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Commissioner Compilation for April 27, 2023

Bike Rack

The following document the Bike Rack items that the Commission will resolve as time allows consistent
with the Meeting Framework adopted March 14, and amended thereafter. ltems shown in grey were
discussed at a prior hearing but no decision was made. Items without highlighting have not been
discussed.

Vision Statement

No Bike Rack issues.

Land Use Element
1) Table LU-4 INDUSTRIAL / PUBLIC FACILITY LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS
a) Residential uses are allowed in I-L zones, though limited and requiring Use Permits. When we
amend the Land Use Code and its Use Permit standards for residential uses of I-L sites, let’s
think clearly and protectively about what IS allowed there, and who is vulnerable to those
hazards (even in |-L permitted uses).

Ideas for Discussion

1) LU-1k: Support and revitalize other existing neighborhood and commercial activity areas. This
section promotes travel by walking, biking, and transit. One of its intentions to reduce vehicle miles
traveled. Yet, it also encourages “improvement of parking.” Do we want to also encourage the
conversion of parking lots to other uses, such as housing, walkways, playgrounds, etc.?

2) Housing density limits are not expressed quantitatively in this element. Nonetheless, |
suggest we consider adding language to address the possibility of housing bonuses affecting
the overall density of development.

a) LU-2a: Residential Land Use Classifications. This section discusses different residential density
zones. Given that the density bonus can be large and the rules covering the bonus are evolving
rapidly, we can add language here so that we end up with a reasonable densities we can live
with.

b) LU-3a: Commercial-Central (C-C): The last sentence reads, “The Commercial-Central Zone will
continue to have no upper density limit.” Do we really want to say that? Would a 12-story
building be allowed in this district?

3) LU-1k: Support and revitalize other existing neighborhood and commercial activity areas.
Although not a “neighborhood” center, it would also help to have some explicit mention of
Uniontown, especially in light of AB 2011. Uniontown might be a prime target for mixed use
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4)

5)

6)

redevelopment (and a reasonable one), if not under its current owners, then under some future
ownership by 2045.

LU-2: Residential Land use That's real estate-talk. Change that to “residents.” The policy refers to
“in higher density developments”. Clarify: Does that refer to RM and RH only? What about in those
mixed use developments we’re expecting, and in :PD Planned Developments?

LU-2c: Planned Development - residential: Add: Planned Development may also incorporate non-
residential uses where they will not reduce safety or livability for residents, and must include
adequate walkways, and set conditions for commercial operations. (Avoid a scenario where
commercial use is added to a residential :PD and brings dangerous vehicle traffic or constant loud
noise into a previously kid-friendly, quiet area.)

a) The Implementation Measures list calls for the City to review sites in the :PD combining zone,
and possibly releasing some of them from :PD requirements. However, new state housing laws
already limit City discretion for projects that include affordable housing, and exempt some of
those projects from CEQA review. The City should generally retain the discretionary review that
the :PD combining zone provides, especially for already developed sites, to ensure that
intensified development there does not threaten safety or existing environmental assets and
recreational spaces.

LU-3a Commercial use classifications “Large scale retail uses shall require a use permit due to

evaluate...” Can we add a threshold size or scale?

a) “Potential impact on existing and projected traffic conditions” — Add: pedestrian and residents’
safety

b) Table LU34 COMMERCIAL LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS: (Questions mainly)

c) What is the rationale for adding Travel trailer [RV] parks to principally permitted uses in the C-G
zone?

d) Will eliminating animal sales and services make existing pet stores and veterinary services in C-G
non-conforming? Or are these rolled into some larger category?

e) Add to the “Gas sales” category electric vehicle charging stations? What about zip car rentals,
etc?

f) Restaurants, Bars, Taverns and pubs, nighclubs: Will bars still require a Use Permit? If we’re
now allowing on-site cannabis consumption, should these be added to the list?

g) Commercial Recreation / Entertainment: How come “outdoor recreation uses and services” are
NOT allowed in either the C-C or C-M zones? Should they be?

h) Educational, Cultural & Religious Uses: Since no “Religious Uses” are actually listed, and since
the City has limited authority to regulate them anyway, should we take “Religious Uses” off the
category title? (AND ... Does the City have discussion / condition procedures set up for when an
Arcata church decides XYZ is actually a religious use, and demands services to support it?)

i) Urban Agriculture: Not allowed in the C-C zone. So, NO herb or vegetable gardens on a
temporarily vacant lot downtown? What about as an accessory use? (No commercial herb
gardens in backyards and roofs? Or is that allowed under some other rule?)

j)  Commercial — General This is mainly Valley West. With a max residential density up to 50 “units”
per acre in addition to commercial uses on the same site (???), with density bonuses likely to




7)

8)

9)

allow up to 90 dwellings per acre, what do we envision in Valley West for this allowable density,
especially in light of AB 20117

