?
Communication Improvements & Power and Agency
•

Designate a point person to disseminate information before things happen and decisions are
made

•

There are often good early communications to pull up ideas from us. But an overstretched
staff combined with an urgency to meet deadlines means that communications drop off when
seeking and acquiring funding. We’re no longer involved and then vision shifts during
implementation. It’s not ill intended, but it’s a pattern.

•

Desired to stay involved, have power and agency, to co-design what goes into neighborhoods
side-by-side with the City.

•

Empower residents to make localized (neighborhood-based) decisions about the best ways to
maintain green spaces with native plants, food walls (Laramie) or food forests (Seattle)

Economic Incentives/Supports
Community
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•

There is past precedent: the City helped with the down payment of the housing co-op

•

99-year lease for $1 (used in other communities, such as Davis, California)

•

Wave sewage and water fees at the time of development

•

Waiving fees for ADUs

Landlord/Property Management
•

Incentivize growing the field of female landlords which can reduce anxiety, hostility and fear
for tenants, especially younger women

•

Review current regulations and determine how to build in more control over how property
managers operate

Zoning and Regulatory Changes
•

Review current regulations to identify ways in which the City can meet ADA requirements,
thus ensuring accountability for accessible ground floor units

•

Create more opportunities for people to create beautiful, green artistic spaces throughout city

3. LATINX FOCUS GROUP
This focus group was held for Latinx families with young children who live at both Town and Country
Mobile Villa and The Courtyard Apartments. The session was held in the Community Room at the
Courtyard Apartments. Childcare and dinner were provided to participants, as well as gift cards to a
local grocery store as compensation for their participation. The session was conducted in Spanish.
The following questions were asked of the group of 12 people:
1. What was it like for you to find housing in Arcata?
2. Can you share about a housing experience you had that was challenging?
3. If you could wave a magic wand, what would you make true about your housing situation?
The following themes emerged during the conversation, with several direct quotes included in this
report to illustrate the themes.
Intimidating Application Process and High Application Fees
•

“It was hard to find a place in Arcata. I turned in a lot of applications and paid the fees. Most
of the time I didn’t hear anything back so it felt like I was throwing application fee money
away. There is so much paperwork and we had to wait a long time.”

•

“I’m ok with the trailer I’m in, but it’s expensive and I need an extra room. I’ve been in Arcata
for 15 years. I’m trying to find options, but I’m scared to apply to other places. I felt
discriminated against when I’ve applied for housing before. Managers assumed that I don’t
have good credit, or references, or a long-term job. I don’t want to have to go through the
application process again—it’s scary.”
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•

“It’s really hard to get housing without references and credit. Since I just moved to the US, I
didn’t have those.”

High Housing Costs and Deposits
•

“I think the university has an influence. Rent is high and goes up every year. We should be
helping students, not treating them this way. Rent control would help.”

•

“Giving a deposit that is 2 to 3 times rent is big barrier.”

•

“I would like to buy a house in Arcata, but I don’t have credit yet. The loans I could get are
such high-interest. The rent I pay is so high that I can’t save for a home.”

Predatory Landlords
•

“I think certain mobile home parks take advantage of low-income people with bad credit. They
know we’re stuck so they raise the rent on us without warning. One year it went up by $150.”

Rental Repair Challenges
•

“When something breaks in our apartment, no one comes to fix it.”

•

“Over time my apartment needs work. I don’t know when I should tell the manager because
they charge me. One time, water was coming through the closed window and seeped into the
wall. I told the manager and they came and fixed the damage but charged me for it. But if I
don’t tell them about the problems, then will blame me for it and I will lose my deposit. I’m
not sure what to do.”

Discrimination and Racism
•

“It feels like I’m being singled out and judged more harshly. When neighbors complain about
us, managers are quick to act. But when we have issues with our neighbors activities, no one
cares. Managers need to be educated. Racism is real here.”

•

I felt discriminated against when I’ve applied for housing before. Managers assumed that I
don’t have good credit, or references, or a long-term job. I don’t want to have to go through
the application process again—it’s scary.”

Safety, Especially for Children
•

“I want a safe place for my kids to play. There is no playground in our mobile home park. Kids
play in the street because that is the only place for them. People drive over the speed limit
and it’s dangerous for my kids. Our elderly neighbor complains when they are outside playing.
Another neighbor yells at my kids if their ball crosses over into their space. There are
homeless people that walk through our park and camp nearby. We find needles on the ground.
We need a safe community space and a park for our kids to go.”

