
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Updated Final  
Environmental Impact Report 
Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & 
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements  

City of Arcata 

January 31, 2022 
 

     
 

  



 
 

Updated Final Environmental Impact Report 
Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & 
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements 
SCH#: 2021010176 

 

 

 

This document has been prepared by: 

 

In collaboration with: 

 
GHD  
718 Third Street,   
Eureka, California 95501, United States 
T  +1 707 443 8326  |  F |  E andrea.hilton@ghd.com  |  ghd.com 

 
 

 

 

 

 

January 31, 2022

http://www.ghd.com/


Table of Contents 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR i 
 

Contents 

Contents ..................................................................................................................................................... i 
1. Introduction ...................................................................................................................................1-1 

1.1 Purpose of the Final Environmental Impact Report .............................................................1-1 
1.2 Environmental Review Process ...........................................................................................1-1 
1.3 Document Organization of the FEIR ...................................................................................1-3 

2. Comments and Responses ..........................................................................................................2-1 
2.1 Master Responses ..............................................................................................................2-3 
Master Response 1 Statements Unrelated to Environmental Issues as Defined Under CEQA 2-3 
Master Response 2 Substantial Evidence, Speculation, and Unsubstantiated Opinion ...........2-4 
Master Response 3 Parking ......................................................................................................2-4 
Master Response 4 Noise and Vibration ...................................................................................2-5 
Master Response 5 Drainage ...................................................................................................2-7 
Master Response 6 Community Engagement Process ............................................................2-9 
Master Response 7 Historical Resources ...............................................................................2-10 
Master Response 8 Impacts to Wetlands ...............................................................................2-12 
Master Response 9 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts .2-14 
Master Response 10 Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps ............................................2-14 
2.2 Public Comments Received During Circulation .................................................................2-15 
Letter 1 – Diane Ashton – September 19, 2021 ...........................................................................2-16 

Letter 1 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-17 
Letter 2 – Libby Mikles– September 20, 2021 ..............................................................................2-18 

Letter 2 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-19 
Letter 3 – Marc Delany– August 10, 2021 ....................................................................................2-20 

Letter 3 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-21 
Letter 4 – Marc Delany – August 19, 2021 ...................................................................................2-22 

Letter 4 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-24 
Letter 5 – Marc and Kiriki Delany– September 9, 2021 ................................................................2-27 

Letter 5 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-34 
Letter 6 – Marc Delany– September 27, 2021 ..............................................................................2-36 

Letter 6 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-63 
Letter 7 – Kiriki Delany– August 19, 2021 ....................................................................................2-64 

Letter 7 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-73 
Letter 8 – Kiriki Delany– August 19, 2021 ....................................................................................2-77 

Letter 8 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-81 
Letter 9 – Denise Ziegler– August 9, 2021 ...................................................................................2-82 

Letter 9 – Response to Comments ................................................................................................ 2-84 
Letter 10 – Denise Ziegler– August 13, 2021 ...............................................................................2-85 

Letter 10 – Response to Comments .............................................................................................. 2-87 



Table of Contents 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR ii 
 

Letter 11 – Jude Power– August 19, 2021 ...................................................................................2-88 
Letter 11 – Response to Comments .............................................................................................. 2-89 

Letter 12 – Kathleen Stanton– August 19, 2021 ...........................................................................2-90 
Letter 12 – Response to Comments .............................................................................................. 2-92 

Letter 13 – Kathleen Stanton– September 3, 2021 ......................................................................2-94 
Letter 13 – Response to Comments .............................................................................................. 2-96 

Letter 14 – Kathleen Stanton, September 27, 2021 .....................................................................2-98 
Letter 14 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-139 

Letter 15 – Sean Armstrong – August 20, 2021 .........................................................................2-153 
Letter 15 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-167 

Letter 16 – Robert McPherson – August 20, 2021 .....................................................................2-169 
Letter 16 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-170 

Letter 17 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife – August 31, 2021 .................................2-171 
Letter 17 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-174 

Letter 18 – Susan Cashman – September 7, 2021 ....................................................................2-175 
Letter 18 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-176 

Letter 19 – Kelsey Harvey – September 7, 2021 ........................................................................2-177 
Letter 19 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-180 

Letter 20 – California Highway Patrol – September 8, 2021 .......................................................2-181 
Letter 20 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-185 

Letter 21 – California Highway Patrol – September 13, 2021 .....................................................2-186 
Letter 21 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-188 

Letter 22 – Caroline Lowry – September 15, 2021 .....................................................................2-189 
Letter 22 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-190 

Letter 23 – Amy Bruce – September 16, 2021 ...........................................................................2-191 
Letter 23 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-192 

Letter 24 – Rose Gale Zoelick – September 18, 2021 ................................................................2-193 
Letter 24 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-194 

Letter 25 – Kathleen Stanton – September 1, 2021 ...................................................................2-195 
Letter 25 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-196 

Letter 26 – Michael Love – September 19, 2021 ........................................................................2-197 
Letter 26 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-198 

Letter 27 – Abigail Munro-Prolux – August 12, 2021 ..................................................................2-199 
Letter 27 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-201 

Letter 28 – Wayne Palmrose – September 22, 2021 ..................................................................2-203 
Letter 28 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-204 

Letter 29 – Rees Huges – September 23, 2021 .........................................................................2-205 
Letter 29 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-206 

Letter 30 – Nancy Ihara – September 23, 2021 ..........................................................................2-207 
Letter 30 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-208 

Letter 31 – Gordon Inkels – September 23, 2021 .......................................................................2-209 
Letter 31 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-210 

Letter 32 – Sam McNeil – September 23, 2021 ..........................................................................2-211 
Letter 32 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-212 



Table of Contents 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR iii 
 

Letter 33 – Suerie McNeil – September 23, 2021 .......................................................................2-213 
Letter 33 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-214 

Letter 34 – Jess O’Brien – September 23, 2021 .........................................................................2-215 
Letter 34 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-216 

Letter 35 – Linda Palmrose – September 23, 2021 ....................................................................2-217 
Letter 35 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-218 

Letter 36 – Jean Santi – September 23, 2021 ............................................................................2-219 
Letter 36 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-220 

Letter 37 – Chip Sharpe – September 23, 2021 .........................................................................2-221 
Letter 37 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-222 

Letter 38 – Jim Sousa – September 23, 2021 ............................................................................2-223 
Letter 38 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-224 

Letter 39 – Carla Paliaga – September 24, 2021 .......................................................................2-225 
Letter 39 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-226 

Letter 40 – Steve Mietz – September 25, 2021 ..........................................................................2-227 
Letter 40 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-229 

Letter 41 – James Zoelick – September 26, 2021 ......................................................................2-230 
Letter 41 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-233 

Letter 42 – Kristi Colbert – September 26, 2021 ........................................................................2-234 
Letter 42 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-236 

Letter 43 – Len Mayer – September 26, 2021 ............................................................................2-237 
Letter 43 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-239 

Letter 44 – Jane Minor – September 26, 2021 ...........................................................................2-240 
Letter 44 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-241 

Letter 45 – Michael Minor – September 26, 2021 .......................................................................2-242 
Letter 45 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-243 

Letter 46 – Bayside – September 27, 2021 ................................................................................2-244 
Letter 46 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-564 

Letter 47 – Wendy Caruso – September 27, 2021 .....................................................................2-593 
Letter 47 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-594 

Letter 48 – Tom Mendenhall – September 19, 2021 ..................................................................2-595 
Letter 48 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-596 

Letter 49 – Ali Lee – September 27, 2021 ..................................................................................2-597 
Letter 49 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-600 

Letter 50 – Kari Love – September 27, 2021 ..............................................................................2-601 
Letter 50 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-602 

Letter 51 – Stephanie Mietz – September 27, 2021 ...................................................................2-603 
Letter 51 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-604 

Letter 52 – Carla Paliaga – September 27, 2021 .......................................................................2-605 
Letter 52 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-606 

Letter 53 – Anson Smith – September 27, 2021 .........................................................................2-607 
Letter 53 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-608 

Letter 54 – Claire and Greyson Svehla – September 27, 2021 ..................................................2-609 
Letter 54 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-610 



Table of Contents 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR iv 

Letter 55 – Cheryl Svehla – September 27, 2021 .......................................................................2-611 
Letter 55 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-612 

Letter 56 – April Klingonsmith – September 27, 2021 ................................................................2-613 
Letter 56 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-614 

Letter 57 – Denise Ziegler – September 6, 2021 ........................................................................2-615 
Letter 57 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-616 

Letter 58 – Constance Brown – September 18, 2021 .................................................................2-617 
Letter 58 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-618 

Letter 59 – Jude Power – January 20, 2022 ...............................................................................2-619 
Letter 59 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-621 

Letter 60 – Jude Power – January 27, 2022 ...............................................................................2-622 
Letter 60 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-623 

Letter 61 – Bayside Cares – January 27, 2022 ..........................................................................2-624 
Letter 61 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-630 

Letter 62 – Greta Montagne – January 11, 2022 ........................................................................2-633 
Letter 62 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-636 

Letter 63 – Marc Delaney – December 15, 2021 ........................................................................2-637 
Letter 63 – Response to Comments ............................................................................................ 2-641 

3. Comments Received Following Circulation ...............................................................................3-1 
3.1 Comments Received During the Planning Commission Meeting ........................................3-1 
3.1.1 Summary of Planning Commission Deliberations ...............................................................3-1 
3.1.2 Summary of Public Comment ..............................................................................................3-1 
3.2 Comments Received During the City Council Meeting .......................................................3-4 
3.2.1 Summary of Public Comment ..............................................................................................3-4 

4. Errata .............................................................................................................................................4-1 
4.1 Cultural Resources Text Clarifications ................................................................................4-1 

Section 3.4 Typographical Error ...................................................................................................... 4-1 
4.2 Cultural Resources – Results of Additional Investigations ..................................................4-2 
4.3 Drainage……….  ..................................................................................................................4-2 
4.4 Vehicle Miles Traveled ........................................................................................................4-3 
4.5 Alternatives Description and Analysis .................................................................................4-5 

Section 4.3.2 Alternative 2 – Biological Resources ......................................................................... 4-5 
5. References ....................................................................................................................................5-1 
6. Report Preparers ..........................................................................................................................6-1 

6.1 Client 6-1 
6.2 GHD 6-1 
6.3 Sub-consultants 6-1 



Table of Contents 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR v 
 

Table index 
Table 1-1 Summary of Revisions in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR 1-2 
Table 2.1 Public and Agency Comments Received on the DEIR 2-1 
Table 2.2 Summary of Master Responses 2-3 
Table 2.3 Noise Level Change Perceptibility 2-6 
Table 2.4 Estimated Future Noise Conditions at the Mistwood Educational Center 2-6 
Table 2.5 Public Outreach Summary 2-9 
Table 4.1 List of Proposed DEIR Text Modifications Captured in Errata 4-1 

Image index 
Image 1. Excerpt of the 30% design planset (sheet 16, roundabout) showing the enhanced 

crosswalk sign and detectable warning surfaces, shown in yellow. ................................2-568 

Appendices 
Appendix A Historical Resources Evaluation Map 
Appendix B 30% Design Planset 
 



Introduction 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR 1-1 
 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Purpose of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & 
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project (Project) consists of the Draft EIR (DEIR), comments received 
on the DEIR (including the partially recirculated DEIR), the City of Arcata’s (City; Lead Agency) responses 
to comments, and revisions to the DEIR. The DEIR identified the likely environmental consequences 
associated with the Project, and recommended mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant 
impacts. 

To certify the Final EIR, the City Council must find that: 

– The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;  
– The Final EIR was presented to the decision making body of the Lead Agency and that the decision 

making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to approval of a 
project;  

– The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15090);  

– The findings of the EIR are consistent with Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Project will not 
result in a significant unmitigated environment impact, findings are supported by substantial evidence, 
and the Final EIR includes a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program. 

– Approval of the EIR is consistent with Section 15092 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

1.2 Environmental Review Process 
CEQA requires lead agencies to consult with public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project, 
and to provide the general public with an opportunity to comment on the DEIR. This FEIR has been 
prepared to respond to those oral and written comments received on the DEIR. 

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was made available for a 30-day public review period on May 14, 2021.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 (b) requires a 30-day response period for input on the scope and content 
of the EIR. The NOP review period ended on June 21, 2021. A public scoping meeting was held on July 1, 
2021. An agency scoping meeting was held on June 21, 2021. The purpose of the two public scoping 
meetings was to inform agencies and interested parties about the Project, and to solicit input on 
environmental issues germane to the Project, as well as potential alternatives to the Project. Section 1.4 the 
DEIR summarizes the public scoping process, and lists areas of controversy based off the public scoping 
process. 

The DEIR was made available for a 45-day public review on August 9, 2021. The review period ended at 
5:00 pm on September 27, 2021. The document was made available for review at Arcata City Hall, located 
at 736 F Street, Arcata, California, 95521 and online at: https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-
Design-Project. The DEIR was sent to the State Clearinghouse and was published on August 9, 2021 for 
distribution to State agencies, and was distributed to local, State, and federal responsible and trustee 
agencies and tribal governments. The general public was advised of the DEIR through a Notice of 
Availability posted at the County Clerk as required by law, and through a posting in the local newspaper, the 
Times Standard, on August 8, 2021.  A public hearing before the Planning Commission on October 12, 
2021 to receive comments on the DEIR was held after the end of circulation period to provide additional 

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityofarcata.org%2F720%2FOld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C3fd2d46ea82a4a98d67408d92b966450%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637588747568427782%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2B7rTLn5KbObbflAdIGDkKaf15WdovYQzkO%2F%2FmPmUKzY%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityofarcata.org%2F720%2FOld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C3fd2d46ea82a4a98d67408d92b966450%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637588747568427782%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2B7rTLn5KbObbflAdIGDkKaf15WdovYQzkO%2F%2FmPmUKzY%3D&reserved=0
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opportunity for comment. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was also sent to the listserv of parties 
requesting notice on the project (217 recipients) and the City’s “Land Use Planning and Environmental 
Determinations” listserv (94 recipients), as well as direct mailing to adjacent property owners and residents. 
Postcards were sent to 201 owners and 114 residents, for a total of 315 unique addresses.  
A Final EIR was prepared and posted publicly on November 23, 2021.  Following posting of the Final EIR, 
the inadvertent omission of wetland impacts was discovered on December 1, 2021, and the City Council’s 
planned certification of the EIR was subsequently postponed, pending the completion of the recirculation 
process as outlined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. The partially recirculated Draft EIR was 
electronically filed with the Office of Planning and Research on December 10, 2021 and recirculated for a 
45-day period from December 13, 2021 through 5:00 p.m. on January 27, 2022.  Public comment regarding 
the Project was received by the City Council during the December 1, 2021 City Council meeting. In 
accordance with Section 15088.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City requested that comments on the 
partially recirculated Draft EIR be limited to only the modifications presented in the recirculated document. 
In the updated Final EIR, the City has only responded to comments related to the portions of the Draft EIR 
that were recirculated per CEQA Guidelines 15088.5(f)(2), specifically, comments related to the updated 
impact analysis for special status plants and wetlands.  Revisions in the partially recirculated Draft EIR are 
summarized in Table 1.1.  

Table 1.1-1 Summary of Revisions in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR 
Section Summary of the Revision 

Section 1 –  
Introduction and Summary 

- Added a description of the recirculation rationale and process. 
- Summary of the revisions made to the Draft EIR during recirculation. 
- Added new mitigation measures specific to special status plants and wetlands in 

Table 1.2. 

Section 2 –  
Project Description 

- Brought forward errata from the previously posted Final EIR. Specification of the 
pavement overlay thickness added to Section 2.5.1 – Repaving Old Arcata Road 
and Adjacent Bike Lanes. 

- Brought forward errata from the previously posted Final EIR. Specification of 
detectable warning surfaces added to Section 2.5.4 – Crosswalks and Sped 
Humps. 

- Errata update to clarify existing speed humps will be replaced and new speed 
humps are not proposed in Section 2.5.4. 

- Included minor text edits in Section 2.5.9 to clarify utility improvements are located 
in the public right of way only and upgrades/repairs would occur if the utilities 
were found to be defective upon inspection during the course of road repaving. 

- Addition of Section 2.5.10 – Wetland Establishment. 
- Section 2.9 – Required Approvals updated to reflect permits required as a result 

of impaction to wetlands. 

Section 3.3 – 
Biological Resources, 
Impact BIO-c 

- Added Mitigation Measure BIO-2 to require pre-construction plant surveys along 
an approximate 200 linear foot reach of Jacoby Creek Road under Impact BIO-A. 

- Updated environmental impact analysis under Impact BIO-C specifically related to 
impacts to wetlands. 

- Added Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4 to avoid, 
minimize, and compensate for wetland impacts. 
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Section Summary of the Revision 

Section 4 – 
Alternatives Description and 
Analysis  

- Updated text in Section 4.3.2 - Biological Resources, Section 4.4 – Comparison of 
Alternatives, Table 4.1, and Section 4.5 – Environmentally Superior Alternative to 
reflect wetland impacts to occur under the proposed Project and Alternative 2. 

Appendix A – Updated 30% 
Design Sheets 

- Corrected 30% Design Sheet C113 to show all delineated wetlands along Jacoby 
Creek Road.  

- Corrected 30% Design Sheets C106, C107, and C108 to clarify existing speed 
humps will be replaced and new speed humps will not be constructed.  

 

One online public hearing to receive comments on the FEIR and to consider approval of the Project will be 
held during the February 16, 2022 City Council meeting at 6:00 p.m., consistent with Executive Order N-33-
20. This FEIR will be provided to the City Council for review and consideration on certification of the EIR as 
a full disclosure of potential impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives. The Final EIR will be sent to the 
public agencies who commented on the DEIR at least 10 days prior to certification of the EIR per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.  

If the Project is approved, recommended mitigation measures will be adopted and implemented as 
specified in the City Council’s resolution and an accompanying mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
(MMRP).  

The additions made in this FEIR do not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The FEIR 
merely clarifies, amplifies, and makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR, per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(b). 

1.3 Document Organization of the FEIR  
The FEIR is organized into the following chapters: 

– Chapter 1 – Introduction.  This chapter discusses the use and organization of this FEIR and the 
environmental review process. 

– Chapter 2 – Comments and Responses.  This chapter includes a list of persons, organizations, and 
public agencies who commented on the DEIR, reproductions of the letters received from the public on 
the DEIR, and responses of the Lead Agency to those comments.   

– Chapter 3- Comments Received Following the Close of Public Circulation. This chapter 
summarized the comments received by the City pertaining to the Project during the Planning 
Commission meeting on October 12, 2021 and the City Council meeting on December 1, 2021, to 
ensure such comments are included in the administrative record for the Project.  

– Chapter 4 – Errata.  This chapter includes text modifications to the DEIR.  Proposed text additions are 
signified with underlined bold text (example), and stricken text is signified with strike through 
(example). 

– Chapter 5 – References.  This chapter includes references utilized in this FEIR. 
– Chapter 6 – List of Preparers.  This chapter includes the list of individuals who contributed to this 

document.  
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2. Comments and Responses 
During the first public comment circulation period for the DEIR, the City of Arcata received sixty comment 
letters/emails, which included numerous comments on the DEIR.  A list of the comment letters and 
comments received is shown below in Table 2-1 (either by agency/organization or last name of the 
individual). During the public comment period for the Partially Recirculated DEIR, the City received five 
additional comment letters. 

Table 2.1 Public and Agency Comments Received on the DEIR 
Letter Last Name or Agency First Name Letter Date Pgs. Cmt# 
1 Ashton Diane September 19, 2021 1 1 
2 Mikles Libby September 20, 2021 1 1 
3 Delany Marc August 10, 2021 1 1 
4 Delany Marc  August 19, 2021 2 8 
5 Delany Marc and Kiriki September 9, 2021 7 7 
6 Delany Marc September 27, 2021 30 1 
7 Delany Kiriki August 19, 2021 9 14 
8 Delany Kiriki August 20, 2021 4 1 
9 Ziegler Denise August 10, 2021 2 1 
10 Ziegler Denise August 13, 2021 2 1 
11 Power Jude August 19, 2021 1 1 
12 Stanton Kathleen August 19, 2021 2 4 
13 Stanton Kathleen September 7, 2021 2 6 
14 Stanton Kathleen September 27, 2021 41 36 
15 Armstrong Sean August 20, 2021 14 3 
16 McPherson Robert August 20, 2021 1 3 
17 California Dept. of Fish and Wildlife  August 31, 2021 3 1 
18 Cashman Susan September 7, 2021 1 1 
19 Kelsey Harvey September 7, 2021 3 2 
20 California Highway Patrol  September 8, 2021 4 1 
21 California Highway Patrol  September 13, 2021 2 1 
22 Lowry Caroline September 15, 2021 1 1 
23 Bruce Amy September 16, 2021 1 1 
24 Gale-Zoelick Rose September 18, 2021 1 2 
25 Stanton Kathleen September 1, 2021 1 1 
26 Love Michael September 19, 2021 1 1 
27 Munro-Proulx Abigail August 12, 2021 2 7 
28 Palmrose Wayne September 22, 2021 1 4 
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Letter Last Name or Agency First Name Letter Date Pgs. Cmt# 
29 Huges Rees September 23, 2021 1 1 
30 Ihara Nancy September 23, 2021 1 1 
31 Inkels Gordon September 23, 2021 1 1 
32 McNeill Sam September 23, 2021 1 1 
33 McNeil Suerie September 23, 2021 1 1 
34 O’Brien Jess September 23, 2021 1 2 
35 Palmrose Linda September 23, 2021 1 4 
36 Santi Jean September 23, 2021 1 1 
37 Sharpe Chip September 23, 2021 1 1 
38 Sousa Jim September 23, 2021 1 1 
39 Paliaga Carla September 24, 2021 1 1 
40 Mietz Steve September 25, 2021 2 3 
41 Zoelick James September 26, 2021 3 3 
42 Colbert Kristi September 26, 2021 2 2 
43 Mayer Len September 26, 2021 2 3 
44 Minor Jane September 26, 2021 1 1 
45 Minor Michael September 26, 2021 1 3 
46 Bayside Cares  September 27, 2021 251 39 
47 Caruso Wendy September 27, 2021 1 2 
48 Mendenhall Tom September 19, 2021 1 1 
49 Lee Ali September 27, 2021 3 3 
50 Love Kari September 27, 2021 1 1 
51 Mietz Stephanie September 27, 2021 1 2 
52 Paliaga Carla September 27, 2021 1 1 
53 Smith Anson September 27, 2021 1 1 
54 Svehla Cheryl September 27, 2021 1 1 
55 Svehla Greyson & Claire September 27, 2021 1 2 
56 Klingonsmith April September 27, 2021 1 1 
57 Ziegler Denise September 6, 2021 1 1 
58 Brown Constance September 8, 2021 1 1 
59 Power Jude January 20, 2022 1 1 
60 Power Jude January 27, 2022 1 3 
61 Bayside Cares  January 27, 2022 6 10 
62 Montagne Greta January 11, 2022 2 1 
63 Delaney Marc December 15, 2021 1 1 
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2.1 Master Responses 
Review of comments made on the Draft EIR indicated that some comments were made frequently (type of 
comment), demonstrating a common concern. To allow presentation of a response that addresses all 
aspects of these related comments, select Master Responses have been prepared. Master Responses are 
intended to allow a well-integrated response addressing all facets of a particular issue, in lieu of piece-meal 
responses to each individual comment, which may not have portrayed the full complexity of the issue. The 
use of a Master Response is in no way intended to minimize the importance of the individual comments. 
Master Responses are summarized in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2 Summary of Master Responses 
Response Topic 

1 Statements of Opinion For or Against Project and Project Planning and Statements Unrelated to 
Environmental Issues as Defined Under CEQA 

2 Substantial Evidence, Speculation, and Unsubstantiated Opinion 

3 Parking 

4 Noise and Vibration 

5 Drainage 

6 Community Engagement Process 

7 Historical Resources 

8 Impacts to Wetlands 

9 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR 

10 Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps 

Master Response 1 Statements Unrelated to Environmental Issues as Defined Under 
CEQA 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), in reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus 
on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. When responding to 
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide 
all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 
Furthermore, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, 
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.  

In several cases, comments include an opinion on the Project, questions about the Project’s planning 
process, and requests that the project be eliminated from consideration. Such comments provide valuable 
input to the City of Arcata’s process of considering approval of a project, and the comment letters will be 
submitted to the City Council as part of the approval process. Where the comments address the merits of 
the project and do not necessarily pertain to environmental issues, no further response to comments is 
provided. Such comments are not comments on the EIR, but comments on the approval of the project, a 
process that will occur after CEQA documentation is considered for adoption. Nevertheless, if CEQA 
documentation is adopted for the project, the City of Arcata will consider the recommendations in these 
comment letters as well as the information presented in the CEQA documentation or elsewhere in the 
record, and make its decision regarding approval of the project and or consideration of project alternatives.   
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Master Response 2 Substantial Evidence, Speculation, and Unsubstantiated Opinion 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, the decision as to whether a project may have one or more 
significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. An effect on the 
environment shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. Substantial 
evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported 
by facts (CEQA Statute Section 21082.2(c), Guidelines Section 15384(b) and 15604 (f)(5)). Argument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or 
evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence (CEQA Statute Section 21082.2(c), 
Guidelines Section 15384(a) and 15604 (f)(5)).  

Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 (Evaluation of and Response to Comments) states, “The 
level of detail contained in the response, however, may correspond to the level of detail provided in the 
comment (i.e., responses to general comments may be general). A general response may be appropriate 
when a comment does not contain or specifically refer to readily available information, or does not explain 
the relevance of evidence submitted with the comment.”  

Master Response 3 Parking  
A number of commenters expressed concern about changes to existing parking on Hyland Street, on Old 
Arcata Road near Jacoby Creek School, and at the Mistwood Education Center/Bayside Community Hall 
area. The loss of parking as a result of a project is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. 
While parking and transportation projects may have an impact on the environment, the addition or deletion 
of parking is not an environmental factor analyzed in the CEQA Appendix G checklist and is not cited 
elsewhere in the Public Resources Code (PRC) or CEQA guidelines. As such, a loss or reorientation of 
parking for the proposed project is not considered an environmental impact under CEQA. Comments 
pertaining to parking are not comments on the EIR, but comments on the approval of the project, a process 
that will occur after CEQA documentation is considered for adoption. 

Commenters raised comments about parking in three primary locations: Mistwood Education Center, 
Hyland Street, and near Jacoby Creek School. Changes to parking for these three areas are described 
below.  

Parking near Mistwood Education Center  

A portion of the existing parking near Mistwood Education Center is informally located within the 
public right of way. A portion of the parking area near Mistwood Education Center parking that is 
located within the public right of way would be reduced as a result of Project implementation. An 
open ditch along the north side of Jacoby Creek Road will be replaced with a subsurface storm 
drainage pipe and will be surfaced with gravel or pavement. The new roadside area will provide 
additional parking on Jacoby Creek Road near the roundabout. 

Hyland Street Parking 

The proposed sidewalk on Hyland Street would provide pedestrians connectivity to the crosswalks 
at Hyland Street and Old Arcata Road. The sidewalk is proposed to be situated so as not reduce the 
number of travel lanes or on-street parking. Parking on both sides of the road would remain.  

Parking Near Jacoby Creek School 

A portion of the raised landscaped island in front of the school would be replaced with paved parking 
stalls. The raised landscape island is narrow in width and currently separates the school parking lot 
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from diagonal street parking. Maintaining parking near the school was determined to be a priority 
over retaining the raised landscape island. 

The project proposes to formalize on-street parallel parking on the west side of Old Arcata Road for 
approximately 850 feet north of Jacoby Creek School. The ground surface in designated parking 
areas would be improved with compacted gravel, a permeable paver system, or similar design. 

In addition, there are no formal or dedicated parking areas on the west side of Old Arcata Road to 
the south of Jacoby Creek school. The Project will include several additional parallel parking spots 
in that area. 

While neighborhood concerns regarding parking are not environmental concerns as analyzed under CEQA, 
the City Council could consider comments related to reductions or changes to parking during their 
consideration of approval of the project. 

Master Response 4 Noise and Vibration 
Potential impacts related to noise and vibration are considered environmental issues under CEQA. 
Environmental impact analysis related to noise and vibration is addressed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR. 
A number of commenters expressed concern regarding the potential for increased operational noise at the 
Mistwood Educational Center, as a result of shifting the roadway closer to the building. Additionally, a 
number of commenters expressed concern that construction-generated vibrations may damage historic 
structures in or near the Project. 

As concluded in Section 3.10.6 (Impact NOI-a) of the EIR, operational noise would decrease due to a 
quieter, smoother roadway surface and traffic calming measures such as speed humps and improved 
signage.  

Projected noise contours in the Noise Element show the highest level of anticipated noise along and 
adjacent to the immediate roadway of Old Arcata Road where the Mistwood School is located. However, as 
a conclusion of noise-related impact analysis in Section 3.10.6 (Impact NOI-a) of this EIR, noise levels were 
determined not to exceed the threshold of significance for sensitive receptors, including the Mistwood 
Educational Center. The Mistwood Educational Center features a small outdoor amenity area inline with 
southern property line, along the same axis as the educational center building.  

The DIER assessed road traffic noise level impacts for the existing conditions compared to the proposed 
alternative based on a simplistic road traffic noise calculation. The noise calculation assumed that the 
speed, volume, and flow of traffic will remain similar between the existing condition and the proposed 
alternative.   

Vehicular road traffic generates noise that consists of mechanical noise from the engine and brakes, friction 
noise created from the wheel contacting the road surface, and aerodynamic wind noise from the vehicle. 
Traffic volume, speed, road composition, gradient and surface type will affect the overall traffic noise that 
can be generated. Proximity, speed, traffic composition, and line-of-sight to the roadway are most 
consequential for determining the noise impact exposure for an adjacent area. 

Road traffic noise is generally considered a non-tonal broadband noise, meaning that it generates a fairly 
even sound distribution over the frequency spectrum with little to no predominant peaks. For any broadband 
noise, the audibility and potential impact from a change in the overall noise level will be a function of how 
much it exceeds the existing ambient background sound level or baseline noise environment. A dBA is a 
decibel weighted for judging loudness that corresponds to the hearing threshold of the human ear. The 
noise generated from vehicular traffic can be best described as a line type noise source, meaning that the 
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noise generated will reduced by approximately -3 dBA for every doubling of distance from the source of 
noise such as the roadway. Conversely, doubling the amount of traffic on a roadway would result in an 
increase of 3 dBA to the Leq, which is normally just perceptible to the average person.  

Based on the proposed improvements to Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, which are briefly 
summarized as the addition of a roundabout, the separation distance from the edge of the roadway to the 
Mistwood Educational Center building will decrease by approximately ten feet from the existing edge of 
Jacoby Creek Road and by approximately 55 feet from the existing edge of Old Arcata Road. The 
separation distances were measured at the roadway location nearest the Mistwood Educational Facility for 
both existing and future conditions.   

Based on the distances from the Mistwood Educational Center building to each roadway noted above, and 
assuming the same speed, volumes and heavy truck percentage, decreasing the distance between the 
road and the building will result in an increase of approximately one dBA from the Jacoby Creek Road and 
an increase of approximately 3.5 dBA from the Old Arcata Road at the school building façade because the  
proposed alignment is closer to the school. Table 2.3 details the commonly accepted perceptibility of 
changes in noise to the average person in A-weighted sound pressure levels.  

Table 2.3 Noise Level Change Perceptibility 
Perceptibility Noise Level Change 

Quieter / No Change ≤ 0 dBA 

Imperceptible Increase 1 dBA to 2 dBA 

Just Perceptible Increase 3 dBA to 4 dBA 

Noticeable Increase ≥ 5 dBA 

The estimated simplistic noise impacts calculations show that there are no future noise impacts at which the 
change in road noise levels with the proposed improvements is five dBA higher compared to existing 
conditions. The proposed roundabout at the Jacoby Creek Road intersection would further decrease 
operational noise by reducing the amount of acceleration and braking associated with stopping, turning, and 
reaccelerating at the current intersection. The roundabout would remain consistent with the City of Arcata 
Noise Element. Therefore, based on the predictions summarized above, consideration of noise mitigation is 
not warranted for the school property and potential impacts will remain less than significant.  

Additionally, when operating within their capacity, roundabouts typically operate with lower vehicle delays 
then signalized intersections. With a roundabout, it is not necessary for traffic to come to a complete stop 
when no conflicts are present. With regards to noise, it has been estimated that roundabouts are ~2.5 dBA 
quieter than signalized intersections, as roundabouts do not require significant braking force on the 
approach or significant acceleration on the exit due to continuous movement (Chevallier et al. 2009) (Table 
2.4). When there are queues on one or more approaches, traffic within the queues usually continues to 
move.  

Table 2.4 Estimated Future Noise Conditions at the Mistwood Educational Center 
Roadway Approximate Change in 

Roadway Proximity at 
Closest Location 

Post-Project, Assuming 
No Change in Conditions 

Post-Project, Assuming 
~2.5 dBA Reduction Due 
to Roundabout 

Jacoby Creek Road 10 feet closer ~ +1 dBA ~ - 1.5 dBA  

Old Arcata Road 55 feet closer ~ +3.5 dBA ~ +1.5 dBA 
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As discussed in Section 3.10 (Noise) on page 3.10-3 under Regulatory Setting/Regional and Local, the 
impact evaluation related to Noise did consider City of Arcata General Plan policies N-3b (Transportation 
Noise) and N-3c (Roadway Projects), finding the Project not to conflict with either policy in addition to other 
applicable City and County noise-related policies. 

Vibration analysis results showed that the Project would not create vibrations that could damage buildings. 
None of the historical resources are constructed of sensitive materials such as unreinforced masonry or 
adobe. The Caltrans guidance for historic and old buildings is 0.5 peak particle velocity (PPV) in 
inches/second for transient sources and 0.25 PPV in inches/second for continuous, frequent, and 
intermittent sources. For older residential structures, the transient source threshold is also 0.5 PPV 
inches/second, and 0.3 PPV in inches/second for continuous, frequent, and intermittent sources (Caltrans 
2020, Table 19). Equipment to be used during construction is included in Section 2.6.2 of the Project 
Description (page 2-7) and does not include any pile drivers. Construction equipment to be used that could 
be vibratory includes rollers, plate compactors, and jackhammers. At a distance of 25 feet from the source, 
the reference PPV in inches/second is 0.210 for a vibratory roller and 0.035 for a jackhammer (Caltrans 
2020, Table 18). Plate compactors are not included in the Caltrans 2020 (Table 18) guidance; however, 
given they are considerably smaller than a vibratory roller, it is assumed their resulting vibration is also 
under the established thresholds. Thus, the most vibratory of equipment to be utilized during construction 
would fall under the threshold to prevent damage to historic and old buildings. Additionally, the roller would 
have a vibratory function that can be turned off and on as needed and would not be entirely vibratory. The 
level of operational vibration resulting from a vehicle interacting with a speed bumps varies based on 
vehicle speed, speed hump design, soil substrate, and the size of the vehicle. However, the maximum 
vibratory levels for vehicles under 7.5 tons were found to be 0.23 PPV (Watts and Krylov 2000), which is 
also under the Caltrans guidance thresholds and thus also would not have the potential to damage any 
historic or old buildings. 

Master Response 5 Drainage 
Drainage information provided in the DEIR conforms with Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA 
Guidelines - Degree of Specificity: the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree 
of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. 

Potential impacts related to drainage that could result in an impairment to water quality are considered 
environmental issues under CEQA. Environmental impact analysis related to drainage is addressed in 
Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality). The Project includes facilities to control and convey runoff from 
paved areas. Runoff from the roundabout and roadway areas adjacent to Mistwood and Bayside Hall would 
be directed to new drainage inlets and underground piping. The drainage would then be conveyed through 
a network of existing underground piping that extends south along Old Arcata Road and ultimately 
discharges to an open channel on the west side of Old Arcata Road (see Figure 2-5 of the DEIR, which 
depicts storm drain enhancements south of the roundabout).   

Under existing conditions, roadside drainage near the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata 
Road is an ad-hoc system of ditches and driveway culverts. The project would upgrade existing drainage 
into a formal, sub-surface system to improve roadside drainage. The existing drainage along the north side 
of Jacoby Creek Road is comprised of an open ditch, driveway culverts and drainage inlets. Jacoby Creek 
Road’s approach to the roundabout would be realigned over a portion of the existing roadside ditch. A 
portion of the existing ditch is also proposed to be filled to accommodate additional on street parallel 
parking just east of Bayside Hall. In order to continue to convey the drainage, new inlets and underground 
piping would be extended.   
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Based on the 30% design, the Project would increase impervious surface by approximately 15,200 square 
feet (approximately 0.35 acres), which is less than 0.03% of the total 12.8 acre Project Area as shown in 
Figure 2-2 through Figure 2-5 of the DEIR and thus negligible. Of the approximately 15,200 square feet, 
approximately 8,000 square feet are attributable to the roundabout, approximately 7,150 are attributable to 
the proposed pathways. These numbers will likely adjust as the design process progresses; however, any 
such adjustments will be insubstantial, based on these considerations. These details have been added to 
the Errata in Final EIR Section 4; however, the impact analysis remains unaffected.  

Projects located within the boundaries of MS4 areas are subject to the requirements of the State Water 
Quality Control Board’s general permit for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4 Permit). The MS4 
Permit mandates local agencies to require development projects to comply with post-construction 
stormwater requirements based on “low impact development” (LID) standards. The Humboldt Low Impact 
Development Stormwater Manual (HLIDSM) provides a standardized approach for complying with the MS4 
Permit’s LID requirements for projects located in Humboldt County MS4 areas.  

The portion of the Project located within the City of Arcata’s jurisdiction is an MS4 area and subject to the 
MS4 Permit and the HLIDSM. The portion of the project within the County of Humboldt jurisdiction is not in 
an MS4 area and therefore not subject to the MS4 permit or the HLIDSM.  

The HLIDSM classifies projects and the stormwater requirements based on the type and scale of the 
project. According to the HLIDSM, pavement grinding and resurfacing of existing roadways; construction of 
new sidewalks, pedestrian ramps, or bike lanes on existing roadways; or routine replacement of damaged 
pavement such as pothole repair or replacement of short, non-contiguous sections of roadway paving 
overlay and resurfacing projects are generally considered Exempt. In addition, road projects are Exempt 
from LID requirements if they include less than 5,000 square feet of new contiguous impervious surface, 
excluding new sidewalks and bike lanes that drain to adjacent vegetated areas.  

Based on the 30% design, the Project is expected to be classified as Exempt since it includes pavement 
resurfacing and does not have any discrete locations of 5,000 square feet or more of new impervious 
surface (excluding new sidewalks and bike lanes that drain to adjacent vegetated areas) that are within a 
MS4 area. However, if during final design, the Project is determined to be Regulated, then appropriate post-
construction measures will be included and documented in accordance with the HLIDSM and City of Arcata 
MS4 requirements. These details have been added to the Errata in Final EIR Section 4; however, the 
impact analysis remains unaffected. 

To improve drainage conditions near the roundabout, the Project design would incorporate increased 
subsurface retention (e.g. larger pipes or parallel pipes) as needed to balance the modest increase in runoff 
resulting from increased impervious surface. As the design progresses, permeable pavement could be 
incorporated in key locations (e.g., parking near the sewer pump station) to reduce surface runoff and 
further improve drainage conditions. Pathways would be located throughout the Project Area and not 
concentrated in one location. As such, pathways would not substantially increase surface impermeability in 
any one location. 