LU-3e Commercial — Central : Residential use is allowed as the primary use on vacant sites.
Presumably, NO maximum density & no parking? Given current vacancy rates, may existing
commercial buildings be converted to residential use anywhere in C-C? [Staff Response - | think that
is the next step. This could be an implementation measure]

LU-4b Little Lake : The City has sat on cleaning up its Little Lake site for 20 years. There’s some new
activity there now. (I'd heard “staging and material storage” for the WWTP upgrades?) The draft
policy is: “... The site shall be planned as a mixed-use development including passive recreational
uses and a dog park. Development shall be consistent with the adopted Long Range Property
Management Plan.” That plan indicates the site should be used for “economic development,” which
presumably means jobs. But the property management plan doesn’t go further than this. | hope
our Sea Level Rise discussions on Tuesday will help us envision what types of structures could be
safely allowed on that site — IF ANY — and strongly recommend against allowing permanent
structures, or ANY “mixed use” that includes housing.

i) Throughout the Plan, let’s replace the term “passive recreational uses” with something that
actually relates to land use / infrastructure, like “recreation facilities for walking, running,
sitting, nature observation, and social interaction.” It's more words, but better connotation
in our sports-dominated society. [Staff response — no mixed use or residential use is planned
on this site]

Table LU-6: AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCE LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS

a) Coastal-dependent recreation in the A-E zone: What would this be? Duck hunting blinds? Kayak
docks & rentals?

b) Keeping confined animals isn’t allowed in the A-R zone. No backyard hen coop? No backyard
goat pen? It’s odd that hens are allowed in residential zones but not in an ag zone. It might help
to re-state the list of allowable uses to reflect scale of confined animal keeping (I think the LUC
does this.)

c) “Silvicultural operations” and “Aquacultural operations” are not allowed in either agricultural
zone. It might make sense to allow tree nurseries and fish ponds, for example, with a Use
Permit to protect groundwater and prevent noxious odors.

d) Farm worker housing policy is clear for diked/ reclaimed former tidelands (LU-6d2) but not for
other ag lands. Farm worker housing should count as “residential units” and “dwelling units”
with standards identical to other housing or ADUs.

10) 2.3 IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES TABLE — This is a bare-bones list, focusing on the near-term, with

little except the “ongoing” items and Economic Development Strategic Plan 5-year updates that
carries us beyond the first couple of years. It would be great to develop a much more substantial list
of implementation actions to achieve the goals of the many policies in the Land Use element.



b)

d)

It would help to include specific implementation measures for Policy LU-1b “Promotion of infill
development and designated Infill Opportunity Zones,” if only to identify a time frame for
action.

LU-4 Pedestrian-friendly activity centers: These measures are more policies themselves, than
specific implementation actions, and will be only parts of the types of form-based standards that
would be needed to implement them. Once we have experience with a form based code in the
Gateway, would it make sense to include an implementation measure to consider developing
appropriate standards for the other activity centers?

LU-5 Business park plans: The city should seriously revisit the “business park” master plan idea
for Little Lake, even though the City is committed to putting those 12 acres to some economic
use. Developing a site plan for Little Lake: Yes. But let’s reconsider calling it a “business park.”
LU-6 Planned Development Overlay: An inventory of :PD sites will be useful. (See comments
above.) But beware of using this review to eliminate City development guidance and discretion
as a gift to developers.

11) LU-7 Commercial Visitor Serving Overlay — Is there a rationale for retaining the Visitor Serving zoning
designation? It seems the proposed Land Use classification system has already assumed that the

Commercial General classification is appropriate for Valley West, especially as so many of the motels

there no longer serve “visitors.”

Circulation Element

Policy Pitch Proposals

1) | propose the following changes to the section “Functional Classifications of the Street System”:

a)

All streets within Arcata city limits, with the exception of access-controlled segments of
Highways 101 and 299 and certain rural roads, are lined with homes and businesses and will be
managed primarily to provide safe access and high-quality public space, regardless of functional
classification. Slow speeds and traffic calming will be prioritized on all city streets. [delete the
rest of the classifications]

The Federal Highway Administration’s functional classification system is not a useful tool for
guiding the design of city streets.This system is based on a suburban style of development that
assumes dead-end local cul-de-sacs with houses on them feed into ever larger streets (collectors
and then arterials) whose job is to get the residents of those houses to other places. Even in this
context, the scheme fails, because most commercial destinations are concentrated on collectors
and arterials, creating the deadly “stroad” effect of streets that are designed primarily to move
cars at high speeds but also have lots of destinations and multimodal use for which they are not
designed. In a gridded streets system, such as the one that prevails in much of Arcata, functional
classification makes even less sense. Our city streets all serve multiple purposes - as places for
walking, biking, rolling, driving, and riding from one place to another, but also for accessing our
destinations and even for social gathering. Pretending that access is just for local streets while
others (arterials and collectors) are primarily for moving people quickly around in the city, while
ignoring that all of our streets are in fact lined with destinations that people need to access, is
unhelpful and leads to dangerous designs. It is not a coincidence that traffic collisions in Arcata
are concentrated on the designated arterial streets, which are designed for speed and capacity
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b)

rather than for access and safety. We should abandon this inappropriate way of thinking about
our street system.