•

“Security is important to me. I wish there were more lights in the complex, more trash cans
around so there was less litter on the ground, traffic calming, safer spaces for the kids. More
vigilance for taking care of the space.”
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•

“People drive too fast on Guintoli Lane. Lots of our kids live all around the 299 on ramp. We
need some speed bumps or ways to slow the traffic down. It’s not safe and it’s not patrolled
much.”
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Given the City’s interest in reaching a variety of community members who both currently live inside
Arcata’s city limits as well as those that don’t but would like to, we used a multi-pronged engagement
approach to gain insight into people’s experiences with housing and provide various opportunities to
offer input into the housing plans under development.
The image below notes the engagement methods and timeline.

ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
▪

911 people completed an online survey (in English and Spanish) about housing needs,
concerns, affordability.

▪

Consultants and City employees surveyed at ten community events in Arcata, Eureka, and
McKinleyville.

▪

Four focus groups were conducted with Latinx families; Creamery District artists, residents,
and business owners; housing advocates who work with members of our community who are
housing insecure; and low-income seniors.

▪

We gained insight into Humboldt State University students’ experiences through a
variety of methods including: “Pop-up” event surveying on the quad, one-to-one conversations
Community
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with students during events, and analyzing qualitative and quantitative data shared with us by
HSU’s Off-Campus Housing Coordinator.

▪

Two community workshops were held, one in English and the other in Spanish, where City
staff shared information about the state and local housing context, current housing plans
under development, and gathered input on the tensions that will have to managed as new
housing is developed, as well as how to reach the City’s housing goals.

▪

Held one “We’ll Come to You” Session with True North Organizing Network.

KEY COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT FINDINGS
Survey Findings
●

The majority (79.5%) of survey participants that have not been able to move to Arcata, but
want to, stated that they could not afford to move or find an affordable place to live in Arcata.

●

The most common reasons survey participants stated for not being satisfied with their current
living situations is because it is too expensive or too small.

●

Half of the 600 participants who gave income and rental cost information via the survey pay
over 30% of their annual income for housing each year.

●

The top three factors that are most important to survey participants when choosing a place to
live are 1) Cost they can afford, 2) Feel safe and welcoming, 3) Walkable/bikeable
neighborhood.

●

The majority of survey participants stated their top preferences for housing types are to live in
a single-family home, followed by an apartment, and then a mixed-use apartment building.

●

From the survey, the only racial disparity or significance that was found was the racial
difference in homeownership. Almost half of the participants (44.65%) who identify as a
person of color are renters. Almost half of the participants (41.44%) who identify as white are
homeowners. In comparison, about 27.04% of participants who identify as a person of color
are homeowners.

Focus Group Findings
●

In providing housing stock for the most vulnerable and housing insecure people, low-barrier
housing is needed with good universal design, and provided in partnerships with service
providers.

●

People want neighborhood and housing designs that build community cohesion.

●

Community members voiced a strong desire for good two-way communication with City staff,
and meaningful and authentic involvement in the improvements made to neighborhoods. Many
people spoke of a strong desire for having shared power and agency.

●

Housing is in short supply; the application process is intimidating for some vulnerable
community members and the application fees are a hardship for many.

●

Many non-English speakers experience discrimination and racism in finding and maintaining
housing in Arcata.
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●

Many parents with young children expressed concerns about safety for their children when
living in multi-family and mobile home parks with no amenities.

ARCATA HOUSING SURVEY RESULTS
911 people participated in the City of Arcata Housing Survey that was administered both online and
via hardcopies at community events. Out of 911 participants, about 82.88% (n=755) completed the
entire survey.
The survey results were analyzed by Isadora Sharon with California Center for Rural Policy.
Out of 810 survey participants, about 69% currently live in Arcata CA (Q1). 252 participants currently
do not live in Arcata. About half (58.60%) of the 252 non-residents want to live in Arcata (Q2).
About 185 participants explained why they have not been able to move to Arcata (Q3). Out of 185
participants, the majority (79.5%) mentioned that they could not afford to move or find an affordable
place to live. Figure one demonstrates the various reasons why participants have not been able to
move to Arcata.
FIGURE 1. REASONS WHY PARTICIPANTS HAVE NOT MOVED TO ARCATA.
(N=185)
Reasons
Percentage of Participants
Can not afford to move or find an
affordable place to live.