Improvements to the north side of Jacoby Creek Road will not improve drainage or reduce flooding at the 
Bayside Hall or Mistwood Education Center parking areas; however, the roadway and roundabout drainage 
facilities will better convey and direct roadway drainage away from these areas. Improvements will not 
exacerbate existing drainage limitations at the Bayside Hall or Mistwood Education Center parking areas. 
As analyzed in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-b and Impact HWQ-c (page 3.9-
12), the Project would not substantially alter existing drainage, change the rate of surface runoff, or result in 
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on- or off-site flooding. Changes in impervious surfaces would be small in scale and would not result in a 
substantive increase in surface runoff.  

Between Hyland and Jacoby Creek Road, the roadway would be crowned with the western half draining to 
the landscape/swale located between the road and walkway. Pipes and inlets will be sized to City or County 
standards. New inlets in the swale and underground piping would then convey the runoff to existing 
discharge points. There is an existing storm drain system (inlets and pipes) on the east side of the road, 
which will continue to collect and convey runoff. 

To ensure that the Project would not negatively impact drainage conditions, a drainage analysis will be 
prepared prior to final design, as required under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1. The drainage analysis would 
compare the peak runoff from existing and proposed conditions and analyze the conveyance capacity of 
drainage system. If warranted, the existing and proposed drainage facilities would be modified to ensure no 
environmental impact, particularly to adjacent properties. The requirement to incorporation 
recommendations from the drainage study are fully incorporated into the Project, as included in Mitigation 
Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10). Through the drainage study, the project is obligated to demonstrate 
existing drainage issues in the area would be not compounded.  

Master Response 6 Community Engagement Process 
The Project is a direct result of input received from a community outreach and planning process led by the 
City of Arcata. The need for improvements was substantiated during a City-led community design charrette 
process, which included the identification of deficiencies and potential improvements. The results of the 
community design charrette led to the development of a Project Study Report, and the City Council 
selection of a preferred alternative in November 2017. Community outreach completed for the Project, in 
addition to the engagement specifically held in relation to the preparation of the EIR, is summarized in 
Table 2-5.  

Table 2.5 Public Outreach Summary 
Date Meeting Type/Topic 

September 12, 2016 Community Charrette Event #1 – Kickoff Workshop 

September 26, 2016 Community Charrette Event #2 – Walk Audit 

October 18, 2016 Community Charrette Event #3 – Pop-Up Demonstration 

October 19, 2016 Community Charrette Event #4 – Open House 

October 20 - November 4, 2016 Online Community Survey 

November 15, 2016 Arcata Transportation Safety Committee Meeting – Project Presentation 

December 6, 2017 City Council Meeting – Project Presentation & Selection of Preferred Alternative 

August 15, 2019 Community Meeting – Project Update & Preliminary Design 

July 1, 2021 DEIR Public Scoping Meeting 

August 19, 2021 Presentation of the Project to the Historic Landmark Committee Meeting 

October 12, 2021 Presentation of the Project to the Planning Commission 

December 1, 2021 Wetland Impact Update and Public Comment 
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Master Response 7 Historical Resources 
Most of the DEIR comments regarding historic resources are regarding three topics: the identified Area of 
Potential Effects (APE), identification of historical resources, and Project impacts to historical resources. A 
general response to these three topics is below. 

Prior to establishing the APE, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC (JRP) reviewed existing documentation 
regarding historic resources in and around the Project area and identified known existing historical 
resources throughout the entire Project area. This included reviewing a 1978 historic resources report by 
the Humboldt County Department of Public Works (Humboldt County DPW 1978), the City of Arcata’s 
historical landmarks list, the National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical 
Resources, and other sources as noted in the EIR. JRP also considered the potential for a historic district in 
the Project area. Then to establish the APE, JRP took into consideration the different Project elements and 
activities and the relationship the built environment along the Project corridor has with the project elements. 
With this information, JRP considered the potential Project effects on properties throughout the Project 
corridor and an APE was established that encompasses the six parcels adjacent to the roundabout that 
could be potentially affected by the Project. The six parcels adjacent to the roundabout are: 

1. Old Jacoby Creek School at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 501-011-006 

2. Former Temperance Hall at 1928 Old Arcata Road, APN 501-012-012 

3. Former Bayside Grange at 2297 Jacoby Creek Road , APN 501-012-002  
4. US Post Office (current) at 1836 Old Arcata Road, APN 501-011-028 

5. Residence at 1835 Old Arcata Road, APN 501-031-042 

6. Residence at 1895 Old Arcata Road, APN 5001-031-031 

The pedestrian survey conducted for the historic resources study verified that no additional parcels should 
be included in the APE. 

The architectural APE was established by the City and Caltrans with input from JRP. The APE includes 
areas that may be directly and indirectly affected by the Project along the Project corridor and is intended to 
be used expressly for the purposes of Caltrans review. The APE includes portions of all assessor parcel 
numbers (APNs, parcels) located along the Project corridor, as the portion of each APN that fronts Old 
Arcata Road, Bayside Road, or Jacoby Creek Road was included within the boundary. The DEIR analyzed 
impacts to properties both within and outside of the APE established by Caltrans and the City for Caltrans’ 
purposes. The APE includes the location where project activities will occur, all of which are within the 
existing right-of-way, and no physical impacts on historical resources will result from the Project. The APE 
also encompasses parcels that could experience potential visual impacts. Parcels adjacent to the Project 
corridor where the project does not pose a visual effect to built environment resources were not included in 
the APE. This determination of where a potential visual effect might occur was made based on the various 
Project activities at different locations and the existing conditions along the Project corridor. After evaluating 
these considerations, the six parcels adjacent to the location of the proposed roundabout (listed above) 
were incorporated into the APE because of the potential for visual impacts. As identified in the Historical 
Resources Evaluation Report (HRER), only these six parcels surrounding the proposed roundabout would 
have the potential for visual impacts from the Project, and, as stated above, even the properties within the 
APE would not be physically impacted by the Project. The addresses of the six parcels have been 
incorporated in the Final EIR Section 4 errata.  
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Along the remaining part of the Project corridor, the APE follows, or closely follows the right-of-way property 
line and does not encompass any historic-era built environment resources. The reason the parcels near the 
roundabout were included in the APE and others not included was because of the difference in the nature 
of the project at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, that is, construction of the 
roundabout and reconfiguration of the intersection. Project activities in the remainder of the Project corridor, 
such as restriping and resurfacing, construction of a new sidewalk, adding a bike lane, etc., are minor, small 
scale, and not notably dissimilar in use or appearance from existing conditions, thus there was no potential 
for a visual effect in these areas.  

After establishing the APE, JRP prepared an HRER that identified historical resources in the APE. 
Preparing the HRER entailed extensive research and efforts to identify known and potential historical 
resources, preparation of a historic context, property-specific historical research, intensive level field survey 
of the entire Project corridor. This effort found that three of the six properties in the APE included buildings 
that are less than 45 years old and did not require evaluation or analysis (1836, 1835, and 1895 Old Arcata 
Road). The three other properties in the APE are the Old Jacoby Creek School at 2212 Jacoby Creek 
Road, the former Temperance Hall 1928 Old Arcata Road, now Mistwood Education Center, and the former 
Bayside Grange at 2297 Jacoby Creek Road, and all are historical resources under CEQA. The Old Jacoby 
Creek School was listed in the National Register of Historic Places in 1985 and thus is automatically listed 
in the California Register of Historical Resources. JRP evaluated the former Temperance Hall (1928 Old 
Arcata Road) under National Register and California Register criteria and found it eligible for both. JRP 
evaluated the former Bayside Grange (2297 Jacoby Creek Road) under National Register criteria and found 
it eligible. This property was previously listed in the California Register. 

In addition to these three historical resources in the APE, there are four other properties with recognized 
historic status that are outside of the APE, but are along the Project corridor (1365, 1686, 1752, and 1786-
1788 Old Arcata Road). These were identified in a 1978 study and determined eligible for the National 
Register, a conclusion concurred by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). One of these four 
properties is also a City Historic Landmark. While not within the APE, these four are within the Bayside 
Specific Plan District as defined in the City of Arcata 2020 General Plan and were also identified in the EIR. 

The 1978 study also documented several other buildings and structures along the Project corridor, but 
outside of the APE. These properties, while documented in the 1978 study, did not receive SHPO 
concurrence as eligible for listing in the National Register and none are listed as City of Arcata Historic 
Landmarks. Nonetheless, their recognition in the 1978 study gives them the potential to be local historically 
noteworthy properties. 

Furthermore, JRP analyzed the Project corridor for a possible historic district in or adjacent to the APE 
including parcels outside of the APE. This entailed a pedestrian survey of the entire project corridor to make 
observations of the buildings and structures and of the overall setting. Analysis also included consideration 
of the dates of construction of the buildings and structures, and the overall history of Bayside. In this 
analysis of a potential historic district, JRP used National Register and California Register guidelines as to 
what constitutes a historic district. JRP concluded that there was no potential historic district because there 
is not a sufficient concentration or a discrete grouping of properties that are united historically, aesthetically, 
culturally, or architecturally. Any potential concentration of older properties in this area is disrupted by 
buildings interspersed throughout the Project corridor that have lost historic integrity, that do not share 
unifying historical, aesthetic, cultural, or architectural characteristics, or that were constructed in recent 
decades.   

Following the identification of historical resources that would be potentially affected by the Project, JRP 
conducted an analysis of Project impacts on the seven historical resources noted above. Several key points 
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are important to this analysis: 1) all Project activities are within the existing public right of way, 2) the Project 
will not encroach onto any private parcels, 3) the Project will not entail removal of any physical feature of 
any historical resource or potential historical resource considered character defining or necessary for the 
resource to convey its historical significance, and 4) thus, the only potential impacts to historical resources 
are related to visual and atmospheric changes. 

An impacts analysis is an assessment the effect of a Project on the integrity of a historical resource. There 
are seven aspects of integrity: materials, workmanship, design, location, feeling, association, and setting. 
As the Project will only have visual effects, the only aspect of integrity that will be altered by the Project is 
setting. With respect to the three historical resources in the APE near the proposed roundabout, several 
changes to the historic setting have already occurred at this location. In 1946, the historic Old Arcata 
Road/Jacoby Creek Road intersection was reconfigured, and Old Arcata Road realigned into a modern, 
sweeping curve through Bayside Corners. The Project, therefore, is not proposing to replace the original, 
historic intersection, but rather a modern intersection reflecting modern highway design and engineering 
that does not contribute to the significance of the three historical resources. Other aspects of the setting at 
the intersection have also changed included the loss of many late 19th and early 20th century buildings, 
and the construction of many newer buildings within the past 30 years. Even with construction of the 
proposed roundabout, Bayside Corners will still largely maintain its rural feeling and setting. In addition to 
the roundabout, the other Project components near the roundabout such as sidewalks, streetlights, and 
crosswalks are modest in scale and do not alter the setting of any of the historical resources to any 
significant degree. While the Project will result in some alterations to the setting, setting is only one of seven 
aspects of integrity, and the diminishment of setting will not be substantial and does not require specific 
mitigation. Therefore, following construction of the project, these properties will retain a high degree of 
overall integrity and retain their ability to convey their historical significance.  

In addition to assessing impacts of the historical resources in the APE, impacts analysis was applied to the 
four historical resources outside of the APE, but within the Bayside Specific Plan District, with consideration 
of all other parcels along the Project corridor that are outside of the Project APE. Project activities in these 
areas would be such things as restriping and resurfacing pavement, construction of a new sidewalk on one 
side of the road, bike lanes, and paving driveway approaches. As noted earlier, all of these Project activities 
are entirely within the existing roadway right of way and would not entail the removal or alteration of any 
landscape feature that is, or could be, considered a contributing feature to the historic character of any  
property. Proposed Project activities adjacent to these parcels are relatively minor, small scale, and not 
notably dissimilar in use or appearance from existing conditions. Thus, the Project would not substantially 
alter the setting or result in a substantial adverse change. These properties along the Project corridor 
outside the APE would retain their overall integrity and retain their ability to convey their historical 
significance or potential historical significance.  

Master Response 8 Impacts to Wetlands 
A number of comments raised concerns about impacts to wetlands that would occur as a result of the 
Project or related concerns pertaining to wetland mitigation.  

In the partially recirculated EIR, the Biological Resources chapter was updated to capture previously 
omitted wetland impacts along Jacoby Creek Road. Based on the combined results of all wetland 
investigations (summarized in Section 3.3.5 – Methodology of Biological Resources), most of the identified 
wetlands within the Biological Study Area would be entirely avoided and unimpacted. Temporary and 
permanent impacts to occur as a result of the Project specifically include:  
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– Permanent impacts to several small lengths of three-parameter wetland ditches along Jacoby Creek 
Road, totaling approximately 2,650 square feet/0.06 acres (see Figure 3.3-1 – Jacoby Creek Road 
Wetlands).  

– Temporary impacts to approximately 1,300 square feet (0.03 acres) of three-parameter wetlands along 
Old Arcata Road. Temporarily impacted wetlands would be fully restored in place during construction by 
or following the close of construction, as included in Mitigation Measure BIO-4.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4 were incorporated into the Project to ensure 
impacts to these wetland areas are minimized and fully mitigated, reducing the impact to wetlands to a less 
than significant level. As the design progresses, if additional unavoidable impacts to delineated wetlands 
are determined to occur, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4 will also apply. 
Compensatory mitigation included under Mitigation BIO-4 would occur at a location of equal or greater 
habitat value to the satisfaction of jurisdictional permitting agencies. Compensatory mitigation would occur 
at the on-site Wetland Creation Area included in the Project and/or a more suitable off-site location. 
Compensatory mitigation would occur to the satisfaction of the jurisdictional permitting agencies, which 
includes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the North Coastal Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
the Humboldt County Planning Department (Coastal Development Permit).  

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires the City to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other regulated 
waters to the extent practical in the final design plans for the Project. In the limited locations where wetland 
impacts cannot be avoided, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires compensatory mitigation at a ratio no less 
than 1: 1.2 and to the satisfaction of jurisdictional permitting agencies for permanent impacts to wetlands. 
Under Mitigation Measure BIO-4, temporarily impacted wetlands will be restored in place as part of the 
Project. Mitigation Measure BIO-4 also requires development of a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, 
which must be accepted to jurisdictional permitting agencies. The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
must include proposed mitigation ratios; description and size of the restoration or compensatory area; site 
preparation and design; plant species; planting design and techniques; maintenance activities; plant 
storage; irrigation requirements; success criteria; monitoring schedule; and remedial measures. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-4 requires the City to implement the Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Permits required of 
the Project by the County of Humboldt, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers will also require the City to implement the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.  

Juxtaposed wetlands to be avoided during construction would be protected by installing Environmentally 
Sensitive Area (ESA) exclusion fencing to ensure construction equipment or personnel do not inadvertently 
impact juxtaposed wetlands, as included in Mitigation Measure BIO-3. The location of ESA fencing would 
be shown on the final 100% design plan set for construction.  

The Partially Recirculated Draft EIR noted permanent impacts to approximately 20 square feet of three-
parameter coastal wetland along Bayside Road near the northern end of the Project alignment (see Figure 
3.3.-2 Wetlands Near Bayside Road). The sidewalk in this location has since been adjusted to avoid the 
approximately 20 square foot impact, shown on Sheet C102 of Appendix B.   

Additionally, Section 2.9 of the Project Description was updated during recirculation of the partially 
recirculated Draft EIR to reflect the City would be required to obtain Clean Water Act Section 401 and 404 
approvals from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
pursuant to jurisdictional wetland impacts. The City met with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
on December 9, 2021 to discuss the Project’s wetland impacts and mitigation strategy. Input received from 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife was incorporated into the impact analysis and wetland 
mitigation in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR, to the satisfaction of the agency.  
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Master Response 9 Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts 
Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines discusses the standards for adequacy of an EIR and specifically 
notes disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate. Section 15151 states: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need 
not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably 
feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should 
summarize the main points of disagreement among experts. The courts have looked not for 
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at disclosure.  

In preparing this EIR, the City has incorporated considerable analyses that include detailed technical 
evaluation of environmental resources. Where necessary and appropriate, the EIR relied on Project-specific 
technical evaluations for: 

– Wetlands, special status plants, and other biological resources, 
– Visual resources, hazards, and 
– Historical and archaeological (cultural) resources. 

These technical evaluations were prepared by qualified professional consulting scientists, archaeologists, 
and historians and were approved by Caltrans qualified environmental staff following a robust review 
process and referenced throughout the EIR. Biological resource evaluations were specifically appended to 
the EIR itself. Cited technical references are publicly available on the City’s Project-dedicated website, 
https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project. As a result of these technical evaluations 
and associated impact analyses, the City has provided substantiative analysis to both disclose potential 
environmental effects resulting from the whole of the Project to the public and to inform the City Council as 
to the potential environmental consequences of the Project.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 also notes disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate and recommends summarizing the main points of disagreement among experts. While the 
City’s analysis regarding potential resources to historical resources was both extensive and lengthy, 
comments received regarding potential impacts to historical resources (please see Comment Letters 12, 
13, and 14 from Ms. Kathleen Stanton, M.A., Historical Resources Consultant) indicate the commenting 
expert disagrees with the City’s consulting expert, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC. In responding to 
comments raised in Comment Letters 12, 13, and 14 pertaining to historical resources, as well as 
comments submitted by other members of the public also addressing historical resource-related issues, the 
City has fully disclosed the complete analysis and results assessed for the potential Project-specific impacts 
to historical resources and has directly responded to specific technical points of disagreement herein.  

Master Response 10 Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps 
At the beginning of public circulation on August 9, 2021, all documents cited by reference in the EIR were 
publicly posted on the City’s Project-dedicated website, https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-
Design-Project. Among the shared documents was the Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER), 
prepared for the Project by the City’s consulting expert, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC. The HRER is a 
lengthy technical document that evaluated potential impacts to historical resources that could occur as a 
result of the Project. The document is also the technical basis for review and approval of the Project under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Protection Act (NHPA) by the State Historic Preservation Officer 

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityofarcata.org%2F720%2FOld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C3fd2d46ea82a4a98d67408d92b966450%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637588747568427782%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2B7rTLn5KbObbflAdIGDkKaf15WdovYQzkO%2F%2FmPmUKzY%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityofarcata.org%2F720%2FOld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C3fd2d46ea82a4a98d67408d92b966450%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637588747568427782%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2B7rTLn5KbObbflAdIGDkKaf15WdovYQzkO%2F%2FmPmUKzY%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityofarcata.org%2F720%2FOld-Arcata-Road-Design-Project&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C3fd2d46ea82a4a98d67408d92b966450%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637588747568427782%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2B7rTLn5KbObbflAdIGDkKaf15WdovYQzkO%2F%2FmPmUKzY%3D&reserved=0
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(SHPO). Appended to the HRER was a design-level map set that included two boundaries – an 
architectural APE and an archaeological APE. The map set was labeled as confidential, as it includes 
detailed, location specific archaeological information regarding the exact location of sensitive archaeological 
resources locations within the Project Area. Archaeological site information must be kept confidential 
pursuant to both federal and state law, as well as the SHPO guidance. In part, archaeological site 
information is withheld from public disclosure to avoid looting and other types of damage to sensitive 
archaeological resources.  

The City inadvertently published this confidential map set on its Project-dedicated website. Once the City 
realized the confidential map set had been accidentally released to the public, the confidential information 
was immediately redacted and affected tribal representatives were contacted.  As a result, the architectural 
APE map set was also redacted, as it was included on the map set as the archaeological APE. Section 
3.4.1 (Cultural Resources – Study Area) on page 3.4-1 specifically describes the APE as the Project’s area 
of direct impacts (ADI), which are shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-5, plus six adjacent parcels that could 
experience a visual impact. The addresses of these six adjacent parcels (specific buildings) evaluated in 
the DEIR are explicitly noted with street addresses throughout Section 3.4. Thus, the location of these 
parcels and the buildings of interest is clear absent a separate associated figure or map. However, the 
confidential archaeological information has been redacted from the map set. Please see the Historical 
Resources Evaluation Map, added as errata and including the architectural APE boundary, in Appendix B. 
The draft EIR and the HRER included narrative descriptions of the properties included in the architectural 
APE (see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources and responses to comments in Comment 
Letter 14), and the information about historic properties potentially impacted by the Project are described in 
DEIR Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources).  

2.2 Public Comments Received During Circulation 
This section includes copies of the comment letters and e-mails received during the 45-day public review 
period for the DEIR.  Responses to each comment are provided after each letter. Some comment letters 
included embedded external correspondence between parties; the external correspondence was not 
submitted as comment on the Draft EIR. No response is provided to external correspondence.  
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Letter 1 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 1-1 
Request for two speed humps between Jacoby Creek School and Anderson Lane 

This commenter is requesting additional safety measures, such as additional speed humps between Jacoby 
Creek Lane and Anderson Lane but does not question the adequacy of the EIR. The current 30% design 
includes replacement of the existing speed hump just north of Jacoby Creek School, between the 
residences at 1500 Old Arcata Road and 1524 Old Arcata Road. Additionally, the existing speed 
table/raised crosswalk in front of Jacoby Creek School will be replaced. As the final design progresses, 
consideration will be given toward an additional speed hump between Anderson Lane and the residence at 
1500 Old Arcata Road. The recommendation for additional safety features such as speed humps will be 
considered by engineering staff as the design progresses.  

 

  



1

From: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2021 1:19 PM
To: Libby Mikles
Subject: RE: Crosswalk safety

Hi Elizabeth

Thank you for your email and bringing this item to our attention.
This intersection is part of the Old Arcata Road improvements project and as we move forward with the final design for
the project we will consider options for crosswalk enhancement that may include raised crosswalk or speed humps or
speed feedback signs.

Phone/email if you need additional information.

Regards

Netra Khatri, P.E.
City Engineer
City of Arcata www.cityofarcata.org
Office: (707) 825 2173
Cell: (707) 267 4287
nkhatri@cityofarcata.org

Original Message
From: Libby Mikles
Sent: Monday, September 20, 2021 1:05 PM
To: Netra Khatri <nkhatri@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Crosswalk safety

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

The crosswalk at the intersection of Anderson ln and Old Arcata Rd needs an improvement. I’ve lived on Anderson ln for
20+years and have experienced problems there. There is a curve just before the crosswalk. Cars round the curve quite
fast. There is no warning for the vehicles. Now we have several children in our neighborhood. Their safety is most
important. Please remedy the unsafe situation.

Gratefully

Elizabeth Mikles

Sent from my iPad

2-1
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Letter 2 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 2-1 
Request for improvements at Anderson Lane Intersection 

Please see Response to Comment 1-1, Response to Comment 36-1, Response to Comment 43-1, and 
Response to Comment 43-2, which also pertain to design recommendations at the Anderson Lane 
intersection. As noted in the email response from the City Engineer, as the City moves forward with the final 
design for the Project, additional crosswalk enhancement options will be considered and may include a 
raised crosswalk, speed humps, or speed feedback signs.  
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Letter 3 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 3-1 
Opposition to the Project 

The comment notes opposition to the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project, and Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. No further response is 
necessary. 

 

  





"I do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a long one, my eye reaches but little ways; I cannot 
calculate the curve and complete the figure by the experience of sight; I can divine it by conscience. And from what I 
see I am sure it bends towards justice" - Theodore Parker

4-6

4-7

4-8
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Letter 4 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 4-1 
Public hearing 

The comment provides a narrative of a public hearing held on the Project. Please see Master Response 1 
regarding statements for or against the project, Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, and 
Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 4-2 
Support of mitigation 

The commenter requests mitigation; however, the specific mitigation measure supported by the commenter 
is not identified. As required under CEQA, if the EIR is certified and the Project is approved, the mitigation 
measures shall be implemented as specified in the City’s resolution and an accompanying Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are 
required to be made. 

Response to Comment 4-3 
Requests copy of the August 19th meeting 

The commenter requests information pertaining to the August 19 Historic Landmarks Committee meeting. 
Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues as defined under 
CEQA.  

Response to Comment 4-4 
Historical resources 

The commenter asserts the property at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road would be damaged by the Project but 
offers no substantial evidence. The Project will not damage 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (Old Jacoby Creek 
School). No project activities will occur on this property. There is no potential historic district as discussed in 
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-18 through 3.4-20. The Project is consistent with policies 
related to historical resources in both the City and County General Plans. Please see Master Response 2 
regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please see Response to 
Comment 2-1 and Response to Comment 46-38 regarding Project consistency with the City’s General Plan. 
Please see Response to Comment 46-6 and Response to Comment 46-37 regarding consistency with the 
County’s General Plan. Please also see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. No further 
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 4-5 
Noise and vibration impacts 

The commenter is concerned about noise and vibration impacts but offers no substantial evidence. Please 
see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration impacts, and Master Response 2 regarding 
substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No further analysis is necessary and no 
revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 4-6 
Public hearing 
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The comment provides a narrative of a public hearing held on the Project. Please see Master Response 1 
regarding statements for or against the project, Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, and 
Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 4-7 
Non-compliance with noticing agreements and requirements 

The commenter is asking if noticing to adjoining property owners has been completed. Please see Master 
Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues as defined under CEQA.   

Per Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.78.130 (Draft Environmental Impact Report) subsection C(2), public 
notice of the review period shall be given in compliance with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21092. 
The public notice shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation, and posted in the County Clerk’s 
office for 30 days. PRC Section 21092 states that the notice shall be given to the last known name and 
address of all organizations and individuals who have previously requested notice, and shall also be given 
by at least one of the following procedures: 

(A) Publication, no fewer times than required by Section 6061 of the Government Code, by the public 
agency in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than 
one area will be affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from 
among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas. 

(B)  Posting of notice by the lead agency on- and off-site in the area where the project is to be located. 

(C) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the latest equalized 
assessment roll. 

Noticing of the Draft EIR is summarized in Section 1.2 of this Final EIR and is compliant with Arcata Land 
use Code Section 9.78.130 and PRC Section 21092. 

Furthermore, per Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.74.020 (B), a notice of hearing to certify a Final EIR is 
required to be published in a newspaper of general circulation at least 10 days before the hearing, and sent 
to nearby property owners, the California Coastal Commission, and any persons requesting notice.   

Per Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.74.020 (B) and the City’s Land Use Development Guide, notices of 
public hearing shall be mailed or delivered at least 10 days before the hearing to the following affected 
properties:  

– Site Owners. The owners of the property being considered in the application, or the owner’s agent, and 
the applicant. 

– Nearby Property Owners. All owners of real property as shown on the latest County equalized 
assessment roll, within a radius of 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the parcel that is the subject of 
the hearing; and any other person whose property might, in the judgment of the Zoning Administrator, 
be affected by the proposed project. 

– Nearby Residents. Residents of each dwelling unit within 100 feet of the exterior boundaries of the 
parcel that is the subject of the hearing. 

Clarification has been provided to address the commenter’s question. No further analysis is necessary and 
no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Response to Comment 4-8 
Request for changes and to identify Caltrans as the Lead Agency under CEQA 

This comment pertains to the CEQA lead agency for the Project. Please see Master Response 2 regarding 
substantial evidence and speculation. Please also see page 109 of Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, 
Response to Comments, and Errata) regarding Determination of the Lead Agency. 

Concerning the issue of Lead Agency under CEQA, CEQA Statute and Guidelines recognize that multiple 
public agencies may have approval authorities over a single project, and provides guidance on 
determination of which agency is most appropriate to identify as the Lead Agency under CEQA. CEQA 
further defines which agencies may be considered ‘Responsible Agencies’ or ‘Trustee Agencies’, 
depending on regulatory jurisdictions, approval authorities, and other factors.  

The City of Arcata was determined to the be the most appropriate Lead Agency under CEQA because the 
vast majority of the project area is located in City limits, the City is the project sponsor, and the City is the 
recipient and agency responsible for administration of project funding via Caltrans Local Assistance funds. 
As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15051, when two or more public agencies will be involved in a 
project, if the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the lead agency even if the 
project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public agency. Therefore, the City is appropriately 
identified in the EIR as the Leady Agency for CEQA compliance.  

CEQA Statute Section 21165 provides resolution for ‘disputes’ of which public agency is the Lead Agency. 
A ‘dispute’ means a contested, active difference of opinion between two or more public agencies as to 
which of those agencies shall serve as the Lead Agency. Per CEQA, the Office of Planning and Research 
shall not designate a lead agency in the absence of such a dispute. There is no dispute between the City 
and Caltrans regarding which agency is the Lead Agency and, therefore, no resolution or change in Lead 
Agency is warranted.  

Regarding NEPA compliance, NEPA requires federal agencies to assess potential environmental effects of 
their proposed projects prior to making decisions. Involvement of federal funding creates the ‘nexus’ to 
federal action that triggers NEPA. Caltrans has received NEPA Assignment, which allows the agency to act 
in place of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in reviewing and approving projects under NEPA.  

Where the local agency has the principal responsibility for approving and carrying out the project, it is 
common and appropriate to identify that agency as the Lead Agency under CEQA, and Caltrans as the 
NEPA authority. Furthermore, the presence of additional discretionary actions (such as permits) with other 
public agencies does not invalidate the City’s responsibility as the CEQA Lead Agency. For the purposes of 
CEQA, the term ‘Responsible Agency’ includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have 
discretionary approval power over the project.  

Consultation required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is underway and 
led by Caltrans, as appropriate to Caltrans’ federal NEPA assignment, and is specific to historic property 
impacts. Caltrans’ leading Section 106 consultation does not usurp or invalidate the City’s role as Lead 
Agency under CEQA. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

 

  















Standards as a person qualified to make this
judgment call on where historic resources are and
aren’t located in the project area.

The APE map in Appendix A, Figure 3 of the HRER has
now been redacted according to the Arcata
Community Development Director, David Loya. “The
HRER contains confidential archeological information
that was redacted from the report.” It looks like this
isn’t clearly stated in the document that they were
redacted. I will have that corrected. It also appears
that you have copies of the figures you are asking us
for. Can I assist with anything else on this matter?”
(email dated 9/7/21)

Figure 3. APE Map 
shows the “Overall Boundary” and is labeled as such
in the lower right hand side as FIGURE 1.  
Beneath the title “Figure 3. APE Map” it refers the
reader to “See Sheet 10 for resources in the
ARCHITECTURAL APE labeled with Map Reference
(MR) Numbers.  
(What does MR stand for?)  
In the bottom left hand corner it is written
“CONFIDENTIAL.”  It is also signed by Darrel Cardiff,
Susan Theiss & Netra Khatri on 9/17/2020.

--
"I do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a
long one, my eye reaches but little ways; I cannot calculate the
curve and complete the figure by the experience of sight; I can
divine it by conscience. And from what I see I am sure it bends
towards justice" - Theodore Parker

--
"I do not pretend to understand the moral universe; the arc is a long one, my eye
reaches but little ways; I cannot calculate the curve and complete the figure by the
experience of sight; I can divine it by conscience. And from what I see I am sure it
bends towards justice" - Theodore Parker
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Letter 5 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 5-1 
CEQA lead agency 

This comment pertains to the CEQA lead agency for the Project. Please see Response to Comment 4-8 
regarding the lead agency under CEQA.  

Response to Comment 5-2 
Project funding 

This comment asserts the roundabout is located entirely within the jurisdiction of Humboldt County, which is 
not the case (see Figure 2-5). The comment further asserts the roundabout improvements are singularly 
vehicular improvements. This comment fails to consider the crosswalk and walkway features integrated into 
the roundabout to support multi-modal transportation. Lastly, the comment asserts, “bike and safety 
improvement is not even arguably a safety improvement for people.” Pedestrian facilities, by their very 
nature, are safety improvements for people. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, 
speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are 
required to be made. 

Response to Comment 5-3 
CEQA segmentation 

This comment argues segmentation under CEQA, noting various nexuses with the County of Humboldt, 
none of which have any bearing on environmental issues as evaluated in the CEQA Appendix G 
Environmental Checklist. Within the context of CEQA, segmentation, or piecemealing, means dividing a 
project into pieces and evaluating each piece separately in multiple environmental documents. A single EIR 
has been prepared to evaluate all aspects of the Project under CEQA. There are no additional elements of 
the Project which have been withheld for independent and/or separate environmental review. Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No further 
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 5-4 
Preference for Alternative 1 

The commenter asserts Alternative 1 (No Project Alternative) is favored by all. Through the community 
engagement process, the City Council made the decision to support the roundabout based on public input 
received. During the community engagement process, public input in favor of the roundabout outweighed 
support in opposition. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. No 
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 5-5 
Request for County intervention and withdrawal of state funds 

The comment notes the County has been asked to intervene, and the State has been asked to defund the 
Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to CEQA. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Response to Comment 5-6 
Recommendation for project alternative 

The comment notes preference for an alternative to the Project but does not specify which alternative is 
preferred (e.g., Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative vs Alternative 2 – Modified T-Intersection). 
Alternatives to the Project are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the 
Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-
Intersection) were found to be equivalent.  

Response to Comment 5-7 
Jurisdiction of LAFCo 

The commenter is asking if LAFCo is responsible for projects that span jurisdictions. Please see Master 
Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to CEQA. The Humboldt Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCo) is an independent local agency, with a mission to facilitate changes in local governmental structure 
and boundaries that fosters orderly growth and development, promote the efficient delivery of services, and 
encourage the preservation of open space and agricultural lands. The City sent a referral to LAFCo for the 
Project. LAFCo declined to comment, citing no jurisdiction over the Project. No further analysis is necessary 
and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

  







development, and the policies and priorities in Government Code 
Section 56377 concerning open-space lands. 

5. The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic
integrity of agricultural lands.

6. The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the
nonconformance of proposed boundaries with lines of assessment
or ownership, the creation of islands or corridors of
unincorporated territory, and other similar matters affecting
the proposed boundaries.

7. A regional transportation plan adopted pursuant to Government Code
Section 65080, and consistent with city or county general plans.

8. The sphere of influence of any local agency which may be applicable to
the proposal being reviewed.

9. The comments of any affected local agency or other public agency.

10. The ability of the newly formed or receiving entity to provide the services
which are the subject of the application to the area, including the
sufficiency of revenues for those services following the proposed
boundary change.

11. Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs and
specified in Government Code Section 65352.5.

12. The extent to which the proposal will assist the receiving entity in
achieving its fair share of the regional housing needs as determined by
the appropriate council of governments (beginning at Government Code
Section 65580).

13. Any information or comments from the landowner or owners, voters, or
residents of the affected territory.

14. Any information relating to existing land use designations.
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15. The extent to which the proposal will promote environmental justice. As
used in this subdivision, “environmental justice” means the fair treatment
of all people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the
location of public facilities and the provision of public services.

Humboldt County General Plan October 2017: 

California state law requires that each city and county adopt a general plan “for the 
physical development of the county or city and any land outside its boundaries which 
bears relation to its planning” (California Government Code, Section 65300). The plan 
can be understood as an expression of a community's values and its vision for the future, 
a "blueprint" for anticipated growth and development, both public and private, which 
forms the basis for most local government land-use decision making. In a larger sense a 
county general plan is a “constitution for future development,” which is how the 
California Supreme Court has described it.  

The general plan establishes the kinds, locations, and intensities of land uses as well as 
applicable resource protection and development policies. Land use maps are used to 
show land use plan designations, constraints, and public facilities.  

According to California law, a general plan must contain at least seven elements: land 
use, open space, conservation, housing, circulation, noise, and safety. It may also 
contain other elements that a county wishes to adopt. The law also requires periodic 
review and revision as necessary  

The Humboldt County Public Works Department is responsible for storm drainage
within the unincorporated areas of the County
The Humboldt County Sheriff’s Office is responsible for law enforcement in the
unincorporated area
IS-G3.  Interagency Coordination. Coordinated planning, prioritization, funding,
and implementation of infrastructure and public service projects across
jurisdictional boundaries.
IS-P1.  Coordination with Service Providers. The County shall work cooperatively
with cities and service providers to identify needs and service limitations, secure
funding, and implement infrastructure and public service projects consistent with
this Plan and capital improvement plans.
IS-P3.  Requirements for Discretionary Development. The adequacy of public
infrastructure and services for discretionary development greater than a single
family residence and/or Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be assessed relative to
service standards adopted by the Board of Supervisors, local service providers,
and state and federal agencies. Such discretionary development may be
approved if it can be found that:

o Existing services are adequate; or
o Adequacy will be attained concurrent with project implementation

through project conditions; or
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o Adequacy will be obtained over a finite time period through the
implementation of a defined capital improvement or service
development plan; or

o Evidence in the record supports a finding that approval will not adversely
impact health, welfare, and safety or plans to provide infrastructure or
services to the community.

IS-P4.  Fiscal Impact Assessment. The fiscal impacts of discretionary development
(i.e. projects that require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report that
may have significant impacts on existing and planned public infrastructure and
services) shall be considered during the project review process. Significant
adverse effects shall be mitigated to the extent feasible.
IS-P5.  Mitigation of Cross-jurisdictional Impacts. The County shall work with the
cities to ensure impacts associated with new development are mitigated for
each affected jurisdiction.
IS-P7.  Capacity of Facilities and Land Use Decisions. The County shall evaluate
the capacity and sizing of road and drainage facilities in coordination with water
and wastewater service providers to determine adequacy for proposed land
uses and discretionary development.
IS-P9.  District Boundaries, Spheres of Influence, and Community Plans. District
boundaries, spheres of influence, municipal service reviews, and community
plans shall be mutually compatible and support the orderly development and
timing of infrastructure and services.
IS-P12.  Road and Drainage System Funding Sources. Develop funding
mechanisms and sources to support the construction and maintenance of road
and drainage facilities consistent with the policies and standards of the
Circulation and Water Resources elements.
IS-P13.  Drainage and Flood Control. Develop and maintain a countywide
drainage and flood control plan to guide capital improvements and
maintenance and serve as a basis for long-term sustainable funding mechanisms.
IS-P21.  County Facilities. Proposed County capital projects and facilities shall be
analyzed for consistency with this Plan and applicable city general plans.
IS-P25.  Fire Service Impacts from New Development. During review of
discretionary permits within fire related district boundaries or identified response
areas, utilize recommendations from the appropriate local fire chief as feasible
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to emergency response and fire
suppression services from new development.
IS-P27.  Parks Master Plan. In cooperation with other park service providers, the
County shall establish and maintain a Parks Master Plan that would assess current
facilities within each inland and coastal planning area, determine appropriate
locations for new facilities, and identify funding options.
IS-S1.  Adequate Public Infrastructure and Services Ordinance. Adequate public
infrastructure and services standards shall be used to determine the level of
infrastructure and services necessary for discretionary development greater than
a single family residence and/or Accessory Dwelling Unit or minor subdivision.
Standards shall be specified by ordinance for County provided services. County
standards shall be consistent with Plan policies. Standards for non-County services
should be consistent with levels of service adopted by local service providers or, if
standards have not been adopted, the County shall work in coordination with the
local service providers to identify generally accepted standards.
IS-S3.  Infrastructure Project CEQA and NEPA Land Use Consistency
Determinations.
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Policies of this Plan which avoid or mitigate environmental effects shall be 
considered by CEQA lead agencies and federal agencies conducting NEPA 
evaluations in the evaluation of the environmental impacts of proposed 
infrastructure projects. Policy conflicts should be considered potentially significant 
land use impacts pursuant to California Public Resources Code 21083 and Code 
of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 6.  