If this is unacceptable, then as an alternative, | would propose adding this language as a header
to this section. All streets within Arcata city limits, with the exception of access-controlled
segments of Highways 101 and 299 and certain rural roads, are lined with homes and businesses
and will be managed primarily to provide safe access and high-quality public space, regardless of
functional classification. Slow speeds and traffic calming will be prioritized on all city streets. The
language would serve as a reminder that even arterials should prioritize access and safety over
convenience. This language would also be in more compliance with the “Complete Streets”
policy included elsewhere in the plan.

2) | propose the following changes to the section titled “Operational analysis and intersection level of
service (LOS) Summary:

a)

b)

LOS shall not be a management consideration for city streets. Decades of research and
experience show that projects which attempt to relieve congestion and improve LOS simply
attract more traffic and are ultimately unsuccessful. Furthermore, congestion is often desirable
from a safety standpoint, as it results in slower traffic speeds. Appendix-A-ofthisElement

The effect of induced demand is well documented in transportation planning, and is even
referenced in Arcata’s own planning documents. Managing for LOS means adding vehicular
capacity (whether that means adding lanes or making smaller “functional improvements”), but
the principle of induced demand dictates that any resulting reductions in congestion will be
temporary - the street will fill back up with more cars soon. Managing for LOS is just pretending
that induced demand isn’t real, when we know it is. In other words, managing for LOS just
doesn’t work.

Instead of managing for LOS we should be managing to reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) in order to reduce environmental impacts. The State recognized this in 2013 with the
passage of SB 734 which required all environmental studies for proposed projects in the state to
switch from LOS to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the critical measure of a project's impact.
Previously, the state, its local municipalities, and its regional governments had been basing an
assessment of a project's environmental consequences based solely on whether the project
would create congestion. By focusing on VMT instead of LOS, CEQA now puts the planning onus
on the reduction of car trips.

Furthermore, even if we could reduce congestion with engineering projects, it is not
clear if that would really be desirable. Congestion, by definition, slows down traffic, and slower
speeds result in greater safety for all road users. It’s time for Arcata to stop prioritizing the
annoyance of minor delays for drivers over the lives of community members and the
environment. If fully rejecting LOS is out of the questions, other cities, like Seattle, have
reformed their LOS to set specific target rates of transportation modes (e.g., walking, biking,
transit, and driving) rather than solely focusing on driving.




3)

4)

| propose we update the section discussing the 2017-2022 (Transit Development Plan) TDP to state
that the 2017 TDP is out of date, and a new one is about to be adopted. A 2023 Transit Development
Plan will be adopted soon. The City shall make an effort to follow the recommendations in the 2023
TDP.

| propose the following changes to the section titled “Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities”:

Arcata’s bicycle transportation system consists of Class | off-street shared use paths, Class Il bike
lanes, Class Il bike routes, and bicycle boulevards on public streets. Class | facilities are multi-
use paths that provide a completely separated right-of-way for the exclusive use of bicycles and
pedestrians with cross flows of motorized traffic minimized. Class Il bike lanes provide a striped
and signed lane for one-way bicycle travel on a street or highway within the paved area of a
roadway. Class Il bike routes are specially designated corridors in which the travel lanes are
shared by motor vehicles and bicycles and are usually marked with on-street pavement stencils.
Research has shown that Class Il bike routes do not provide adequate safety or comfort for
bicyclists unless significant additional design features are included. Bicycle boulevards are a type
of Class Ill facility on low-volume roadways which prioritize the use of bicycles with traffic
controls, signage, roadway markings, and traffic calming measures, including bicyclists having
the right-of-way. Class |V bike lanes are protected from traffic by a vertical barrier. Arcata does
not currently have any Class IV bike lanes, but research has shown that most people will not bike
on busy streets without them.

Arcata currently provides a eemprehensive-bikeway network connecting most major areas of
the City on primary arterial streets, but many of the current facilities do not provide adequate
protection for the comfort and safety of bicyclists. The primary Class | shared use path along the
L Street rail alignment provides a north-south connection from the southern City limits and to
the Humboldt Bay Trail south to Eureka, connecting to Alliance Road north of the Gateway area,
and connects to Foster Avenue at Sunset Avenue. Additional Class | facilities provide brief
connections between existing roadways and on-street bicycle facilities. Most Class Il bike lanes
are located on north-south streets, while Class Il bike routes and bicycle boulevards provide
east-west connection on key streets. The western portion of the City (west of Alliance Road) is
least served by bike lanes, providing an opportunity to expand the bike lane system to
encompass more residential areas. Figure T-h presents the existing bicycle and trail facilities.