79.5%

Family reasons
Lack of availability
Would need to find a new job
Pets
Can’t sell current house.

5.4%
4.9%
4.9%
3.8%
1.60%

435 participants have at least one youth (ages 0 – 24 years) in their household (Q4). 41 participants
indicated that they live with at least one person who is 75 years or older. Figure 2. represents the
number of people in each age group that are part of the participant’s household.
FIGURE 2. AGES OF MEMBERS IN EACH HOUSEHOLD
Age Group
1
2
3

4

5

0 – 15 years
16 – 24 years

65
116

69
69

11
28

4
35

5
33

25 – 44 years
45 – 59 years
60 – 74 years
75+ years

158
118
106
33

183
75
62
6

20
0
1
2

2
0
0
0

3
0
2
0

The majority of participants (61.4%) do not own a house and almost half (42.30%) of 800
participants are renters (Q5).

Community

Engagement |Page 3

Figure 3. Current Housing Situation (N = 809 Participants)
6.10%

3.60% 1.10%

Renter
Homeowner

8.30%
42.30%

Living with others and
assisting with rent/mortgage
College Housing
Living with others but not
paying rent/mortgage.

38.60%

Unhoused

More than half of the participants (58.4%) live in a single-family home (Q6). About 7.90% of
participants live on campus and 1.20% of participants are currently homeless.

Figure 4. Current Housing Type (N = 809 Participants)
2.30% 1.20% 0.50%
4.00%

Single-Family Home

7.90%

Apartment
Campus Housing
Mobile Home

25.70%

58.40%

Mother-in-law Unit
Unhoused
Tiny house/Cabin/Cottage

About 74% of 806 participants are satisfied with their current living arrangements (Q7).
The most common reason participants stated for not being satisfied with their current living situations
because it is too expensive or too small (Q8). Figure 5 demonstrates common reasons why
participants are not satisfied with their current living situation. (Please note that participants chose
more than one answer).
FIGURE 5. REASONS WHY PARTICIPANTS ARE NOT SATISFIED WITH THEIR
CURRENT LIVING SITUATION.
Reasons
Percentage of Participants
Too expensive
Too Small
Landlord won’t make repairs
Crime in neighborhood
Bad/rude neighbors
Want to live independently
House/Apartment needs repairs that I
cannot afford.

Community

38.3%
37.4%
19.4%
18.9%
18.9%
15.5%
14.6%
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Want to be closer to family/friends.
Health/mobility needs require greater
accessibility.
Experiencing discrimination or bias.
Too big
Foreclosure concerns

11.2%
6.8%
4.4%
3.4%
0.5%

About half of the participants (55.5%) pay $800.00 or more for their housing every month (Q9).

Figure 6. Monthly Housing Payment (N = 763 Participants)
4.20%
9.30%

2.40%
14.30%

Less than $500.00
$500 - $799
$800 - $1199

15.20%

$1200 - $1599
30.30%

$1600 - $1999
$2000 - $2500
$2500 +

24.40%

Out of 617 participants, about 33% of participants make $20,000 per year or less (Q10). About 7.8%
of participants make less than $1000 annually. Some of the participants indicated that their low
annual income is due to being a student.
FIGURE 7 ANNUAL INCOME OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS
Annual Income Level

Participants

$0 - $1,000

7.8%

$1,000 – $10,000

8.6%

$11,000 - $20,000

16.9%

$21,000 - $30,000

11.2%

$31,000 - $40,000

10.4%

$41,000 - $60,000

15.2%

$60,000- $80,000

10.0%

$80,000-$90,000

2.9%

$90,000 - $100,000

4.9%

$100,000 - $300,000

11.8%

$300,000+

.3%

About half (50%) of 600 participants pay over 30% of their annual income for housing each year.
About 31% out of 600 participants reported that they pay over 50% of their annual income for their
housing each year. About 14% out of 600 participants reported that their monthly payments for
housing over a year cost more than their annual income.

Community

Engagement |Page 5

About 33.6% of 724 participants mentioned that they need one bedroom or less (Q11). More than half
of participants (66.4%) mentioned that they need at least two bedrooms or more.