IS-S9.  Street Lighting. Where development is required to install streetlights, they
shall be designed to block upward transmission of light, avoid light trespass, and
achieve design illumination in prescribed areas with limited scatter.
IS-S10.  Interim Parks and Recreation Standards. Parks and recreation standards
contained in the Government Code Section 66477 shall be used as the standard
for parkland dedication in the review of divisions of land for which a tentative
map is required pursuant to Section 66426, until such time that the County has
established parks and recreation standards for new development that
differentiate between urban and rural settings; specify acreage of park land of 3
acres per 1,000 residents; and specify land dedication, in-lieu fee, or other
mechanisms to fund park and recreation improvements and funding for
operation and maintenance.
IS-IM1.  Coordination with Service Providers. Coordinate as appropriate with
special districts, cities, LAFCO, and other local service providers by reviewing and
commenting on capital improvement plans, proposed spheres of influence,
municipal service reviews, annexations, and changes in organization. Enter into
formal cooperative relationships when appropriate to plan, fund, and implement
infrastructure and service delivery projects.
IS-IM3.  Fiscal Impact Assessment. Prepare guidelines for the preparation and
evaluation of fiscal impact assessments for large scale discretionary projects.
Establish threshold criteria to identify applicable large-scale projects.
IS-IM16 Parks and Recreation. Prepare parks and recreation standards for new
development that consider community preference and differentiate between
urban, suburban, and rural settings; specify acreage of park land per 1,000
residents; and specify land dedication, in-lieu fees, or other mechanisms to make
park and recreation improvements.
IS-IM17. Street Lighting. Prepare street lighting standards that allow for
community- specific priorities and standards and that specify when streetlights
are required based on intersection type and functional classification. Establish
lighting design criteria, considering AASHTO and International Dark-Sky
Association guidelines.

Chapter 7. Circulation Element 

7.2 Relationship to Other Elements 
The goals and policies in this Element are directly correlated with that of the Land Use 
Element and Housing Element so that new and existing development will be adequately 
served by the transportation system, and will not interfere with existing or planned 
improvements. Transportation policies in this Element are also closely related to policies in 
the Energy Element and the Air Quality Element to minimize energy costs and air quality 
impacts. This Element is also directly related to the Community Infrastructure and Services 
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Element, which contains policies regarding infrastructure financing and level-of- service 
standards. The Noise Element and Safety Element also include policies and standards to 
address airport noise and safety issues. The requirements set forth in the Land Use Element 
and Safety Element also reflect the residential densities allowed near airports.  

C-G1 Circulation System Safety and Functionality. A safe, efficient,
accessible and convenient circulation system in and between cities,
communities, neighborhoods, hamlets, and adjoining regions taking into
consideration the context-specific needs of all users*, consistent with
urban, suburban, rural or remote community character.
*All users is defined in the Complete Streets Act to include: motorists,
pedestrians, bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of
commercial goods, and users of public transportation, in a manner that is
suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the general plan.
C-G3.  Interagency Cooperation. Coordinated planning between the
County, transportation system service providers and HCAOG for improved
system design, development, operations, and maintenance.
C-P2.  Consideration of Land Uses in Transportation Decision Making.
Transportation decisions shall be based on a comprehensive planning
approach that considers existing land uses, principally permitted land uses
and future land development as proposed in adopted County plans and
plans of other governmental agencies.
C-P6.  Jurisdictional Coordination and Integration. Use HCAOG, formal
Memorandums of Understanding, and informal project level cooperation
to integrate county-wide transportation planning and implementation
efforts.
C-P7.  Joint Use of Traffic Models. The County-Wide Transportation Plan
(CWTP) and projects with potentially significant transportation impacts
should integrate transportation planning through joint use of area-wide
traffic models, including but not limited to the Greater Eureka Area Travel
Model (GEATM) or the Humboldt County Traffic Demand Model
(HCTDM). Develop travel demand models with methods and
inputs that incorporate walking, biking and transit. Support
coordination with agencies to maintain the accuracy and
utility of such models
C-P8.  Coordination Between County Agencies. County Public Works shall
coordinate with Planning and Building and consider suggestions from
other County departments to encourage uniform implementation of the
Circulation Element and County-Wide Transportation Plan.
C-P9.  Circulation Planning for Bicycles, Pedestrians and Transit. Circulation
planning and project review shall include an assessment for bicycle,
pedestrian and public transit access.
C-P13.  Acceptance of Roads into the County Maintained Road System.
Circulation Element roads, as specified by the County-Wide Transportation
plan, shall be recommended to the Board of Supervisors for inclusion into
the County Maintained Road System. Other roads shall not be
recommended for acceptance into the County Maintained Road System
unless an exception for public interest is supported by Public Works and
adequate funding for the future maintenance of the road and its
associated facilities is provided.
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C-P15.  Roadway Functional Classifications. Adopt and consistently apply
roadway design and right-of-way standards as part of a County-Wide
Transportation Plan according to functional classifications that consider all
modes of travel in the context of road location and applied usage, e.g.
urban, suburban, rural or remote.
C-P16.  Prioritization of Investments. Use objective criteria consistent with
this Plan that can be applied uniformly and county-wide to prioritize
transportation capital and maintenance expenditures. Work to reduce
overall deferred maintenance liability. Subject to state law, maintenance
of existing roads shall be a priority.
C-P17.  Highway Improvements. Encourage state and federal highway
improvements that promote safety and connectivity for all users,
especially for communities with highway arterials. The County supports a
strategy for safety and operational improvements to the U.S. Highway 101
Safety Corridor that is implemented in a manner consistent with the
General Plan.
C-P20.  State and Federal Consistency. Road construction and
maintenance activities shall be consistent with and support approved
state and federal salmon or steelhead recovery plans, Clean Water Act
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), and the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Stormwater Program.
C-P25.  County-Wide Transportation Plan. The County shall maintain a
clear plan for development and improvement of multi-modal
transportation infrastructure consistent with land use plans, intended
community character and community priorities.
C-P26.  Investment in Improvements. The County’s Capital Improvement
Plan shall be consistent with the County-Wide Transportation Plan. It will
prioritize, assess and address existing road conditions consistent with the
goal of increasing the safety, network functionality and facility efficiency,
and capacity for all modes. The level of service and quality of service for
all users shall not be diminished, and where practical, shall be increased
when expanding roadway capacity for motorized circulation. Road
resurfacing projects should provide improved access and safety for
bicycles.
C-P30.  Landscape Buffer Strips. The County Wide Transportation Plan shall
provide landscape buffer strip standards as part of the road cross-section
standards and according to the urban, suburban, rural and remote
context. Landscape buffer strips should be used, where feasible, to
segregate pedestrian walkways from arterial and collector roadways.
C-P32.  On-Street Parking. Design on-street parking to minimize conflicts
with all users consistent with the County-Wide Transportation Plan. Where
appropriate, creative on-street parking arrangements such as parking
pockets or bays shall be considered to improve design flexibility.
C-P33.  Design Standards for All Pathways. Design standards appropriate
to urban, suburban, rural and remote character shall be used by the
County Public Works Department for the design and construction of
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. C-S2.  Neighborhood Connectivity. Local
roads shall be planned to allow for orderly development of the
community. Standards for neighborhood connectivity shall be those
specified in Title III - Land Use and Development Division 2
Subdivision Regulations. Connectivity standards shall govern:
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1. Intersection spacing
2. Block sizes
3. Cul-de-sacs and dead-end roads
4. Secondary access requirements
5. Gated communities and other restricted access roads
6. Access connections between local, connector and arterial roads
7. Pedestrianandcyclingconnections
8. Construction and connection of street “stubs,” to adjacent parcels

The Department of Public Works shall approve all road alignments. 

C-S3.  Traffic Thresholds of Significance. Apply objective measures, such as
roadway capacity and level of service from the Transportation Research
Board Highway Capacity Manual or its equivalent, to make
determinations on the significance of traffic impacts for CEQA purposes.
C-S5.  Prioritizing Transportation Capital Expenditures. Objective criteria
shall be used to prioritize transportation capital expenditures. Criteria shall
be developed to reflect consideration of:

o Accident data and multi-modal traffic engineering safety analysis
for safety projects.

o System preservation.
o Multi-modal LOS and Quality of Service (QOS) measures for

congestion relief projects.
o Analysis of future development potential based on the Housing

Element land inventory for growth accommodating projects.
o Reductions in roadway system maintenance costs.
o Community demand and public interest.

C-S6.  Prioritizing Road Maintenance Projects. Use and refine the PCI rating
system to prioritize road maintenance projects for roads that have been
assessed under this system.
C-S7.  Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Quality/Level of Service Standards.
Bicycle and pedestrian Quality of Service and Level of Service Standards
shall be specified in County code land use planning purposes. The County
shall reference Transit Level of Service standards specified in the Public
Transit Service Element of the Regional Transportation Plan as amended.
C-S9.  Prioritization of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities and Routes.
Objective criteria shall be used to prioritize construction of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities and routes. Criteria shall be developed to reflect
consideration of:

o Providing safe and continuous connections between:
Neighborhoods and public schools; and
Residential areas and workplaces, shopping districts, daily
retail and social services; and
Transit stops and public facilities; and
Adjacent open spaces or recreation areas.

o Reductions in motorized vehicle miles traveled.
o Community demand and public interest.

1. C-IM1.  County-Wide Transportation Plan. The County shall adopt a clear plan for
development and improvement of multi-modal transportation infrastructure
consistent with land use plans, intended community character and community
priorities in unincorporated Humboldt County. The plan will include a review and
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update of roadway, pedestrian, and bicycling facility standards in the Humboldt 
County Roadway Design Standards Manual, Title III—Land Use and Development 
Division 2 Subdivision Regulations, and other appropriate ordinances. The plan 
shall be reviewed and updated as needed.  

2. C-IM4.  Regional Coordination. Support and participate in joint circulation system
and land use planning with HCAOG, affected cities, Caltrans, and other
transportation agencies and providers.

3. C-IM9.  Adoption of Water Quality and Stream Habitat Protection Measures.
Formally adopt and maintain the Five County “Water Quality and Stream Habitat
Protections Manual for County Road Maintenance”, or its equivalent, to guide
the following activities:

1. Routine and emergency road repair
2. Maintenance of County roads and related facilities, including actions

taken to prevent erosion and/or the deterioration of a roadway, such as
activities affecting the cutbank, road surface, fillslope, and all drainage
structure

3. Maintenance and replacement of bridges and culverts
4. Activities on County-owned maintenance yards
5. Measures to protect the traveling public, such as snow and ice removal

4. C-IM15 Municipal Advisory Committee Review. The County shall utilize the
municipal advisory committees in those areas where they exist when updating
community plan circulation components.

C-IM18. Congestion Relief Planning and Implementation Program. The County shall utilize
the best available traffic information, including the Humboldt County Travel Demand
Model, other models and plans, and transportation impact analyses to identify roads that
are currently capacity constrained or projected to become capacity constrained at
some point as a result of General Plan implementation, and shall work cooperatively with
HCAOG, Caltrans, applicable cities, HTA, or other agencies to implement a coordinated
traffic management strategy to plan and prioritize transportation demand measures and
roadway improvements to reduce roadway congestion along such roadways.

The County shall use state and federal transportation improvement funds available 
directly to the County or through HCAOG, other grant funds, project related exactions, 
other available County funds, and impact fees to fund congestion relief improvements. 

The following steps shall be taken to address specific capacity limitations: 

Monitor vehicle trips and other modes of travel at regular intervals.
Solicit public involvement in transportation improvement planning prior to
implementing any improvements.
Identify transportation demand management measures that could be
applied to the areas served by the specific roadway(s) to reduce peak- 
hour vehicle trips and congestion, such as:

o Coordinate with school districts to expand school bus operations,
create a “walking school bus” program, create programs for
shared rides to school, or other programs to reduce school-related
vehicle trips;

o Coordinate with transit providers to identify strategies to improve
and expand bus service and encourage ridership;
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o Coordinate with businesses served by the roadway(s) and
encourage the use of appropriate transportation demand
measures to reduce employee-related vehicle trips;

o Identify bicycle and pedestrian enhancements that improve the
ability of motorists to shift short trips to non-motorized modes.

Use the following roadway and intersection improvements, as
appropriate, in combination with “E” below, to accommodate additional
traffic volumes while providing a safe multi-modal circulation system:

o Public education
o Signage
o Stop signs
o Traffic signals or roundabouts
o Traffic signal timing changes and signal coordination
o Striped turn-lanes
o Turn movement prohibitions
o Bulb-outs and chicanes
o Change stop sign location of two-way stop signs at four-way

intersections to reduce unwarranted stops on parallel alternative
routes

o Develop parallel routes or make parallel routes into couplets
Implement the following measures in a stepwise manner to provide
additional vehicle capacity on existing two-lane roads:

 

1. Within the existing curbs, provide a two-way left turn lane (2WLTL), two travel
lanes, and up to two parking lanes when space permits – provides a capacity of
up to 16,000 vehicles per day.

2. Provide 2WLTL, two travel lanes, two bike lanes, and up to two parking lanes
when space permits (usually a parking lane needs to be removed to add bike
lanes) - provides a capacity of up to 16,000 vpd.

3. Identify parallel alternate routes with available traffic capacity to which some of
the excess traffic can be diverted and utilize intersection improvements listed in
“D” above to encourage drivers to divert to identified alternate routes.

F. If transportation demand management measures and capacity improvements
located within the existing two-lane cross-section have been demonstrated to be
inadequate:

1. Consider accepting a lower level of service;
2. Within the existing curbs, provide four lanes consisting of two travel lanes and no

parking - provides a capacity of up to 20,000 vpd. Note: Although a four-lane
undivided roadway section provides more capacity than two lanes and one
2WLTL, the section with a 2WLTL is considered safer.

1. Within the existing curbs, same as above but with a.m. and p.m. peak
hour left turn prohibitions into driveways and side streets - provides a
capacity of up to 22,000 vpd.

2. Within the existing curbs, same as above but with a.m. and p.m. peak
hour left turn prohibitions into driveways and side streets; widen curbs to
provide left turn pockets at key intersections – provides a capacity of
24,500.

3. Consider widening the curbs to provide additional travel lanes, bike lanes, 2WLTL,
medians, parking lanes, and sidewalks, all as needed to meet demands.
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Chapter 13. Noise Element 
Noise levels are considered in the Land Use Element to avoid direct conflicts between 
neighboring uses and to establish patterns of land uses that minimize noise exposure. 
Policies in the Circulation Element related to road location, design, and non-motorized 
transportation can affect traffic noise levels. Policies of the Housing Element and Open 
Space Element also reflect noise considerations.  

Traffic Noise 

Traffic noise depends primarily on the speed of traffic and the percentage of truck 
traffic. The primary source of noise from automobiles is high-frequency tire noise, which 
increases with vehicle speed. In addition, trucks and older automobiles produce engine 
and exhaust noise, and trucks generate wind noise.  

As illustrated in Table 13-B, Humboldt County is primarily subject to noise impacts from U.S. 
Highway 101, which creates noise in areas up to 500 feet away. Differences in elevation 
can amplify or dampen noise levels; for example, noise from a thoroughfare in a trough 
or valley between residential areas will be reflected upward and focused while noise 
from an elevated thoroughfare may dissipate. On flat ground, a buffer, such as a sound 
wall or dense vegetation, will greatly reduce noise escaping to surrounding areas. The 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) sometimes installs sound walls along 
state roads when new construction or widening is proposed. In Humboldt County, 
Caltrans has not pursued sound wall construction along existing highways.  

N-G2.  Incompatible Land Uses. Land uses arranged to reduce annoyance
and complaints and minimize the exposure of community residents to
excessive noise.
N-P2.  Guide to Land Use Planning. Evaluate current noise levels and mitigate
projected noise levels when making community planning and zoning
decisions to minimize the exposure of community residents to nuisance noise
levels. Minimize vehicular and aircraft noise exposure by planning land uses
compatible with transportation corridors and airports, and applying noise
attenuation designs and construction standards. Avoid zoning patterns that
permit people to “move to the nuisance” unless mitigated through project
conditions or recorded notice.
N-P4.  Protection from Excessive Noise. Protect persons from existing or future
excessive levels of noise which interfere with sleep, communication,
relaxation, health or legally permitted use of property.
N-S3.  Environmental Review Process. For noise sensitive locations where noise
contours do not exist, the environmental review process required by the
California Environmental Quality Act shall be utilized to generate the required
analysis and determine the appropriate mitigation per Plan and state
standards. Future noise levels shall be predicted for a period of at least 10
years from the time of building permit application.
N-S4.  Noise Study Requirements. When a discretionary project has the
potential to generate noise levels in excess of Plan standards, a noise study
together with acceptable plans to assure compliance with the standards shall
be required. The noise study shall measure or model as appropriate,
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Maximum Noise Level (Lmax)
levels at property lines and, if feasible, receptor locations. Noise studies shall
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be prepared by qualified individuals using calibrated equipment under 
currently accepted professional standards and include an analysis of the 
characteristics of the project in relation to noise levels, all feasible mitigations, 
and projected noise impacts. The Noise Guidebook published by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, or its equivalent, shall be 
used to guide analysis and mitigation recommendations.  
N-IM7.  Highways Noise Contours. Request Caltrans to update current and
projected noise contours for highways.

Arcata General Plan 

The City is currently working to update the General Plan. 

Visit the Strategic Infill Redevelopment Program page to learn more and for details 
on how you can get involved. 

The Arcata General Plan will help shape how the city of Arcata will look, function, 
provide services, and manage resources for the next 20 years. The plan is the City's 
“constitution” for physical development and change within the existing and future city 
boundaries. The plan is a legal mandate that governs both private and public actions. 
The general plan is atop the hierarchy of local government laws regulating land use. 
Other laws and policies, such as specific plans, subdivision regulations, and the zoning 
ordinance are subordinate to, and must be consistent with, the general plan. 
Comprehensive in scope, the plan conveys the fundamental values that public decision-
makers will use to guide the City's evolution, from its physical development to the ever-
changing network of services provided to its citizens. 

Authority & Purpose of the General Plan 

California State law requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a general plan. 
The Government Code Sections requiring general plans are listed and summarized in 
the box on the following page. 

Planning Commission & City Council Review & Adoption 

The City of Arcata Planning Commission conducted public hearings and reviewed the 
Draft General Plan prepared at the direction of the City’s General Plan and Specialized 
Task Forces. They forwarded a Planning Commission Draft to the City Council. After 
conducting their own public hearings, the Council adopted this General Plan on October 
4, 2000. 
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Minor Arterials. Local streets, while providing access to development on adjacent
lands, primarily provide mobility between arterial and collector streets. Examples
include Buttermilk, Jacoby Creek (within the sphere of influence) West End,
Union, and Upper Bay Road.
Rural Roads. Rural roads are generally two-lane unimproved facilities located on
the outer edges of the community. Their primary function is to provide connection
and access to farms, isolated residential areas, and industrial uses. Rural roads
usually do not have typical urban improvements such as underground drainage,
lighting, sidewalks, or curbs and gutters. Examples of rural roads in the Arcata
area include Mad River Road, Upper Bay Road, Jackson Ranch Road, the western
portion of Foster Avenue, and Jacoby Creek Road.
T-1c  Intercity travel. The City shall coordinate with Humboldt County and
Caltrans to provide adequate facilities for vehicles, buses, and bicycles to serve
intercity demand. Joint efforts may include transportation improvements outside
of Arcata which serve intercity travel, such as bicycle links, timed-transfer bus
stops, park-and- ride lots, and regional transit service and development of park-
and-ride lots in Arcata to reduce intercity vehicular travel.

POLICY T-2 TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Objective. Reduce the percentage of automobiles and reduce the annual vehicle-
miles of travel.
T-2a Land use development patterns. The City encourages and supports travel
demand management efforts. The City shall promote land use and development
patterns that encourage walking, bicycling and transit use. In recognition of the
link between land use and transportation, the land use plan shall discourage low
density, homogenous land-use patterns that foster automobile travel and are
impractical to serve with transit. Land use planning shall emphasize high density
and mixed land- use patterns which translate into higher transit and pedestrian
travel in the downtown and neighborhood commercial areas. Infill,
redevelopment, and reuse of underutilized property at higher densities shall be
encouraged prior to outward expansion of City boundaries.
Preserve existing and historic urban fabric
POLICY T-4 STREETS AND HIGHWAYS PLAN AND POLICY
Objectives. Plan an internal street system consistent with Arcata’s small-town,
non- metropolitan character and which: 1) efficiently utilizes existing facilities
and reduces need for investment in new or expanded street and highway facilities
or capacities
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Minor improvements at intersections. Minor projects to improve traffic safety
include redistributing lane allocations and coordination of traffic signals.
Improvement projects shall be designed to accommodate the needs of pedestrians
and bicyclists.
Maintain rural character. Rural roads shall be maintained in a manner which
will retain their rural character and discourage use as alternatives to
arterials and highways for longer distance travel.
T-4f  Traffic calming. The City shall employ the following measures to reduce
speeds and “calm” traffic in the various neighborhoods:
Neighborhood Traffic Management. A Neighborhood Traffic Management
Program (NTMP) shall be developed to respond to problems in a consistent and
methodical approach. The NTMP should be a two-phase program, with the first
phase involving education and community-driven measures, and the second
phase involving installation of restrictive physical devices in appropriate
circumstances. Neighborhood residents and businesses should be invited to
participate in the program so that they can evaluate the benefits and trade-offs of
various measures and be involved in the decision-making process.

T-4h  Street maintenance. The Pavement Management System shall be
maintained to identify and prioritize street maintenance projects in the City’s
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The maintenance program shall include
regular street cleaning and repair of pavement, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes, and
pay particular attention to conditions that discourage bike usage.
T-5f  Pedestrian enhancements. Prioritize implementation of improved pedestrian
facilities and enhancements in areas of the city with the greatest need including
the Arcata Plaza, Westwood Center area, the Sunset Avenue neighborhood,
Samoa Boulevard, Alliance Road, Spear Avenue, Janes Road in the vicinity of the
Pacific Union School, and Bayside Road in the vicinity of Jacoby Creek
School. The following pedestrian improvements and safety enhancements should
be considered in future planning for these areas:

o Close sidewalk gap.
o Install vertical curbs to keep vehicles from parking on sidewalks. Reduce

street crossing distance with curb extensions and smaller curb radii.
o Use on-street parking as a pedestrian buffer.

Install textured crosswalks.
Provide adequate street lighting focused on crossings.
Restrict parking near crosswalks to improve sight distance.
Install rumble strips on approaches to crosswalks.
Plant street trees or place street trees in planters in the parking lane.
Relocate intersection stop bars five feet back from crosswalks to improve
driver and pedestrian visibility.

[Note Bayside Rd??? meaning OAR?  No Roundabout in priority list] 
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Adopt a citywide traffic impact fee in accordance with AB 1600 to 
mitigate the traffic impacts.  

T -5 Develop Additional Public Parking Lot on West Side of Downtown Community 
Devel. Dept. Year 2 

T -6 
Develop Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan and Priorities 

Seek sidewalk improvement program funding.  

Public Works 
Dept. Ongoing 

T -7 

Bicycle Boulevards 

Provide primary bicycle corridors between major activity centers. 
Clearly sign all bicycle boulevards and include traffic calming measures 
to discourage automobiles.  

Public Works 
Dept. Year 1 

T -8 

Foster Avenue Connection 

Secure funding for the Foster Avenue connection, including bicycle 
paths.  

Public Works 
Dept. Year 3 

HISTORICAL PRESERVATION ELEMENT 

5.4 INTRODUCTION 

Arcata's Historical and Cultural Resources. For centuries before the arrival of European-
American settlers in 1850, Arcata and the Humboldt Bay region were the home of the 
Wiyot. An Algonquian-speaking people, the Wiyot lived along the lower Mad River, 
other local streams, and along Humboldt Bay. Their way of life was shaped by the 
remarkable surroundings of forested hills, bountiful streams and rivers, and the Pacific 
and Bay shores, which generously provided for both their survival and cultural needs.  

Humboldt Bay was located by European-Americans for the first time in 1849. The 
discovery of gold in the Trinity and Klamath River regions resulted in large numbers of 
settlers coming to the area. The displacement, disease, violence, and cultural 
disintegration accompanying white settlement brought almost total annihilation to the 
Wiyot peoples. Today, the Wiyots are, for the most part, associated with three Humboldt 
Bay area rancherias. They are involved in various tribal economic projects and in the 
revitalization of cultural traditions such as language, basket weaving, ceremonies, and 
reclaiming ancestral lands.  

Arcata, first known as Union, was settled in the spring of 1850 as a supply center for the 
interior mining districts  

Guiding Principles and Goals. 

Promote preservation of structures and sites that are representative of the various
periods of the city's social and physical development.
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Encourage owners of eligible structures to seek historic landmark status and to
invest in restoration efforts.
Conserve the many examples of early residential building styles found in the
city's older neighborhoods, from Bayside to Arcata Height
Assure that new construction and additions to existing historically-designated
buildings maintain the character and livability of the historic neighborhoods.
Promote interest in and appreciation of the value of Arcata's history and its
heritage of historic buildings.
Prevent destruction of archaeological and cultural resources and assure that any
artifacts receive proper disposition.

5.5 POLICIES 

The Historical Preservation Element contains the following policies: 

1. H-1  Historic Landmarks
2. H-2  Noteworthy Structures
3. H-3  Arcata Plaza Area Historic District
4. H-4  Neighborhood Conservation Areas
5. H-5  Controls on Demolitions of Structures
6. H-6  Public Participation, Information, and Education Policy
7. H-7  Archaeological and Cultural Resources

POLICYH-1 HISTORICLANDMARKS  
Objective. Designate and preserve significant structures and sites that are 
representative of the city's social and physical development; that are reminders of 
past eras, events, and persons important in local, state, or national history; which 
provide significant examples of architectural styles of the past; or which are 
unique and irreplaceable assets to the city, and the neighborhood in which the 
structure or site is located.  

H-1a  National Register and State Historic Landmarks designations. The
City encourages owners of eligible structures to request National Register
and State Historical Landmarks designations for their properties. As of
1998, three National Register sites have been designated: the Arcata Hotel
(on the Plaza), the Whaley House (14th and H Streets), and the Schorlig
House (1050 12th Street). The Jacoby Storehouse is among the State
Registered Historical Landmarks. [The Old Jacoby Creek School is the
only national registered historic property in BAYSIDE CA]
H-1b  Local Historic Landmarks designations. Structures or sites having
special character or special historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or
value shall be designated as
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local Historic Landmarks. Such structures or sites shall be protected from 
demolition and inappropriate alterations. Locally designated Historic Landmarks 
are shown in  

Figure HP-a and are listed in Table HP-1, at the end of the Element. An updated 
inventory of structures and sites eligible for designation as a Local Historic 
Landmark shall be maintained by the City. One or more of the following criteria 
shall be required for a structure or site to be eligible for listing:  

1. The building or site is particularly representative of a distinct architectural
period, type, style, or way of life.

2. The building is of a type or style which was once common but is now rare. 3.
The building is at least 50 years old.
4. The building or site is connected with a person or event important to local
history.

6. The building's style, construction method, or materials are unusual or
significant.

7. The overall effect of the design or building details are beautiful or unusual.
8. The building contains original materials or workmanship of high or unusual
value.

4. H-1e  Design review approval for alterations and additions. The following types
of changes to a structure designated by the HL combining zone shall not be
permitted without first obtaining approval of the Historic and Design Review
Commission:

1. Anyexteriormodificationsoralterations,includingchangesinmaterials.
2. Interioralterationsthatwouldaffecttheexteriorappearance.
3. Anyadditiontothedesignatedstructure.
4. ConstructionofanewbuildingonaparcelwithadesignatedHistoricLandmark.

H-1f  Design criteria for alterations of and additions to local Historic
Landmarks. At the discretion of the Community
Development Director and/or Historic and Design Review Commission,
an owner proposing any construction or alteration that may affect the
historical character of the structure may be required to obtain an analysis
of the proposed changes by a cultural resources consultant or other
knowledgeable professional to determine the impact on the building's
historical features

6-1 
Cont.



H-2a Noteworthy structures list. The City shall direct the Historic and
Design Review Commission to recommend and keep current a
“Noteworthy Structures” list, and encourage retention of these structures.
Noteworthy structures are those which may not have complete
documentation as to their historical or architectural merit but which have
notable characteristics. In order to be eligible for listing, a structure should
have one of the following attributes:

1. Representativeofaparticulararchitecturalstyle.
2. Representativeofaperiodinthecity'shistoricaldevelopment.

3. Associatedwithsocialhistoryofthecity.
4. Ofunusualorspecialdesigncharacter.

POLICYH-4 NEIGHBORHOODCONSERVATIONAREAS(NCAs)ANDSPECIFIC 
PLANS  

Objective. Designate the Central Arcata, Arcata Heights, Bayview, and Bayside areas as 
Neighborhood Conservation Areas and assure that new construction, modifications or 
alterations of noteworthy structures, and significant changes to other structures are 
harmonious with the existing character of these neighborhoods.  

H-4a Neighborhood Conservation Areas. The following NCAs, with the
boundaries
shown in Figure HP-b, are hereby established:
1. Bayview Conservation Area.
2. ArcataHeightsConservationArea
3. Central Conservation Area

.  

POLICYH-6 PUBLICPARTICIPATION,INFORMATION,ANDEDUCATIONPOLICY 

Objective. Promote public awareness of the City's historical heritage and resources, 
provide information and education about the methods and techniques to protect and 
enhance the quality of these resources, and encourage public participation in preserving 
Arcata's historical heritage.  
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POLICY H-7 ARCHEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Objective. Protect and preserve Native American and Euro-American archeological 
sites and cultural resources within the City of Arcata.  

H-7a  Cultural Resources Project Review. As part of the environmental and
project review process, the City of Arcata shall enter into a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) with the Northwest Information Center of the Historical
Resources Information System of the State of California. Under the MOA, all
proposed discretionary projects under the California Environmental Quality Act
shall be subject to cultural resources sensitivity review by the Northwest
Information Center. In order to provide a context for city projects, for the
evaluation of cultural significance and for the interpretation of the results of
cultural resources project reviews, the City of Arcata shall contract for a general
prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic overview of the city and its environs.
H-7b  Archaeological Surface Reconnaissance. If the cultural resources project
review determines that the project is located in an area with a high probability of
archaeological resources, an archaeological survey by a professional archaeologist
or other qualified expert shall be performed.

H-7c Mitigation of potential impacts on archeological resources. If the results of the
surface reconnaissance show that the project area contains a resource of cultural
significance, and if it is demonstrated that a project will cause damage to such a resource,
the City may require reasonable efforts to be made to permit any or all of these resources
to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. Examples of other treatment
include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Modifyingtheprojecttoavoidportionsofthesitewitharchaeologicalresources.
2. Providingorconveyingeasementsorotherdeedrestrictions.
3. Cappingorcoveringarchaeologicalresourceswithasoillayerbefore construction.
4. Planningopenspacetoincorporatearchaeologicalsites.

H-7f Discovery of archeological resources. Upon discovery of archeological or
paleontological materials, all grading or other land-disturbing construction
activities at the site shall be suspended until the nature of the cultural resources
has been ascertained and the appropriate disposition method determined.
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6.4 INTRODUCTION 

NOISE ELEMENT 
The Noise Element is one of the seven required General Plan Elements that must be 
prepared by California cities and counties (Government Code Section 65302). The  

California General Plan Guidelines state that the Noise Element of the General Plan 
provides a basis for comprehensive local programs to control and abate environmental 
noise and to protect citizens from excessive exposure. The Noise Element is required to 
identify and appraise noise in the community and follow the guidelines adopted by the 
Office of Noise Control in the State Department of Health Services. Local governments 
must analyze and quantify noise levels, and the extent of noise exposure, through actual 
measurements or the use of noise modeling.  

The air into which noise is emitted, and on which it travels, is a common resource of the 
community. It is a public good and as such its use, as well the responsibility of 
maintaining it, belongs to everyone.  

THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA GENERAL PLAN GUIDELINES* FOR THE FUNDAMENTAL 
GOALS OF THE NOISE ELEMENT ARE: 

To provide sufficient information concerning the community noise environment so that noise may
be effectively considered in the land use planning process. In so doing, the necessary groundwork
will have been developed so that a community noise ordinance may be utilized to resolve noise
complaints.
To develop strategies for abating excessive noise exposure through cost-effective mitigating
measures in combination with zoning, as appropriate, to avoid incompatible land uses.
To protect those existing regions of the planning area whose noise environments are deemed
acceptable and also those locations throughout the community deemed "noise sensitive."
To utilize the definition of the community noise environment, in the form of CNEL or Ldn noise
contours as provided in the Noise Element for local compliance with the State Noise Insulation
Standards. These standards require specified levels of outdoor to indoor noise reduction for new
multi-family residential constructions in areas where the outdoor noise exposure exceeds CNEL
(or Ldn) 60 dB.

(*Appendix A of the Guidelines)

Loud noise is a health issue. 
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Responsibilities of a Noise Element. The Noise Element advances the ethic that a
low- noise-level environment is a common resource that can be enjoyed by all,
and that noise generated by some has the potential to negatively affect others. The
Noise Element provides a mechanism for evaluating and mitigating the potential
effects of noise on the community. It identifies potential noise sources that exceed
acceptable standards and noise sources that may be considered annoying. It also
provides criteria for determining acceptable noise exposure. The California
General Plan Guidelines state that the Noise Element will be as detailed as
necessary to describe the local situation and mitigate local noise problems.
This means that the City is not limited to applying noise controls and noise
reduction techniques to projects and other activities requiring City review and
permits, but can address other noise generating activities in the community.
There also seems to be a pattern of governmental agencies responding to noise
complaints with little or no enforcement or action against noise violations. This
pattern may be as typical of Arcata as other urban settings. To address this issue,
procedures and educational materials are being developed, including a noise
control manual.
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POLICY N-1 NOISE ATTENUATION
Objective. Reduce, or eliminate, noise impacts at their source by providing
enclosures, barriers, and other on-site noise attenuation measures for noise
generating activities. Monitor noise levels to ensure that acceptable noise levels
are maintained on adjacent sites.
N-1b  Noise attenuation guidelines. Noise attenuation measures and stationary
noise source controls shall follow the guidelines provided in the technical
document entitled: Noise Control Manual (which is considered an
implementation measure).
N-2c  Noise created by new or proposed stationary noise sources. Noise created
by new or proposed stationary noise sources, or the expansion or alteration of an
existing use, shall be mitigated so as not to exceed noise level standards (Table
N-1) at noise-sensitive land uses. All noise generators not in compliance with
these standards will be encouraged to mitigate impacts.

POLICY N-3 TRANSPORTATION NOISE SOURCES AND LEVELS 

Objective. Establish acceptable noise levels, for land uses and activities, that will protect 
community residents from the harmful effects of excessive noise exposure due to 
transportation noise sources. Maintain interior and exterior noise standards that will 
achieve land use compatibility with respect to community noise.  

6-1 
Cont.



N-3a  New development of noise-sensitive land uses. New development of noise
receptors will not be permitted in areas exposed to existing or projected levels of
transportation noise exceeding levels specified in Table N-2, unless exterior noise
or noise levels in interior spaces can be reduced to meet City Standards (Table N-
2).
N-3b  Transportation noise. Transportation noise sources shall be periodically
measured, and significant increases mitigated, so as not to exceed the levels
specified in Table N-2 for outdoor activity areas or interior spaces of existing
receptors.

POLICY N-4 ACOUSTICAL ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS
Objective. Establish a consistent procedure and framework for conducting
and
reviewing acoustical analyses.
N-4a Noise-sensitive land uses. Where receptor land uses are potentially
exposed to existing or projected exterior noise levels exceeding the levels
specified in Table N-2 or the performance standards of Table N-1, an
acoustical analysis shall be required as part of the environmental review
process, so that noise mitigation may be included in the project design. An
acoustical analysis prepared pursuant to the Noise Element shall:
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POLICY N-5 INTRUSIVE AND INTERMITTENT NOISE SOURCES 
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Letter 6 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 6-1 
Disagreement over CEQA lead agency, LAFCo involvement, and General Plan consistency 

The commenter reiterates previously raised concerns regarding the CEQA lead agency, involvement of 
LAFCo, and consistency with the General Plan. Please see Response to Comment 4-8 regarding the 
identification of CEQA Lead Agency. Please see Response to Comment 5-7 regarding Humboldt LAFCo’s 
responsibilities and involvement with the Project. Please see Response to Comment 2-1 and Response to 
Comment 46-38 regarding Project consistency with the City’s General Plan. Please see Response to 
Comment 46-6 and Response to Comment 46-37 regarding consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

 

  



To: The honorable Historic Landmarks Committee
Date: 8/19/2021

I am Kiriki Delany, the owner of the historical property The Old Jacoby Creek Schoolhouse on 2212 

I ask that the historical committee help with the preservation of the historical properties. The impacts on 
the area are understated in the report. The economic impacts of the changes because of the loss of 
parking, and from increased traffic noise, because the route change for all the northbound Old Arcata 
Road traffic, are going to impact both the current and future ability for the properties to create income, 
and thus manage repairs, as well as impact the historical neighborhood, and setting.

The City of Arcata is for the project. It has been clear that they are intending on this project, which has 
been marketed as a pedestrian and bicycle safety project. In all the meetings with the agencies, and in all
the reports, there is no one that cares to preserve the historical properties in Bayside. 

The round-about and the project will not help the historical properties at all. How will they help the 
buildings? How would a project like this protect the historical resources? This is a suburban development 
standard, and it does not fit with the rural character.

The reports ignore how people have historically used these roads, as well as how the historical properties 
remain in use. 

When I purchased the property in 2007 the property was in a state of disrepair. The property was in 
jeopardy of being condemned.

A mega round-about will not help preserve anything historically. If you want to support historical 
properties, please evaluate this report with a critical eye. 

I do ask that you push back on this project and ask to see all alternatives and help the property 
owners recognize that the impacts on the historical properties are significant, and if an alternative 
that that has less impacts exists, that that be chosen instead.

These affects are not isolated to 2212 Jacoby Creek, but impact the immediate neighbors at the 
Temperance Hall and the Bayside Grange as well. 

I had a chance to read the agenda packet for todays meeting, and I have specific quotes from the report, 
and comments from myself compiled below. The quotes are from the report link provided to the public
http://arcataca.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=3060&Inline=True

Quoted from report - “The parcel for the Old Jacoby Creek School does not have frontage directly on the
proposed roundabout.”

This is incorrect. The proposed roundabout project is directly in front of the property. As shown in the
attached pictures.

The APE, or project area, is directly in front of 2212 Jacoby Creek. I don’t think this is controversial but is 
obvious as presented in the plans. I am unsure why the report would characterize this property as not 
having frontage on the proposed roundabout. The project has been unrealistically interpreted as 
having no impact outside of the APE, because there is no removal or modifications to the existing 
structures. This is a very narrow viewpoint of impacts. Of course, a road project does not only impact the 
area it is built upon. A road and a round-about will impact all the properties that border the roundabout. 
Specifically with noise and light pollution, as well as substantial alterations of common areas used by the 
public that do affect parking and thus the economics of the buildings greatly. 
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The picture below is an example of how Bayside appears in many searches about Bayside, or Bayside 
news.  
 

 
 
  



Bayside is a community that is split between Arcata and the County. In the general plan this is discussed 
at length, because the Arcata side is suburban, and the county side is rural. 2212 Jacoby Creek is within 
the rural county side, and this is what is at the heart of the problems with this project. The historic rural 
Bayside, is what people recognize as Bayside. The suburban development should stay only on Arcata’s 
side, and this is impacting historical rural properties.  

We need the help of our historic committees to preserve the resource. It is not easy, and it has been very 
difficult dealing with the city of Arcata. As a county property we are not being governed very well. I 
implore the committee for relief. County property owners deserve representation in this project. 
Affected county property owners do not have any representation by Arcata. This is a major injustice 
to the affected county community.  

This is an alternative that was developed by the City of Arcata. Would the historical committee 
please consider requiring the project to choose alternatives with less impact the historic 
properties?  
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Quoted from report - “by-passed section of former roadway currently used as the driveway for an informal 
parking area for the adjacent US Post Office.” 
 
This is also an inaccurate description. This is parking area that has historically been used by not only the 
PO box, but for all sorts of parking needs within the area. Frequently there is mountain bikers that head 
up the trails on Jacoby Creek Road which park there. There is parking from community hall events, as 
well as parking by city and county government vehicles.  
 
The entire project site is not recognizing the parking area that is being used all along OAR and Jacoby 
Creek Road. But this the reality is there has been ad-hoc parking used within the road right-of-way for 
decades. The mischaracterization of how the land has been used historically, and both presently today 
should be corrected in the report. 
 