See the discussion of Class IV bike lanes above for the reasoning for these changes.

5)

| propose the following changes to the section titled “Proposed Circulation Network”:

Arterial, collector, and local roads will provide access to new and established residential,
commercial, and industrial areas, connecting those areas with the existing local and regional
transportation system. Buildout of the General Plan land uses to year 2045 will increase
multimodal; access andparking-demands and will result in areas already under stress to exceed

acceptable limits for safety—arnel—ele#ay As—p#ese%&ed—w%ppe%*ﬂa@e%%—ﬁe#eeasted—tmﬁﬁe

In order to accommodate the eX|st|ng and pIanned Iand uses W|th|n the Clty, a robust network
of multimodal afety eapaeﬁ-wmprovements will be needed Based-on-buildoutof the General

101/Sunset Avenue interchange, the City is currently undergomg the Project Approval and



Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase of the interchange improvement, which proposes to
install two roundabouts at the interchange including pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
Additionally, implementation of the mobility improvements within the Gateway Area Plan,
including the “K” and “L” Streets couplets, and the 8" and 9" Street couplets extension, will

alleviate-trafficcongestion-within-the-Gateway-and-wilensure all transportation modes remain

comfortable, convenient, safe, and attractive to residents, workers, students, and visitors.

a) See the discussion above about LOS and congestion management for an explanation of these
changes. Table T-5 and Figure T-k should be modified accordingly to remove projects motivated
solely by congestion concerns.

Add Class IV facilities to Table T-6.

% %k %k %k

6) | propose that we make the following changes to Guiding Principle D:
Manage the street and highway system to promote more efficient use of existing capacities
facilities rather than increase the number of travel lanes or make other capacity enhancements.

See the discussion above regarding LOS and congestion management for an explanation.

7) | propose the following changes to Policy T-1d:
Critical transportation facilities for emergency vehicle access and emergency evacuation shall be
maintained and improved as a priority need. However, when determining needed
improvements, ease and speed of emergency vehicle access shall at all times be weighed against
safe design for all street users. Critical transportation facilities include the major routes into and
out of the City such as Highways 101, 299, and 255, their interchanges with City streets and
primary intra-city street connections including Samoa Boulevard, 11th Street, "G" and "H"
Streets, Sunset Avenue, L.K. Wood Boulevard, Alliance Road, Janes Road, and Giuntoli Lane. Due
to the potential for structural failure of these facilities in a seismic emergency, alternative routes
and procedures for their use shall be identified.

Emergency access is very important, but road design should not simply maximize emergency
access or minimize response times in the absence of other considerations. Statistics indicate
that more people in the US die from car crashes than from fires, crime, etc., so maximizing lives
saved means that safe road design proposals can’t be automatically vetoed only because of
emergency access concerns.

8) Policy T-3: Ensure this policy is consistent with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan, which calls
for doubling transit trips by 2025, again by 2030, and again by 2040.

9) | propose the following changes to Section T-3a:
The City shall maintain-improve the existing A&MRTS routes (as shown in Figure T-de),
frequency, and level of service as fundmg permlts H-H-PH—FFPGFGG—SGQ—G'Q#WQQ—WW




The city can’t meet its goal to increase transit ridership just by maintaining existing service
levels. We have to improve the service as funding permits.

10) | propose the following changes to Policy T-3c:
Public transportation is both a civil right and a critical climate solution, and should be designed
to provide service competitive with automobile travel in terms of access, convenience and
comfort. Potential improvements to the transit system should be assessed according to the best

available evidence of both need and existing and induced demand.-an-enterprise-activity-and-ts

public transportation, | believe it is counterproductive to view it as a “business” rather than as a
basic right. We do not ask roads to pay for themselves (and they don’t), and we shouldn’t ask
public transportation to do so either.

Additionally, while there is nothing inherently wrong with the enumerated planning guidelines, |
believe it is preferable to allow the guidance to evolve as evidence and best practice evolve,
rather than immortalizing them in the General Plan.

11) | propose the following change to Policy T-3b:
Short- and long-range transit plans shall be coordinated with the regional transit service
provided by the Redwood Transit System. The City supports regional transit plans which
improve service and timed transfers, and reduce headways for intercity travel. In the interest of
enhanced coordination and efficiency for local and regional service, the city shall immediately
begin planning to merge A&MRTS with the Humboldt Transit Authority.




a)

All other major transit services in Humboldt County are managed by HTA. Fully integrating
A&MRTS into the HTA system will allow easier coordination and greater efficiency. | am aware
that this has been discussed for years, but | can think of no good reason not to do it.