Figure 8. # of Bedrooms Needed (N = 732 Participants)
7.20%

7.20%

Studio
1 Bedroom

24.50%

26.40%
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
4 Bedrooms
34.70%

Full-time students and non-students expressed similar needs for the amount of bedrooms (Q11 &
Q19). Over half of the participants (62.9%) who are full-time students mentioned that they want one
or two bedrooms and over half of the participants (61.26%) who are not students mentioned that they
want one or two bedrooms. About 13.14% of participants who are full-time students want a studio or
four bedrooms and about 13.56% of participants who are not students want a studio or four
bedrooms.
Participants were asked to list their top five factors that are most important to them when choosing a
place to live (Q12). The following list is an overall rank (1 being most common and 20 being least
common) of important factors participants consider when choosing a place to live.
1. Cost I can afford
2. Feel safe and welcoming
3. Walkable/bikeable neighborhood
4. Low crime rate
5. Close to work
6. Pets are allowed
7. Like the neighborhood
8. Close to services and shopping
9. Close to schools
10. Yard size
11. Close to downtown.
12. Racially, ethnically, socioeconomically diverse neighborhood
13. Close to family/friends
14. Not threatened by sea-level rise, climate change.
15. Number of bedrooms
16. Kid-friendly
17. Close to bus/transit stops
18. Close to health care facilities
Community
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19. Accessible disability services
20. Landlord accepts Section 8
The majority of participants mentioned that they want to live in a single-family home (Q13). The
following list is an overall rank (1 being the most common and 12 being least common) of the kinds of
housing participants want to live in.
1. Single-family home
2. Apartment
3. Mixed-use apartment (Housing with other uses in several story building)
4. Duplex/triplex
5. Tiny house village
6. Accessory dwelling units
7. Room in a house with roommates
8. Co-housing (shared kitchen or sanitary facilities)
9. Senior housing
10. Single room occupancy (very small accommodations)
11. Campground
12. School-run residencies (dorms).
About half of the participants (50.1%) mentioned that they would accept an apartment if they could
not afford their top choices (Q14). Figure 9 represents the kinds of housing participants would accept
if they could not afford their top choices. (Please note participants chose more than one answer).
FIGURE 9. THE KINDS OF HOUSING PARTICIPANTS WOULD ACCEPT IF
THEY COULDN’T AFFORD THEIR TOP CHOICES.
Housing Type
Participants
Apartment
39%
Mother in law unit
31%
Mix-use apartment
Single-family home
Duplex/Triplex
Tiny house village

31%
29%
28%
27%

Co-housing
Room in house with roommates

24%
23%

Single room
Senior housing
College dorms

15%
12.7%
9.46%

Campground

7.38%

About 25.3% of participants mentioned that their price range for buying a home is less than $200,000
(Q15).
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Figure 10. Price range for buying a home (N = 718
Participants)
Less than $200,000
$200,000 - $300,000
25.30%

30.10%

$300,000 - $350,000
$350,000 - $400,000
$400,000 - $450,000

2.80%
2.90%

$450,000 - $500,000
17.50%

2.10%
6.70%

Over $500,000
Not Applicable

12.50%
About 18.7% of participants can’t own a home because they cannot afford the down payment. About
19.8% of participants can’t find a home in their target price range. Figure 11. represents the issues
that are stopping participants from owning a home. (Please note participants chose more than one
answer).
FIGURE 11. ISSUES THAT ARE STOPPING PARTICIPANTS FROM OWNING A HOME.
Issue
I cannot find any homes in my target price range
I can afford the monthly expenses, but not the down
payment.
I cannot find any homes that are high quality
I need a mortgage and cannot currently qualify for one.

Participants
19.8%
18.7%

I can afford to purchase a home, but cannot pay for the
needed improvements.
Not applicable

6.6%

15.9%
9.9%

34.9%

About 40 participants mentioned that they are unable to consider buying a home. The two common
reasons they gave include being a student and unable to afford buying a house.

DEMOGRAPHICS OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS
Out of 715 participants, 165 participants are younger than 25 years and 90 participants are senior
citizens (Q17).
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Figure 12. Age of Survey Participants (n=715).
12.60%

0.30%
22.80%

0-17 years
18-24 years
25-35 years

23.21%

36-45 years
46 to 64 years
23.50%
65+ years

17.70%

Out of 654 participants, about 70% identify as white, 11.2% identify as Latino or Hispanic and 1.4%
identify as American Indian or Alaskan Native – AIAN (Q18).