 
In closing I implore the committee to defend and support the preservation of the historic resources. As 
property owners I am protesting this project because the impacts have not been addressed. My 
property will be adversely impacted, as well as the properties of my neighbors.  
 
Please act now, or risk losing the historic buildings that everyone loves so much. We need your support 
more than Arcata needs a round-about 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kiriki Delany  
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Attachment A – From the Agenda packet  
 
Old Jacoby Creek School, 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1) 
The parcel (APN 501-011-006) on which the Old Jacoby Creek School sits has frontage along Jacoby 
Creek Road and a by-passed section of former roadway currently used as the driveway for an informal 
parking area for the adjacent US Post Office. The parcel for the Old Jacoby Creek School does not have 
frontage directly on the proposed roundabout. The Project would not encroach into the legal parcel of this 
property, nor would it entail removal of any landscape feature or fencing considered character defining of 
the historical resource. Specific Project elements directly along the parcel frontage include an improved 
driveway approach, some roadway widening and slight realignment, underground storm drain, new 
sidewalk along a portion of the frontage, and paving and landscaping at the informal US Post Office 
parking area. Other Project elements at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road not 
directly adjacent to the parcel frontage that are associated with the roundabout include concrete traffic 
splitter islands, roundabout center island, curbs, sidewalks, streetlights, crosswalks, and landscaping. 
 
The improvements directly along the parcel frontage of the Old Jacoby Creek School would be minimal 
and generally consistent with the current use and appearance. In addition, these improvements would be 
about 125 feet from the building and other Project elements associated with the roundabout would be 
further away, the nearest being the concrete traffic splitter island on Jacoby Creek Road about 175 feet 
from the school, and the center of the roundabout approximately 250 feet from the school. Visibility of the 
proposed improvements would be impaired by the distance and the existing large trees, hedge, and other 
vegetation between the school and the proposed Project work. 
 
The historical significance of the Old Jacoby Creek School derives from its association with the 
development of Bayside and the architecture of the building. The character-defining features of the 
property would not be altered in any way by the Project and the general setting would remain unchanged. 
The visual and atmospheric changes resulting from the Project would be minimal, distant, and largely 
obscured from view, and thus, not cause a substantial adverse change to the historical resource. 
Additionally, the Old Arcata Road / Jacoby Creek Road intersection has been previously altered and is 
not the original configuration. The original configuration closely resembled a Y-shape with the north and 
south sections of Old Arcata Road coming together from different angles at a distinct point with Jacoby 
Creek Road. This configuration changed in 1946 when Old Arcata Road was realigned to the current 
sweeping curve through Bayside Corners that eliminated the need for vehicles to slow down at the 
intersection and allowed for higher speeds on Old Arcata Road through Bayside Corners. This type of 
sweeping curve improvement was reflective of the “modern” post-World War II era traffic engineering 
ethos of accommodating high speed motor vehicle traffic. It is a modern intersection design that is much 
different from the original intersection designed during the pre-automobile era. The Project, therefore, is 
not proposing to replace a historic intersection, but rather a modern intersection reflecting modern 
highway design and engineering that does not contribute to the significance of the property. Other 
changes in the immediate vicinity of the intersection that have occurred over time are the loss of many 
late nineteenth century and early twentieth century buildings and structures, and the addition of multiple 
newer buildings, such as the US Post Office immediately next to the Old Jacoby Creek School, 
constructed in 1985. These alterations have changed the setting of Bayside Corners and the immediate 
surroundings of the Old Jacoby Creek School since 1903 when the building was constructed, yet this 
property and Bayside Corners still maintain a rural feeling and setting sufficient for this property to be 
deemed to have integrity in 1985 when it was listed in the NRHP, and the Project would not substantially 
alter the surroundings such that this property can no longer convey its significance. Any potential impact 
would be less than significant. 
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Letter 7 – Response to Comments 
Comment Letter 7 is addressed to the City’s Historic Landmarks Committee. 

Response to Comment 7-1 
Project-related impacts 

The comment asserts impacts to historical resources and economics, loss of parking, traffic noise, and 
route changes. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project, and Master 
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please see Master 
Response 3 regarding parking, Master Response 4 regarding noise, and Master Response 7 regarding 
historical resources. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-2 
Lack of regard for historical resources 

The commenter expresses concern that there is a lack of regard for historical resources and questions the 
Project’s safety objectives for pedestrian and bicycle users. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project, Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, and Master 
Response 7 regarding historical resources. The Project is primarily located within the City limits of Arcata. 
Bicycle lanes are common and desired features within the City. The inclusion of improvements to bicycle 
facilities along Old Arcata Road is consistent with the City policy outlined in the Transportation Element and 
the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. The walkway would be a continuation of the existing 
walkway along the northern portion of Old Arcata Road and thus consistent with the character of the area. 
These upgrades would promote pedestrian and bicycle use within the project corridor and provide an 
alternative to vehicular travel. Similarly, the roundabout would improve traffic flow, reduce traffic speeds 
through the intersection, integrate with pedestrian and bicycle safety, and improve local drainage. All 
hardscaped and landscaped features would be designed to blend in with the existing visual setting of the 
community. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-3 
Historical properties; rural nature of community 

The commenter states that roundabout will not help or protect historical resources. Please see Master 
Response 7 regarding historical resources and Response to Comment 46-9 regarding evaluation of 
aesthetic impacts. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No 
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-4 
Historic road use and use of historic properties 

The comment asserts “the reports” ignore how people have historically used roadways involved in the 
Project. The historic and contemporary setting and use of historical properties was evaluated in the Historic 
Resources Evaluation Report prepared for the Project (JRP 2020). Please see Master Response 7 
regarding historical resources. 

Discussion of historic road use is in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources - Historic Context), pages 3.4-1 and 
3.4-2. Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR is intended to analyze environmental impacts to historical resources. Thus, it 
does not present complete histories of the historical resources or a complete historic context. More specific 
information regarding the use of the roads in the project area and historical resources in the APE are in the 
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HRER. The City has clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-5 
Disrepair of unspecified property 

The comment references disrepair of an unspecified property. Please also see Master Response 1 
regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues as defined under CEQA. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-6 
Conflict between roundabout and historical resources 

The comment states a “mega-roundabout” will not preserve historical resources. An analysis of the effects 
of the proposed roundabout on historical resources is presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 
3.4-15 through 3.4-17. The City has clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further 
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-7 
Project Alternatives 

The comment asserts opposition to the Project and requests consideration of alternatives to the Project. 
Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. Alternatives to the Project 
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), 
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be 
equivalent. The City has clarified the location of the alternatives analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-8 
Historical resources – Temperance Hall and Bayside Grange also impacted 

Please see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. The impact analysis completed in Section 
3.4 did consider both Temperance Hall and Bayside Grange and concluded neither property/building would 
be impacted by the Project.  

Response to Comment 7-9 
Historical resources 

The commenter is questioning the proximity of the Old Jacoby School building relative to the roundabout 
and potential impacts to historical resources located outside the APE. The Old Jacoby Creek School (2212 
Jacoby Creek Road) has frontage on Jacoby Creek Road east of the roundabout, and along the post office 
parking lot driveway. According to Project design plans, at its closest point, this parcel would be separated 
from the proposed roundabout by the post office driveway and a grassy strip of land between the parking lot 
and roundabout. Thus, the DEIR is correct is saying that the parcel does not have frontage directly on the 
proposed roundabout. There are proposed Project elements in the right of way directly in front of the Old 
Jacoby Creek School, but not the roundabout. The DEIR acknowledges that the roundabout will be visible 
from this Old Jacoby Creek School. Please refer to Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 and 3.4-
16 for an analysis of the Project’s impact on this property, including regarding changes to the setting of the 
Old Jacoby Creek School.  
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Economic impacts are not an environmental issue as defined in the CEQA Appendix G Environmental 
Checklist, and parking will continue to be available in the general vicinity. Please see Master Response 3 
regarding parking. There does not appear to be a foreseeable future impact to the Old Jacoby Creek 
School that can be correlated with a reduction in parking. For such an impact to occur, the proposed 
change in parking for users of this property would need to result in a severe modification of behavior such 
that operations at the former school would shift in dramatic ways that lead to neglect of the property such 
that its historic integrity of materials, workmanship, and feeling would be greatly diminished. There is no 
evidence to indicate that this will occur as a result of the current project. Construction of a new parking area 
on the parcel would likely require its own clearance under CEQA, which would result in a process that 
would likely result in efforts to minimize impacts to the historical resource. Please also see Master 
Response 7 regarding historical impacts, which includes discussion of the APE. The City has clarified the 
location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR 
are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-10 
Historical resources 

The commenter is questioning the visual buffer to be provided by trees and landscaping relative to historical 
resources. The statement as presented in the DEIR is objectively accurate. There are trees between the 
Old Jacoby Creek School and the location of the proposed roundabout that would impair visibility of the 
proposed roundabout from certain locations on the property. Furthermore, the school building itself is well 
set back from the road and project activities. Refer to Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 and 
3.4-16 for an analysis of the Project’s impact on this property, including visual impacts. The City has 
clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions 
to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-11 
Historical resources 

The commenter is stating impacts to historical resources are being downplayed, and the protection of two 
trees is not mitigation. The DEIR does not propose any mitigation measures and does not refer to the trees 
on the property as mitigation. The trees and other vegetation are discussed as part of the analysis of the 
visibility of the proposed roundabout from the evaluated resources. Refer to Section 3.4 (Cultural 
Resources), pages 3.4-15 and 3.4-16 for an analysis of the Project’s impact on this property, including 
visual impacts. The City has clarified the misunderstanding about Project details as described in the EIR. 
The City has also clarified the location of the pertinent analysis in the EIR. No further analysis is necessary 
and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 7-12 
Historical resources 

The comment notes the lifespan of historical resources may extend beyond the lifespan existing or future 
vegetation. Comment noted. This comment includes a direct question to the Historic Landmarks 
Committee. Vegetative screening part is not presently included in the Project but can be included during 
final design if desired by the City Council. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are 
required to be made. 
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Response to Comment 7-13 
Lack of representation for County property owners 

The commenter is concerned that constituents living outside City jurisdiction were not notified about the 
Project. The CEQA public review process does not limit public input to City residents only. The City noticed 
all properties within the designated radius of the project area as identified in the DEIR, as required by the 
City's notifying procedures. Residents within 100 feet and property owners within 500 feet were noticed, 
irrespective of whether or not the property was located within City or County jurisdiction. In addition, all 
interested parties identified on the list compiled through the five years' engagement on the project were 
notified by email, as were any parties that signed up for various city list-serves for CEQA projects. The City 
has confirmed County constituents were also noticed. No further response or modification to the EIR is 
provided. 

Response to Comment 7-14 
Disagreement with DEIR findings 

The commenter asserts the Project’s design is inconsistent with current uses and the rural setting of the 
Project Area. Please see Section 3.1 (Aesthetics) for analysis regarding visual impacts of the Project. 
Concerns regarding noise in proximity to the Mistwood Education Center were previously addressed in 
Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, Response to Comments, and Errata). Please see Master Response 
4 regarding noise. Please see Response to Comment 46-10, Item 1 regarding light-related impacts from 
vehicle headlights, Master Response 3 regarding parking, and Master Response 1 regarding statements for 
or against the project.  

 

  









From: Delo Freitas 
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2021 4:41 PM
To: COM DEV <comdev@cityofarcata.org>
Cc: Catarina Gallardo <cgallardo@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR): Old Arcata Road
Rehabilitation Project

Good afternoon,

This email is to provide notice of the comment period for the Environmental Impact Report prepared
for the City of Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project.
This email is being sent directly to individuals who have expressed interest in receiving project
updates. Notice was also provided through publication in the Times Standard (print date Sunday

August 8th). Notice will also be provided by direct mailing to adjacent property owners and residents.

An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document prepared per the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that analyzes potential environmental impacts of a proposed
project. This report builds on the analysis included in the Project’s Initial Study, which also provided
analysis of project impacts. Both documents are available on the City‘s website at the link below,
under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today, August 9th,  and will end 5 p.m. on

Monday September 27th. Comment on the analysis included in the Environmental Impact Report
may be submitted to the City in writing to the Community Development email inbox
(comdev@cityofarcata.org). Comments received before the end of the comment period will be
formally responded to in writing, and will be made available on the project webpage and will be
provided to the City Council with the Final Environmental Impact Report for their review prior to
adoption.

The proposed Environmental Impact Report, along with any response to comments received on the
draft Environmental Impact Report during circulation, will be considered by the City Council when
hearing the project. The date of this hearing will be identified after closing the public comment
period and evaluating comments received. You will receive notice of the date of the City Council
hearing by email in advance of the meeting.

We appreciate the community’s interest and involvement in this project. Summaries of community
input gathered to date can be also found on the City’s website at the link listed above.

Sincerely,
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Letter 8 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 8-1 
Comment provides a PDF submission of Comment Letter 7 

Comment Letter 8  provides a PDF submission of Comment Letter 7, addressed above. Please see 
Response to Comments 7-1 through 7-14. No further response is provided. 
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Letter 9 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 9-1 
Preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) 

This comment provides recommendations for Project design, but does not comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is opposed to the roundabout and recommends a T-design at 
the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road. Alternatives to the Project are discussed in 
Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the 
environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be 
equivalent. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project, and statements 
unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is necessary. No revisions to the EIR are required 
to be made. 
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Letter 10 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 10-1 
The comment states opposition to the Project.  

The comment expresses opposition to the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for 
or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 11 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 11-1 
The comment requests access to audio recordings of the August 19th Public Meeting.  

The comment regards the August 19 City Historic Landmarks Committee meeting. The City will coordinate 
with the commenter to provide audio of the meeting. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements 
for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

  





12-1 
Cont.
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Letter 12 – Response to Comments 
Comments from Comment Letter 12 were submitted by a Historic Resources Consultant. Please see 
Master Response 9 regarding Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts. Based 
on the comments received in Letter 12, as well as other comments submitted by the same commenter in 
Comment Letter 13 and Comment Letter 14 DEIR, the commenter disagrees with the City’s findings specific 
to historical resources, prepared by JRP Historical Resources Consulting, LLC.  In responding to comments 
raised in Comment Letters 12, 13, and 14 pertaining to historical resources, the City has fully disclosed the 
complete analysis and results assessed for the Project specific to historical resource and directly responded 
to specific technical points of disagreement raised in each comment submitted by the commentor. Please 
see also: 

- Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion; 
- Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration (including potential vibratory effects on historical 

buildings); 
- Master Response 7 regarding historical resources; 
- Master Response 9 regarding standards for adequacy of an EIR, including disagreement among 

experts; and 
- Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps.   

Response to Comment 12-1 
Historical Resources 

The comment states that adverse effects to historic resources at Bayside Corners will occur despite the 
findings of the City’s consultant. Discussion of the impact to the three historical resources in the vicinity of 
the roundabout is in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-17. As stated in the DEIR, 
the sweeping curve of the Old Arcata Road, constructed in 1946, is a design reflecting modern roadway 
construction practices and is not part of the “original setting” and does not contribute to the historic 
significance of any historical resources. The old configuration of the T-intersection is no longer intact. 
Reconfiguration in 1946 with the construction of the sweeping curve  altered the entire intersection and 
destroyed the historic configuration of the intersection. The area in front of the Temperance Hall is an 
oblong gravel parking lot, it is not a historic roadway. The former T-junction that once was in front of the 
Temperance Hall is not recognizable, and there is no physical evidence of the General Store that was once 
situated on the other side of the original intersection. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant 
impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and 
no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 12-2 
Historical Resources 

The comment regards changes to the setting of Temperance Hall. Discussion of the impact to the three 
historical resources in the vicinity of the roundabout is Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 
through 3.4-17. This analysis acknowledges that the setting will change, but it will be an alteration to a non-
historic (1946) intersection that does not contribute to the significance of any historical resource. Also, 
setting is only one of seven aspects of integrity. Thus, if the proposed Project is constructed, the properties 
will all retain sufficient overall integrity to convey their historic significance and remain historical resources 
under CEQA. Another important fact is that before the 1946 reconfiguration of the intersection, Old Arcata 
Road passed within about 15 feet of the Temperance Hall front door, which is approximately 20 feet closer 
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than what is currently proposed with the roundabout, as designed. The City has directed the commenter to 
the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 12-3 
Recommendations on Project design 

The comment expresses preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-intersection). Alternatives to the Project 
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), 
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be 
equivalent. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR. No further 
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 12-4 
Preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) 

The comment expresses preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-intersection). Alternatives to the Project 
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), 
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be 
equivalent. It is incorrect to state a Modified T-Intersection was the preferred alternative stemming from the 
2017 design charette. As stated in SHN and Omni Means (2017), this (Modified T-Intersection) was 
considered acceptable by many of the participants, and was the preferred option for nearly half of all 
participants. Other than those who did not see modifications to the roadway, the individuals who were less 
supportive of this option felt that it would not do enough to reduce vehicle speeds.” Please see Master 
Response 7 regarding historical resources. The City has offered a correction to the commenter regarding 
the documented outcome of the 2017 design charette. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to 
the EIR are required to be made. 

  





How can the community be assured that this change will be recommended, reviewed and
implemented in the 30% design plan?
As we move forward with the next phase of the design, we will provide update to community
members via project website. Ninety percent design drawings will be posted on the project website
for public review. All received comments and suggestions will be reviewed by our design team and
incorporated in the final design as much as feasible and meets the design standards (and of course it
has to be financially feasible)

Will you put it on the Agenda for your next Transportation Safety Committee Mtg. for their review
and recommendation to the Council?
We will provide an update to TSC and inform them how we plan to incorporate received comments
and suggestions.

or can you bypass this process and make a recommendation directly to GHD to redesign the west
side of the roadway to extend all the way out to the ROW & provide much needed parking for the
neighborhood? OR Will this be a Staff Recommendation as a Condition of Approval for the project?
OR? Please let me know how we can help to implement this desired outcome.

As we move forward with the next phase of the design, we will provide update to community
members via project website. Ninety percent design drawings will be posted on the project website
for public review. All received comments and suggestions will be reviewed by our design team and
incorporated in the final design as much as feasible and meets the design standards (and of course
financially feasible).

Also, many people who wanted to meet with you at Bayside Corners weren’t able to attend
yesterday.  I was only able to give people a days notice that you’d be there so some neighbors were
left out of the noticing & others couldn’t get there in time.  Bayside Cares really hopes you will return 
to mark the areas for the roundabout: roadway, apron, center circle.  If you plan to, will you let Susan 
McPherson and me know about it so we can let others know too?

Currently we plan to mark center and east perimeter of the roundabout depicted on 30% design
drawings in coming weeks, I will email you and Susan once that is complete. Hopefully we will be able 
to meet with you and other community members then.

Also, we discussed making the roadway for the proposed Roundabout 17 feet wide like the St. Louis
Roundabout and not 21 feet wide as currently proposed.  How can the community be assured that
this change would be recommended, reviewed & implemented if the City Council votes to support a
Roundabout?  Would it be in Staff Recommendations as a Condition of Approval?  OR?  Again, please
let me know how this could become a reality should the decision be made to build a Roundabout.

As discussed we will consult with our roundabout design expert and confirm if the lane width of the

Regards,

Kathleen Stanton

13-2

13-3

13-4

13-5

13-6
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Letter 13 – Response to Comments 
Responses to comments included in Letter 13 were provided in writing by the City Engineer on September 
6, 2021 and are included herein. 

Response to Comment 13-1 
Recommendation for permeable pavement 

The comment recommends incorporate of permeable pavement in specific locations. There are some flat 
areas on west side of the Old Arcata Road south of the Jacoby Creek School where there may be sufficient 
public right of way to allow for parallel parking. The City will consult with our design team and consider 
converting the proposed bioswale/landscape with permeable surface area that will be wide enough for 
parking. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 13-2 
Assurances for community input into the progressing design 

The commenter is seeking confirmation that additional community input will be incorporated into the 
remaining design process. As the City moves forward with the next phase of the design, updates will be 
provided to community members via the City’s project website. Ninety percent design drawings will be 
posted on the project website for public review. All received comments and suggestions will be reviewed by 
the City and incorporated in the final design as much as feasible and as meets the design standards (and of 
course it has to be financially feasible). 

Response to Comment 13-3 
Transportation Safety Committee input 

The commenter is asking if the City will agendize the Project for the upcoming (September 21, 2021) 
Transportation Safety Committee Meeting. The City did include an update on the agenda for the 
Transportation Safety Committee and inform them how the City plans to incorporate received comments 
and suggestions. However, a quorum was not reached, and the presentation was not possible. The City will 
continue to update the Transportation Safety Committee in the future regarding the Project. 

Response to Comment 13-4 
Request to modify the design to provide additional parking 

The comment requests a modification of the design to provide additional parking. As the City moves 
forward with the next phase of the design, updates will be provided to community members via the project 
website. Ninety percent design drawings will be posted on the project website for public review. All received 
comments and suggestions will be reviewed by our design team and incorporated in the final design as 
much as physically and financially feasible and as meets the design standards. No changes to the design or 
the DEIR have been made as a result of this comment. 

Response to Comment 13-5 
Request for additional renderings at the roundabout 

The commenter requests an additional rendering of the Project near the roundabout. The City has since 
worked with the commenter to mark the approximate extents of the roundabout in the field. No further 
response is provided. 
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Response to Comment 13-6 
Request for a smaller roundabout 

The comment requests a smaller roundabout. The City will consult with our roundabout design expert and 
confirm if the lane width of the proposed roundabout can be reduced from 21 feet. to 17 feet. If feasible, it 
will be incorporated in the final design. 
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Letter 14 – Response to Comments 
Comments from Comment Letter 14 were submitted by a Historic Resources Consultant. Please see 
Master Response 9 regarding Standards for Adequacy of an EIR and Disagreement Among Experts. Based 
on the comments received in Letter 14, as well as other comments submitted by the same commenter in 
Comment Letter 12 and Comment Letter 13 DEIR, the commenter, who is a historic resources consultant, 
disagrees with the City’s findings specific to historical resources, prepared by JRP Historical Resources 
Consulting, LLC.  In responding to comments raised in Comment Letters 12, 13, and 14 pertaining to 
historical resources, the City has fully disclosed the complete analysis and results assessed for the Project 
specific to historical resource and directly responded to specific technical points of disagreement raised in 
each comment submitted by the commenter. Please see also: 

- Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion; 
- Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration (including potential vibratory effects on historical 

buildings); 
- Master Response 7 regarding historical resources; 
- Master Response 9 regarding standards for adequacy of an EIR, including disagreement among 

experts; and 
- Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps.   

Response to Comment 14-1 
APE Maps 

This comment is an introductory paragraph that is a brief and broad summary of the comments that follow. 
These comments are addressed in responses 14-1 through 14-35.  
An historic resources evaluation map is provided in the FEIR in Appendix B. Please note, property 
information including Assessor Parcel Numbers and street addresses were used throughout the cultural 
resources chapter of the DEIR. Such information provides adequate data regarding the location of known 
and potential historical resources that could be affected by the Project. See also Response to Comment 46-
20 and Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps. Please also see Master Response 9, 
which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. 

Response to Comment 14-2 
Inappropriately drawn APE 

The comment asserts the APE was inappropriately drawn such that potential effects to historical resources 
were not fully analyzed. Justification for the APE is in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11 and 
3.4-18. The APE includes or excludes parcels based on different Project elements in different areas, 
specifically the roundabout versus minor roadway improvements elsewhere.  The APE was developed in 
partnership with Caltrans for their purposes. The City also analyzed known potentially historic and/or 
landmarked properties along the project corridor outside of the APE in the DEIR. 

The 2017 SHN report cited by the commenter is actually not authored by SHN, but by DZC Archaeology & 
Cultural Resource Management. The APE map in the DZC report is not relevant to the current Project, as it 
was produced for different purposes. The DZC report “was prepared to provide a current conditions 
assessment of known cultural resources and recommendations to assist in Project planning. Firm 
recommendations or mitigation measures cannot be identified until final Project activities are delineated.” 
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(DZC 2018, Section 7) Thus, this 2017 map is not drawn in response to specific Project activities at various 
locations along the project route.  

The DZC indirect effects APE was an arbitrary 500-foot corridor from the right-of-way centerline. It was 
based on a project description which was only generally defined at the time and lacked details. It was drawn 
to encompass various possible construction scenarios being considered, encompassing potential resources 
based on known potential project alternatives at the time. The DZC report, including the APE map, was 
prepared solely from archival research and a Northwest Information Center records search; no field survey 
was performed by DZC.  

The DZC report includes an initial assessment of potential impacts:  “The range of proposed designs 
appear to be consistent with the currently installed streetscape improvements and does not initially appear 
to have the potential to create a new effect with regard to the historic landscape, would not significantly alter 
existing views in the area, and would not diminish the significance of historic properties within the IE-APE.” 
This early assessment of the project generally supports the justification for the Project APE as established 
in the DEIR and contradicts the assertions by the commenter.  

The HRER was consistent with, and built upon, the earlier DZC analysis, finding that the Project would not 
result in direct or indirect impacts to any potentially undesignated historical resources along the Project 
corridor, even if outside the APE. Therefore, any potentially undesignated historical resources along the 
Project corridor were omitted from the APE, given no direct or indirect impact would result, as the APE is 
specifically developed to identify historic and potentially historic resources that may be directly or indirectly 
impacted by the Project.  

Please see Master Response 7 regarding Historic Resources and Master Response 9, which addresses the 
standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter 
to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-3 
Evidence of no adverse impacts to historical resources 

The comment is questioning the APE applied to the Project for historical resources and asks a number of 
specific questions. The City has provided responses to those specific questions in this response. 

Discussion regarding establishment of the APE can be found in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 
3.4-11 and 3.4-18 of the DEIR. Vibration analysis is in Section 3.10 of the DEIR. Please also see Master 
Response 7, which further discusses the historical resources and the APE. 

It is common practice to establish the APE based on information regarding project activities in specific 
locations regardless of the historic status of built environment resources in or near a project area. A survey 
of known and potential historical resource is then conducted. The APE encompasses the area of direct and 
indirect, as well as takes into account potential cumulative impacts. As noted on DEIR pages 3.4-14 to 3.4-
20, analysis regarding project impacts took into account properties both within and outside of the APE, the 
latter to account for resources that are within the Bayside Specific Plan District. All project activities are 
within the existing public right of way, thus no private parcels will incur physical effects (including  
demolition, destruction, or alteration). Physical effects are limited to the area of project activities. 

The pedestrian survey conducted by JRP was part of the process for evaluation of historical resources and 
for the assessment of a potential historic district. The pedestrian survey did not indicate inadequacies in the 
architectural APE boundary. 
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Vibration analysis results showed that the Project would not create vibrations that could damage buildings. 
Furthermore, none of the historical buildings are constructed of sensitive materials such as unreinforced 
masonry or adobe. Please also see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration.  

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. Please see Master Response 7 regarding Historic Resources and Master 
Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. 
The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification 
in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made.  

Response to Comment 14-4 
APE gerrymandering 

The comment asserts gerrymandering the APE to avoid an effect. Please see also responses to Comment 
14-2 and Comment 14-3, which are also related to the APE. Justification for the APE can be found in 
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-11 and 3.4-18. The APE includes or excludes parcels based 
on different Project activities in different locations. Any potentially undesignated historical resources along 
the Project corridor were omitted from the APE, given no direct or indirect impact would result, as the APE 
is specifically developed to identify historic and potentially historic resources that may be directly or 
indirectly impacted by the Project. The parcels near the roundabout were included, while others elsewhere 
were excluded, because of the intersection’s reconfiguration and addition of a new type of feature that could 
cause a potential visual impact. Project activities in other parts of the Project corridor such as restriping and 
resurfacing, construction of a new sidewalk, bike lane, etc., are minor, small scale, and not notably 
dissimilar in use or appearance from existing conditions, thus there was no potential for a visual effect in 
these areas. Therefore, no other parcels were brought into the APE. Please also see Master Response 9, 
which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has 
directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this 
response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-5 
Conflicts with the Project Area vs APE boundary 

The comment regards conflicts between the Project Area and APE boundary and may be referring to sliver 
portions of some parcels that are within the APE. The “properties” refer to built environment resources such 
as buildings and structures on those parcels. The sliver portions of these parcels in the APE do not contain 
any historic-era built environment resources or significant landscape features that could contribute to a 
historical resource. Given the lack of clarify in the comment, no further response can be provided. 

Response to Comment 14-6 
Omission of parcels outside the County right of way  

The commenter is concerned that parcels outside the County right of way (near the roundabout) were not 
included in the pedestrian survey of the APE. The commenter selectively picks portions of sentences and 
ignores the rest of the paragraph which clearly states that fieldwork was conducted throughout the Project 
corridor including within the Arcata city limits.  

See Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11: “Fieldwork entailed examining and taking photographs 
of the resources in and immediately adjacent to the APE, and noting their materials, design, and alterations. 
Mr. McMorris also made general observations and took photographs of the properties along the entire 
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Project corridor along Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road to document the general character and 
periods of construction of the built environment resources in the area. Broader observations were also 
made of the land use, surroundings, and setting.” There is one typographical error in paragraph 3, Page 
3.4-11: “Parcels outside the County right of way…” should read, “Parcels outside the County/City right of 
way…” This error has been updated in the Final EIR Section 4 errata. Please also see Master Response 9, 
which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. Additionally, the 
City has directed the commenter to the relevant text in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. 
No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-7 
Violation of 36CFR800.26(d) and 36CFR800.5 and incomplete analysis under CEQA 

The commenter suggests that the APE violates 36CFR800.26(d) and 36CFR800.5 and results in an 
incomplete analysis under CEQA.  Justification for the APE is provided on DEIR pages 3.4-11 and 3.4-18. 
The APE methodology described on these pages clearly conforms with 36CFR800.16(d): “Area of potential 
effects means the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause 
alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The area of potential 
effects is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of 
effects caused by the undertaking.”  As discussed in Master Response 7 regarding historical resources, the 
APE was an artifact of the broader historic resources analysis; analysis within the DEIR was not limited to 
the APE (e.g., see Known and Potential Properties Outside of the APE starting on page 3.4-12 of the 
DEIR). The comment also cites 36CFR800.5, which concerns assessment of adverse effects. The adverse 
effects analysis is presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-14 through 3.4-20. Please note, 
while data and analysis regarding historical resource meet the standards of both 36CFR800.16(d) and 
36CFR800.5, the thresholds for evaluation and analysis for the EIR are under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5. The standards set forth in 36 CFR 800 are the regulations for compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of 
adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the 
relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-8 
Conflicting information about survey limits in the EIR 

Please see Response to Comment 14-6. 

Response to Comment 14-9 
Contradictory and broad reporting 

The comment questions the methods, and documentation thereof, to describe the pedestrian survey of 
historical resources within the established APE. The APE is described in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), 
page 3.4-11. The extent of the Project is described in the Project Description on page DEIR page 2-1 and 
shown on maps Figures 2-1 through 2-5 of the DEIR. Thus, with a known Project Area, it is not necessary 
to list every address or parcel number along the Project corridor. The description of fieldwork on page 3.4-
11 states that a pedestrian survey was conducted along the entirety of the Project corridor. Addresses are 
given for the three significant historical resources identified in the APE (DEIR page 3.4-12). Addresses and 
APNs are also given for the four other “known or potential” historical resources outside of the APE, but 
along the Project corridor (DEIR page 3.4-13). The general and broad observations made during fieldwork 
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noted in the methodology section on page 3.4-11 were used in the effects analysis section of the DEIR, 
pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. To further clarify, parcels within the architectural APE containing properties 
less than 45 years of age were determined not to be historically significant. Please see Final EIR Section 4 
– Errata, which lists the addresses and APNs of the three parcels in addition to those determined to be 
historically significant. This section also describes the historical resources evaluation in brief, the method 
used to develop the APE, and the purpose of the APE. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-10 
Lack of reference to the architectural APE within the EIR 

The comment regards the architectural APE. The comment also inaccurately states the EIR does not 
include the term “architectural APE.” The City directs the commenter to Section 3.4.1 on page 3.4-1 on the 
EIR, which states the Study Area is also referred to as the APE. See also Section 3.4.5 for Methods used 
during the Historical Resources Evaluation, starting on page 3.4-11 of the DEIR, which also refer to the 
APE. Please also see Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps. Please also see Master 
Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. 
The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification 
in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-11 
Historical survey was insufficient 

The commenter finds the completed historical survey insufficient. The description of fieldwork in Section 3.4 
(Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11 states that a pedestrian survey was conducted along the entirety of the 
Project corridor. As stated in the DEIR, this included observations of the setting, as well as the buildings 
and structures. The entire Project corridor was surveyed and the three historic-era properties were 
surveyed at a more intensive level because they were in the APE and being recorded and evaluated for 
National Register and California Register eligibility. This level of survey includes taking multiple 
photographs from a variety of angles and taking extensive notes on each building’s architectural details. 
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-12 
Erroneous EIR analysis 

The commenter disagrees with the analysis in the DEIR. The DEIR does say, “…the six parcels outside the 
County right of way that are in the APE…,” (p. 3.4-11), which is not precise. As stated in Master Response 
7 regarding historical resources, there are six parcels in the APE adjacent to the roundabout. Three of 
those parcels are within City limits; the other three parcels are within County jurisdiction. All six parcels are 
outside the public right of way (City and/or County). However, the three parcels historic-era parcels in the 
APE (MR 1, MR 2, and MR 3) are all outside of City boundaries, and thus are outside and adjacent to the 
County right of way.  
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The second part of this comment is again about survey area and maps not being included in the DEIR. The 
survey methodology and location are clearly discussed on DEIR page 3.4-11. An APE map is provided in 
the FEIR. Addresses and Assessor Parcel Numbers were included in the DEIR that provided adequate data 
regarding the location of subject properties. As indicated, the three other non-historic era properties were 
not evaluated because they do not contain built environment resources 45 years old or older. Page 3.4-11, 
states that “…JRP identified three historic-era (45-years old or older) built environment resources….” 
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-13 and Comment 14-14 
Omission of two architectural properties from analysis 

The commenter notes two architectural properties were omitted from analysis in the DEIR. No part of the 
parcels at 1666 Old Arcata Road and 1972 Old Arcata Road are located within the APE. These properties 
are also not among the four known or potential historic properties outside the APE as described in Section 
3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-12 and 3.4-13. These two properties were specifically omitted from the 
APE because there is no potential for physical or visual effects to either properties. Please see Master 
Response 7 regarding historical resources.  

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-15 and Comment 14-16 
Omission of many other historical properties 

The commenter asserts other historical resources were not included in the DEIR’s analysis. As discussed in 
Master Response 7,  parcels with no potential for physical or visual impact from the Project were excluded 
from the APE. However, other properties specifically noted as potentially historic along the project corridor 
were also evaluated in the DEIR. There is no rationale for including other properties in the Draft or Final 
EIR. 

The commenter’s references to SHN 2017 are actually referring to a DZC (2017) assessment, which  
identifies 58 “structures” built between 1945 and 1965 along the Project corridor. The DZC report does not 
define a period of significance or claim that any of the 58 properties are historically significant. The 
comment does not include the remainder of the paragraph cited, which contradicts the commenter’s 
assertion that these properties should have been surveyed. The DZC report states that, “approximately fifty-
eight additional structures dating from the Post-War era (1945-1965) are adjacent to the ROW and meet the 
age threshold for consideration as historic resources. These structures are as of yet unsurveyed and 
unevaluated. The level of effort to identify and evaluate historic resources should be commensurate with the 
level of risk inherent in the project. At this time, the Project proposes to conduct minimal construction 
activities within an established streetscape already replete with non-historic period infrastructure including 
paving, streetlights and utility poles and which have already altered existing views in the area. A full scale 
architectural survey for these structures is not recommended at this time” (DZC 2018, Section 6.6). 
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The properties noted in the comments were not evaluated because they are not in the APE. The DEIR does 
recognize the four properties identified in the 1978 report that are within the Project corridor, but outside of 
the APE. These four and the potential for a historic district are discussed on pages 3.4-12 and 3.4-13 and 
3.4-18 – 3.4-20 of the DEIR. As discussed in Master Response 7 regarding historical resources, analysis 
within the DEIR was not limited to the APE (e.g., see Known and Potential Properties Outside of the APE 
starting on page 3.4-12 of the DEIR). The HRER and the DEIR found that the Project would not result in 
direct or indirect impacts to any potentially undesignated historical resources along the Project corridor, 
even if outside the APE. Potentially undesignated historical resources along the Project corridor were 
omitted from the APE because the Project had no potential to directly or indirectly impact them.  

The commenter, in citing the 1978 report (Humboldt County DPW 1978), seems to be referring to the 
November 3, 1978 SHPO letter attached to a PDF of the 1978 report. In this letter SHPO recommends 
these properties are individually eligible. SHPO does not recommend the properties are eligible as an 
historic district, nor does the text of the 1978 report suggest a historic district or recommend an eligible 
historic district. Note that the SHPO letter recommends 32 properties eligible for the National Register, but 
only the four discussed in the DEIR are along the Project corridor. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is 
necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-17 
City of Arcata General Plan violations, part 1 

The commenter asserts the DEIR violates the Arcata General Plan but provides no substantial evidence. 
The Project does not conflict with the listed Arcata General Plan policies, as the Project will not interfere 
with the preservation of historic landmarks, affect historic landmark designations, impede the addition of 
Bayside to the City’s Historical Resources Inventory, impede the designation of Bayside as a Neighborhood 
Conservation Area, or interfere with perseveration measures for historic properties in the Bayside Specific 
Plan District. As stated in the DEIR, starting on page 3.4-19:  

There is also no historic district as per City of Arcata regulations. As noted above, the City of Arcata 
General Plan 2020 recommended a Bayside Neighborhood Conservation Area (NCA) and 
designated a Bayside Specific Plan District (SPD), but has not prepared a corresponding Bayside 
Specific Plan. The General Plan did not designate Bayside as a historic district, and neither an NCA 
nor an SPD are historic districts. Rather, these are geographic areas recognized as containing 
historic buildings and structures, and designation as an NCA or SPD puts certain restrictions on new 
construction and modifications or alterations of noteworthy buildings and structures to assure that 
any changes are harmonious with the existing character of these areas. Notwithstanding formal 
designation as an NCA or a specific plan for the Bayside SPD, the Project would not impair the 
historic attributes of any buildings or structures in a potential Bayside NCA or the Bayside SPD. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. No revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-18 
City of Arcata General Plan violations, part 2 

The commenter asserts the DEIR violates the Arcata General Plan but provides no substantial evidence. 
Discussion of the Bayside Specific Plan District can be found in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 



Comments and Responses 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR 2-146 
 

3.4-13 and 3.4-18 through 3.4-20. The Project will not conflict with Bayside Specific Plan District or the 
Bayside Neighborhood Conservation Area. Based on substantial evidence in the record, the DEIR found 
that the specific plan district and the NCA do not constitute an historic district. Contrary to the claim, the 
neighborhood Conservation Areas and Specific Plan Districts are not the City's version of historic districts. 
The General Plan Design and Historical Preservation Element Policy H-4, Neighborhood Conservation 
Areas (NCAs) and Specific Plans, states the objective of NCAs and Specific Plan Districts is to "assure (sic) 
that new construction, modifications, or alterations of noteworthy structures, and significant changes to 
other structures are harmonious with the existing character of these neighborhoods.” No policy contends 
that the NCAs and Specific Plan Districts are equivalent to historic districts. They do, however, require that 
modifications ensure that the historic resources that are within the boundaries are considered during project 
review in the NCAs and Districts. The DEIR evaluated the consideration of a potential historic district (see 
Consideration of a Potential Historic District in Section 3.4 – Cultural Resources, starting on page 3.4-19). 
As sated on page 3.4-19, concluding:  

Examination of documentary evidence to determine the history of the Bayside community and the 
properties in the APE, combined with field survey observations, revealed there is no potential for the 
formal creation of an historic district in or overlapping with the APE as defined by NRHP and CRHR 
guidelines.  