12) | propose the addition of a Policy T-3h:

a)

T-3h. A&MRTS shall study the possibility of pairing its traditional fixed-route bus system with an
on-demand microtransit system which could serve lower density areas and feed into the fixed
route system to increase transit mode share.

Significant technological advances and planning innovations have occurred in public transit since
the last General Plan was adopted. It is increasingly accepted in transit planning that
microtransit can be a good option for areas without high enough density to support traditional
fixed-route buses. The city should explore this possibility for improving the transit system.

13) | propose the following change to Policy T-4 Objectives:

a)

Plan an internal street system the circulation network consistent with Figure T-k and Figure T-i
and Arcata’s small-town, non-metropolitan character to create Complete Streets solutions that
are appropriate to individual contexts; that best serve the needs of all people using streets and
that support the land-use, climate, safety, and environmental quality targets and policies of the
City and which: 1) efficiently utilizes existing facilities and reduces need for investment in new
or expanded street and highway facilities or capacities; 2) improves connectivity of streets to
provide for direct routes between origins and destinations; 3) has a high quality of regular

malntenance and repaw—and@%amtansa@&#e#se%ea%mmm&e&delays—b&?&”ews

See above dlscu55|on of LOS

14) | propose the following modifications to the section titled “No additional vehicular travel lanes”:

a)

Street projects shall not be designed to improve vehicular traffic flow-shal-emphasize
intersectionimprovementsand-facilitymaintenance. If congestion occurs, it shall be welcomed
or managed using alternative methods such as diversion of trips to other travel modes or
intersection improvements. Construction of additional aFteHaJ—st_FeetvehmIe travel lanes shaII
not be considered enly-w

and-f unless it supports the land-use, climate, safety, and enwronmental quality targets and
policies of the City.

See above discussion of LOS and congestion. These edits reflect the fact that adding lanes is not
the only way to increase capacity, and that the principle of induced applies to any increase in
capacity.

15) | propose the following changes to Policy T-4c:

a)

The City shall employ t—he—f-e#ewmg range of measures to reduce speeds and ‘ calm” traffic
throughout the city in :
Femdentral—eei-ghleemeeds—to improve safety and comfort for those walklng, roIImg, b|k|ng, and
taking transit

Traffic calming is critical for safety, and there is no reason to limit this safety work to only
certain areas of the city. This is related to the thinking about functional classification, which has
resulted in dangerous arterial street designs.

16) | propose the deletion of Section T-4c.4:



a) The “Slow Streets” movement has shown how effective it can be to close local streets to
through traffic, for improving safety and invigorating neighborhoods. There’s no reason to take
this option off the table in Arcata.

17) Table T-7: Add stop signs back into the list of traffic calming measures; Add lowered speed limits as
allowed by law.

18) | propose the following change to Policy T-5a.2:
Maintain existing bicycle routes and provide additional routes where feasible connecting the
various neighborhoods with Cal Poly HumboldtState University. Class HIV bike lanes shall be
provided on routes with the highest bicycle demand, or where there is sufficient right of way.
a) See above discussion about Class IV bike lanes.

19) | propose the following changes to Policy T-6:
Objective. Manage parking to reduce the incentive for single occupancy vehicle use. Previdean

dea e aplvof o no in narimmatar late dovntawn Minimiza tha imn O Do

T-6a  Downtown parking. The following shall apply to parking within the Downtown area:
1 . Nereicd .

additional-demand-oropportunitiesarise-The City shall explore
implementing a smart parking meter system in the Downtown area to
manage parking demand while generating revenue to support public transit
and/or active transportation.

a) The concept of “adequate supply” of parking seems to reflect the assumption that a particular
land use or number of people automatically translates into a certain amount of driving and
parking. The evidence doesn’t bear out this assumption. Rather, we know now that the parking
supply helps dictate the amount of driving. Reflecting this, and in alignment with the city’s other
transportation goals, it seems logical to establish an objective to manage parking to achieve
mode shift, for example by charging for parking.

For similar reasons, the idea of adding more parking lots to downtown based on “demand”
seems outdated. Instead, managing parking through a smart meter system reflects modern best
practices in parking management, and would reduce the subsidy for driving and create a new
revenue source to help fund other city projects. See the work of Donald Shoup for much more
on this topic.

20) | propose the following changes to Policy T-8a:
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Developers shall be required to construct transportation improvements along their property
frontages. Where appropriate, a traffic impact study shall be required which identifies on-
site and off-site impacts and mitigation measures.

The developer shall be required to provide all necessary access and circulation facilities
within the property and such facilities shall be designed to meet City standards. The
following improvements may be required, based on the individual context and the needs of
all people using streets and the right-of-way; and that support the land-use, climate, safety,
and environmental quality targets and Complete Streets policies of the City:

1. If development is located on an existing street:
a. dedlcatlon of nght of way;

C. b|cycIe lane and parklng lane;
d. reconstruction of curb, gutter and sidewalk;
e. transit facilities and landscaping within the right of way.