Figure 13. Race and Ethnicity of Survey Participants
1.80%
(n=654).
White
10.90%
AIAN
2.40% 0.60%
1.70%

Latino/Hispanic
African
American/Black
Asian American

11.20%
1.40%

Pacific Islander
70.00%

More than one
race/ethnicity
Other

About 22.44% of participants mentioned that they are full-time students (Q19).
Out of 654 participants, about 30% of participants identify as a person of color and 70% of
participants identify as white.
About 57% of participants who identify as a person of color currently live in Arcata (Q1). About 62%
of participants who identify as white currently live in Arcata.
About 14% of participants who identify as a person of color want to live in Arcata (Q2). About 16%
who identify as white want to live in Arcata.
Almost half (47%) of the participants who identify as a person of color are full-time students. About
23% of participants who identify as white are full-time students.
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The largest age group of participants who identify as a person of color are between the ages of 18 –
24 years (Q17). The largest age group of participants who identify as white are between the ages of
46-64 years old.

Figure 14. Age of participants by race/ethnicity
45.00%
38.86%

40.00%
35.00%

28.50%

30.00%
25.00%

20.22%
18.90%
15.03%

18.46%

20.00%

26.37%

15.00%

15%

12.95%

10.00%
5.00%

4.15%
0.52%0.22%

0.00%
0-17 years

18-24 years 25-34 years 35 - 45 years 46 - 64 years
Person of color (n=193)

65+ years

White (n=455)

Almost half (47.59%) of the participants who identify as a person of color pay less than $800 per
month for housing (Q9). In comparison, about 41.60% of participants who identify as white pay less
than $800 per month for housing.

Figure 15. Monthly Housing Payments by Race/Ethnicity
35%

28.60%
27.59%

30%
25%

20%

20%
15%

13.00%

23.90%

22.06%
18.80%
13.80%

10%

9.89%
8.28%

6.21%

5%

3% 2.07% 3.00%

0%

Person of color(n=145)

White (n=378)

About 31.63% of participants who identify as a person of color make about $20,000 or less annually.
In comparison, 32.46% of participants who identify as white make about $20,000 or less annually
(Q10).

Community

E n g a g e m e n t | P a g e 10

ARCATA HOUSING WORKSHOP – September 23, 2019

In the space below, answer the questions about housing in Arcata…
What is good about housing in
Arcata?
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

City Center accessible
Most houses are not huge
mansions
Lots of older well built homes
In some places you can walk
everywhere (except Sunny Brae
& Valley West)
Cute old houses make walking
around town enjoyable
Walkable, bike lanes, small
residential areas with character
and community feeling
Walkable and bikeable, lots of
parks

What are Arcata’s biggest housing challenges?
• Expansions of HSU student population. Cap HSU students at
6700 FTE
• House where group of people can ? that is reasonable in rent;
Houses where 8 or more people can live with more rooms
renting for 400 per room
• Quality affordable spaces
• Providing nicer houses for people who work at HSU + in town
• Slum Lords who take advantage of students
• Cost & availability
• Housing/rental markers based around students and not the
need of locals
• House owners charge way to much for a house that a 1,000
people have lived in over the years. They take advantage of
students
• HSU setting prices for rental properties based on single living
dwelling & flooding family home spaces
• Arcata is a desirable place to live; Landlords definitely take
advantage of this and charge way too much for rents
• Eureka and Mckinleyville rents are 20% cheaper
• Transitional housing with more centralized location; Turn
library into safe parking/center resource (move library to Ten
Pin Building
• Landlords take advantage of renters when they are leaving
their house, keeping the deposits knowing that students
don't care especially when cosigned by parents. I’ve had to
take or threatened to take landlords to small claims courts to
get deposits back. In the last minute the landlord gives in
because they know they are in the wrong but don't want to
admit it.
• Rental market encourages absentee landlords
• Housing is too expensive given the median wages + job
market. People can't afford it.
• Insufficient services for people w/disabilities, addiction or
mental health issues + they end up on the street