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The No revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-19 
Humboldt County General Plan violations 

The commenter asserts conflicts with the County General Plan policies CU-G1 (protection and 
enhancement of significant cultural resources), CU-P1 (identification and protection), and CU-P3 
(consultation with other historic preservation agencies and organizations), as the Connors-Lawlor-Wilson 
House at 1945 Old Arcata Road was not included in the DEIR. The Connors-Lawlor-Wilson House at 1945 
Old Arcata Road is south of the proposed roundabout and the parcel is entirely outside of the APE. Please 
see Master Response 7, which discusses the APE. As discussed in Master Response 7 regarding historical 
resources, the APE was an artifact of the broader historic resources analysis; analysis within the DEIR was 
not limited to the APE (e.g., see Known and Potential Properties Outside of the APE starting on page 3.4-
12 of the DEIR). Thus, the Connors-Lawlor-Wilson House at 1945 was omitted from the APE because early 
analysis determined the building would have no potential for impact related to the Project.  

Public outreach for this Project was undertaken by the City of Arcata and consisted of public meetings held 
in Bayside at the Bayside Grange on August 16, 2019, and at the Old Jacoby Creek School on October 23, 
2019. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. Please also see 
Maser Response 7 regarding historical resources and includes a discussion about the Project’s potential 
direct and indirect impacts to historical resources.    

In addition to the outreach efforts by the City, JRP consulted the written work of several local historians as 
discussed in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), page 3.4-11.  

Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, it is not “standard practice” or legally required to seek out and speak 
directly with local historians, or to speak with local residents for this type of project. Humboldt County GP 
CU-P3 states that “Historic preservation agencies and organizations shall be consulted…” This section of 
the Humboldt County GP puts forth a long list of potential parties to contact, including “local historians” but 



Comments and Responses 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR 2-147 
 

this is a list of suggestions to choose from; It does not require consultation with any particular party or local 
residents. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-20 
Historic context is limited, part 1 

The commenter states the historic context presented in the DEIR is extremely limited. The historic context 
in the DEIR that ends in 1925 is a condensed version of the context from the HRER prepared for the 
Project. Section 3.4 of the DEIR is intended to analyze impacts to historical resources, and presentation of 
a comprehensive history of Bayside is not necessary for that purpose. The full historic context up to the 
1980s is in the HRER that was prepared for the Project (see Section 4 of the HRER regarding the Historical 
Overview, starting on page 6 and continuing through page 16).  
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made.  

Response to Comment 14-21 and Comment 14-22 
Historic context is limited, part 2 and part 3 

The commenter is concerned the DEIR does not consider social and economic transformations in Bayside 
following the war but provides no substantial evidence. The post-war properties referred to by the 
commenter are outside of the APE. A historic context does not determine the APE. A historic context 
provides both a general background of an area and specific information from which the reader can 
comprehend the relevant history of properties that are being evaluated. A historic context is not the same 
as a period of significance. Periods of significance are applicable only to historically significant properties, 
e.g., properties that are eligible for the National Register/California Register. Thus, it is not possible to have 
a period of significance without a historically significant property. The “Period of Significance (1860-1970)” 
referred to in the comment is the opinion of the commentor. The post-war period may indeed be an 
important era in Bayside history, but that is not relevant because no properties from that period are in the 
APE. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-23 
Incorrect period of significance for Temperance Hall 

The commenter disagrees with the period of significance attributed to Temperance Hall but provides no 
substantial evidence. While the historic context in the DEIR ends in 1925, it is a condensed version of the 
context from the HRER prepared for the DEIR. Chapter 3.4 of the DEIR is intended to analyze impacts to 
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historical resources and presenting a comprehensive history of Bayside is not necessary for that purpose. A 
historic context is a history of the area; a historic context does not define a period of significance. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-24 
Temperance Hall architectural merit 

The commenter suggests that Temperance Hall also qualified for the National Register based on its 
architectural merit but provides no substantial evidence. The commentor’s assertion regarding the 
architectural merit under National Register/California Register Criterion C/3 is a difference of opinion. JRP 
concluded in the HRER that the building was a typical, modest, and unremarkable example of its 
architectural style and was not eligible under Criterion C/3. This difference of opinion is fundamentally 
irrelevant for the purposes of the DEIR as JRP concluded the property was eligible for the National 
Register/California Register under Criterion A/1, thus is a historical resource under CEQA. Eligibility under 
different criteria would not affect analysis regarding the Project’s potential impacts to this property. The 
impact evaluation for Temperance Hall begins on page 3.4-16 of Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), which 
concluded any potential impact to the building would be less than significant, based, in part on the following 
conclusion excerpted from page 3.4-17: 

The Project, therefore, is not proposing to replace a historic intersection, but rather a modern 
intersection reflecting modern highway design and engineering that does not contribute to the 
significance of the property. Other changes in the immediate vicinity of the intersection that have 
occurred over time are the loss of many late nineteenth century and early twentieth century 
buildings and structures, and the addition of multiple newer buildings, such as the US Post Office 
across Jacoby Creek Road from the Temperance Hall and two residences built within the past 30 
years across Old Arcata Road from the building. These alterations have changed the setting of 
Bayside Corners and the immediate surroundings of the Temperance Hall when the building was 
constructed in 1882, yet this property and Bayside Corners still maintain a rural feeling and setting, 
and the Project would not substantially alter the surroundings such that this property can no longer 
convey its significance. Any potential impact would be less than significant. 

Please see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. Please also see Master Response 9, which 
addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among experts. The City has directed 
the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No 
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-25 
Temperance Hall setting 

The commenter suggests that the setting of Temperance Hall is significant, given the building also qualified 
for the National Register based on its architectural merit but provides no substantial evidence. The 
comment inaccurately suggests a difference in the importance or application of integrity of setting between 
a historical resource eligible for National Register/California Register Criterion A/1 and one eligible for 
National Register/California Register Criterion C/3. The comment suggests that setting has more 
importance to the significance of a property eligible under National Register/California Register Criterion 
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C/3. Guidance regarding this issue states otherwise. A discussion of integrity relative to resources eligible 
under Criterion C in National Park Service Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation states, “Retention of design, workmanship, and materials will usually be more important than 
location, setting, feeling, and association” for properties eligible under Criterion C (National Park Service 
1997: 48). In other words, the physical features and characteristics of the building carry more weight in 
assessing integrity. JRP’s analysis of the Project’s effects on Temperance Hall is provided in Section 3.4 
(Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-16 and 3.4-17. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-26 
Temperance Hall – additional characteristics 

The comment pertains to the historical characteristics of Temperance Hall. Please see Response to 
Comment 14-25. Also, JRP concluded that the Temperance Hall had sufficient overall integrity to be eligible 
for the National Register/California Register under Criterion A/1. See page 3.4-12 of Section 3.4 (Cultural 
Resources), which states:  

The HRER concluded that the Temperance Hall, built in 1882, appears to meet the criteria for listing 
in the NRHP / CRHR under Criteria A / 1 at the local level for its significant association with 
community development in Bayside and is a historical resource under CEQA. The period of 
significance is 1882 to 1970. The property boundary is its legal assessor parcel. The property’s 
character-defining features are its massing; rectangular plan; front-gable roof; cornice returns; 
vertical posts at the building corners; modest appearance and lack of ornamentation; horizontal 
wood siding; front entryway; all of the original wood-sash windows, and its location at Bayside 
Corners. The other building on the parcel was constructed in the 1980s and is not a contributing 
feature of the historical resource. The parking lot on the front (west side) of the building was formed 
after the 1946 realignment of Old Arcata Road into its current configuration. This feature does not 
contribute to the significance of the property. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-27, Comment 14-28, Comment 14-29, and Comment 14-30 
Impacts of roundabout to Temperance Hall and other properties 

The commenter is concerned the roundabout will impact historical properties but provides no substantial 
evidence. The impacts analysis for the Temperance Hall, Old Jacoby Creek School, and Grange Hall can 
be found in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-17. The “old T-intersection” is no 
longer intact. The area in front of the Temperance Hall is an oblong gravel parking lot; it does not resemble 
a road. Reconfiguration in 1946 with the construction of the sweeping curve destroyed the historic 
configuration of the entire intersection. The “open space” referred to in the comment is the gravel parking 
lot, which was created after the 1946 reconfiguration of the intersection. It is not a feature of the setting that 
contributes to the historic significance of the Temperance Hall. Prior to the 1946 reconfiguration of the 
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intersection, the historic alignment of Old Arcata Road passed within about 15 feet of the Temperance Hall 
front door, much closer than the proposed roundabout.  

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-31 
Historical significance of Temperance Hall parking area 

The commenter asserts the DEIR disregards the historical significance of the parking area at Temperance 
Hall, located, in part, in the County right of way. The commentor does not provide any substantial evidence. 
As stated in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-16 and 3.4-17, the “open space” is not a feature of 
the setting that contributes to the historical significance of the Temperance Hall. The current transient use 
of this open space does have bearing on an analysis of the Project’s impacts to the historical resource. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-32 
Parking; cumulative impacts to historical resources, part 1 

The comment regards parking, as related to continued preservation of historic properties. Please see 
response to Comment 14-31 regarding the historical significance of the informal parking area near 
Temperance Hall. There is no evidence that there is a foreseeable impact in the future that can be 
correlated with a reduction in parking. For such an impact to occur, the proposed change in parking for 
users of this property would need to result in a severe modification of behavior such that operations at the 
former Temperance Hall would shift in dramatic ways that lead to neglect of the property such that its 
historic integrity of materials, workmanship, and feeling would be greatly diminished. There is no evidence 
to indicate that this will occur as a result of the current project. Construction of a new parking area on the 
parcel would likely require its own clearance under CEQA, which would result in a process that would likely 
result in efforts to minimize impacts to the historical resource. 

The comment also regards cumulative impacts to historical resources. Economic impacts are not an 
environmental issue as defined in the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist, and parking will continue 
to be available in the general vicinity. Please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. This assertion by 
the commentor is speculative and non-occupancy of a building does not necessarily result in loss by 
neglect. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated 
opinion.  

The cumulative effects analysis specific to historical resources can be found in Section 3.4.7 (Cumulative 
Impacts), starting on page 3.4-21. Methods used to complete the cumulative effects analysis can be found 
in Section 3.0 (Analysis Overview), starting on page 3-2. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 
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Response to Comment 14-33 
Cumulative impacts to historical resources, part 2 

This comment also raised concerns regarding cumulative impacts to historical resources. The many changes 
to Bayside Corners that have diminished its historic character are discussed in Section 3.4 (Cultural 
Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. Please see analysis of the Project’s impacts to historic and 
potentially historic properties found on the same pages. Please see analysis of cumulative impacts in Section 
3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-21 and 3.4-22.  
The assertion that the old T-intersection is still intact in front of the Temperance Hall is not supported by 
evidence. This area is an oblong parking lot. While some old asphalt may remain in front of the 
Temperance Hall from the pre-1946 roadway, the entire intersection was reconfigured in 1946. Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. 

The cumulative effects analysis specific to historical resources can be found in Section 3.4.7 (Cumulative 
Impacts), starting on page 3.4-21. Methods used to complete the cumulative effects analysis can be found 
in Section 3.0 (Analysis Overview), starting on page 3-2. 

Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-34 
Changes to the setting, feeling, and association of historical resources 

The comment regards impacts to historical resources as a result of changes in setting, feeling, and 
association associated with the proposed roundabout but does not provide any substantial evidence. The 
City disagrees that the roundabout, or any other Project component, would significantly impact historical 
resources. The historical resources analysis conducted for the DEIR did include consideration for the 
setting, feeling, and associated of evaluated resources. As concluded on page 3.4-20 of the DEIR:  

In summary, the Project would not diminish the integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, 
or association of any historical resource because the Project is entirely within the public right of way 
and would not physically alter any property. The integrity of feeling and setting would be slightly 
modified, but this would not result in a substantial adverse change to any known or potential 
historical resource under CEQA. The feeling and setting would not be altered to a significant degree 
because: the Project components are modest in scale, sympathetic to the surroundings, and similar 
to existing conditions; improvements to the intersection are alterations to the 1946 realignment, not 
to the original historic intersection; and the setting is already a mixture of old and new built 
environment. Thus, the historical resources in the APE and along the Project corridor would retain 
their overall integrity and retain their ability to convey their historical significance. 

Please also see analysis of the Project’s impacts to historic and potentially historic properties found in 
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. Please see analysis of cumulative impacts 
in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-21 and 3.4-22. 

Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. 
Please also see Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and 
disagreements among experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the 
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DEIR and provided clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the 
EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 14-35 
Adverse impacts to Bayside Corners 

The comment asserts adverse impacts to the historic integrity of Bayside Corners. Please see analysis of 
cumulative impacts are in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-21 and 3.4-22. Please see Master 
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please also see 
Master Response 9, which addresses the standards of adequacy of an EIR and disagreements among 
experts. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided 
clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be 
made. 

Response to Comment 14-36 
Preference for alternative design 

The comment expresses preference for Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection). Alternatives to the Project 
are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), 
the environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be 
equivalent. The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided 
clarification in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be 
made. 
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Letter 15 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 15-1 
Lack of City and County VMT thresholds  

The commenter is requesting information about applicable City and County VMT thresholds and 
consistency with the City and County General Plans specific to VMT analyses. Neither the City of Arcata or 
the County of Humboldt has yet adopted thresholds for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  

Projects that result in the potential to increase VMT include: 

- Changes in land use 

- Expanded roadways (e.g., new roads, additional lanes) 

- Private development 

- Expanded public service facilities, such as new police stations, new fire stations, or new administrative 
buildings 

- New and expanded parking lots 

- Residential development, such as a new sub-division 

The proposed Project includes none of the above listed elements and does not include any component that 
could be characterized as resulting in a potential increase to VMT. To the contrary, the Project will narrow 
roadways and promote multi-modal transportation. By its very nature, the Project is VMT-reducing. As 
stated in Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b (page 3.11-11), per the California Office of Planning 
and Research’s guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts in CEQA, for roadway capacity projects, 
agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact consistent with 
CEQA and other applicable requirements (OPR 2019). By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project 
will reduce VMT throughout the Project Area and would thus not result in an environmental impact under 
CEQA. Instead, the Project would result in an environmental benefit by reducing the existing VMT through 
the Project corridor.  

PRC 21099 (b) (1), upon which the CEQA VMT guidance is based, specifically states the purpose of the 
VMT criteria is to promote, “the development of multimodal transportation networks,” consistent with the 
fundamental goals and objectives of the Project as stated in Section 2.3 (Goals and Objectives) on page 2-
2. Similarly, the OPR guidance notes the overall purpose of updating CEQA to include VMT analysis is to 
help achieve California’s long-term criteria pollution and greenhouse gas emission goals, based on four 
strategies that include, “plan and build communities to reduce vehicular greenhouse gas emissions and 
provide more transportation options (OPR 2019),” which is also directly supported by the Project’s goals 
and objectives related to multi-modal transportation.  

Other applicable considerations in the OPR guidance note the criteria for determining the significance to 
transportation impacts must promote the development of multimodal transportation networks. The core goal 
and objectives of the Project promote the development of multimodal transportation networks by upgrading 
and extending the walkway and sidewalks, along with upgraded intersection safety, throughout the Project 
Area.  

Thus, the Project is consistent and entirely on par with the expectations of the OPR guidance for evaluating 
transportation impacts in CEQA. Lastly, the OPR guidance clarifies that when evaluating impacts to 
multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat the addition of new transit 
users as an adverse impact. Therefore, any success the Project ultimately achieves to increasing multi-
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modal transit (e.g., additional pedestrians and bicyclists using Old Arcata Road and adjacent bicycle lanes, 
walkways, and sidewalks) should not be considered an environmental impact under CEQA. This 
information has been added to the Final EIR errata in Section 4.  

Both the City and County General Plans pre-date the 2020 VMT guidance for CEQA. Therefore, related 
policies in each General Plan continue to reflect the prior Level of Service standards.  

The requested information has been clarified. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR 
are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 15-2 
Recommendation for intersection designs that prioritize pedestrians 

The comment provides a general reference for intersection designs that better support pedestrians. Thank 
you for sharing the enclosed reference. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment 15-3 
Confirmation the VMT methodology was applied in the EIR 

The required VMT methodology was applied in the EIR inclusive of the whole of the Project, which includes 
the roundabout. See Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b (page 3.11-11), as was confirmed to the 
commenter by City staff on August 20, 2021 via email. Please see also Response to Comment 15-1, above. 
The requested information has been clarified and no additional response or amendment to the FEIR via 
errata is necessary. 
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Letter 16 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 16-1 
City conduct during Historic Landmarks Committee meeting 

This comment asserts the City disregarded public opinion during a Historic Landmarks Committee meeting 
when the evaluation of historical resources completed for the Project was discussed. The public was able to 
submit written questions pertaining to the evaluation of historical resources, or any other Project element, 
during public circulation of the DEIR. The City has responded to all written comments received during public 
circulation herein this Final EIR. No further response is provided.  

Response to Comment 16-2 
Project justification and need for a roundabout and alternatives thereto 

The commenter questions the need for a roundabout and asks about less impactful solutions (alternatives). 
Please see Master Response 6 regarding the community engagement process. Please also see Section 
2.2 of the Project Description (page 2-1) for the justification for the Project. Alternatives to the Project are 
discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR. As included in Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the 
environmental impacts of the Project and Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection) were found to be 
equivalent. The requested information has been clarified. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions 
to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 16-3 
Disagreement over environmental impact findings 

The commenter disagrees that moving the roadway closer to the Mistwood Education Center does not 
result in negative impacts to noise, air pollution, historical resources, and safety but provides no such 
evidence to the contrary. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. No further 
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Letter 17 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 17-1 
Incorporation of native landscaping 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) recommends incorporation of native landscaping 
where it will not interfere with safety as a condition of project approval. The City will incorporate native plant 
species in all landscape areas as practicable as possible.  

  



From: Susan M Cashman
To: COM DEV
Subject: Old Arcata Rd. rehab. and ped. / bikeway improvements plan
Date: Tuesday, September 07, 2021 2:03:20 PM
Attachments: Old Arcata Rd. rehab lett SMC 9-7-21.docx

David Loya, Community Development Director
City of Arcata,
736 F Street
Arcata, CA 95521

 September 7, 2021

Dear Mr. Loya,

As a resident of the immediate project area for the Old Arcata Road rehabilitation project I
STRONGLY SUPPORT THE OLD ARACTA ROAD REHABILITATION PEDESTRIAN/BIKEWAY
IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT AT THE INTERSECTION
OF JACOBY CREEK ROAD AND OLD ARCATA ROAD.

My experience and opinion are based on:
Residence in the immediate project area (my address is 1778 Golf Course Rd.) for 36 

years
Parent of two children who walked to Jacoby Creek School and back daily for 8 years 

each
Frequent (>2 times / week) pedestrian on Old Arcata Road, most commonly on the 

stretch between Golf Course Rd. and the Bayside Post Office
Frequent (>2 times / week) bicycle commuter and recreational rider on Old Arcata 

Rd., most commonly the stretch between Golf Course Rd. and Buttermilk Ln. – currently 
an abysmally rough and patched stretch of pavement

Aspects of the proposed walkway construction and repaving that I find most important:
Construction / extension of a shared use walkway on the west side of Old Arcata Rd. 

that is separated from the roadway.
Construction of bike lanes on both sides of Old Arcata Rd. that are reliably bike lanes, 

not parking spaces. Parked cars in existing “bike lanes”, common on the west side of the 
road, force cyclists to merge suddenly into the flow of traffic.

Construction of a roundabout at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Rd. and Old Arcata Rd. 
The roundabout is needed to slow northbound drivers down as they approach the Jacoby 
Creek Rd. intersection, the post office, and the school.

Thank you and Arcata City staff for all the work you have done to design this project and bring
it close to completion.

Susan Cashman

18-1
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Letter 18 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 18-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is stating their support for the project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements 
for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

  





September 7, 2021

David Loya, Community Development Director
City of Arcata
736 F Street
Arcata, CA 95521
707-825-5955. comdev@cityofarcata.org

Re: Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), August 2021

Dear Mr. Loya,

I am in strong support of the draft EIR as is and opposed to project alternatives.

I especially support the construction of a roundabout at the intersection of Old 
Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road (herein referred to as "the intersection"). The 
roundabout provides improved safety for bicyclists and pedestrians and especially
will slow down traffic entering Bayside from the south.

I realize I am only one vote but I am an informed vote as relates to this issue. I live 
on Golf Course Road only 2/10s of a mile from the intersection (as the crow flies).
I regularly bike through that intersection. Multiple times a week, I visit the post 
office at that intersection. I served on the Jacoby Creek School Board for six years;
student safety and vehicle flow past the school and into and out of the school's 
parking lot is a recurrent concern. Our two children grew up in Bayside and 
attended the local public school. Each of them used Old Arcata Road to walk to 
Jacoby Creek school for eight years while they attended elementary and junior 
high school.

Some people drive too fast on Old Arcata Road between the intersection and the 
school (and further to the north as well). By 'too fast', I mean roughly in excess of 
35 mph, which is already 20 mph over the speed limit. I believe a roundabout,
while it may not solve all of the speeding problem, will significantly reduce speed. 
Less speed means decreaed probability of a serious injury, or fatality, resulting 
from a pedetrian/cyclist – vehicle collision.

I am especially attuned to the latter issue because 14 years ago almost to this day, I
was hit, in a bike lane, by a speeding vehicle. After the accident, which was a hit-
and-run (observed by witnesses), I underwent two major operations on my left 

19-1 
Cont.
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Letter 19 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 19-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is stating their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 19-2 
Project design features will reduce speeding throughout the Project Area 

The commenter is noting the Project design will help reduce speeding. The City agrees the Project’s design 
features will help to address existing traffic speeds throughout the Project Area. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 20 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 20-1 
Copy of noticing  

The comment provides a copy of the Project’s Notice of Completion document and directs comments to the 
State Clearinghouse. This comment accurately provides the Project’s Notice of Completion document, but 
does not comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Improvements to benefit public safety are 
key objectives of the Project. Please see Section 2.3 (Goals and Objectives) on page 2-2. No further 
response is necessary. 
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Letter 21 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 21-1 
Recommendation for work hours 

The California Highway Patrol recommends the hours of operation (presumably, construction) for the 
Project occur overnight and during off-commute hours. Per Section 2.6.1 of the Project Description (page 2-
6), construction will be limited to the hours of 8:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. On 
Saturdays, construction will not commence until 9:00 a.m. These hours have been established to limit noise 
exposure to residents living along the Project corridor, and thus construction during nighttime hours will not 
be possible. However, a Temporary Traffic Control Plan would be developed prior to Project implementation 
to ensure flow of traffic along the Project corridor. Additionally, Mitigation Measure TR-1 has been included 
into the Project to ensure emergency access is maintained. Mitigation Measure TR-1 also requires 
advanced notice be provided to emergency responders (see page 3.11-13). The pertinent information has 
been clarified, and the City has shared relevant information pertaining to the required Traffic Control Plan 
and Mitigation Measure TR-1. The requested night time construction will not be feasible. No further 
response is provided.  
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Letter 22 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 22-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 23 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 23-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 24 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 24-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 24-2 
Historical and aesthetic impacts 

The comment identifies the historical and aesthetic impact determinations from the Draft EIR. This 
comment identifies the impact determinations, and concurs with the determination. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 25 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 25-1 
Sensitive receptors and encroachment to historic building 

The comment comments shifting the roadway closer to the Mistwood Education Center will increase 
exposure to students, who are sensitive receptors. The comment lacks substantial evidence. Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. Please see Master Response 4 regarding potential 
noise impacts at this location.  

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.11 (Transportation) Impact TR-b, the proposed Project would not increase 
the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the number of travel lanes, there would be no 
increase in vehicle miles traveled. As also discussed in Response to Comment 15-1, by promoting multi-
modal transportation, the Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled through the Project Area. Thus, the 
Project would result in reduced emissions in the Project Area, as individuals and families would be more 
able to safely walk or bicycle throughout the community of Bayside. Draft EIR Section 3.2 (Air Quality) 
Impacts AQ-b and AQ-c conclude that following construction, the Project would not include any stationary 
sources of air emissions, traffic capacity enhancements, or any increase in levels of traffic over existing 
conditions. The proposed roadway improvements will likely increase non-emitting bicycle and pedestrian 
use of the roadway, which may decrease VMT and associated emissions.  

Please see responses to comments submitted in Letter 14 regarding impacts to historical resources, as well 
as Master Response 7 regarding historical resources.   

The City has directed the commenter to the relevant impact analysis in the DEIR and provided clarification 
in this response. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Letter 26 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 26-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

 

  





City Services

 Sewer
  Please add sewer hook ups to the properties that are on Old Arcata Road within
this project. There are just a few that the city has not yet resolved (we were told this 
happening when the initial project took place shortly after buying our home at 1275
Old Arcata Road. It is not done yet! If you are dealing with the road then this is the
time to do this smaller project. All these properties are on Old Arcata Road north of 
Jacoby Creek School.We have city water but not city sewer. We live within the
Arcata city limits.

Sidewalk
   The sidewalks are not maintained and are in use for walking to school and exercise.
I have commented before. There is vegetation on the walkway or hanging over and
 this means that the space is not fully available. If this is not the job of the city then
please notice property owners so that they can clear this area. I walk here almost
every day. My grandchildren walk from school to my house along this route. This is a
safety issue.

City Bus service
    With the addition of the roundabout there is no reason that the city could not have a
bus out as far as the roundabout to service residents of this area. It would be
helpful for seniors, school employees, and students. This would also help the traffic
issues.

Students Safety and Rural Schools
    Please keep safe routes and local schools affected by this project at the top of the
list. This includes thinking about the impact during the construction phase of this
project.

Thank you.

Abby Munro-Proulx

27-4

27-5

27-6

27-7
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Letter 27 – Response to Comments 
Responses previously provided to the commenter by the City Engineer have been incorporated into 
responses below.  

Response to Comment 27-1 
Traffic impacts related to concurrent construction on US 101 

The commenter is concerned that construction of the Project, combined with construction of roadway 
improvements on US 101, would result in a cumulative impact. The two projects will not necessarily occur 
at the same time. The City does not have a schedule for US 101 improvements from Caltrans, although 
they have been ongoing throughout 2021 (e.g., Jacoby Creek bridge replacement). The City’s construction 
of the Project will begin late 2022 or early  2023. 

During the City’s construction period, Old Arcata Road will not be completely closed. The contractor will 
provide one way temporary traffic control during construction period. Routing (detouring) traffic via 
Buttermilk-Golf Course Road loop is not included in this Project.  As discussed in Response to Comment 
21-1, a temporary Traffic Control Plan would be developed prior to Project implementation to ensure the 
flow of traffic along the Project corridor. 

Currently the planned Project proposes to construct a roundabout at the intersection of the Old Arcata Road 
and Jacoby Creek Road. 

The City has clarified the construction timeline as it relates to construction of roadway improvements on US 
101 and other related details. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to 
be made. 

Response to Comment 27-2 
Bicycle lanes 

The commenter is inquiring about options for the bicycle lane design. The City needs to provide bike lanes 
in both directions. One option would be to construct a Class 1 trail along the road alignment, but the City 
does not have sufficient public right of way. Thus, that option is infeasible.  

The current design includes constructing bike lanes on both sides of Old Arcata Road and a walkway on 
one side of Old Arcata Road, along the project alignment. It is not feasible to construct a buffer between the 
roadway and the bicycle lane, as the public right of way is not wide enough. The City has addressed the 
design-related questions in Comment 27-2. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are 
required to be made. 

Response to Comment 27-3 
Parking 

The commenter is discussing the need for parking in the Project Area. Please see Master Response 2 
regarding parking. The Project is proposing a widened shoulder on the Jacoby Creek Road  in order to 
accommodate additional on-street parking. The project is also proposing to formalize on-street parking 
along the west side of the Old Arcata Road where feasible. The City has addressed the design-related 
questions in Comment 27-3. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be 
made. 
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Response to Comment 27-4 
Request for additional sewer hookups 

The commenter is requesting additional sewer hook ups. Installation of an additional sewer line in not in the 
current scope of the Project. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be 
made. 

Response to Comment 27-5 
Sidewalks and overgrown vegetation 

The commenter is highlighting the existing condition of sidewalks in the Project Area. The Project proposes 
to improve the condition of sidewalks and walkways throughout the Project Area. Comments related to the 
existing vegetation maintenance related to private residences on or near sidewalks are not environmental 
concerns as analyzed under CEQA. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are 
required to be made. 

Response to Comment 27-6 
Request for City bus service 

The commenter is requesting additional City bus service. Currently there is no plan to run City buses to the 
intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road; however if there is demand and need, City will 
consider that option, unrelated to the proposed Project.  

Response to Comment 27-7 
Student safety and rural schools 

The commenter is asking the City to prioritize safe routes and local school affected by the Project. The goal 
of the project is to improve safety for all mode of transportations. Please see Section 2.2 of the Project 
Description regarding the purpose and need of the Project. No further analysis is necessary and no 
revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Letter 28 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 28-1 
Parking and mowing 

The commenter is concerned about parking and access for mowing. The project would not prevent access 
to private property or Noga Lane. For 1687 Old Arcata Road, a driveway apron/connection would be 
provided at the existing gate that serves the parcel. On-street parking would not be permitted on the west 
side of Old Arcata Road adjacent to the subject parcel. Improvements to the public right-of-way have no 
direct impacts to the property in question. Please see Master Response 2 regarding parking. Please see 
Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 28-2 
Loss of private landscaping 

The commenter is concerned about impacts to private landscaping. Private landowners would not lose 
portions of yards or landscaping, suffer impacts to driveways, or experience impaired drainage as a result 
of the project. The proposed project improvements are located within existing public right-of-way (City of 
Arcata or County of Humboldt). Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to 
environmental issues. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 28-3 
Rural setting 

The comment states Bayside is rural and needs to stay that way. Please see Response to comment 7-3 
regarding the aesthetic impact to the community setting. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 28-4 
Roundabout size and design 

The commenter states the roundabout would be too large and cause a log jam (traffic jam), recommends a 
four way stop, and discusses speeding. Note while CEQA does evaluate transportation design features that 
could result in an increase in hazards due to a geometric design feature and emergency access (see 
Section 3.17 (c) and (d)), CEQA does not evaluate roadway speed or speed enforcement. The goal of the 
roundabout is to achieve a number of improvements at the intersection of Jacoby Creek Road and Old 
Arcata Road, in addition to addressing traffic speeds and calming. The design for the safety improvements 
was selected by the City Council after public scoping and several public design meetings, as summarized in 
Master Response 6. The City recognizes there are those in the neighborhood and community at large that 
do not agree with the design decision. These are relevant concerns to raise for consideration of approval 
but are not environmental issues as analyzed under CEQA. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements unrelated to environmental issues. 

The roundabout will improve traffic flow, increase safety for pedestrians and bicyclists, and enhance 
roadway-related drainage in the area. These improvements could not be realized by measures limited to 
reducing only traffic speed, such as increase police enforcement. No further analysis is necessary and no 
revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Letter 29 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 29-1 
Letter of support; design recommendations 

This comment provides support for the Project and recommendations for Project design, but does not 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project, and statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further 
response is necessary.  
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Letter 30 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 30-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 31 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 31-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

 

 

  





Comments and Responses 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR 2-212 
 

Letter 32 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 32-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter offers support for the Project. The comment states support for the comments provided in 
Comment Letter 37. Please see Response to Comment 37-1.  
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Letter 33 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 33-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter offers support for the Project. The comment states support for the comments provided in 
Comment Letter 37. Please see Response to Comment 37-1.  
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Letter 34 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 34-1 
Letter of support; design recommendations 

The commenter offers support for the Project and includes design recommendations. This comment 
provides recommendations for Project design, but does not comment on the content or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. The Project will be traffic calming and improve multi-modal transportation facilities, including 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the 
project, and statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is necessary.  

Response to Comment 34-2 
Save open lands and wetlands 

The comment requests open lands and wetlands be saved. The Project will not directly or indirectly develop 
any undeveloped areas or open lands. Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands. No further 
response is necessary. 
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Letter 35 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 35-1 
Lack of need for Project design elements 

The commenter suggests there is no need for the Project’s design elements, as the area is rural. Please 
refer to Response to Comment 28-3 regarding the Project’s consistency with the aesthetic nature of the 
community. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further 
analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 35-2 
Emergency access and speed limit enforcement 

The commenter advises the roundabout could jeopardize someone’s life due to the inability of emergency 
personnel to respond in a timely manner. Maintaining emergency access is an environmental issue as 
considered under CEQA. Information pertaining to emergency access can be found in Section 3.17 (d) of 
the ISMND. Roundabouts are common features in numerous communities (both rural and urban) and have 
not been found to detrimentally impede emergency access. The roundabout serves additional benefits 
beyond speed reduction, including improved traffic flow, drainage, pedestrian safety and community 
walkability, and bicycle facilities. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 28-4 regarding speed enforcement and Project safety. The design 
for the safety improvements was selected by the City Council after public scoping and several public design 
meetings, as summarized in Master Response 6. The roundabout will improve traffic flow, increase safety 
for pedestrians and bicyclists, and enhance roadway-related drainage in the area. These improvements 
could not be realized by measures limited to reducing only traffic speed, such as increase police 
enforcement. No further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

Response to Comment 35-3 
Access for mowing 

The commenter is concerned the Project would conflict with their ability to access private property for 
purposes of mowing. Please refer to Response to Comment 28-1 regarding property access and mowing. 
See also Response to Comment 28-2 regarding the Project’s location within public right-of-way. 
Improvements to the public right-of-way have no direct impacts to the property in question. Please see 
Master Response 1 regarding statements unrelated to environmental issues. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 35-4 
Opposition to the Project; rural setting 

The commenter is stating their request to deny approval of the Project. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 28-3 regarding the Project’s consistency with the aesthetic nature of the community. Please also 
see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further analysis is necessary 
and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 
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Letter 36 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 36-1 
Design recommendations specific to the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane 

This comment provides recommendations for safety improvements at the intersection of Old Arcata Road 
and Anderson Lane, where an existing crosswalk will be upgraded. The City will consider these 
recommendations as the design progresses. No changes have been made to the EIR.  
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Letter 37 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 37-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 38 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 38-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 39 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 39-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 40 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 40-1 
Design recommendations specific to the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane 

Please refer to Response to Comment 36-1.  

Response to Comment 40-2 
Statement of support 

The commenter references debate about the Project within the community and emphasizes their support for 
the Project, which they feel to be needed. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 40-3 
Request to expedite the Project 

The commenter requests that the City expedite the Project. The City is working to complete the 
environmental compliance and design phase of the Project as soon as possible. No further response is 
required.  

 

  





Jim Zoellick 
1766 Old Arcata Rd. 
Bayside, CA 95524 
 
September 26, 2021 
 
David Loya 
Community Development Director 
City of Arcata 
736 F Street 
Arcata, CA 95521 
 
Dear Mr. Loya, 
 
Subject: Comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Old Arcata Road 
Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project 
 
My name is Jim Zoellick and I live at 1766 Old Arcata Road in Bayside, CA. I am the homeowner 
and have lived here for the last 23 years. My wife and I walk our dog daily in our neighborhood 
and I walk and bicycle frequently in the area. We are huge supporters of the Old Arcata 
Rehabilitation Project, including the installation of a roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road. 
 
We live three houses north of the Jacoby Creek Road intersection where the proposed 
roundabout will be installed. The current roadway through Bayside is not safe, particularly for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. This is especially concerning for the many children who live in our 
neighborhood and who walk to Jacoby Creek School, Mistwood School, or local school bus 
stops.  
 
The key roadway safety issues in our neighborhood are a lack of a safe place for pedestrians to 
walk, insufficient bikeway facilities, and most importantly excessive speeds for traffic passing 
through the area (i.e., 40 to 50 mph speeds in a 25 mph speed zone). We are supportive of the 
proposed Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project because it will address all these issues. 
 
It is important to note that the proposed roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road is a critical element 
of the proposed project. Although the EIR for the project identifies Alternative 2 as a feasible 
alternative, it fails to acknowledge that Alternative 2, which does not include a roundabout, will 
not successfully slow traffic coming into Bayside from the south and therefore will fail to meet a 
critical objective of the project. Roundabouts are proven to reduce speeds, reduce accidents, 
and reduce injuries and deaths at intersections. Without a roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road, 
Alternative 2 would increase hazards for pedestrians by providing a cross walk near the 
intersection without successfully slowing speeds. This would effectively create a game of 
“chicken” for pedestrians; this is clearly not acceptable. 
 

41-1 
Cont.

41-2



I have been very active talking with my Bayside neighbors about the proposed project and I 
contend that there is a strong majority of the Bayside community that is in favor of the 
proposed project, including the roundabout at Jacoby Creek Road. This is especially true for 
those who live in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project and roundabout. I have 
communicated with more than 20 households who live within a half mile of the proposed 
roundabout. Many of them have children who attend local schools, all of them are concerned 
about pedestrian and bicycle safety in Bayside, and all of them support the proposed project 
and roundabout. 
 
I urge the City of Arcata to approve the proposed project, including the roundabout at Jacoby 
Creek Road. That is what most of the community wants and is what will best serve Bayside 
community members and all Arcatans by improving bicycle and pedestrian safety in our town. 
 

 
Jim Zoellick 

41-3
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Letter 41 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 41-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 41-2 
Preference for the Project over Alternative 2 

The commenter is stating their preference for the Project over Alternative 2. Please see Master Response 1 
regarding statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 41-3 
Letter of support 

The commenter is offering their support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 42 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 42-1 
Letter of support 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 42-2 
Support for the Project over the Alternatives evaluated 

Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 43 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 43-1 
Support for the Project and design recommendations specific to the Anderson Lane intersection 

This commenter offers support for the Project and provides design recommendations. Please see Master 
Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. This comment provides recommendations for 
safety improvements, including new stop signs, at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane, 
where an existing crosswalk will be upgraded. While an all way stop is unlikely at this intersection, the City 
will consider additional crosswalk enhancements as the design progresses.  

Response to Comment 43-2 
Walkway slope 

The comment provides recommendations on Project design specific to the sidewalk south from Anderson 
Lane to the Bayside Post Office and requests an improved side slope that is more practicable for use, 
compared to existing conditions. The cross slope of the walkway will be constructed to a maximum cross 
slope of 2%.   

Response to Comment 43-3 
Sewer access points 

Any new sanitary sewer cleanouts installed as part of the project will be capped. The project does not 
include any new sewer vents as the commenter suggests.  
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Letter 44 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 44-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 45 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 45-1 
Letter of support 

The commenter offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 45-2 
Benefits of the roundabout 

The commenter notes the roundabout will help with the existing speeding problem and states the 
roundabout is essential. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No 
further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 45-3 
Project boundary does not pass through a historic district  

The commenter notes the Project does not overlap a historic district and notes additional emphasis is 
needed for safety. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the project. No 
further response is necessary. 
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Letter 46 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 46-1 
Fundamental objectives of CEQA not achieved and environmental analysis fundamentally flawed 

This comment is introductory and provides an overview of alleged deficiencies of the DEIR, including failure 
to analyze the whole of the project and sweeping difficult issues under the rug, which in turn results in 
fundamentally flawed environmental analysis. Responses to specific comments follow. No further response 
to Comment 46-1 is provided, as detailed responses to specific comments are provided below. These 
detailed responses show the City did indeed analyze the whole of the project, fully disclosed all potential 
environmental impacts as required under CEQA, and satisfactorily completed environmental analysis under 
the 2021 CEQA guidelines.  