2. If development is located in a new growth area not served by streets:
a. dedication of right of way to construct a street to connect the project site to a public
street, which accommodates all modes of transportation, particularly those walking,
rolling, biking, and using transit;
b. construction of the street and connecting intersection(s) to City standards;
c. after the dedication is accepted, the City will maintain the street.
3. In all instances, the developer shall be responsible for mitigating any off-site
tratfiemobility impacts of the proposed development in a manner consistent with the
policies of this plan. Measures may include areduction-inrthesize-erdensityoefthe
develepment-installation of additional pedestrian, bicycle and transit amenities to
encourage alternative travel modes; or implementation of Transportation Demand
Management measures.

See above discussion of LOS and congestion management.
%k k %k k

21) | propose the following change to Policy T-8c:

The City may adopt a citywide traffic impact fee to fund transportation improvements to
mitigate the trafficmobility impacts of new development. The traffic impact fee may
substitute in whole or in part for the off-site mitigation requirements described in Policy T-
8a, but would be in addition to the developer’s responsibility for on-site and frontage
improvements. The traffic impact fee may be used to fund roadway extensions, intersection
improvements, safety improvements, transit facility improvements, and pedestrian and
bicycle facilities or amenities.

a) This change is to reflect the discussion of LOS above, to ensure that the focus is on multimodal

mobility, not traditional “traffic impacts,” i.e., congestion.

22) | propose the following change to Policy T-8d:
A&MRTS should continue to fund capital and operating expenses through fare box revenue, Cal
Poly Humboldt State University subsidies, and state and federal subsidies. The City will explore
the possibility of new development contributing a one-time fee towards A&MRTS capital
expenses through the citywide traffic mitigation fee ordinance and funding transit through
parking meter revenues.

11



a) See above discussion of metered parking.

Public Facilities and Infrastructure Element

Consent Considerations

1.

PF-2b: Suggest inserting the bold phrases into the last sentence and rewording slightly to read: The
City acknowledges that it must plan for the possibility of a 1 meter sea level rise by 2050 and shall
ensure ongoing treatment system planning, investments, and mitigations are consistent with this
possible sea level rise, while balancing the City’s existing investments with habitat restoration and
sea level adaptation priorities. [[Discuss with LCP]]

[Staff: This is not the adopted policy of the City and we would not suggest we make it so.
The NOAA guidance eliminated the H++ scenario for the purposes of SLR planning. The
H++ predicts up to a meter by 2050. This language needs to be finessed if adopted to
reflect the policy work that has led up to this point]

Page 2-76: The Zero Waste Action Plan calls for, “... a goal of achieving 90% landfill diversion by
2027.” Is this realistic? Do we want to continue to claim this? [ES can verify and update the date]
Page 2-77: Are we conforming with AB1383? This seems like a huge effort. How will the City do
this? What is the timeline? [have ES provide information on this]

Public Safety Element

PS-8d: Sea Level Rise. Suggest inserting the following sentence and phrase shown in bold: “Using
guidance from the State and other climate scientists, the City will plan for a sea level rise of 1
meter in the year 2050. Using this assumption, the City will incorporate consideration....” (Also,
the word “local” in the last sentence has a typo.) [Staff: we recommend against committing to a
specific elevation or set of guidance sources. The science is evolving, and the Council should
commit to adaptation based on adaptive pathways, given latest science and social impact over
time.]

Other Matters

1.

PS-4c: Limitations on development within Flood Zone. This section describes requirements for
building within Flood Zone A. Why are we allowing any new building within Flood Zone A?

12



Stylistic Conventions

Staff to review stylistic conventions, below:

Public Facilities and Infrastructure Element

e The “Overview” sections for each set of facilities refer to many management plans. Note that all
of these must presumably be (or be amended to become) consistent with the General Plan.

e Editing: Indicate in the element WHEN (the YEAR) each of these plans was adopted or most

recently updated. Readers should know the planis adopted in 202(47?) so that most recent version

is as of now. As elements are amended in the future, those dates can also be updated.
e Format: Avoid text boxes that use less than the full width of a page in a digital version. The “side-
by-side” formatting makes the document difficult to move between digital formats.

e Consider adding a section about health care facilities. Even though that may also appear in the
“Healthy City” element (if such a thing will really exist!) it’s important to at least mention Mad
River Community Hospital, United Indian Health Center/ Potawot, and Open Door Clinic, since
their presence and development all also have significant land use and service implications.

e Revise basic info about schools in Arcata according to the editing suggestions I've provided in the

MSWord “track changes” version I'm submitting attached to the same email as this set of
suggestions. My suggestions are detailed and extensive.

e The Overview / background about changes in state solid waste diversion policies should be
shortened (as suggested in the “track changes” version I've submitted), remembering that the
Plan looks forward and must still make sense to someone reading it in 2045. The background of
increasingly stringent state regulation should focus on goals that Arcata must reach, and on the
idea that Arcata needs to anticipate more stringent state regulation, and that Arcata can become

a small town leader in progressive waste management.