If you could change one thing about
housing in Arcata it would be….
• Increase infill, use vacant spaces & go up
• Better infrastructure – roads, transportation,

water
• Downtown apartments
• More diversity of affordable housing
• Offer cheap housing/shelter/campground for
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•
_
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homeless people
Keep single home tracts as part of mix which
do not allow 2 stories, nor ADU’s
More middle & upscale homes in Arcata many people looking for “East side” homes
More housing for the homeless population
That a 2 income home can afford to buy or
rent near our kids’ schools and not have to
compete with student market for bigger
homes
Landlords and property mgrs need to treat
renters fairly regardless of income or credit
status
Don’t allow absentee landlords to own more
than 1 property
Any member of a local Tribe should be
granted
Housing opportunities for low income folks
Fewer Airbnbs
Place tax on Airbnbs within city limits based
on square foot of living space to free up more
homes to rent to families & students and
even out profit margins from Airbnb
More low-income housing for seniors

ARCATA HOUSING WORKSHOP – September 23, 2019

Concerns, thoughts, or ideas on housing for:
Students
• Are there other options for
•
•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

Seniors
•

Condos

annexation than the west wing?
• If possible, keep people in their
Not enough attention paid to equity own homes and increase services
P.O.C. and otherwise
(home care and check-ins)
Infill is great, especially if we can
•
More housing for seniors to live
develop more group housing with
with multiple people. Taking their
green spaces shared.
If we expand our footprint why not
incomes into considerations
make it high density? It doesn’t seem
• More housing (small houses) with
necessary AT ALL to make it
medical assist with progressive
conventional building
care
Have we asked the Native People
•
Housing development (more than
(Wiyot) @ Bear River Rancheria, Blue
one floor with dining, gym)
Lake Rancheria + Wiyot Tribe. Are
• Make sure building is close to
there lands that we can give back?
We are still on stolen land! - Let's
public transportation options
give it back
• Not enough access to bus stops.
Connect IHSS workers and folks in
Would like to be able to downsize
need of the services = housing and
to downtown when I can no
jobs and care. Anyone can be an IHSS
longer drive.
worker!
• Senior Apartments
HSU accepting more students from
• IHSS + Bus Stops
out of the area with no plan to house
them
• More community housing for
Intergenerational living is the future +
seniors w/ services onsite/nearby
better
like the one by the Co-op
RENT CONTROL- I think students in
particular may be treated unfairly by
landlords and property managers.
The plan for off campus housing
specifically for students, with
For all categories services, had promise, I think
• Climate emergency: Unwise to build in lowland

Individuals with physical or Housing insecure or unhoused
developmental disabilities
families and individuals
Location is extremely important
i.e. transportation + access to
local services
• More WRB cuts
• Eco villages
• This group has families too &
often housing for people
w/disabilities doesn’t take this
into account
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Tiny home village
City camp ground for
homeless/houseless
Safe parking for temporary
displaced families
Onsite/easily available
counselors to connect services
and resources
More extensive + frequent
public transit options
Transportation - better
coordinated
Vacation rentals are plentiful
in Arcata, 100+
Need outreach services
LIMIT AIrbnb!
Tax within city limits for
AIrbnb per square foot of
living space that would even
the playing field for homeless
families + students by making
it a similar profit margin to
rent long term

• develop as much in fill as possible + then reach out to industrial + small expansions, use creative green + ?
group - provide transport options + affordable entities
_
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ARCATA HOUSING WORKSHOP – September 23, 2019

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS THAT AFFECT HOUSING DEMAND
Arcata has grown faster than
other areas since 2010.

5,000
4,000
3,000

Population Change:
2010-2019

Change in
Persons

Annual
Rate

2,000
1,000
0

Total Humboldt County

710

0.1%

Arcata

847

0.5%

-2,000

Eureka

-214

-0.1%

-3,000

Other Cities

63

0.0%

Unincorporated

14

0.0%

-1,000

0-14

15-19

20-29

30-54

Humboldt County

55+

Total

Arcata

Population Projections by Age Group

▪ Humboldt County is projected to see lots of

Job growth is projected to accelerate in the County but
more slowly in Arcata

growth in 20-29 year olds and seniors.

▪ Arcata's projected growth is more even
among age groups, with some increase in
college age households.