Response to Comment 46-2 
Piecemeal environmental review 

Comment 46-2 asserts the DEIR is deficient as a piecemeal environmental review and failed to consider 
necessary improvements to ten specific issues. The City has provided responses to the ten specific issues 
addressed below. Given all ten issues were addressed in the DEIR, the City does not agree that the 
environmental review was piecemeal as alleged.  

1. Failure to address the existing storm drain issues – The comment asserts the Project fails to 
address existing storm drain issues and speculates there is a strong probability that the storm drain will 
back up. This speculation is not supported by facts or expert opinion. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR 
analysis regarding stormwater and related runoff were evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional 
Engineer, who developed a specific mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or 
exacerbate flooding. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and 
unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding 
standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. Please also see DEIR 
Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-a and Impact HWQ-c (page 3.9-10 and page 
3.9-11 through page 3.9-12), which explains that the Project would improve drainage near the 
roundabout. The Project would help to remedy the noted drainage issues near the roundabout. Please 
see the Errata in Final EIR Section 4 for additional details regarding storm drainage. 

2. Failure to describe sewer upgrades – The comment cites concern over "potentially substantial 
adverse effects of the Project on the provision of sewer service to the properties in the APE" and 
expresses concern about the specificity of where the improvements will be made. Providing more 
reliable sewer service by replacing failed or failing laterals would have positive environmental impacts 
as described in the DEIR. The DEIR evaluated the potential environmental impact of replacing laterals 
that may be failing. To attain the degree of specificity requested in the comment, the City would have 
had to excavate every lateral to identify those that are failing. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the 
environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient degree of 
analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision. The 
DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with Section 
15151.  See Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR. 

As described in Section 2.5.9 of the DEIR (page 2-6), the Project would include sanitary sewer, storm 
drain, sanitary sewer, and water infrastructure improvements. Specifically, existing sanitary sewer 
laterals may be replaced with new cleanouts placed at the edge of the right of way. Depth of 
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excavation/trenching for sewer lateral replaced would be approximately three feet (six feet max). These 
upgrades would occur to aging sewer utility infrastructure as a measure of standard maintenance. The 
risk of failure of the existing infrastructure increases with age. Given that construction and ground 
disturbance would already be occurring at and directly alongside subsurface sewer laterals in order to 
construct and upgrade storm drains and other elements of the described Project, it is efficient and the 
least environmentally damaging alternative for the City to concurrently upgrade the sewer laterals on 
an as-needed basis. This would eliminate the impact, cost, and need for two separate ground 
disturbing events in the same location and thus an increased potential for cumulative impacts. This 
would also eliminate the need to rip up the new pavement in the future, following completion of the 
Project. Upgrades to the existing sewer laterals and cleanouts would be determined based on the 
condition of the utility and available funding at the time of Project bidding and construction. Any 
potential service interruptions will be short in duration, in the magnitude of hours and no more than one 
work day. The City will outreach to affected customers in advance to provide notification and provide 
service alternatives as needed.  

There is no evidence suggesting that the sewer lateral work will have any impact separate from and not 
already disclosed in the DEIR based on the overall Project. None of the referral agencies cited focused 
concern on lateral replacement, and none of the special studies conducted identified an impact of 
particular concern. The comment does not provide substantial evidence based on facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, or expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 
15064(f)(5)). Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and 
unsubstantiated opinion. Information provided in the DEIR pertaining to sewer upgrades conforms with 
Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA Guidelines - Degree of Specificity: the degree of 
specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying 
activity which is described in the EIR. The comment does not identify an environmental impact that was 
not fully addressed in the DEIR. Amendment or additional clarification is not warranted. 

3. Failure to describe water utility upgrades – The comment cites concern over "potentially substantial 
adverse effects” of the Project related to water utility upgrades. Providing more reliable water service 
by replacing failed or failing water service connections would have positive environmental impacts as 
described in the DEIR. The DEIR evaluated the environmental impact of replacing water service 
connections (resetting or installing water meters within the public right of way) that may be failing. To 
attain the degree of specificity requested in the comment, the City would have had to excavate every 
water meter and water connection to identify those that are failing. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15151, the environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient 
degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a decision. 
The DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with Section 
15151.  See Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR. 

As described in Section 2.5.9 of the DEIR (page 2-6), the Project would include storm drain, sanitary 
sewer, and water infrastructure improvements. Specifically, water service connections may be updated, 
along with resetting and/or installation of water meters within City/Public right of way. These upgrades 
would occur to aging water utility infrastructure as a measure of standard maintenance  The risk of 
failure of the existing infrastructure increases with age. Given construction and ground disturbance 
would already be occurring at and directly alongside subsurface water infrastructure in order to 
construct and upgrade storm drains and other elements of the described Project, it is efficient and the 
least environmentally damaging alternative for the City to concurrently upgrade the water utility 
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infrastructure in the same location on an as-needed basis. This would eliminate the impact, cost, and 
need for two separate ground disturbing events in the same location and thus an increased potential for 
cumulative impacts. This would also eliminate the need to rip up the new pavement in the future, 
following completion of the Project. Upgrades to the existing water utility infrastructure would be 
determined based on the condition of the utility and available funding at the time of Project bidding and 
construction and would be limited. Service extensions would not occur. Service laterals and water 
meters would be replaced, as described in section 2.5.9 of the DEIR (page-26). Any potential service 
interruptions will be short in duration, in the magnitude of hours and no more than one work day. The 
City will outreach to affected customers in advance to provide notification and provide service 
alternatives as needed. 

There is no evidence that the water utility upgrades will have any impact separate from and not already 
disclosed in the DEIR based on the overall Project. None of the referral agencies cited focused concern 
on water utility upgrades, and none of the special studies conducted identified an impact of particular 
concern. The comment does not provide substantial evidence based on facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, or expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)). 
Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated 
opinion. Information provided in the DEIR pertaining to water utility upgrades conforms with Section 
15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA Guidelines - Degree of Specificity: the degree of specificity 
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR. The comment does not identify an environmental impact that was not fully 
addressed in the DEIR. Amendment or additional clarification is not warranted. 

4. Failure to describe elimination of an undisclosed number of parking spaces – The commenter 
suggests the EIR fails to disclose details related to elimination of parking and replacement parking. 
Discussion of parking was included on page 5 of Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, Response to 
Comments, and Errata) as Master Response 2 – Parking. This Master Response has been reiterated 
within this Final EIR as Master Response 3. Parking is also discussed on page 164 of Appendix E, 
under Response to Comments 37-1 and 370-2. Per CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15151, the environmental 
analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to 
provide decision makers with information that enables them to make a decision. The DEIR provided 
detail that was reasonably feasible consistent with Sec. 15151.  See Response 9 regarding standards 
of adequacy of an EIR. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that 
were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. The City Council may consider parking in their project 
approval.   

5. Failure to describe bicycle and pedestrian connectivity beyond the APE – The commenter states 
the EIR fails to describe what provisions will be made for bicycle and pedestrian connectivity beyond 
the APE (Project Area). The physical footprint of the Project is bounded by the APE. Existing bicycle 
and pedestrian connectivity beyond the APE is not an issue under CEQA, and the conditions of existing 
bicycle and pedestrian connectivity outside of the APE is not considered an environmental effect of a 
proposed project. This comment was specifically addressed in Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, 
Response to Comments, and Errata) on page 138 under Comment 34-6. Eventually, all sidewalks must 
end. In this case, the sidewalks at the southern end of the Project boundary along Old Arcata Road and 
Jacoby Creek Road will transition onto the striped shoulder of each respective roadway, consistent with 
applicable design safety guidelines as detailed on page 2-3 and 2-4 of the DEIR in Section 2 (Project 
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Description). The commenter asks the question about provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
beyond the Project boundary, but does not focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and 
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the 
Project may be mitigated or avoided (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15204(a)). No amendments, clarifications, 
or additional mitigations are warranted.  

6. Failure to create wetlands for mitigation purposes – The comment regards compensatory 
mitigation required for wetland fill. Please see Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands. No 
further analysis is necessary and no revisions to the EIR are required to be made. 

7. Failure to describe protection measures to protect sight and hearing impaired children at 
crosswalks near the roundabout – The comment regards safety measures for sight and hearing 
impaired individuals using crosswalks near the roundabout. Under existing conditions, there are not 
any crosswalks at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, and community 
members are forced to cross the roadway absent any pedestrian facilities for anyone, including the 
hearing and sight impaired. The Project proposed to integrate two new crosswalks into the intersection 
to facilitate pedestrian safety and improve the overall walkability of the community. The Project would 
be designed consistent with applicable design safety guidelines as detailed on page 2-3 and 2-4 of the 
DEIR in Section 2 (Project Description), which include Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines, 
including required provisions for sight and hearing impaired children at crosswalks. Within the 
circulatory portion of the roundabout, a landscape buffer will be provided to help direct users who are 
visually impaired to the crosswalks. As indicated in Section 2.4.5 of the Project Description (page 2-4), 
all crosswalks across Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road are proposed to include user activated 
warning lights (e.g., LED enhanced signs or rectangular rapid-flashing beacons [RRFB]). The push 
buttons for the warning lights will be ADA compliant and will include visual and audible activation 
confirmation. The curb ramps at the crosswalks would also include detectable warning surfaces (Image 
1). Detectable warnings are a distinctive surface pattern of domes detectable by cane or underfoot that 
alert people with vision impairments of their approach to street crossings and hazardous drop-offs. The 
full 30% design set has been added as Appendix C of the FEIR and show the locations of the 
detectable warning surfaces. The 30% design set also remains available on the City’s Project-dedicate 
website, where it was posted during circulation of the DEIR, https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-
Arcata-Road-Design-Project. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns 
that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional 
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts.  

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project
https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project
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Image 1. Excerpt of the 30% design planset (sheet 16, roundabout) showing the enhanced crosswalk 

sign and detectable warning surfaces, shown in yellow.  

8. Wetland mitigation – Please see Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands.  

9. Increases in roadbed elevation related to drainage and access to properties – The comment 
seeks to clarify the final roadbed elevation as it related to drainage and property access. As noted in 
the Project’s 30% designs, the pavement overlay will be three to six inches thick. The full 30% design 
set has been added as Appendix C of the FEIR The 30% design set also remains available on the 
City’s Project-dedicate website, where it was posted during circulation of the DEIR, 
https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project.  The comment asserts elevation 
changes in the roadbed could result in a potential adverse changes to drainage and property access. 
This speculation is not supported by facts or expert opinion. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR analysis on 
drainage and related runoff evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed 
a specific mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate flooding. Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master 
Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, 
citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. 

As noted in Section 2.5 of the Project Description (page 2-3), new pavement would extend into 
residential and commercial driveways along Old Arcata Road to ensure smooth transition between 
existing and new pavement elevations. The enhanced driveway conforms would maintain property 
access. Increasing the elevation of the roadbed by three to six inches would have no effect on the 
volume or timing of stormwater runoff (drainage), which is otherwise controlled by the impervious 
surface area and more substantial changes in topography and drainage. The surfaced roadway would 
be crowned and sloped to approximately 2% per to support drainage to the side of the roadway. 
Throughout the Project Area, enhancements to the formal sub-surface storm drain network and 

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project
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pervious landscaped buffers would better convey and infiltrate stormwater runoff to improve drainage. 
See also Master Response 5 regarding Drainage.  

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed 
in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to 
address environmental impacts. 

10. Protective measures to ensure historic structures in or near the APE do not suffer damage from 
vibrations caused by construction or from vehicle impact with speed humps to be installed – 
Please see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration impacts. Operational noise will decrease 
due to a quieter, smoother roadway surface and traffic calming measures. The Project would not create 
vibrations that could damage buildings. The comment is not supported by facts, expert opinion or any 
evidence of new environmental impacts or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. Please 
see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. No 
amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted. 

Response to Comment 46-3 
Inadequate project description. 

Comment 46-3 asserts the Project Description is inadequate. The City has provided responses to the 
specific issues addressed below. These issues were addressed in the DEIR or are not germane to 
environmental impact analysis under the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. The project 
description was adequate and detailed enough to sufficiently identify and analyze the possible impacts on 
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the Project may be mitigated or avoided (CEQA 
Guidelines Sec. 15204(a)). 

1. Details concerning storm drain improvements have not been provided – The comment notes the 
DEIR fails to provide sufficient detail specific to storm drain improvements. Per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151, the environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a 
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a 
decision. The DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent 
with Section 15151.  Please see Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR. 

Storm drain improvements are described in Section 2.5.9 of the Project Description (page 2-6). 
Additionally, as described in Section 2.3 under Goals and Objectives (page 2-2), one of the goals of the 
Project is to address the drainage-related concerns raised in this comment. The Project improves the 
subsurface storm drainage infrastructure to both relieve existing drainage issues and to ensure storm 
drainage attributable to the Project’s design elements is appropriately conveyed. Where the existing 
storm drainage network is ad-hoc or insufficient to achieve these purposes, improvements have been 
proposed under the existing 30% design as described in the EIR. Specific improvements include: 

- A vegetated median along the majority of the Project alignment to support infiltration from both the 
roadway and the walkway (see Figure 2-2 through Figure 2-5 of the DEIR, shown in green); 

- New storm drain enhancements near Jacoby Creek School and the roundabout, which include 
sub-surface piping, inlets, and storm drain control boxes (see Figure 2-2 through Figure 2-5 of the 
DEIR, shown in light blue);); 
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- Increased subsurface storage (e.g., larger pipes or parallel pipes) would be used to retain runoff 
and accommodate a potential increase in peak runoff resulting from the modest increase in 
impervious surface at the roundabout; 

- If necessary, permeable pavement could be incorporated into the design in key locations (e.g., 
parking near the pumping station) to minimize new impervious surface and reduce surface runoff.  

Please also see Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-a and Impact HWQ-c (page 
3.9-10 and page 3.9-11 through page 3.9-12), which explains the Project would improve drainage 
throughout the Project Area. Additionally, the Project incorporates recommendations from the required 
drainage study into the final design under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10 and 3.9-11). As 
specified under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1, this includes a capacity analysis of the post-Project 
drainage facilities. The capacity analysis will ensure the proposed drainage has sufficient capacity to 
meet the Project’s goals of improving drainage and to avoid any significant drainage capacity-related 
impacts. 

2. Conflicts with existing underground utilities – The comment expresses concern regarding 
undisclosed or unanalyzed conflicts with existing underground utilities. As a matter of standard design 
practice, existing utility information, specifically, spatial data files, was sought from all public and private 
utility providers and overlaid in the Project Area to ensure utility conflicts do not occur. Based on the 
information provided, conflicts with the existing underground gas line have been identified. If 
unavoidable conflicts are identified during final design, the utility owner would be notified and would be 
required to relocate facilities. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence. The 
assertion that the Project will interfere and conflict with existing underground utilities is not supported 
by any evidence. The comment notes the DEIR fails to provide sufficient detail specific to storm drain 
improvements. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, the environmental analysis need not be 
exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers 
with information which enables them to make a decision. The DEIR provided a level of detail that was 
reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with Section 15151.  Please see Master Response 9 
regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR. The comment does not present a new environmental 
impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, 
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

3. Elimination of a large number of parking spaces – Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 4 
regarding the elimination of parking. See also Master Response 4 regarding parking.  

4. Failure to specify protective measures for the elderly, sight impaired, and/or hearing impaired – 
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 7 regarding crosswalk safety standards.  

5. Failure to specify the existing wetland will be filled – Please see Master Response 8 regarding 
impacts to wetlands.  

6. Failure to specify potential adverse effects to existing wetlands in and adjacent to the APE –
Please see Master Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands.  

7. Failure to address bicycle safety in the roundabout, which has no bike lanes – The commenter is 
raising the issue of bicycle safety within the roundabout.  
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Roundabout design guidance (NCHRP 672, FHWA 2010) suggests that “in general, cyclist that have 
the knowledge and skills to ride effectively and safely on collector roadways can navigate low-speed, 
single-lane roundabouts with-out much difficulty. Cyclists and motorists will travel at approximately the 
same speed, making it easier for bicyclists to merge with other vehicular traffic and take the lane within 
the roundabout itself.” In addition, the flow and design of roundabouts result in reduced speed, 
heightened driver awareness, and reduced points of conflict, which all improve safety for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Regarding bike lanes, roundabout design guidance (NCHRP 672) suggests that 
roundabouts not include bike lanes within the circulatory roadway of roundabouts as they would 
“suggest that bicyclists should ride at the outer edge of the circulatory roadway, which can increase 
crashes resulting from exiting motorists who cut off circulating bicyclists and from entering motorists 
who fail to yield to circulating bicyclists.” Instead, bike lanes should be terminated prior to the 
roundabout to help remind cyclist that they need to merge into the travel lane. Cyclists who may not be 
comfortable traversing the roundabout in the vehicular lane can choose to exit roadway using bicycle 
ramps in advance of the roundabout traverse the intersection using the crosswalks and exterior 
sidewalks. 

As a stated goal in Section 2.3 of the Project Description (page 2-2), the Project will increase 
multimodal transit use by improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities via shared use pathways, re-
striped bicycle lanes, improved and extended sidewalks, and enhanced crosswalks. The comment 
does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. 
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts. 

8. Failure to address how residents can put out their trash cans for pick up without blocking bike 
lanes – The commenter is raising the issue of conflicts between users and trash cans, which are often 
placed in the street weekly on pick up day. This issue was specifically addressed in Appendix E of the 
EIR (Final IS/MND, Response to Comments, and Errata), page 134 under Response to 33-1 – 
Garbage Service. Trash and recycling service does impact vehicle lanes on occasion. Thus, users will 
need to exercise caution and remain attentive to obstacles in the roadway. Additionally, this is not an 
environmental issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. Please see Master Response 
1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. No further response is required. Please also see Master 
Response 1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. 

9. Failure to address bicycle and pedestrian safety where power poles conflict with bike lanes and 
walkways – The commenter is concerned about potential conflicts between the Project’s design 
features (walkways/sidewalks) and existing power poles. This issue was also specifically addressed in 
Appendix E of the EIR (Final IS/MND, Response to Comments, and Errata), page 134 under Response 
to 33-2 – Relocation of PG&E Pole and Limit Project to Roadway Construction. As the design 
progresses, the City will work with the utility companies to relocate the pole in question within the 
existing right of way if necessary. Aside from the power pole in question near Golf Course Drive and 
Old Arcata Road, there are no additional power poles that would conflict with the Project’s design 
feature. The impact analysis specific to the power pole in question and utility service expansion can be 
found in Section 3.13-5 (Utilities) of the DEIR on page 3.13-5. Additionally, this is not an environmental 
issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
issues unrelated to CEQA. No further response is required.  
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10. Failure to specify the elevation of the finished road grade and resulting effects on drainage and 
property access – Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 9 regarding this issue, which was 
previously raised in the same comment letter.  

Response to Comment 46-4 
Potentially significant unmitigated traffic safety impacts. 

Comment 46-4 asserts the Project results in unmitigated traffic safety impacts. The City has provided 
responses to the specific issues addressed below. The City does not agree that unmitigated traffic safety 
impacts would result from the Project. This speculation is not supported by facts or expert opinion. 
Contrarily, the City’s Project design and DEIR analysis on transportation were evaluated by the Project’s 
licensed Professional Engineer. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, 
speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 
regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. 

1. Idling motor vehicles on the roadway due to lack of parking – The commenter is concerned 
additional vehicle idling resulting from the Project could result in significant unmitigated traffic safety 
impacts. Please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. As stated in the DEIR under Section 3.11 
(Transportation), Impact-TR-b, page 3.11-12, the Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 
promoting multi-modal transportation. Thus, the Project will result in fewer vehicles in the Project Area, 
as individuals and families would be more able to safely walk or bicycle throughout the community of 
Bayside. A traffic safety impact from an alleged increase in idling motor vehicles would not occur as a 
result of the Project. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and 
unsubstantiated opinion. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that 
were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional 
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

2. Illegally parked vehicles due to lack of parking – The commenter is concerned additional illegally 
parked vehicles resulting from the Project could result in significant unmitigated traffic safety impacts. 
Legal parking is not an environmental issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. 
Please see Master Response 1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. As noted above in Response to 
Comment 46-4, Item 1, the Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled by promoting multi-model 
transportation. Illegal parking would be in violation of City and County code. Violators would be subject 
to ticketing under each agency’s respective parking code and enforcement policies. Please see Master 
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. The comment 
does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. 
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts. 

3. Danger to pedestrians in the roundabout crosswalks due to lack of stop signs – Please see 
Response to Comment 46-2, Item 7.  

4. Danger to bicyclists in the roundabout due to lack of bike lanes – Please see Response to 
Comment 46-3, Item 7.  

5. Danger to bicyclists due to trash cans in bike lanes – The commenter is concerned that conflicts 
with trash cans placed in the bicycle lanes could result in significant unmitigated traffic safety impacts. 
This is not an environmental issue per the CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist. Please see 
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Master Response 1 regarding issues unrelated to CEQA. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, 
Item 8. Garbage and recycling cans on the side of the road on pick up day does not constitute a hazard 
related to a geometric design feature or an incompatible use under Transportation Impact C of the 
CEQA Appendix G checklist. Weekly garbage collection is an existing condition and function that would 
continue following implementation of the Project. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial 
evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. The comment does not present a new 
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, 
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

6. Danger to bicycles and pedestrians due to power poles in the walkways and bike lanes - Please 
see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 9. The City will not construct a bike lane or walkway that 
physically conflicts with an existing power pole. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment 46-5 
Impacts to Wetlands 

The comment raises questions regarding the potential for impacts to wetlands. Please see Master 
Response 8 regarding wetlands. 

Response to Comment 46-6 
This comment raises concerns about conflicts with both City of Arcata and Humboldt County General Plan 
policies and the Project, but does not specify which policies are in conflict. The vague assertion is not 
supported by facts. Contrarily, the City’s technical documents and the DEIR analysis were developed by the 
Project’s qualified scientists, environmental planners, and engineers (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)). 
Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. 
The DEIR addresses the land use consistency with both the City of Arcata and Humboldt County General 
Plans in each environmental impact section under the regulatory framework heading.    

Land use impacts 

1. Wetlands – The Project has been conducted consistent with the City of Arcata General Plan and the 
Humboldt County General Plan. Please see Section 3.3.3 (Biological Resources, Regulatory 
Framework). Regional and local policies are considered beginning on page 3.3-14 and specifically 
include wetland-related policies. Wetland identification did occur (Humboldt County General Plan Policy 
BR-P7 - Wetland Identification and City of Arcata General Plan Policy RC-3a). Please see Master 
Response 8 regarding impacts to wetlands.  

2. Historic Resources – The comment is vague and does not specifically name which sections of which 
General Plan the Project “disregards.” The historic resources study conducted for this Project complies 
with all local regulations as presented in Section 3.4 of the DEIR. Please see Section 3.4.3 (Cultural 
Resources, Regulatory Framework). Regional and local policies are considered beginning on page 3.4-
6, which specifically consider historic resources. The comment does not present a new environmental 
impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, 
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

3. Scenic and Rural Designations of Jacoby Creek Road and Old Arcata Road – As evaluated in 
Section 3.1 (Aesthetics), Impact C, page 3.1-10, the Project would be compatible with the existing 
visual character of the proposed Project alignment and its surroundings. The Project would not 
introduce any elements that would degrade the existing visual character or quality. Please see Section 
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3.1.3 (Aesthetics, Regulatory Framework). Regional and local policies are considered beginning on 
page 3.1-3. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully 
addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-7 
Potentially significant unmitigated impacts on historic resources 

Comment 46-7 asserts potentially significant impacts on historic resources.  The City provides responses to 
the specific issues below. The commenter states that the DEIR “omits consideration of” several historic 
resources that are, in fact, addressed in the DEIR, as well as the special studies developed for historic 
resource evaluation. Please also see all responses to Comment Letter 14, which raises many of the same 
concerns, Master Response 7 regarding historical resources, and Master Response 10 regarding the 
Architectural Area of Potential Effect Maps. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or 
concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional 
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

1. Analysis omits residence in APE in the National Historic Register -  The DEIR considered all 
historic-era properties in the APE, of which there are three. The only property in the APE that is on the 
National Register is the Old Jacoby Creek School. See Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-12 
through 3.4-20 for consideration of these properties.   

2. Analysis downplays the historic nature of Bayside Corners -  The historic context for Bayside is 
presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-1 and 3.4-2. The historic context in the DEIR 
is a condensed version of the context from the HRER prepared for the DEIR. Please also see all 
responses to Comment Letter 14, which raises the same concerns, as well as Master Response 7, 
which addresses Historical Resources. 

3. Nineteen residences determined by the 1978 study to be eligible for inclusion in an historic 
district -  For information related to the 19 residences in the 1978 study, please see Response to 
Comment 14-15. 

4. Fifty-eight dwellings constructed during the period 1945-1965 - For information related to the 58 
post-World War II dwellings, please see Response to Comment 14-16. 

5. Property [evaluation] for their significance at the state and local level [for] association with 
[significant and historic] events – The HRER, incorporated by reference, and DEIR evaluated all 
properties that may be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively impacted by the Project (see DEIR Section 
3.4.5 Methodology and Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1). Properties absent the potential for impact by the 
Project were excluded from the Area of Potential Effect (see also Master Response 7 regarding 
historical resources and the Area of Potential Effect). The updated Historical Resources Evaluation 
Map, incorporated as errata in Appendix A, shows the properties that are potentially affected. These 
properties were also listed in the DEIR (Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-14). Properties 
that were potentially affected were evaluated to determine their status as an historic resource pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4. Of the six properties adjacent to and surrounding the proposed 
roundabout, three were historic and the remaining three were not historic. The DEIR considered all 
historic resources in the APE, regardless of which criterion was used to determine their historicity, 
including significance with state and local association with significant and historic events. The comment 
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does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. 
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts. 

6. Visual impact on historic resources in and adjoining the APE – This comment raises concerns 
regarding visual impacts on historic resources in and adjoining the APE, but does not provide 
substantial evidence to substantiate the concern. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial 
evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion.  

Impacts analysis for the resources in the APE and adjoining areas can be found in Section 3.4 of the 
DEIR (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-20. Please also see Master Response 7, which 
discusses potential visual impacts and the effects of visual impacts on the setting of historical 
resources. As discussed in Master Response 7, parcels in and adjoining the Area of Potential Effect 
with no potential for physical or visual impact from the Project were excluded from further analysis. The 
three historic properties near the proposed roundabout (Old Jacoby Creek School, former Bayside 
Grange, and Temperance Hall) were evaluated for potential impacts, including potential impacts related 
to visual changes/changes in setting (Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-14). Additionally, 
properties with historic status outside of the Area of Potential Effect (1365, 1686, 1752, and 1786-1788 
Old Arcata Road) were also evaluated for potential impacts, including potential impacts related to visual 
changes/changes in setting (Section 3.4.6 Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-18). Thus, the DEIR does 
evaluate the potential visual impact on historic resources in and adjoining the Area of Potential Effect 
that could occur as a result of the Project.  The comment does not present a new environmental impact 
or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or 
additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

7. Adverse impacts on the Old School House - Impacts analysis for the Old Jacoby Creek School is in 
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-16.  

a. Views of and from the Old School House – This comment raises concerns regarding visual 
impacts to the historic Old Jacoby School House yet provides no substantial evidence to 
substantiate an environmental impact. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial 
evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. Please see page 3.4-16 of the DEIR, which 
evaluates potential impacts to the Old Jacoby Creek School based on the HRER and concludes 
any resulting changes would result in a less than significant impact to the historic resource. 
Specifically, with respect to the Old Jacoby Creek School, the DEIR reads in part:  

…The improvements directly along the parcel frontage of the Old Jacoby Creek School 
would be minimal and generally consistent with the current use and appearance. In addition, 
these improvements would be about 125 feet from the building and other Project elements 
associated with the roundabout would be further away, the nearest being the concrete traffic 
splitter island on Jacoby Creek Road about 175 feet from the school, and the center of the 
roundabout approximately 250 feet from the school. Visibility of the proposed improvements 
would be impaired by the distance and the existing large trees, hedge, and other vegetation 
between the school and the proposed Project work… 

…The character-defining features of the property would not be altered in any way by the 
Project and the general setting would remain unchanged. The visual and atmospheric 
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changes resulting from the Project would be minimal, distant, and largely obscured from 
view, and thus, not cause a substantial adverse change to the historical resource… 

… These alterations have changed the setting of Bayside Corners and the immediate 
surroundings of the Old Jacoby Creek School since 1903 when the building was constructed, 
yet this property and Bayside Corners still maintain a rural feeling and setting sufficient for 
this property to be deemed to have integrity in 1985 when it was listed in the NRHP, and the 
Project would not substantially alter the surroundings such that this property can no longer 
convey its significance… 

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully 
addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. 

b. Loss of parking - Parking is not an environmental issue as defined in the CEQA Guidelines and 
Appendix G, Environmental Checklist, and parking will continue to be available in the general 
vicinity. Please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. There does not appear to be a 
foreseeable future impact to the Old Jacoby Creek School that can be correlated with a reduction 
in parking. For such an impact to occur, the proposed change in parking for users of this property 
would need to result in a severe modification of behavior such that operations at the former school 
would shift in dramatic ways that lead to neglect of the property such that its historic integrity of 
materials, workmanship, and feeling would be greatly diminished. There is no evidence to indicate 
that this would occur as a result of the proposed project. The commenter does not provide 
substantial evidence to support the claim that the changes to parking would result in a significant 
impact to any historic resource (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064(f)(5)). Construction of a new parking 
area on the parcel would likely require its own clearance under CEQA, which would result in a 
process that would likely result in efforts to minimize impacts to the historical resource. For 
additional information, please see Master Response 3 regarding parking. 

c. Loss of building access other than driveway – Site access is not an environmental 
consideration as defined in the CEQA Guidelines and Appendix G, Environmental Checklist. 
Uncontrolled access to private property from public rights-of-way is neither desirable, considering 
transportation and land use planning principles, nor guaranteed, implicitly or explicitly, regardless 
of past use. Further, the Project design does not include any elements that would limit site access 
to the Old Jacoby Creek School property to just the driveway. A new four foot sidewalk with a six 
inch curb would be constructed in front of the portion of the property nearest the current post office. 
The roadway would be repaved (no sidewalk extension) in front of the balance of the property’s 
frontage of Jacoby Creek Road. 

d. Headlights - The potential for the Project to cause vehicle headlights to shine in the windows of 
the Old Jacoby Creek School would not alter the eligibility of the historical resource. Such a 
potential occurrence would not diminish the integrity of materials, workmanship, design, 
association, location, setting, or feeling of the property. See also Response to Comment 7-14.  

e. Noise - For information regarding the project building the roadway closer to Mistwood Education 
Center (Temperance Hall) and the possible increase in noise, please see Response to Comment 
46-18.  
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8. Hydraulic pounding and vibration - Vibration analysis for the Project is in Section 3.10 of the DEIR. 
Vibration analysis results showed that the Project would not create vibrations that could damage 
buildings. Furthermore, none of the historical buildings are made of sensitive materials such as adobe 
or unreinforced masonry. Please also see Master Response 4 regarding noise and vibration. 

Response to Comment 46-8 
Potentially significant unmitigated impacts on scenic resources 

The comment discusses potentially significant unmitigated impacts to scenic resources yet provides no 
substantial evidence. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and 
unsubstantiated opinion.  

Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Item 3 regarding the impacts to the visual character of the 
community. Please also see Master Response 7 regarding historical resources. According to the California 
Scenic Highway Mapping System, there are no designated state scenic highways in the Project vicinity. 
Two routes are locally designated as coastal, and non-coastal, scenic highways in the Arcata General Plan 
(Policy D-3a). These include: Old Arcata Road, from Bayside Cutoff to Crescent Drive (coastal scenic 
highway designation); and Jacoby Creek Road (non-coastal scenic highway designation). The commenter 
cites Old Arcata Road as a scenic highway. However, no formal designation of the roadway as a scenic 
road or coastal scenic highway has been made by any agency. As such, it is not evaluated in the DEIR as a 
scenic highway.  

The CEQA Checklist (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G) defines public views as those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage points. The checklist asks if the project would substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. The comment contends 
that the project would, in fact, "destroy" such views. However, the City has received several comments 
suggesting the opposite conclusion. Since aesthetics is inherently fairly subjective, some case law has set 
the threshold for expertise fairly low. For example, in Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov’t v City of Eureka 
(2007), the courts found aesthetic impacts to be a “qualitative judgement not a set of quantifiable 
parameters (147CA4th at 376). Despite the potentially low threshold for expertise in the field of aesthetics, 
the claim was unsubstantiated by facts. In addition, the City also received several comments citing the 
improvement the Project will have on public views in the record, as well as several facts demonstrating the 
Project will not have an adverse impact on public views. The comment does not present a new 
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional 
clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-9 
Potentially significant unmitigated impacts on the existing visual character of public view from the site.  

The comment raises concerns about potentially significant unmitigated visual impacts. Aesthetic impacts 
were evaluated in Section 3.1 and utilized the visual resource evaluation conducted for the Project, as 
described in Section 3.15 (page 3.1-8). Visual resources and perceptions of impacts to aesthetics is highly 
subjective, and the commenter expresses the opinion that the project will destroy the rural visual character, 
including pastureland, farms houses, fields, gardens and views of trees and mountains. Arcata General 
Plan Design Element Policy D-3d identifies Old Arcata Road from Bayside Cutoff to Jacoby Creek Road as 
a Scenic entryway. The policy specifically calls for improvements to enhance the appearance of the 
entryways with "landscaping, pedestrian enhancements, and directional signing" among other 
"appropriate...structures."  The objective of the Scenic routes, resources and landscape features includes 
reducing visual impacts to minimize impairment and obstructions" that still allow for "reasonable 
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development.” Please see Impact AES-a and Impact AES-b, starting on page 3.1-8. As noted, among other 
details:  

– The visual resource evaluation concluded that Project elements are low in elevation (at or near the 
ground elevation) and would not significantly obstruct or alter existing visual resources along the 
Project corridor (GHD 2020).  

– The existing viewscape would not be impeded or altered by structures or other Project elements. 
– The retaining wall and fencing (near the roundabout) would not impede views within or adjacent to the 

Project corridor or otherwise diminish the visual character of the vicinity. 
– Views of the Project corridor would be relatively limited as the project consists mostly of narrow paved 

surfaces with few vertical features, such as resurfaced roadway, and re-striped lanes and crosswalks. 

The Project does not include any features that would impact views of pastureland, farm hours, fields, 
gardens, or mountains in the viewshed. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the City's General Plan 
scenic resources preservation policies creating a scenic entryway at the designated Old Arcata Road and 
Jacoby Creek Road intersection. Please also see Response to Comment 46-8. The comment does not 
present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No 
amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental 
impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-10 
Substantial light or glare. 

1. Headlights – The potential for the Project to cause vehicle headlights to shine in the windows of the 
Old Jacoby Creek School would not alter the eligibility of the historical resource. Such a potential 
occurrence would not diminish the integrity of materials, workmanship, design, association, location, 
setting, or feeling of the property. See also Response to Comment 7-14. Additionally, the Project would 
not alter the environmental baseline condition specific to headlight glare, such as the number or type of 
vehicles using the roadway during nighttime hours. The comment does not present a new 
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, 
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

2. Streetlights – The comment asserts headlights on the realignment roadway and five overhead street 
lights would adversely impact nighttime views of the area and shine into the windows of historic Old 
Jacoby School House. However, this vague comment provides no substantial evidence. Please see 
Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. As 
described in Section 2.5.8 of the Project Description (page 2-6), lighting will be designed to protect 
wildlife and nighttime views, including views of the night sky. The Project will be designed to be 
consistent with the City’s design guidelines, Section 9.30.070 (Outdoor Lighting) of the Arcata Land 
Use Code, and the recommendations of the International Dark-Sky Association, which includes 
standards for fixtures, shielding, wattage, placement, height, and illumination levels. To comply with 
these requirements, lighting for the Project will be the minimum lumens necessary, directed downward, 
shielded, and pedestrian level when feasible. This will ensure lighting is contained within the site and 
does not cause significant lighting and glare impacts for surrounding land uses and sensitive habitat 
areas. As such, proposed new lighting, which is limited to the roundabout only, would not significantly 
alter nighttime views.  
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The threshold of significance for determining the potential impact of new light and glare is based on the 
discretion of a lead agency on a case by case basis, considerate of specific factors such as: 

- The change in ambient nighttime levels as a result of project sources; and 
- The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site and affect adjacent light-sensitive 

areas. 
As analyzed in Section 3.1 (Aesthetics) under Impact AES-d (d) on page 3.1-11, design standards 
applied to new street lighting would limit alteration of ambient nighttime levels and spillage to adjacent 
areas. Given nighttime views would thus not be adversely affected with the application of dark sky 
compliant design standards, the impact determination in the DEIR concluded any potential effect 
resulting from the street lights (and the rapid flashing safety lighting at upgraded and new crosswalks) 
would be less than significant.  

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed 
in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to 
address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-11 
Cumulatively considerable increase in pollutants and exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutants 

Bayside Cares comments that a decrease in parking will lead to additional vehicular idling, which in turn will 
result in exposure of sensitive receptors to exhaust emissions yet provides no substantial evidence. Please 
see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion. The 
commenter’s assertion that removal of parking spaces would cause a ‘large increase in motor vehicles 
idling in the roadway’ appears to assert that instead of parking (as is the existing condition), motorists would 
leave their vehicles idling in the roadway in order to either exit their vehicles and visit buildings adjacent to 
the roadway, or remain in the lane while another occupant leaves to visit adjacent buildings. Leaving a 
running vehicle stopped and idling in the roadway is illegal. Please see Master Response 3 regarding 
parking, and Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence.  

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.11 (Transportation) Impact TR-b, the proposed Project would not increase 
the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the number of travel lanes, there would be no 
increase in vehicle miles traveled. By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project would reduce 
vehicle miles traveled through the Project Area. Thus, the Project would result in reduced emissions in the 
Project Area, as individuals and families would be more able to safely walk or bicycle throughout the 
community of Bayside.  Draft EIR Section 3.2 (Air Quality) Impacts AQ-b and AQ-c conclude that following 
construction, the Project would not include any stationary sources of air emissions, traffic capacity 
enhancements, or any increase in levels of traffic over existing conditions. The proposed roadway 
improvements will likely increase non-emitting bicycle and pedestrian use of the roadway, which may 
decrease VMT and associated emissions.  

Response to Comment 46-12 
Impacts to wetlands 

Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands.  

Response to Comment 46-13 
Adverse change in the significance of historical resources 
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The adverse effects analysis is presented in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-14 through 3.4-20. 
See also Response to Comment 14-15. 

Response to Comment 46-14 
Archaeological impacts –lack of tribal monitor 

This comment notes concern regarding archaeological impacts and lack of tribal monitors. In fact, Mitigation 
Measure CR-1 (page 3.4-21) specifically notes that the required Memorandum of Understanding to be 
completed with consulting tribes will include details regarding when and where tribal and/or archaeological 
monitors would be needed, to the satisfaction of consulting tribes. This mitigation measure was developed 
in consultation with the three area Wiyot Tribal Historic Preservation Officers through formal AB52 
Consultation. The analysis and mitigation measure were specifically approved by the Tribes to mitigate any 
potential cultural resources impacts to be less than significant. In addition, extensive pre-disturbance 
archaeological work has been completed to ensure that the proposed mitigation is sufficient to address the 
Wiyot Tribes concerns. No further response is required.  

Response to Comment 46-15 
Additional of impervious surface to substantially increase the amount of surface runoff 

The comment speculates the additional of impervious surface will substantially increase the amount of 
surface runoff yet provides no substantial evidence. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR analysis on stormwater and 
related runoff were evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed a specific 
mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate surface runoff. Please see Master 
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 
regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 
15151 of the CEQA guidelines. 