13



Prior Decisions

VISION

=
o | | |
3

the 3/27/23 meeting

Commissioner Pitch for Amendment

This is from Appendix D2 from the 3/27/23 meeting

|

LAND USE
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8) Table LU-4 INDUSTRIAL / PUBLIC FACILITY LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS

[uny
0o



CIRCULATION

)]
i




|>

Provide a connected multimodal transportation and mobility system which-allewsthat
contributes directly to the safety, health, economic vitality, and quality of life of all
people in Arcata. +esidents. and-efficient travel |

B.Recognize that safe mobility is a right of all people in Arcata. The City will adopt
policies and pursue plans that further transportation and mobility equity.

A- Put safety first in all transportation and mobility planning, policies, and projects.|
Create a transportation system which-providesthat incentivizes a choice of travel modes
and is safe, accessible, comfortable, accommodating, and welcoming to all users.
Provide for increased use of active and shared transportation modes as alternatives to
the single-occupant vehicle, including walking, rolling, bicycling, public transit,
carpooling/vanpooling, and ridesharing.

Manage the street and highway system to promote more efficient use of existing
capacities rather than increase the number of travel lanes.

Create a multimodal transportation system which-that will improve the livability of
residential neighborhoods, including use of methods to calm or slow traffic and reduce
through-traffic on local neighborhood streets. DD statement on varied ability mobility
here]

Educate residents, employees, and students about the importance of using alternative
forms of transportation and mobility instead of the single-occupant automobile.
Promote land use patterns that encourage walking, rolling, bicycling, and public transit
use.l

Establish a set of eurb-fee-based parking prices that are high enough to maintainan

dArive mare artive and chared trancnartatinn

Policy Pitch Section
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25) With regard to the Gateway Area, within the Circulation Element:
The draft’s “Proposed Circulation Network” section addresses street and circulation changes City
staff now propose in the draft Gateway Area Plan. Current language is “Additionally, implementation of
mobility improvements within the Gateway Area Plan, including the “K” and “L” Streets couplets, and the 8"
and 9t Street couplets extension, will alleviate traffic congestion within the Gateway and will ensure all
trhasportation modes remain comfortable, convenient, safe, and attractive ...” However, significant
disagreement among Arcatans, is far from resolved, especially about the proposed K/L Street one-
way couplet. | recommend the following:
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Improvements at intersections. Improvements at intersections shall be designed to
allow the safe, comfortable, convenient and accessible use of streets and walkways

for all roadway users.
a) Minor improvements at intersections. Minor projects to improve traffic safety

include redistributing lane allocatlons and coordination of traffic signals.

The City shall consider developing City-operated traffic signals and signalized
pedestrian crossings to accommodate new or denser land uses, traffic patterns,
and safety concerns, especially Downtown, in the Gateway Area, and in the
Giantuli / Valley West area.

b) E.—Minimize the installation of new traffic signals. New traffic signals shall
be provided erly-in-instances-where there is no feasible alternative to relieve a
demonstrated-safety problem at an intersection {based-ondocumented
accidents). Alternatives which shall be studied prior to signals include
roundabouts or installation and monitoring of aII -way stop s:gns.]

elin rempenteatintorsacbone—Mlinarnral S

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
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Guiding Principles and Goals.

A. Provide an adequate, safe, and affordable water supply and delivery system for day-to-
day and emergency needs.

B. h’laintain and improve wastewater management systems that will protect water quality
in an affordable manner by updating wastewater technology and reducing wastewater
and stormwater loads that the City must treat. Maintain the Arcata Marsh and Wildlife
Sanctuary as an exemplary model of how natural systems can be effectively and
efficiently used to treat and reclaim wastewater.l

C. Utilize natural systems and processes for managing stormwater with preference for
approaches that reduce stormwater flows to City facilities while also preventing

undesirable flooding.

D. Advance Meet state-mandated waste diversion goals set forth in state mandates and
the City’s Zero Waste Action Plan. Arcata will strive to become a leader in developing

small CltY waste reduction prog_rams -Pubhclv—advocate#ed&mg—sohd—wast&as&h@ﬁm

The c_m Eovernment will encourggg educational Institutlons to cooperate wtth the Cig

to achieve City goals in our shared space.

e |nmn n . o e ey
facilities are important components of our the community’s identity. Protect public civil

and Constitutional rights in Arcata’s public sphere, and especially on C roperty and

public rights of way, and in any facility that receives City support.