60,000
50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000

Arcata has a lower median household income, even
among older households

10,000
0
2001
Arcata

2010

2019

2028

Arcata Age of Householder
Humboldt
County
$43,718

Humboldt County

Eureka
$39,720

Total
$30,866

<35
$20,866

35-54
$39,900

55 and
over
$40,866

Special Housing Needs
Humboldt County and Arcata have higher percentages
of persons with disabilities than the state average.
20.0%
15.0%

▪ Among young (<30 years) renter
households in Humboldt County, 35% are
overcrowded and 48% pay more than 30%
of their income for rent.

▪ Among renter households in the 55+ age

10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

California Humboldt
County

City of
Arcata

Community

group, 17.9 percent are over crowded and
40.4 percent pay more than 30 percent of
income for rent. Over half of renter
households 55+ years old have disabilities
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BIG & SMALL IDEAS FOR HOUSING IN ARCATA
At another station, a consulting team member was available to chart any additional ideas participants
had for housing in Arcata. The following themes and ideas were generated:
Intentional Relationship Development and Inclusion
•

Create bridges between those with power and assets and those without

•

Post all housing related information in Spanish

•

Develop regulations and protections for landlords and workshops for tenants and landlords to
build mutual understanding

•

Potential topics: legal rights, responsibilities and obligations

•

We need to change the mentality of “mining our neighbors” to “investing in our community”

Tiny House Villages
●

Affordable, eco-housing tiny house villages with composting, recycling, cooperative, organic
gardening and access to transportation

●

Tiny Home Village (20 - 30 units)
○

Homes with communal spaces also

○

Could be really tiny: single room occupancy

○

Help people get off the street

○

Need contingent lease agreement with the City (and other municipal governments)

○

Need small committed group that would coordinate this solution and make it “shovel
ready”
■

Funding/financing

University-related
●

Consider putting a cap on out-of-state students being recruited to relocate to so students
aren't forced to live in neighborhoods (because of a lack of other housing options)

●

It’s irresponsible to recruit people if there’s no place for them to sleep

Land Use
●

Sunny Brae neighborhood presents an excellent opportunity for co-housing blocks of once
single family units with fences are removed. We need more collective living in this climate
change era.

●

Community land trust
○

Land with houses currently and vacant spaces too

○

All land that becomes available goes into it to build housing
■

Example: Burlington, Vermont* and now Denver too

■

*City owns land, individuals own the homes, and if they don't want to sell, it
has to stay in the program (low-income)

●

Infill: existing homeowners developing Mother-in-laws keeps investment local, sustainable and
affordable
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○

Need to still design for privacy

○

Have pre-existing templates that are pre-approved by city

Housing Continuum
●

Need the full continuum of housing options - to match parameters of income. Very low
income, supportive housing, min-wage workers, and up the income ladder

●

Need to also solve for the increased trash that’s been brought into natural spaces and camping

●

Need a safe legal safe place for people to be and sleep until housing can be provided, and
access to services

●

More places for homeless students and seasonal trimmers (bank houses?)

●

Safe spaces for people fleeing DV situations, resources for families seeking refuge.

Planning, Regulatory and Economic Ideas
●

Any newer housing built should have a tax on the city of Arcata going to Wiyot governments
(Blue Lake Rancheria, Bear River Rancheria, Wiyot Tribe) The US is about 400 years late on
rent (and about 150 years late here in Humboldt)

●

City needs to develop a reasonable water rate structure (since this is in our sphere of
influence)

●

Can also share the responsibility across Arcata → Eureka →Mckinleyville. Arcata shouldn't be
the “high-income bubble”. Transportation would need to be invested in

●

And regulations: height limits?

●

And there needs to be a master plan to support our quality of life and privacy and noise

●

More accountability to grants government programs/help for low-income folks to navigate
qualifications and paperwork (first time homebuyers more realistic and updated for current
time)
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ARCATAARCATA
HOUSING
WORKSHOP
– September
23, 2019
(SPANISH)
HOUSING
WORKSHOP
– October
21, 2019

What do you love about Arcata?
(not limited to housing)
Draw it, write it, or diagram it here:

Marsh
+
Beach

Marsh

st
Fore

Marsh –
Relaxing + love
going there

Farmers
Market

Clean +
some things
accesible

Beach
+
Marsh

Beach
Beaches

nity
u
m
Com
+
le
Peop

Beach +
Mountains,
little city

Community

I like the
Forest +
beach +
neighbors

Tranquil
ity
of
city

Close to
home +
schools
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I really like
the
beaches an
d
the forest

Beach
+
Marsh