Increases in impervious surface were evaluated in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact 
HWQ-c,iii (page 3.9-12). As noted, changes in impervious surface area would increase by less than 0.03% 
of the total 12.8 acre Project Area. The increases in impervious surface will primarily result from an 
extension of the pedestrian pathway, a new sidewalk along Hyland Street, and the new roundabout at the 
Jacoby Creek Road intersection. The Project includes expansion and improvements of bio-swales to 
enhance surface stormwater management. 

The Project’s stormwater design would accommodate any additional stormwater, however negligible, 
resulting from the increased impervious surface area. A substantial change in amount of surface runoff 
would not occur. On-site and off-site flooding would not result from the Project. See also Master Response 
5 regarding drainage, which includes numeric information regarding the anticipated change in impervious 
area.  

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in 
the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts.  

Response to Comment 46-16 
Projects results in the need to relocate existing utilities 

Bayside Cares asserts the Project would conflict with existing utilities, including the sewer main, water 
main, and gas main, per a 2019 SHN report. This is incorrect. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, 
Item 2. The location of existing utilities has been incorporated into the design to ensure conflicts do not 
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occur. Based on the information provided, conflicts with the existing underground gas line have been 
identified. If unavoidable conflicts are identified during final design, the utility owner would be notified and 
would be required relocate facilities.  

Bayside Cares also contend the Project will result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities. As discussed in Section 3.13-6 (Utilities) of the 
DEIR, starting on page 3.13-6 (Impact UTL-c). 

The Project would not directly or indirectly induce population growth and would not increase the 
amount of wastewater generated. The Project would install new and upgraded sewer laterals and 
associated connectors along a portion of Old Arcata Road; however, the replaced sewage 
infrastructure would not increase wastewater generation or capacity. Because there would be no 
increase in wastewater discharges, the Project would not impair the ability of the City of Arcata 
Wastewater Treatment Plant to continue serving existing commitments. No impact would result. 

Similarly, new stormwater drainage facilities are analyzed under Impact UTL-a (page 3.13-5). The impact 
analysis describes the planned improvements and specifically states service would not be expanded.   

Please also see the following responses addressing re-stated concerns regarding planned sewer and water 
upgrades and storm drain improvements: 

– Sewer utility upgrades – Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 2 
– Water utility upgrades – Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 3 
– Storm drain upgrades – Please see Response to Comment 46-1, Item 1 

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in 
the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-17 
Exposure of people and structures to significant downstream flooding 

The comment notes the Project could potentially expose people and structures to significant risks of 
downstream flooding and drainage changes. Contrarily, the City’s DEIR analysis on hydrology and flooding 
were evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed a specific mitigation 
measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate flooding. Please see Master Response 2 
regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding 
drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the 
CEQA guidelines. Please also see Master Response 5 regarding drainage.  

The existing area in the vicinity of the roundabout currently drains to the south (beyond the Project Area 
shown in Figure 2-5) through a network of open channels and underground pipes, which ultimately 
discharge to a drainage channel that is located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. As noted, changes in 
impervious surface area would increase by less than 0.03% of the total 12.8 acre Project Area. The 
Project’s stormwater design would accommodate any additional stormwater, however negligible, resulting 
from the increased impervious surface area. A substantial change in amount of surface runoff would not 
occur. 

Under proposed conditions, new inlets and pipes will be installed and connected to the existing system that 
will continue to drain to the channel that is located within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. To ensure that the 
project does not exacerbate existing flooding or cause new flooding, a formal drainage study will be 
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prepared (Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (page 3.9-10 and 3.9-11) that will include a hydrologic and hydraulic 
analysis of both pre- and post-project conditions. To eliminate the potential for any increase in runoff 
resulting from new impervious surfaces associated with the project, the following would be incorporated into 
the project as necessary: 

– Permeable pavement would be incorporated into the design in key locations (e.g., parking near the 
pumping station) to minimize new impervious surface and reduce surface runoff potential to pre-Project 
conditions, at minimum. 

– The project would include subsurface storage facilities (e.g. larger pipes or parallel pipes) that would 
temporarily retain a volume of stormwater runoff and meter it out to match pre-project conditions.  

As specified under Mitigation Measure HWQ-1, the analysis will ensure the proposed drainage has 
sufficient capacity to meet the Project’s goals of improving drainage and avoid any significant drainage 
capacity-related impacts. The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that 
were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-18 
Noise related impacts 

This comment was previously addressed in Appendix E of the DEIR (Final IS/MND, Response to 
Comments, and Errata). Please see Master Response 4 regarding noise.  

Response to Comment 46-19 
Unmitigated cumulative impacts 

The commenter claims that other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects were not 
analyzed in the DEIR without specifying any projects that would warrant inclusion in the cumulative effects 
analysis. The DEIR did include an analysis of cumulative effects, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15355. The 
approach to cumulative impacts was addressed in Section 3 of the EIR (Analysis Overview), starting on 
page 3-2. As a result of queries to agencies and organizations, the cumulative project list in Table 3-1 was 
developed. Agencies and organizations identified in Section 3 were queried for recently completed, current 
or future projects within and near the Project Area. No additional potential cumulative projects were 
identified or have since been identified. Each of the projects identified in Table 3-1 was then evaluated 
under each subsequent section of the EIR, specific to resource categories in the CEQA Appendix G 
checklist. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (Discussion of Cumulative Impacts) provides that an EIR should 
not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. Furthermore, when the 
combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental effect and the effects of other 
projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is 
not discussed in further detail in the EIR. An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant. A 
project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement its fair 
share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. Additionally, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130(b) provides: The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the 
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is 
provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. 

The cumulative impact methodology and analysis is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. As a result of 
this methodical exercise, no cumulatively significant impacts were identified. The comment does not 
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present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No 
amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental 
impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-20 
Documents referenced in the EIR were not made public 

Bayside Cares states all documents used in preparation of the EIR for supporting analysis should be made 
available for public review. Please see Master Response 10 regarding the architectural APE maps.  

The City has posted all references cited in the DEIR online at: https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-
Road-Design-Project. As an allowable exception, documents containing cultural and archaeology sensitive 
information have not been posted on the City’s website.  

As is common in the north coast region, the Project Area is proximal to archaeologically sensitive areas. 
These areas were thoroughly reviewed in the Project’s Historic Properties Survey Report and associated 
attachments, including the Archaeological Survey Report and multiple subsurface investigations in order to 
determine significant impacts would not occur. Given the spatial specificity of these documents and 
associated figures, they are considered confidential. Disclosure of such documents to the public could 
unfortunately facilitate looting or damage of sensitive archaeological resource. Additionally, disclosure of 
the exact location of archaeological resources via mapping of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) is not 
germane to the impact analysis conducted in Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), Impact CR-2 (starting on 
page 3.4-20), per the Archaeology Resource Evaluation Methodology detailed starting on page 3.4-13. 

Regarding historical resources, Section 3.4.1 (Cultural Resources – Study Area) on page 3.4-1 specifically 
describes the APE as the Project’s area of direct impacts (ADI), which are shown on Figures 2-2 through 2-
5, plus six adjacent parcels that could experience a visual impact. The addresses of these six adjacent 
parcels (specific buildings) evaluated in the DEIR are explicitly noted with street addresses throughout 
Section 3.4. Thus, the location of these parcels and the buildings of interest is clear absent a separate 
associated figure or map. However, the historical resources evaluation map has been included in this FEIR 
under Appendix B.  

The Project Area and key components are shown in Figure 2-2 through 2-5. From these figures, it is clear 
where the Project is located relative to the specific buildings noted with exact street addresses in Section 
3.4, as well as the specific locations of each key design feature based on the existing 30% design for the 
Project.  

The comment does not present a new environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in 
the DEIR. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-21 
Project description deficiencies – details concerning storm drain improvements have not been provided  

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description, 
as was also stated under Comment 46-3. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 1. 

Response to Comment 46-22 
Project description deficiencies - conflicts with existing utilities   

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project.%20A
https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project.%20A
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This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description. 
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 2 and Item 3 and Response to Comment 46-16. 

Response to Comment 46-23 
Project description deficiencies - conflicts with existing power poles  

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description, 
as was also stated under Comment 46-3. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 9. 

Response to Comment 46-24 
Project description deficiencies - Elimination of parking  

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description. 
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 4. 

Response to Comment 46-25 
Project description deficiencies - failure to describe protection measures for to protect sight and hearing 
impaired children at crosswalks near the roundabout  

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description. 
Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 7. 

Response to Comment 46-26 
Project description deficiencies - impacts to wetlands within and adjacent wetlands 

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description. 
Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands. 

Response to Comment 46-27 
Project description deficiencies - wetland impacts and associated compensatory mitigation  

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description. 
Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands. 

Response to Comment 46-28 
Project description deficiencies - failure to address bicycle safety in the roundabout, which has no bike 
lanes  

This comment re-asserts the whole of the project was not adequately described in the Project Description. 
Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 7. 

Response to Comment 46-29 
Inconsistent Description of Impact on Utilities and Drainage 

1. Entire drainage plan not described – The comment erroneously conflates a mitigation measure with 
the project description. Please see Response to Comment 46-3, Item 1. CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15124, 
requires a project description to be adequately detailed to identify environmental impacts of the 
proposed project. The 30% design used in the DEIR is sufficiently detailed to identify that the Project 
will result in drainage modifications. As a result, the DEIR identifies the requirement for a drainage 
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study to mitigation any potential significant impact. The mitigation measure is not the project 
description. it is the result of the environmental analysis.  

It is inconsistent with the purpose of CEQA to fully design a project before assessing its potential 
environmental impacts. The purpose of CEQA is to disclose environmental impacts and develop plans 
to avoid or mitigate the environmental impacts before deciding to approve or move forward with a 
project. Committing to a 100% project design solely to include the drainage design into the project 
description runs counter to common sense and good practice.  The comment does not present a new 
environmental impact or concerns that were not fully addressed in the DEIR. No amendments, 
additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

2. Impacts to existing utilities - Please see Response to Comment 46-2, Item 2 and Item 3 and 
Response to Comment 46-16. 

3. Omission of finished road grade and resulting impacts on drainage – Please see Response to 
Comment 46-2, Item 9. 

Response to Comment 46-30 
Insufficient information regarding the Project’s construction schedule 

The commenter states that the DEIR does not provide the number of construction workers, an estimated 
number of trucks for deliveries, or where vehicles would be parked during construction. The commenter 
further states that the DEIR does not identify how construction would impede or block motor vehicles, 
bicycle or pedestrians. Parking for construction personnel and equipment would be accommodated within 
the staging areas (see Section 2.6.3 on page 2-7). All vehicles will be required to be parked in legal 
locations. Two-way traffic would be maintained throughout construction, with short-term lane closures 
controlled by flaggers. 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (Project Description), the DEIR Section 2 (Project 
Description) provides a general description of the Projects’ technical and environmental characteristics. The 
section also describes that a Temporary Traffic Control Plan would be developed by the contractor and 
approved by the authority having jurisdiction over the facility prior to Project implementation to ensure that 
traffic control devices and features through the work area are implemented in accordance with the 
California MUTCD. The provision of a Temporary Traffic Control Plan is standard practice and required by 
both the City of Arcata and County of Humboldt for construction projects within their respective jurisdictions.  
In addition to the construction schedule provided in DEIR Section 2.6, DEIR Section 2.6.3 (Construction 
Staging Areas) provides that staging is expected to occur within the project footprint, and that for impact 
analysis purposes, two staging areas were preliminarily identified—one at the southern end of the Project 
corridor and the other at the northern end of the Project corridor.  
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 (Forecasting), drafting an EIR necessarily involves some 
degree of forecasting. The DEIR discloses that moderate number of construction vehicles and equipment, 
worker trips, and truck trips that would be required for a Project of this scale. Trips associated with the 
Project construction were estimated to consist of up to 68 trips per day as stated on page 3.5-5 (Energy), 
and construction equipment would remain staged in the Project Area once mobilized, as noted in Section 
2.6.3 on page 2-7. Additionally, detailed assumptions on construction worker and hauling trips are provided 
in DEIR Appendix C, CalEEMod Output.  
Transportation impacts associated with Project construction are evaluated in Section 3.11.6, Impact TR-a. 
As stated in the DEIR, during construction, traffic controls would be implemented. In accordance with 
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jurisdictional requirements, the construction contractor would be required to obtain encroachment permits 
and temporary traffic control approvals from the City of Arcata and County of Humboldt prior to beginning 
the work within their respective rights of way. As part of the encroachment permit process, the construction 
contractor would be required to prepare a traffic control plan for review and acceptance of planned work 
within the public right of way. The development and implementation of a traffic control plan would include, 
but not necessarily be limited to: temporary traffic control systems, delineators, signs, and flaggers 
conforming to the current California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Per CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15151, the environmental analysis need not be exhaustive. Rather, it must be prepared with a 
sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables them to make a 
decision. The DEIR provided a level of detail that was reasonably attainable and feasible consistent with 
Section 15151.  Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR. 
As a standard requirement, the City will require the Project contractor to develop and implement a 
temporary Traffic Control Plan outlining work zones, activities, and time needed to complete the work in 
each zone. As part of the Traffic Control Plan, the Project would be required to keep at least one lane open 
in each direction of travel on Old Arcata Road at all times during the construction process. Work performed 
on the segment adjacent to Jacoby Creek Elementary School and Mistwood Education Center at the 
intersection of Jacoby Creek and Old Arcata Roads would be scheduled in coordination with School 
Administration and would avoid work coincident with the school’s start and end times, when traffic 
congestion is typically high. The impact analysis concludes that the Project’s construction-period impacts to 
transportation would be less than significant.  
DEIR Impact TR-d contains an evaluation of the Project’s construction-period impacts on emergency 
access and finds that, with implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1, the temporary impact of 
construction activities on emergency access to a less than significant level by requiring the City and its 
contractors to have ready at all times the means necessary to accommodate access by emergency 
vehicles, as well as to notify emergency responders in advance of construction activities. 
No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental 
impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-31 
Traffic Impact Analysis is Required 

This comment questions the very need for the Project as proposed on the basis that a traffic impact 
analysis has not been completed to prove the Project is necessary. There is no local, state, or federal 
requirement to complete a traffic impact analysis; moreover, Level of Service is no longer evaluated in the 
CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist under Transportation, per the 2021 CEQA guidelines. In 
addition, unlike signals or stop controls, there are no warrants for roundabouts currently included in the CA 
MUTCD. Instead, roundabouts are justified on their own merits as the most appropriate intersection 
treatment alternative for each specific application. The  City used five years of scoping, community 
engagement, preliminary design and technical studies to determine the need and scope of the proposed 
Project. Additionally, alternatives to the Project are discussed in Section 4 of the DEIR and did include 
consideration of a No Project Alternative and a Modified T-Intersection (Alternative 2). As included in 
Section 4.5 of the Alternatives Analysis (page 4-15), the environmental impacts of the Project and the 
Modified T-Intersection were found to be equivalent. Please see Master Response 6 regarding the lengthy 
community engagement process for the Project. Please also see Section 2.2 of the Project Description, 
which summarizes the Purpose and Need of the Project (page 2-1). Evaluation of potential transportation-
related impacts did not require a traffic study. As stated in Section 3.11 (Transportation) under Impact TR-c 
on page 3.11-12, the Project design is consistent with applicable design guidelines.  
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This comment also asserts a traffic impact analysis is required to determine which of the listed alternatives 
is most appropriate for the traffic experienced in the Project Area. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6, alternatives must be reasonable and feasible, which is the case for the alternative included in the 
DEIR (Alternative 2: T Intersection). Under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (d) alternatives are to be 
evaluated using their major characteristics and considerations of significant environmental effects, which 
was completed in Section 4 of the DEIR (Alternatives Description and Analysis). Given Level of Service 
(LOS) is no longer a consideration in the current CEQA Appendix G environmental checklist, completion of 
a traffic impact analysis is not a necessary study for the Project. Please see also Response to Comment 
15-1 regarding VMT. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to 
address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-32 
Project’s Design Poses Safety Hazards 

The comment asserts the evaluation of the roundabout’s geometric design features (see Section 3.11 
Transportation, Impact TR-c, page 12) failed to consider the proximity of schools, businesses, and other 
gathering places, as well as the location of crosswalks in proximity to the roundabout. As stated on page 2-
3 of the Project Description, the design for the proposed roundabout geometrics, including bike ramps, 
follows the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) design standards (FHWA 2010). 
Design standards applied to proposed Pedestrian-Actuated Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacons (RRFB) 
follows the MUTCD Interim Approval for Optional Use of Pedestrian-Actuated Rectangular Rapid-Flashing 
Beacons at Uncontrolled Marked Crosswalks (IA-21). Following these guidelines, the roundabout would not 
include any geometric design features, such as sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or other physical 
barriers that could injure users if improperly designed. The roundabout’s proximity to schools, businesses, 
and community centers does not introduce any related geometric hazards. The existing Old Arcata Road is 
in similar proximity to cited activity areas and poses greater safety risks in the current road configuration 
and design. The roundabout would be surrounded with walkways and enhanced crosswalk to improve the 
safety of the intersection for users, as a goal and objective of the Project (see Section 2.3 of the Project 
Description, Goals and Objectives, page 2-2). The comment has been adequately addressed in the DEIR 
and responses to comments. No amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-33 
Lack of Enforceable and Effective Mitigation Measures 

The comment asserts mitigation measures are required for a number of concerns, summarized as: 

– A reduction in parking, which in turn will lead to traffic jams and safety hazards by blocking roads and 
creating pedestrian hazards (see previous response under Comment 46-4, Item 1); 

– A lack of bicycle lanes in the roundabout (see previous response under Comment 46-3, Item 7); 
– A lack of provisions to prevent speeding near the roundabout on Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek 

Road, where speeding currently occurs (discussed below); 
– A lack of provisions for conflicts between the Project’s bicycle lanes and sidewalks with existing utility 

poles (see previous response under Comment 46-3, Item 9); 
– A lack of provisions for the loss of parking near schools, which in turn will lead to idling vehicles safety 

hazards by blocking roads and creating pedestrian hazards (see previous response under Comment 
46-4, Item 1); and 
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– A lack of provisions for conflicts between garbage cans and bike lanes (see previous response under 
Comment 46-3, Item 8). 

These issues have been largely addressed as noted. As an exception, speeding is unfortunately an existing 
condition in the Project Area. Thus, an objective of the Project is to decrease speed and calm traffic (see 
Section 2.3 – Goals and Objectives), page 2-2. The Project Area does not include the straight stretch of Old 
Arcata south of the roundabout or the straight stretch on Jacoby Creek Road, beyond what is shown within 
the Project Study Boundary in Figure 2-5 of Section 2 (Project Description). The comment has been 
adequately addressed in the DEIR and responses to comments. No amendments, additional clarifications, 
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-34 
Unanalyzed environmental impacts 

This comment re-asserts previously raised concerns regarding underground utilities. These Project details 
have been adequately addressed in the DEIR and responses to comments. No amendments, additional 
clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. Please see 
Response to Comment 46-16. Additionally, this comment asserts: 

1. Flooding in the APE may adversely affect the operation of underground utilities – The comment 
cites potential adverse effects to underground utilities yet provides no substantial evidence. As stated 
in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-d (page 3.9-13), the Project Area is not 
located within the FEMA 100-year flood zone. Additionally, the Project will not exacerbate existing flood 
risk or flood conditions within the Project Area. The City’s DEIR analysis on flooding and potential 
impacts was evaluated by the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer, who developed a specific 
mitigation measure to ensure the Project does not cause or exacerbate surface runoff or contribute to 
flooding. Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and 
unsubstantiated opinion, Master Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding 
standards of adequacy of an EIR, citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines. This comment does 
not raise any new environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional 
mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 

2. Groundwater quality may be adversely affected by digging and flooding in the area, which could 
adversely affect private wells – The comment raises concern regarding groundwater impacts but 
provides no substantial evidence. The City’s DEIR analysis on groundwater impacts was evaluated by 
the Project’s licensed Professional Engineer and qualified environmental scientists. Please see Master 
Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, Master 
Response 5 regarding drainage, and Master Response 9 regarding standards of adequacy of an EIR, 
citing Section 15151 of the CEQA guidelines.  

Project construction is expected to have minimal, if any, interaction with shallow groundwater and no 
interaction with deeper groundwater (greater than ten feet). Please see Section 2.6.4 of the Project 
Description regarding construction dewatering. As stated above in Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality), Impact HWQ-c and Impact HWQ-d (page 3.9-12 and 13), the Project would not affect flooding 
in the Project Area. Additionally, the Project would benefit operational storm drainage, as explained in 
Master Response 5. Construction or operationally-related adverse effects to groundwater, including 
private wells located near the Project Area, would not be affected whatsoever. Additionally, 
replacement of sewer laterals will improve groundwater quality. This comment does not raise any new 
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environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment 46-35 
Unanalyzed impacts to wetlands 

This comment re-asserts concerns related to impacts to wetlands in and near the Project Area. Please see 
Response to Comment 46-2, Item 6, as well as Master Response 8 regarding wetland impacts.  

Response to Comment 46-36 
Unanalyzed impacts to air quality 

This comment re-asserts that a loss of parking will in turn lead to an increase in idling vehicles and thus an 
increase in vehicle-related exhaust emissions. Please see Response to Comment 46-11.  

Response to Comment 46-37 
Inconsistencies with applicable County General Plan requirements 

This comment re-asserts allegations of conflicts with County General Plan Requirements regarding 
wetlands, historic resources, and drainage.  

1. Wetlands – Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetlands. 

2. Historic Resources – Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Item 2. The Project does follow 
Humboldt County General Plan Section CU-P1. Identification of historical resources is located in 
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-11 through 3.4-13. Impacts analysis is on DEIR pages 3.4-
14 through 3.4-20. 

3. Drainage – Please see Master Response 5 regarding drainage. This comment asserts there are 
numerous blocked culverts within the Project footprint; however, no such blocked culverts are currently 
known by the City toy exist. As outlined in Master Response 5, the Project will upgrade existing ad hoc 
and undersized culverts to improve drainage throughout the Project Area.  

Response to Comment 46-38 
Inconsistencies with applicable City General Plan requirements 
This comment asserts allegations of conflicts with the City of Arcata’s General Plan, as outlined below. 
1. Parking and Idling Vehicles - The comment re-asserts a decrease in parking will lead to an increase 

in idling vehicles and traffic hazards. Please see Response to Comment 46-4, Item 1. 

2. Traffic Bottlenecks at Roundabout - The comment asserts vehicles stopping for pedestrians in 
crosswalks at the roundabout would create traffic bottlenecks yet provides no substantial evidence. 
Please see Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence, speculation, and unsubstantiated 
opinion. Under existing conditions, there are not any crosswalks at the intersection of Old Arcata Road 
and Jacoby Creek Road, and community members are forced to cross the roadway absent any 
pedestrian facilities. The Project proposed to integrate two new crosswalks into the intersection to 
facilitate pedestrian safety and improve the overall walkability of the community. The City does not 
concur that enhancing the walkability of the community should be considered an impairment to the 
drivability of the intersection or that motor vehicles should be prioritized over pedestrians. The level of 
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pedestrian use at the intersection is not expected to increase substantially over existing conditions. The 
commenter misreads Arcata General Plan Policy AQ-2c and -2d. Policy 2c supports "minor capacity 
impoverishments" to "minimize the delay and congestion" at intersections. The policy seeks to improve 
flow for all modes and specifically cites improvements for walking, bicycling, and transit use on 
intersection improvements for flow, but not capacity. This Project achieves those objectives. Policy 2d 
specifically identifies roundabouts as implementing the policy. In addition, it supports such 
improvements consistent with other modes on Arcata's arterials. The Project is not only consistent with 
Policy AQ-2d, Project elements are specifically identified as the desired condition on Old Arcata Road 
(see inset figure in Arcata General Plan Policy AQ-2d). This comment does not raise any new 
environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are 
warranted to address environmental impacts. 

3. Wetlands - The comment re-comments required compensatory mitigation for impacted wetlands would 
not occur. Please see Master Response 8 regarding wetland impacts.  

4. Scenic Routes and Resources – Please see Response to Comment 46-6, Item 3, Response to 
Comment 46-8, and Response to Comment 46-9. The Project will not adversely impact Old Arcata 
Road and Jacoby Creek Road as asserted. 

Response to Comment 46-39 
Unrecognized Impacts to Historic Resources 

The comment asserts the Project could result in unrecognized impacts to historic resources. Please see 
Master Response 7 regarding historic resources. Please also see Master Response 9 regarding standards 
of adequacy for an EIR, which includes a discussion of disagreement among experts. This comment 
provides a letter from a historic resource consultant that includes some substantial evidence in the record 
that there is an environmental impact on historic resources. This letter provides an interpretation and facts 
that lead to conclusions that differ from those provided in the DEIR (Section 3.4 – Cultural Resources, 
Impact CR-1, starting on page 3.4-14). However, the DEIR provides substantial evidence to support the 
determination that there are no significant impacts to historic resources. Contrary to the commenter's 
claims, all of the historic, potentially historic, and buildings constructed more than 45 years ago that are 
within the vicinity of the project were considered and/or evaluated (JRP 2020 and DEIR Section 3.4.5 
Cultural Resources Methodology). Disagreement among experts does not make the DEIR inadequate 
(CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15151), and the City must determine, based on the whole of the record, whether to 
certify the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Secs. 15090 and 15091).    

Additionally, the establishment of the APE followed Secretary of the Interior/National Park Service 
guidelines and standard practices. Methodology and justification for the APE is in Section 3.4 (Cultural 
Resources), page 3.4-11 and 3.4-18. The APE includes or excludes parcels based on different Project 
elements in different areas, specifically the roundabout versus minor roadway improvements elsewhere.   

It is in fact accurate to say that 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, 1928 Old Arcata Road, and 2297 Jacoby Creek 
Road are “outside of the County right of way.” They are private properties/parcels that are not inside of the 
public County right of way. They are also “adjacent to the County right of way, inside the County planning 
jurisdiction and outside Arcata City limits.” The impacts analysis for these three properties is Section 3.4 
(Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-17. 
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No part of the parcels at 1666 Old Arcata Road and 1972 Old Arcata Road are in the APE. They are also 
not among the four known or potential historic properties outside the APE as described on pages 3.4-12 
and 3.4-13. 

The “58 post war era structures” referenced in the comment is from a 2017 report by DZC Archaeology & 
Cultural Resource Management (mistakenly cited as SHN 2017 in the comment). This comment is 
inaccurate. The DZC report identifies 58 “structures” built between 1945 and 1965 along the Project 
corridor. The DZC report does not define a period of significance or claim that any of the 58 properties are 
historically significant, historical resources under CEQA, or historic properties under NHPA Section 106. 
The comment does not include the remainder of the paragraph cited, which contradicts the commenter’s 
assertion that these properties should have been surveyed. The DZC report states: “Approximately fifty-
eight additional structures dating from the Post-War era (1945-1965) are adjacent to the ROW and meet the 
age threshold for consideration as historic resources. These structures are as of yet unsurveyed and 
unevaluated. The level of effort to identify and evaluate historic resources should be commensurate with the 
level of risk inherent in the project. At this time, the project proposes to conduct minimal construction 
activities within an established streetscape already replete with non-historic period infrastructure including 
paving, streetlights and utility poles and which have already altered existing views in the area. A full scale 
architectural survey for these structures is not recommended at this time.” (DZC 2018, Section 6.6). 

Generally, the HRER and cultural resources chapter of the DEIR supplant the DZC report, which was 
prepared solely from archival research and a Northwest Information Center records search and no field 
survey was performed by DZC. Furthermore, the DZC report was a preliminary scoping document as 
acknowledged therein: “This report was prepared to provide a current conditions assessment of known 
cultural resources and recommendations to assist in project planning. Firm recommendations or mitigation 
measures cannot be identified until final project activities are delineated” (DZC 2018, Section 7).  

The 19 properties the commenter cites from the 1978 report were not evaluated because they are not in the 
APE. The DEIR does recognize the four properties identified in the 1978 report that are within the Project 
corridor and that were determined eligible for the National Register, but outside of the APE. These four and 
the potential for a historic district inclusive of properties outside of the APE are discussed on pages 3.4-12 
and 3.4-13 and 3.4-18 through 3.4-20. The commenter, in citing the 1978 report, seems to be referring to 
the November 3, 1978 SHPO letter attached to a PDF of the 1978 report. In this letter, SHPO recommends 
these properties are individually eligible. SHPO does not recommend the properties eligible as an historic 
district, nor does the text of the 1978 report suggest a historic district, or recommend an eligible historic 
district. Note that the SHPO letter recommends 32 properties eligible for the National Register, but only the 
four discussed in the DEIR are along the Project corridor.  

The two roadways in the APE – Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road – were not evaluated for 
significance because these are modern roadways (JRP 2020). Repaving and widening have transformed 
these structures into modern roadways. The historic roads are no longer extant (JRP 2020). No other 
structures are on the APE. 

The DEIR does not state that the period of significance is 1875-1925. This is the date range covered in the 
Historic Context section of Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), on pages 3.4-1 through 3.4-2, which is a 
condensed version of the historic context from the HRER. A historic context is a history of the area; a 
historic context does not define a period of significance. 

Additionally:  

– Impact analysis is presented Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), pages 3.4-14 through 3.4-20. 



Comments and Responses 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR 2-592 
 

– Discussion regarding the APE and its relationship with the Bayside Specific Plan District and 
Neighborhood Conservation Area is Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources), 3.4-12, 3.4-13 and 3.4-18 
through 3.4-20. 

– Vibration analysis for the Project is in Section 3.10 of the DEIR. Vibration analysis results showed that 
the Project would not create vibrations that could damage buildings. Furthermore, none of the historical 
buildings are made of sensitive materials such as adobe or unreinforced masonry. Please also see 
Master Response 4 regarding Noise and Vibrations. 

– Drainage analysis is in Section 3.9 of the DEIR. Please see also Master Response 5 regarding 
drainage.  

– Discussion specific to the Temperance Hall/Mistwood Education Center is in Section 3.4 (Cultural 
Resources), page 3.9-12. 

This comment does not raise any new environmental impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, 
or additional mitigations are warranted to address environmental impacts. 
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Letter 47 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 47-1 
Letter of support 

This comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 47-2 
Support for sidewalks 

This comment offers support for sidewalks on Old Arcata Road. Please see Master Response 1 regarding 
statements for or against the project. Sidewalk and walkway improvements are included in the Project. No 
further response is necessary. 
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Letter 48 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 48-1 
Request for improvements at Anderson Lane Intersection 

Please see Response to Comment 1-1, Response to Comment 36-1, Response to Comment 43-1, and 
Response to Comment 43-2, which also pertain to design recommendations at the Anderson Lane 
intersection.  
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Arcata Transportation Safety Committee
City of Arcata
736 F Street
Arcata, CA 95521

Ali Ong Lee

Bayside, CA 95524

September 27, 2021

Re: Old Arcata Road Pedestrian and Bike Safety Project

Dear Arcata Transportation Safety Committee, 

Thank you continuing the process of calming traffic on Old Arcata Road for pedestrian, cyclist (skate 
boarder, scooter, roller-skater) safety and for the safety of those who use wheelchairs.  As a Bayside 
resident who commutes to Arcata by walking, by bicycling, and by electric vehicle, I urge you to 
support going forward with the proposed changes in the Old Arcata Road Project. 

City staff (Engineer Netra Khatri, former Public Works Director Doby Class, Director of Environmental
Services Emily Sinkhorn, formerly a Senior Planner with the Redwood Community Action Agency), 
the Arcata Transportation Safety Committee, and community members are to be commended for 
having long worked—for over a decade--on the Old Arcata Road Project slated for further 
implementation. It has been a process in which the city and community has invested a great deal of 
time and resources.

UNSAFE FOR BICYCLISTS, ESPECIALLY CHILDREN & NEW CYCLISTS
As a Bayside resident and bicyclist, I live exactly between the two cities, but relate more to Arcata for 
work and home.  My two children, also bicyclists, live in Arcata; they did not embrace cycling until 
they moved to Arcata as adults for work and school.  When they were children, they felt unsafe 
commuting from South Bayside to Jacoby Creek School and Arcata High School and back home 
alone. One of their friends got hit by a car when he was cycling from Rocky Creek Road onto Old 
Arcata Road, where there is an unsafe, blind turn.

I have been involved in increasing safety on Old Arcata Road through Bayside Pride, the Old Arcata 
Road Safety Initiative, and Jacoby Creek School.  Thank you for helping to work with both the City of
Arcata and County of Humboldt to install radar feedback signs, build pedestrian bump-outs, improve 
accessibility, and install speed humps—with corresponding signage—on Old Arcata Road.

More traffic calming measures are still needed not only in the proposed area, but also south of the 
Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road intersection to Myrtle Avenue and the Indianola Cutoff 
roundabout.

ROUNDABOUT CONTROVERSY
The precedent has been set regarding building roundabouts into Arcata and Bayside roadways, 
therefore, a new roundabout for traffic calming at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby 
Creek Road would be consistent with existing infrastructure at: 

Samoa Boulevard & Union Street roundabout

49-1
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Old Arcata Road & Buttermilk Lane roundabout
Buttermilk Lane & Margaret Lane roundabout
Old Arcata Road & Indianola Cut-off Roundabout

What is more, in “America’s Car Crash Epidemic: Driving Kills as Many Americans Each Year as 
Guns Do. Experts Say that’s Preventable.” Marina Bolotnikova reports: “Installing roundabouts 
instead of traditional intersections is highly effective at saving lives in U.S. Rural areas, which have 
death rates far above the national average because of their high speeds and lack of physical barriers
between lanes” (https://www.vox.com/22675358/us-car-deaths-year-traffic-covid-pandemic,
September 19, 2021).

UNSAFE WHEN HIGHWAY 101 TRAFFIC IS DIVERTED ONTO OLD ARCATA ROAD
More traffic calming measures are needed, like a roundabout at the intersection of Jacoby Creek 
Road and Old Arcata Road, to physically slow traffic to 20-25 mph since there is a school there and 
Highway 101 traffic north and south keep getting diverted onto Old Arcata Road when there is an 
automobile accident closing the highway in either direction as in the two examples below:

o “Wrong-Way Driver Killed on 101—January 4 ,2012” documented by the Arcata Eye:
https://www.arcataeye.com/2012/01/wrong-way-driver-killed-on-101-january-4-2012/

o “Safety Corridor Crash Closed 101 Early This Morning”—January 13, 2020 documented
by the North Coast Journal:
https://www.northcoastjournal.com/NewsBlog/archives/2020/07/13/safety-corridor-
crash-closed-101-last-night.

DOCUMENTED INSTANCES OF UNSAFE DRIVING ON OLD ARCATA ROAD
https://kymkemp.com/2021/05/08/vehicle-into-power-pole-on-old-arcata-road/
https://madriverunion.com/tag/old-arcata-road/
https://lostcoastoutpost.com/chpwatch/2021/jun/19/210619HM00100/
https://californiainjuryaccidentlawyer.com/sunny-brae-car-accident-at-anderson-lane-and-old-
arcata-road-october-27/
https://madriverunion.com/driver-takes-out-power-pole-on-old-arcata-road/ 
https://madriverunion.com/baysiders-would-shame-old-arcata-road-speeders-december-5-
2012/

Thank you for advocating to move forward with the implementation of more traffic calming measures
on Old Arcata Road, as planned and for which the Environmental Impact Report has been conducted.

Sincerely,

Ali Ong Lee
Cyclist & Old Arcata Road Safety Advocate
Bayside, CA

49-2
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Letter 49 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 49-1 
Letter of support 

This comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 49-2 
Existing roundabouts in the area 

The commenter notes there a number of existing roundabouts within the City and County, and the Project’s 
roundabout would be consistent with existing roundabouts. The City agrees. No further response is 
required.  

Response to Comment 49-3 
Need for traffic calming measures 

The comment states additional traffic calming measures are needed and includes links to local media 
coverage of traffic safety incidents within the Project Area. The purpose of the Project is to improve safety 
for all users throughout the Project Area. No further response is required.  

 

 

  



From: Kari Love
To: David Loya; COM DEV
Subject: Old Arcata Bayside comments
Date: Monday, September 27, 2021 4:42:51 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi David,

I live in City of Arcata off Off Old Arcata Rd. --just up the road from Jacoby Creek School
(1370 Clipper Lane, Bayside 95524). We are in support of the project which allows for a
traffic circle at Jacoby Creek Road and the promotion of greater safety in this area. I believe
my husband Mike sent in comments already but want to make sure!
Pedestrian safety (especially for elementary age children), bikers of all ages, and automobile
traffic will all be much safer interacting in this tight space with this alternative. The current
situation is sure to result in more accidents as traffic increases. The lack of sidewalks are
unsafe to begin with and I know parents-- even within very short distances to school-- are
afraid of their children walking or biking due to the unsafe traffic on the immediate road to or
from school.
We were so excited to move from Eureka to a place where our daughter could walk right to
school. Of course, we still noticed the bottlenecks each morning and afternoon/evening with
daily schedules. 
These back-ups continue, and even though our daughter is now navigating on her bike to High
School, I still worry. Like today when I saw some flashing lights on the road just north of the
elementary school- could it be a little guy that got hurt on his way home school? 

Please let me know if you have any further questions or if we may assist the project in moving
forward.
Thanks for your work on this and so many other Arcata projects,
~~Kari Lynn Love

Comment Letter 50
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Letter 50 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 50-1 
Letter of support 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

 

  





Comments and Responses 

City of Arcata Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Updated Final EIR 2-604 
 

Letter 51 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 51-1 

Design recommendations specific to the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane 

The comment provides design recommendations for the portion of the Project Area near Anderson Lane. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 36-1.  

Response to Comment 51-2 
Recommendations on vegetation maintenance near intersection of Old Arcata Road and Anderson Lane 

The comment recommends vegetation maintenance near Anderson Lane. Thank you for noting the willows 
near Anderson Road. The City will review that area and perform vegetation maintenance within the public 
right away when possible.  
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Letter 52 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 52-1 
Letter of support 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 53 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 53-1 
Letter of support 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 54 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 54-1 
Letter of support 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 55 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 55-1 
Letter of support 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 55-2 
Prioritize safety 

The comment encourages the City to prioritize safety. Please see Section 2.3 (Goals and Objectives) on 
page 2-2, which includes Project objectives related to safety improvements. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 56 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 56-1 
Anderson Lane and Hyland Street crosswalks 

The commenter would like the crosswalk at Anderson Lane to made into an enhanced crosswalk similar to 
those proposed at Hyland Street. The request will be considered as the Project’s design advances.  

The commenter would like to see an improved transition between the existing crosswalk and existing 
sidewalk at the Hyland Street intersection. The upgrade crosswalks will all terminate on a sidewalk or 
walkway and not in the active roadway. Please also see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the Project.  
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Letter 57 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 57-1 
Opposition to Project and design recommendations at Jacoby Creek Road intersection 

The comment offers opposition to the Project and includes design recommendations for the Jacoby Creek 
Road intersection. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the Project. In 
development of Alternative 2 (Modified T-Intersection), the City has worked to narrow the width of travel 
lanes to the greatest degree feasible and allowable. This comment does not raise any new environmental 
impacts and no amendments, additional clarifications, or additional mitigations are warranted to address 
environmental impacts. 
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Letter 58 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 58-1 
Anderson Lane intersection 

The commenter would like to see additional safety improvements at the Anderson Lane intersection. The 
request will be considered as the Project’s design advances.  

  



From: Jude Power
To: Delo Freitas
Cc: City of Arcata; Netra Khatri; Keala Roberts; Andrea Hilton
Subject: Re: Notice of Availability: partially recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City of

Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project
Date: Thursday, January 20, 2022 10:39:36 AM

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important
Delo,

Thank you for sending the instructions for comment and a link to the Recirculated sections of
the Draft EIR.