P

“ _

N
N

[Staff: This would be supported by staff if the specificity of committees and commission was
removed. All of these policy choices are vetted publicly, and the Council will likely want the
ability, not the requirement, to refer such decisions to committees or the Commission as it
chooses.]
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PF-2c Protecting, improving, and restoring water quality: Protecting surface and ground ‘

water quality, preventing water pollution, restoring water quality in waterways and
wetlands within the City and in receiving waters of California and the United States shall

guide design, construction, and operation of the City’s water management

infrastructure. The City shall use necessary resources to comply Compliance with

California Regional Water Quality Control Board wastewater treatment and discharge
standards. The City shall regularly test its wastewater discharges and make necessary
adjustments in treatment processes levels, to ensure that effluent it meets California
Regional Water Quality Control Board standards, and of. i its
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES) permit. Guuent—amLmJ

rPF-zf Maintain the Joint City/ Cal Poly Humboldt State-University-Wastewater Utilization
Program. Recognize that Cal Poly Humboldt State University faculty and students were
instrumental in the design, testing, and development of the Arcata Marsh and wildlife
Sanctuary. The City and the University jointly participate in a wastewater utilization
program, which provides ongoing research projects for students and faculty studying
wastewater, stormwater, and water quality issues. The City and University maintain an
five-year agreement to operate the program,with the City providing the funding and
u:@u:mmm;mm@.um:.mmmmmqu The City shall renew
the program with the University when the current agreement ends, and the City should
collaborate with Cal Poly faculty in seeking funds for future research. -as-long asthere

(Considering the additional burden that Cal Poly's expansion will impose on the City’s treatment
system, directly and indirectly, paying for research into the system's future operation improvements
should be a JOINT funding effort, especially since the environmental and civil engineering focus at
the new Cal Poly should enable the University/City collaborative to seek grants to fund the research.
In fact, the University should probably provide money to the city for this, rather than the other way
around!)

(Presumably,
objective standards for those design features and BMPs will be defined somewhere in the building or
land use code, or by state standard.)

Other Matters
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3. General: There are several situations where we should consider possible zoning changes
refllcting recent status of uses that might be considered for Public Facility zoning, or Public
Facility zoning that should be considered for other potential uses. It would be important to
solicit input from the management and owners of those facilities. These include such sites as the
Mad River Community Hospital (current site Master Plan to be updated); UIHC/Potawot (some of
the site covered by conservation easement); Open Door Community Health Clinic (serves some
public needs, including emergency facilities); HealthSport (privately owned/ managed facility
after initial public partnership); and possibly others. It would be useful to provide some pathway
for charter schools NOT operating on school district property to have some pathway to develop
permanent facilities that would be zoned as Public Facilties, rather than jury rig the current
underlying zoning to accommodate them.

Develop some language around other public facilities and add it to the PF Element, then reference

the LU Element

4. The “Guiding Principles and Goals” (now p. 2-78 of Draft) should be moved to the BEGINNING of
the element, before the overview of current facilities. They are intended to be the basis of the
analysis of planning needs, and of the policies and implementation actions that follow.

5. Anintroduction paragraph should be added at 2.10, indicating which facilities & infrastructure
the element addresses, and which it explicitly does NOT address, including park and open space
material that appears in the open space and conservation Element(s), healthcare facility
material (if we decide NOT to add it here), etc.

6. Move the sections of the Element about schools and other public facilities NOT related to water
or sanitation either to the beginning of the element (before the parts about water and
sanitation) or to the end. But don’t strand them between the wastewater and the garbage!
That re-ordering should happen in both the “Overview” part and the “Policy” part of the
Element.

7. Make the changes in brown below

o ®

POLICY PF-4  EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES|

bjective. Value Arcata’s educational institutions and facilities
as keys to achieving the high educational standards that will lead to

ros and community wellbeing. Enlist schools and the

University in support of Arcata’s future prosperity, and our diverse

and tolerant cultures. Seek the cooperation of Arcata’s educational o o
institutions to achieve City goals. identify student enrollment ARCATA HIGH SCHO

increases, based on the projected future population of the City, and

coordinate with local school (public and private) districts,

and other education providers to maintain and improve educational facilities and services.
Coordinate with Cal Poly Humboldt to project demand for City services and facilities based on
anticipated increases in eanwmmmwm
community/studant ratios.

PF-4a [Coordination with Arcata, Pacific Union, and Jacoby Creek school districts, the
Northern Humboldt Unified High School District, and with Charter School operators.
The City shall provide demographic information to assist the School Districts and charter
schools in projecting future student enrollments. The City shall encourage the school
districts and charter schools to expand existing schools rather than designating new
sites for this purpose. |
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PUBLIC SAFETY

Policy Pitch
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