As a resident of Arcata living adjacent to the project area, I wish to understand and comment
on this document. Unfortunately, it is making very little sense to me as pages 3.3-24 - 3.3-27
appear to say the road may not be widened to allow for parking if certain plants would be
impacted, while at the same time saying that if impacts are significant a mitigation wetland
area would be created elsewhere in which the impacted species could flourish.

Which is it? I can’t figure it out. We need the parking and it confounds me that a short stretch
of roadside ditch which is constantly doused with roadway runoff is worth all this fuss and
expense. Can you help me understand what I should be commenting on? I would support the
creation of a mitigation area elsewhere if any of the native plants require conservation efforts
so that the loss of parking nearby could be replaced by culverting the ditch. 

I wish to support the City’s efforts to increase public safety along Old Arcata and Jacoby
Creek roads and appreciate the lengths to which the City has gone to accommodate the
public’s concerns.

Thank you,
Jude Power

On Dec 13, 2021, at 12:10 PM, Delo Freitas <dfreitas@cityofarcata.org> wrote:

Sent on behalf of David Loya, Community Development Director-

Good Afternoon, 

This email is to provide notice of the comment period for the partially recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City of Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project. Please note the recirculated sections are specifically
related to impacts to Biological Resources, notably wetland impacts. Notice was provided through

publication in the Times Standard (print date Friday December 10th, attached), meeting legal
requirements for notification subject to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 (a) (1). This email is being
sent directly to individuals who have expressed interest in receiving project updates in addition to
legal noticing requirements.

An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document prepared per the California
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that analyzes potential environmental impacts of a proposed
project. All documents prepared under CEQA are available on the City‘s website at the link below,
under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today, December 13, 2021  and will end 5
p.m. on Thursday January  27, 2022. Comment on the analysis included in the recirculated
Environmental Impact Report may be submitted to the City in writing to the Community
Development email inbox (comdev@cityofarcata.org) with cc to dloya@cityofarcata.org. Comments
received before the end of the comment period will be formally responded to in writing, and will be
made available on the project webpage and will be provided to the City Council with the Final
Environmental Impact Report for their review prior to adoption. In accordance with Section
15088.5(c) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City requests that
comments be limited to only the modifications presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
The City will only respond to comments provided in writing, related to the parts of the Draft EIR
that were recirculated specific to impacts to wetlands and special status plants.

The proposed Environmental Impact Report, along with any response to comments received on the
partially recirculated draft Environmental Impact Report during circulation, will be considered by the
City Council when hearing the project. The date of this hearing will be identified after closing the
public comment period and evaluating comments received. You will receive notice of the date of the
City Council hearing by email in advance of the meeting.

Sincerely,

David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707-825-2045

To grow opportunity and build community equitably.

<image002.jpg>

READ THE GATEWAY PLAN     
Learn More About Public Meetings and Planning

City Hall is open for business between 9 and 5.
Visitors to City Hall are required to wear a mask inside regardless of vaccination status.
Thank you for complying with this local practice. 
Some services, such as water bills and police services, are available on-call. Please check
our websitewww.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City services.
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Letter 59 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 59-1 
Jacoby Creek Road special status plant clarifications 

The commenter is seeking clarification about the implications of Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which was 
included in the Partially Recirculated EIR to ensure the stretch of roadway between 2266 Jacoby Creek 
Road and 2332 Jacoby Creek Road (approximately 200 feet in length) is surveyed for special status plants 
prior to construction. This small area was not included in the initial special status plant survey completed for 
the Project, which did not identify any special status plants. While unlikely, there is always the potential for 
special status plants to occur in this small area. Per Mitigation Measure BIO-2, if special status plants are 
identified in that small area and cannot be avoided, construction in that specific area will not occur to ensure 
impacts to the special status plants are avoided. Despite the low-quality habitat of this specific managed 
roadside area, if any identified special status plants are identified in the roadside wetland ditch between 
2266 Jacoby Creek Road and 2332 Jacoby Creek Road as a result of the required pre-construction survey, 
the wetland ditch in that specific location would also not be impacted as a result.  



From: Jude Power
To: COM DEV
Cc: David Loya
Subject: Recirculated Draft EIR Comment
Date: Thursday, January 27, 2022 4:23:10 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Community Development Department,

Thank you for providing the Recirculated Old Arcata Road Improvement Project Draft EIR. I have had the
opportunity to look at the sections related to impacts to Biological Resources (notably wetland impacts) and believe
your proposed mitigation, should it be needed, is adequate and well placed within the project area.

I fully support any mitigation necessary to offset impacts to the identified small section of roadside ditch on Jacoby
Creek Rd. Elements of the Bayside community have strenuously demanded that adequate parking be available to
Bayside Community Hall (now Bayside Grange), and covering this insubstantial wet area, drenched in toxic road
runoff as it already is, to accommodate parking would help to meet that demand.

As an Arcata tax payer, I ask that you do not delay this project for one more day! This is an unsafe roadway and a
significant liability to the city. I am concerned that project opponents are intentionally delaying it in hopes that the
funding window will run out.

Please move this project forward for the safety of all Bayside residents and visitors.

Thank you,
Jude Power
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Letter 60 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 60-1 
Wetland mitigation 

The commenter stated support for the proposed wetland mitigation. No further response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 60-2 
Wetland impacts related to parking  

The commenter stated support for balancing the wetland impacts with additional parking along Jacoby 
Creek Road. The City notes the wetland impacts also result from the proposed storm drain to improve 
drainage near the intersection, as well as the slight realignment of the roadway. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response to Comment 60-3 
Support for the project 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 

 



61-1

61-2



61-2 
cont.

61-3

61-4

61-5

61-6

61-7



61-7 
cont.

61-9

61-8



_____________________________________________________________________________

January 26, 2022

Re: Roundabout and Wetland Drainage for the Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation & 
Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project (SCH # 2021010176)

To whom it may concern:

At the request of local citizens, I have evaluated the connection between Jacoby Creek and 
other aquatic resources and the wetlands impacted within the drainage ditch along Jacoby 
Creek Road and potential runoff from a new roundabout. The evaluation was based on 
observations of the storm drain system along the road and evaluation of aerial imagery and 
Lidar contours. 

The wetland ditch and area where the new roundabout is proposed drain into a storm drain 
that flows to the southwest along the east side of Old Arcata Road. The storm drain also drains 
wetlands and other ditches east of the road. Approximately 1,275 feet southwest of the 
intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, the storm drain flows west under Old 
Arcata Road into a drainage ditch. Water also flows northeast away from Jacoby Creek into the 
drain inlet at this location. From Old Arcata Road, the drainage ditch flows northwest and 
appears to drain into an old slough channel and emergent wetland and likely eventually into 
Cannon Slough along Highway 101. The surface drainage does not appear to flow into Jacoby 
Creek before it enters Humboldt Bay based on aerial images and Lidar contours. Because the 
wetland ditch to be filled along Jacoby Creek Road has a direct connection to wetlands and 
Humboldt Bay, it is potentially an Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional feature. 

Maps showing the presumed drainage and a National Wetlands Inventory Map of the area are 
attached. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely, 

Kyle Wear

Attachments:
A. Drainage Map
B. National Wetlands Inventory Map

Kyle S. Wear
Botanical Consultant
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Letter 61 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 61-1 
Additional of wetland fill to the Project 

The commenter notes the omission of wetland impacts and creation is a substantial change to the Project 
and was not included in the Draft EIR or previously released Final EIR (posted publicly on November 23, 
2021). Following posting of the Final EIR on November 23, 2021, the inadvertent omission of wetland 
impacts was discovered on December 1, 2021, and the City Council’s planned certification of the EIR was 
subsequently postponed, pending the completion of the recirculation process as outlined in Section 15088.5 
of the CEQA Guidelines. The partially recirculated Draft EIR was electronically filed with the Office of 
Planning and Research on December 10, 2021, and recirculated for a 45-day period from December 13, 
2021, through 5:00 p.m. on January 27, 2022. Following public circulation of the partially recirculated Draft 
EIR, the Final EIR was herein updated to reflect the updates to the partially recirculated Draft EIR as 
summarized in Table 1-1. As stated on page 3-3.26 of the partially recirculated Draft EIR in bold underline 
format text, the area of wetlands to be impacted is small. Approximately 0.06 acres of three-parameter 
wetlands would be permanently impacted; an additional 0.03 acres (approximate) of three-parameter 
wetlands would be temporarily impacted (page 3-3.26 of the partially recirculated Draft EIR). All wetland 
impacts would be fully mitigated. Please see Master Response 8 for additional details regarding wetland 
impaction and wetland mitigation.  

Response to Comment 61-2 and 61-3 
Wetland impacts require consultation with agencies  

The commenter states wetland impacts require the City to consult with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
The City agrees. Wetland impacts also require the City obtain a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. As included in Master Response 8 
regarding wetland impacts, Section 2.9 of the Project Description was updated during recirculation of the 
Partially Recirculated Draft EIR to reflect the City would be required to obtain Clean Water Act Section 401 
and 404 approvals from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers pursuant to jurisdictional wetland impacts.  

In 2019, the City outreached to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board via their consultant, GHD; all parties agreed the wetlands were jurisdictional as both 
Waters of the U.S. and State. Aside from the three-parameter wetland ditch identified on December 3, 2021 
along Old Jacoby Creek, all other wetlands in the Biological Study Area, including those along Jacoby 
Creek Road, were identified in the Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination previously submitted to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. All wetlands in the Biological Study Area, including those along Jacoby Creek 
Road, are also included in the Jurisdictional Determination issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE 2021). The omission of these wetland impacts was due to a technical writing error in identifying the 
known impact in the text of the Draft EIR; thus the Draft EIR was partially recirculated to correct the error. 
As part of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the City 
will resubmit an updated Preliminary Jurisdiction Determination, including the new, small wetland area 
identified on December 3, 2021 approximately between the residence at 2266 and 2332 Jacoby Creek 
Road. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 states compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts must be coordinated and 
implemented to the satisfaction of jurisdictional permitting agencies, which includes the U.S. Army Corps of 
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Engineers, North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Humboldt County Planning 
Department (Coastal Development Permit).  

The City met with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife on December 9, 2021 to discuss the 
Project’s wetland impacts and mitigation strategy. Input received from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife was incorporated into the impact analysis and wetland mitigation in the partially recirculated Draft 
EIR, to the satisfaction of the agency. The partially recirculated Draft EIR was provided to the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife; the agency did not comment further. The City is not required to apply for a 
Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) from the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife because the Project does not involve impacts to a stream channel, riparian habitat, or other 
regulated habitat, such as a Sensitive Natural Community. Furthermore, the Project would not result in the 
take of any state listed special status species, thus a formal agreement under the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA), such as an Incidental Take Permit, is not required.  

Response to Comment 61-4 
Wetland impacts could impact Northern Red-legged Frogs 

The commenter is concerned impacted wetlands could result in potentially significant adverse effects to 
Northern Red-legged Frogs. The wetlands in question consistent of low-quality habitat, as they are roadside 
ditches with vegetation that is regularly mowed and maintained. As such, these wetlands do not offer prime 
habitat for Northern Red-Legged Frogs. However, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 was previously incorporated 
into the Project to avoid and minimize potential impacts to Northern Red-Legged Frogs throughout the 
Project Area. Under Mitigation Measure BIO-1, the City is required to perform pre-construction surveys 
within 50 feet of suitable Northern Red-legged Frog habitat, including the area of wetland fill along Jacoby 
Creek Road. The pre-construction surveys shall be performed by a qualified biologist. If a Northern Red-
legged Frog is observed in the active construction zone, the frog shall be moved to a safe location in similar 
habitat outside the construction zone. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, any potential 
impacts to Northern Red-legged Frogs would be less than significant.  

Response to Comment 61-5 
Approvals from Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

The commenter is concerned the list of required approvals does not describe included permits or approvals 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Please see Response 
to Comment 61-2 and 61-3. 

Response to Comment 61-6 and 61-7 
Disruption of utility service and related costs to private homeowners 

The commenter is concerned that utility upgrades in the public right of way would result in impactful service 
interruptions. The Draft EIR was partially recirculated to allow disclosure and public comment on previously 
undisclosed wetland impacts. The Draft EIR was circulated from August 9, 2021 until September 27, 2021. 
During that circulation period, the City was accepting comments on all aspects of the EIR. The recirculation 
notice specifically identified that the City would be accepting comment only on the recirculated sections of 
the EIR. This comment is beyond the scope of the recirculated Draft EIR Section.  

Though the question is beyond the scope of the recirculation, the reader is directed to Section 2.5.9 of the 
Draft EIR and Response to Comments 46.2, part 2 and part 3. 
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Response to Comment 61-8 
Detectable warning surfaces and roundabout safety 

The comment regards detectable warning surfaces and roundabout safety. The Draft EIR was partially 
recirculated to allow disclosure and public comment on previously undisclosed wetland impacts. The Draft 
EIR was circulated from August 9, 2021 until September 27, 2021. During that circulation period, the City 
was accepting comments on all aspects of the EIR. The recirculation notice specifically identified that the 
City would be accepting comment only on the recirculated sections of the EIR. This comment is beyond the 
scope of the recirculated Draft EIR Section.  

Though the question is beyond the scope of the recirculation, the reader is directed to Section 2.5.4 of the 
Draft EIR and Response to Comments Comment 46-2, part 7. 

Response to Comment 61-9 
Conclusion and need to substantially revise the EIR 

The commenter concludes that the City needs to substantially revise the EIR to account for required 
consultations with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Please 
see Response to Comment 61-2 and 61-3.  

Response to Comment 61-10 
Wetlands are jurisdictional 

The commentor attached a letter from wetland scientist Kyle Wear indicating the wetlands in question are 
jurisdictional. The City agrees the wetlands in question are jurisdictional, having outreached to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2019, reaching the 
same conclusion.  The omission of these wetland impacts was due to a technical writing error in identifying 
the known impact in the text of the Draft EIR; thus the Draft EIR was partially recirculated to correct the 
error. Please note Section 2.9 of the Project Description was updated during recirculation of the partially 
recirculated Draft EIR to reflect the City would be required to obtain Clean Water Act Section 401 and 404 
approvals from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
pursuant to jurisdictional wetland impacts to Waters of the U.S. and the State. The City is also required to 
obtain a Coastal Development Permit from the Humboldt County Planning Department.  
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Letter 62 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 62-1 
Support for the project 

The comment offers support for the Project. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or 
against the project. No further response is necessary. 



From: Marc Delany
To: Delo Freitas
Cc: David Loya; Netra Khatri; Keala Roberts; Andrea Hilton
Subject: Re: Notice of Availability: partially recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City of

Arcata’s Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project
Date: Wednesday, December 15, 2021 11:20:15 AM
Attachments: image003.png

Bayside Corners Park.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

The ever changing piecemeal reviewed project......
So now it IS outside the City of Arcata???? and in the Coastal Zone?.... Is it impacting a school and two historic
landmarks, using federal funds, thus subject to NEPA, NHPA, Secretary of Interior's Standards yet?... as required.

I guess we'll just grind slowly through this with your insurance company, local hearings and court, and on and on.
Consider the desired

SHN 2017 Study.pdf
less impactful Alt 1, and the attached bike park commemorating the 1st nations 2,000 year settlement of the site...

or.

The Civil Rights charges against any staff will have to be handled without the benefit of city or county attorneys, see
Environmental Justice, state of CA and US Constitution... What are you thinking?.

Save up

Cheers

Marc Delany
Resident of Bayside, in Humboldt County.

On Mon, Dec 13, 2021 at 1:10 PM Delo Freitas <dfreitas@cityofarcata.org> wrote:

Sent on behalf of David Loya, Community Development Director-

Good Afternoon,

This email is to provide notice of the comment period for the partially recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City of Arcata’s Old Arcata Road
Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvement Project. Please note the recirculated
sections are specifically related to impacts to Biological Resources, notably wetland
impacts. Notice was provided through publication in the Times Standard (print date Friday
December 10th, attached), meeting legal requirements for notification subject to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15087 (a) (1). This email is being sent directly to individuals who have
expressed interest in receiving project updates in addition to legal noticing requirements.
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An Environmental Impact Report is an environmental document prepared per the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that analyzes potential environmental impacts of a
proposed project. All documents prepared under CEQA are available on the City‘s website
at the link below, under the heading titled “Environmental Review”.

https://www.cityofarcata.org/720/Old-Arcata-Road-Design-Project

The public comment period of the draft document begins today, December 13, 2021 and
will end 5 p.m. on Thursday January 27, 2022. Comment on the analysis included in the
recirculated Environmental Impact Report may be submitted to the City in writing to the
Community Development email inbox (comdev@cityofarcata.org) with cc to
dloya@cityofarcata.org. Comments received before the end of the comment period will be
formally responded to in writing, and will be made available on the project webpage and
will be provided to the City Council with the Final Environmental Impact Report for their
review prior to adoption. In accordance with Section 15088.5(c) of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City requests that comments be
limited to only the modifications presented in the Partially Recirculated Draft EIR.
The City will only respond to comments provided in writing, related to the parts of the
Draft EIR that were recirculated specific to impacts to wetlands and special status
plants.

The proposed Environmental Impact Report, along with any response to comments received
on the partially recirculated draft Environmental Impact Report during circulation, will be
considered by the City Council when hearing the project. The date of this hearing will be
identified after closing the public comment period and evaluating comments received. You
will receive notice of the date of the City Council hearing by email in advance of the
meeting.

Sincerely,

David Loya (him)

Community Development Director

City of Arcata

p. 707-825-2045



To grow opportunity and build community equitably.

READ THE GATEWAY PLAN     

Learn More About Public Meetings and Planning

City Hall is open for business between 9 and 5.

Visitors to City Hall are required to wear a mask inside regardless of vaccination
status. Thank you for complying with this local practice.

Some services, such as water bills and police services, are available on-call. Please
check our website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City
services.
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Letter 63 – Response to Comments 

Response to Comment 63-1 
Opposition to the project 

The comment offers opposition to the Project and includes a preference for the less impactful Alternative 1, 
which is the No Project Alternative. Please see Master Response 1 regarding statements for or against the 
project, and Master Response 2 regarding substantial evidence.  
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3. Comments Received Following Circulation 
3.1 Comments Received During the Planning Commission Meeting 
On October 12, 2021, the Arcata Planning Commission held a noticed public hearing to hear public 
comment on the proposed project. The recording of the meeting is available online at: 
http://arcataca.iqm2.com/Citizens/SplitView.aspx?Mode=Video&MeetingID=3291&Format=Agenda. 

During the meeting, no new concerns were raised in addition to those received during public circulation of 
the DEIR (see Section 2). The hearing was held after the end of the circulation period of the Draft EIR. In 
general, there were attendees both for and against with more voices in favor of the roundabout and general 
design. Concerns were raised by commenters regarding roundabout proximity to Mistwood 
School/Temperance Hall and the proposed roundabout’s impact to veiwsheds and adjacent parking in the 
public right of way. However, there was general consensus that roundabouts do slow traffic, more 
successfully that other methods. After hearing public comment and a brief discussion, the Planning 
Commission voted in favor of the project as designed and recommended project approval by the City 
Council.  

3.1.1 Summary of Planning Commission Deliberations 
– White-in favor of roundabout 
– Mayer-shouldn’t weigh in if not giving a formal recommendation-concerns on redaction 
– Barstow-no point in commenting 
– Tagney-in favor of project, surprised at pushback; roundabouts are only way to slow traffic down; 

disappointed PC doesn’t get a chance to make formal recommendation 
– Vassaide-Elcock-in favor of project, would like to send message to the Council 

Commissioner Tangney made the motion to support project as presented, including roundabout-
Commissioner White seconded. Vote: 4-1 (Commissioner Mayer abstained).  

3.1.2 Summary of Public Comment 
Marc  Delany 

– Intersection goes through a known Wiyot Village 
– 30% design – not finished 
– T-intersection 
– Area outside City of Arcata 
– LAFCo needs to be applied  
– CalTrans is the Lead Agency 
– Project needs to be consistent w/ (?) 
– Project relies on 2016 SHN report w/ conflicting conclusions 
– Project is defacto annex at 

Chip Sharpe 

– Much of what is being proposed addresses his concerns 
– Project should emphasize rift in community 

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Farcataca.iqm2.com%2FCitizens%2FSplitView.aspx%3FMode%3DVideo%26MeetingID%3D3291%26Format%3DAgenda&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C45e0b0cd18a847bf1e4608d9a89a884c%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637726203962258704%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=wmHx%2BrxYQp%2FG%2B6soaFkNZRe6lTRzQ6E8zE51kPjm9nY%3D&reserved=0
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– In favor of roundabout 
– Offered compromise on parking 

Tim Zoellick 

– Lives close to roundabout 
– Spoken w/ 20 households-tremendous support 
– Safety is a serious issue at Bayside Corners 
– Roundabout will slow traffic 
– Alt. 2-T-intersection problem w/ their option will not slow traffic 

Jim Moore 

– Thank the City and engaged neighbors 
– Only minimal impacts on Mistwood  
– Add rumble strips ahead of intersection 
– People who don’t want to slow down, won’t 

Alice Finen - Coordinator of Temperance Hall 

– Chip & Jim don’t represent Mistwood 
– All the kids think the roundabout is too close 
– Plans need to reflect the plans of the youth 
– Should be design for safe space 
– Traffic may come in to the school 

Carla Paliaga 

– Live on JCR & walk this area a lot-full support 
– Motorcycle passed at 
– Second option doesn’t address safety 
– No historic impacts 

Gordon Inkeles 

– For 30 years the project has started and stopped multiple times 
– Uses the road frequently  
– 100’s of kids walking in traffic 
– Let’s fix it 

Grayson Finen 

– Goes to Mistwood-feels it is too close to school-what if a logging truck lost control 

Kathleen Stanton 

– Looked in pump house-City should look into whether they could move it.  
– 35’ is too close to Mistwood 
– Impact on national register 
– 45’ was in the EIR, why 35’ now? 
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– Bayside is working w/ county to reduce speed coming into Arcata 
– Historic impacts not addressed 

Patrick Cudahy 

– Support roundabout 
– Slow people down 
– Improve safety 
– Improve historic resources by adding a “gateway”  
– Rumble strips and humps don’t slow people down 

Jude Power 

– Process started in 2000 and interrupted several times 
– If left as T-intersection eventually a left turn won’t be possible 
– Increasing traffic-passed by  
– Population is expanding 
– More people support the roundabout then appraise it 

Johnathan Finen 

– What do the sidewalks connect to? Seems silly 
– Adding more concrete and asphalt isn’t eco-groovy 
– Flashing lights impact on neighbors 
– Will delay response of EMS  
– Each traffic calming add 15 seconds to response time 
– CPR 
– Fires double every 9 minutes 
– Roundabout 

Kristi Colbert 

– Lived for decades 
– Have seen traffic increase 
– Rides bike 
– Full support 
– NIHS roundabout reduce accidents and severity 
– There are going to be sacrifices 

Jeremy Svelha 

– Live on project area 
– Work for GHD 
– Neighbors have had multiple accidents 
– Roundabout is the only permanent fix 
– Walk daily and see concerns of safety 
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Lee Dedini 

– In favor of roundabout 

Susan McPherson 

– People would slow down at roundabouts but then speed up again in the straightaways 

3.2 Comments Received During the City Council Meeting 
On December 1, 2021, the Arcata City Council held a noticed public hearing to receive public comment on 
the proposed project and consider certification of the Project. However, the City Council’s planned 
certification of the EIR was subsequently postponed, pending the completion of the recirculation process as 
outlined in Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, as described in Section 1.2. Public comment 
regarding the Project was accepted by the City Council and is summarized below. The recording of the 
meeting is available online at: 
http://arcataca.iqm2.com/Citizens/calendar.aspx?From=1/1/2021&To=12/31/2021.  

The December 1, 2021 meeting was held after the end of the circulation period of the Draft EIR and prior to 
circulation of the Partially Recirculated DEIR. In general, there were attendees both for and against with 
more voices in favor of the Project. 

3.2.1 Summary of Public Comment 
Elizabeth Finger 

– Concerned about the roundabout 
– Prefers the Project alternative for a T-intersection 
– Concerned about wetlands  
– Concerned about flood-related issues 
– Wondering if the City has been coordinating with the County about flooding  

Kathleen Stanton 

– Prefers the Project alternative for a T-intersection 
– Bayside Cares is coordinating with the County to reduce the roadway speed between Jacoby Creek 

Road and Graham Road, south of the Project 
– There is not a traffic issue at Bayside Corners, just a speeding issue 
– The roundabout would bring the roadway closer to the Mistwood School and too close to sensitive 

receptors 

Maggie Gainer 

– Opposed to the Project 
– Project would not slow traffic 
– Supports safety improvement for the City of Arcata side of Old Arcata Road 
– The roundabout would be too close to the Mistwood School and historic buildings 

Uri Driscoll 

– Wondering why the City’s Project is extending beyond City limits 
– Recommends the City focus on Projects within City limits 

https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Farcataca.iqm2.com%2FCitizens%2Fcalendar.aspx%3FFrom%3D1%2F1%2F2021%26To%3D12%2F31%2F2021&data=04%7C01%7CAndrea.Hilton%40ghd.com%7C8a1676146e3c44561ccb08d9dd3943fc%7C5e4e864c3b824180a5155c8fb718fff8%7C0%7C0%7C637784060401641735%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=hA6gFEHzpcUfK%2FE5Qrwp93gfgCmSxgPi1rmGyIJAZV0%3D&reserved=0
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Mary (Last Name Not Stated)   

– Supportive of the Project 
– Lives near the proposed roundabout 

Sue (Last Name Not Stated)   

– Opposed to the Project 

Steve McDonald 

– Supportive of the roundabout 
– Rides his bike with his children to Jacoby Creek School often and is concerned about existing traffic at 

the Jacoby Creek Road intersection 

Alice Finen - Mistwood School 

– Prefers the Project alternative for a T-intersection 
– Opposed to the proposed roundabout 
– A roundabout is not an appropriate for the gateway  

Marc Delaney 

– Concerned about the Section 106 process and NEPA and CEQA Lead Agencies 
– City needs to outreach to affected communities, even if outside of City limits 
– Concerned about archaeological impacts 

Carla (Last Name Not Stated) 

– Supportive of the Project 
– Concerned about safety 

Janette Wilson 

– Concerned about impacts to Hyland Street 
– Concerned about narrowing the Hyland Street roadway 

Mike Dronkers 

– Supportive of the Project 
– Children attend Jacoby Creek School; concerned about safety in the area 

Jim Zoellick 

– Lives near proposed roundabout 
– Supportive of the Project 

Peter German 

– Existing City roundabouts are effective and working well 
– Supportive of the Project 

Jim Moore 

– Proposed roundabout has doubled in size since earlier design charette 
– Concerned about proposed roundabout and its proximity to the Mistwood School 
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– Project goals can be achieved through alternate means 

Gordon (Last Name Not Stated) 

– Earlier 2017 design charette was in favor of the proposed roundabout 
– Strong need for the Project 

Lesika (Last Name Not Stated) 

– Supportive of the Project 

Evan Hatfield 

– Supportive of the Project 

Jude Powers 

– Caltrans traffic modeling rated the future Level of Service at the Jacoby Creek intersection as an F 
(poor) 

– Roundabouts are better than T-intersections 
– Supportive of the Project 

Christy (Last Name Not Stated) 

– Extreme speed problem between Jacoby Creek School and the Jacoby Creek Road intersection 
– Supportive of the Project 

Miriam (Last Name Not Stated) 

– Supportive of the Project 

Clara Sander McDonald 

– Supportive of the Project 
– Supportive of all traffic calming measures along Old Arcata Road 

Gwellen (Last Name Not Stated) 

– Supportive of the Project 
– Hopeful final design can incorporate landscape improvements near the Mistwood School fence area 
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4. Errata 
The purpose of this errata is to document revisions to the DEIR that are intended to clarify project details 
since it was submitted to the Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse on August 9, 2021, and 
publicly circulated between August 9, 2021 and September 27, 2021 and partially recirculated for a 45-day 
period from December 13, 2021 through 5:00 p.m. on January 27, 2022. The following Project details are 
addressed in this errata, as shown in Table 4-1, below.  

The errata includes excerpts of text from the DEIR that are proposed for modification, and does not include 
the entire DEIR. Specifically, the entire subsection that contains the text proposed for modification is copied 
into the errata, and newly proposed text in the errata is underlined and bolded, deleted text from the 
original DEIR is stricken with single strikethrough, and unchanged text remains in normal font. Only the 
subsections of the original DEIR that are proposed for modification are copied into the errata.  

Table 4.1 List of Proposed DEIR Text Modifications Captured in Errata 
Section of 
Errata 

Topic of Proposed Changes Section of DEIR 

Section 4.1 Cultural Resources text clarifications  Section 3.4 – Cultural Resources 

Section 4.2 Inclusion of result of additional 
investigations 

Section 3.4 – Cultural Resources 

Section 4.3 Drainage Section 3.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

Section 4.4 Vehicle Miles Traveled Section 3.11 – Transportation  

Section 4.5 Removal of reference of 20 square foot 
impact to wetlands near Bayside Road 
from both alternatives, as related to 
Master Response 8 regarding impacts to 
wetlands 

Section 4 – Alternatives Description and Analysis 

4.1 Cultural Resources Text Clarifications 
The following details have been added to Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources) of the EIR as errata.  

Section 3.4 Typographical Error 
There is one typographical error in paragraph 3, Page 3.4-11: “Parcels outside the County right of way…” 
should read, “Parcels outside the County/City right of way…”  

Section 3.4.5 Methodology, page 3.4-11 

Of the six parcels outside the County right of way that are in the APE (US Post Office (current) at 1836 
Old Arcata Road, Residence at 1835 Old Arcata Road, Residence at 1895 Old Arcata Road, Old 
Jacoby Creek School at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, Former Bayside Grange at 2297 Jacoby Creek 
Road, and former Temperance Hall at 1928 Old Arcata Road), JRP identified three historic-era (45 years 
old or older) built environment resources and noted their location on the APE map using Map Reference 
(MR) numbers. The three properties are: 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1), 1928 Old Arcata Road (MR 2), 
and 2297 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 3). The building at 2212 Jacoby Creek Road (MR 1) is the Old Jacoby 
Creek School, which was listed in the NRHP in 1985 (Van Kirk 1984). As a NRHP-listed property, it did not 
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require re-evaluation in the HRER, and it is automatically listed in the CRHR. The two other built 
environment resources in the APE required recordation and evaluation for NRHP and CRHR eligibility on 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms. The property at 1928 Old Arcata Road 
(MR 2) had not been previously evaluated for the NRHP or CRHR. The building at 2297 Jacoby Creek 
Road (MR 3) is the current Bayside Community Hall and the former Bayside Grange. It was listed in the 
CRHR in 2002, but documentation associated with that listing has not been found (OHP 2012). The 
property was not evaluated for NRHP eligibility until JRP’s HRER in 2020. JRP’s evaluation of these two 
properties concluded that both meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP and CRHR. These properties were 
evaluated as per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of 
the California Public Resources Code. Thus, all three of these properties in the APE are historical 
resources for the purposes of CEQA (JRP 2020).   

4.2 Cultural Resources – Results of Additional Investigations 
During public circulation of the DEIR, the City completed additional subsurface archaeology associated with 
their obligations under the National Historic Protection Act (NHPA) Section 106 process, expanding the 
prior subsurface archaeology completed for the Project. The investigation was conducted between August 5 
and August 12, 2021 by Pacific Legacy archaeologist Christopher Peske, B.A., under the supervision of 
Principal Investigator John Holson, M.A./RPA, directed a team of five archaeologists: William Rich, M.A., 
Jennifer Mak, M.A., Kelly Hollreiser, B.A., Heather Militello, B.A., and Jack Flynn, B.A. Darlene Buckley of 
the Wiyot Tribe served as the tribal monitor for the duration of the fieldwork. Janet Eidsness, THPO for the 
Blue Lake Rancheria, Mark Arsenault, Associate Environmental Planner at Caltrans, and Darrell Cardiff, 
Senior Environmental Planner at Caltrans reviewed and approved the archaeology study plan in advance of 
the field investigation. The investigation focused on key locations of interest as directed by Caltrans cultural 
staff specifically pursuant to the Section 106 process and were generally located near Hyland Street and 
along Old Arcata Road near Jacoby Creek School, within the study area for cultural resources.  

Results of the investigation were negative for indigenous and historic-period deposits (Pacific Legacy 
2021). As such, the environmental analysis provided under Impact CR-2 (page 3.4-20) remains accurate 
and has been further bolstered by the results of the August 2021 archaeological investigation. Given the 
portion of the study area with planned ground disturbance near sensitive areas was determined to be 
negative for subsurface indigenous and historic-era deposits, impacts to such resources would not occur as 
a result of Project implementation. However, to ensure any potential inadvertent discoveries of subsurface 
cultural material would not result in a significant impact, Mitigation Measure CR-1 remains incorporated into 
the Project, as described in the DEIR (pages 3.4-20 and 3.4-21). 

No additional text modifications to the Final EIR are proposed.  

4.3 Drainage  
The following text has been incorporated into Section 3.9 (Hydrology and Water Quality), Impact HWQ-c (i): 

The Project would be designed consistent with recommendations of the drainage study to ensure 
consistency with City and County standards (see Mitigation Measure HWQ-1). The existing drainage 
pattern of the Project Area is limited to ad hoc unpaved roadside ditches and underground storm drain 
infrastructure. Roadway and utilities improvements would not result in a realignment of the existing 
drainage pattern of the Project Area, and the Project Area would not modify a stream or watercourse. Some 
storm drains and ditches with the Project Area ultimately drain to adjacent agricultural fields on private 
properties and would continue to do so after construction is complete. Based on the 30% design, the 
Project would increase impervious surface by approximately 15,200 square feet (approximately 0.35 
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acres), which is less than 0.03% of the total 12.8 acre Project Area as shown in Figure 2-2 through 
Figure 2-5 of the DEIR and thus negligible. Of the approximately 15,200 square feet, approximately 
8,000 square feet are attributable to the roundabout, approximately 7,150 are attributable to the 
proposed pathways. These numbers will likely adjust as the design process progresses; however, 
any such adjustments are not likely to be substantial. These details have been added to the Errata 
in Section 4; however, impact analysis remains unaffected. To improve drainage conditions near the 
roundabout, increased subsurface storage (e.g. larger pipes or parallel pipes) would be used to 
balance the modest increases in impervious surface. If necessary, permeable pavement could be 
incorporated into the design in key locations (e.g., parking near the pumping station) to reduce 
surface runoff.  

Projects located within the boundaries of MS4 areas are subject to the requirements of the State 
Water Quality Control Board’s general permit for municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4 
Permit). The MS4 Permit mandates local agencies to require development projects to comply with 
post-construction stormwater requirements based on “low impact development” (LID) standards. 
The Humboldt Low Impact Development Stormwater Manual (HLIDSM) provides a standardized 
approach for complying with the MS4 Permit’s LID requirements for projects located in Humboldt 
County MS4 areas.  

The portion of the Project located within the City of Arcata’s jurisdiction is an MS4 area and subject 
to the MS4 Permit and the HLIDSM. The portion of the project within the County of Humboldt 
jurisdiction is not in an MS4 area and therefore not subject to the MS4 permit and the HLIDSM.  

The HLIDSM classifies projects and the stormwater requirements based on the type and scale of the 
project. According to the HLIDSM, pavement grinding and resurfacing of existing roadways; 
construction of new sidewalks, pedestrian ramps, or bike lanes on existing roadways; or routine 
replacement of damaged pavement such as pothole repair or replacement of short, non-contiguous 
sections of roadway paving overlay and resurfacing projects are generally considered Exempt. In 
addition, road projects are Exempt from LID requirements if they include less than 5,000 square feet 
of new contiguous impervious surface, excluding new sidewalks and bike lanes that drain to 
adjacent vegetated areas.  

Based on the 30% design, the Project is expected to be classified as Exempt since it includes 
pavement resurfacing and does not have any discrete locations of 5,000 square feet or more of new 
impervious surface (excluding new sidewalks and bike lanes that drain to adjacent vegetated areas) 
that are within a MS4 area. However, if during final design, the Project is determined to be 
Regulated, then appropriate post-construction measures will be included and documented in 
accordance with the HLIDSM and City of Arcata MS4 requirements. There would be no impact. 

4.4 Vehicle Miles Traveled 
The following text has been incorporated into Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b: 

Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), of the CEQA Guidelines lists the criteria for analyzing transportation 
impacts from proposed projects. The criteria are broken into four categories, including land use projects, 
transportation projects, qualitative analysis, and methodology. Transportation projects that reduce, or have 
no impact on, vehicle miles traveled should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation 
impact. This section was recently added by the state legislature in an attempt to separate CEQA’s purpose 
and role from traffic or other issues related to ease of use of single occupancy vehicles. For this reason, 
impacts to parking are not analyzed as an environmental impact in the section or in other areas of this 
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document. For roadway capacity projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure 
of transportation impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable requirements. Because the proposed 
Project would not increase the length of roadway, add new roadways, or increase the number of travel 
lanes, there would be no increase in vehicle miles traveled. By promoting multi-modal transportation, the 
Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled through the Project Area. 

Projects that result in the potential to increase VMT include: 

- Changes in land use 

- Expanded roadways (e.g., new roads, additional lanes) 

- Private development 

- Expanded public service facilities, such as new police stations, new fire stations, or new 
administrative buildings 

- New and expanded parking lots 

- Residential development, such as a new sub-division 

The proposed Project includes none of the above listed elements and does not include any 
component that could be characterized as resulting in a potential increase to VMT. To the contrary, 
the Project will narrow roadways and promote multi-modal transportation. By its very nature, the 
Project is VMT-reducing. As stated in Section 3.11 (Transportation), Impact TR-b (page 3.11-11), per 
the California Office of Planning and Research’s guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts in 
CEQA, for roadway capacity projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate 
measure of transportation impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable requirements (OPR 
2019). By promoting multi-modal transportation, the Project will reduce VMT throughout the Project 
Area and would thus not result in an environmental impact under CEQA. Instead, the Project would 
result in an environmental benefit by reducing the existing VMT through the Project corridor.  

PRC 21099 (b) (1), upon which the CEQA VMT guidance is based, specifically states the purpose of 
the VMT criteria is to promote, “the development of multimodal transportation networks,” 
consistent with the fundamental goals and objectives of the Project as stated in Section 2.3 (Goals 
and Objectives) on page 2-2. Similarly, the OPR guidance notes the overall purpose of updating 
CEQA to include VMT analysis is to help achieve California’s long-term criteria pollution and 
greenhouse gas emission goals, based on four strategies that include, “plan and build communities 
to reduce vehicular greenhouse gas emissions and provide more transportation options (OPR 
2019),” which is also directly supported by the Project’s goals and objectives related to multi-modal 
transportation.  

Other applicable considerations in the OPR guidance note the criteria for determining the 
significance to transportation impacts must promote the development of multimodal transportation 
networks. The core goal and objectives of the Project promote the development of multimodal 
transportation networks by upgrading and extending the walkway and sidewalks, along with 
upgraded intersection safety, throughout the Project Area.  

Thus, the Project is consistent and entirely on par with the expectations of the OPR guidance for 
evaluating transportation impacts in CEQA. Lastly, the OPR guidance clarifies that when evaluating 
impacts to multimodal transportation networks, lead agencies generally should not treat the 
addition of new transit users as an adverse impact. Therefore, any success the Project ultimately 
achieves to increasing multi-modal transit (e.g., additional pedestrians and bicyclists using Old 
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Arcata Road and adjacent bicycle lanes, walkways, and sidewalks) should not be considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA. The impact would be less than significant. 

4.5 Alternatives Description and Analysis 
Following circulation of the Partially Recirculated DEIR, the small wetland impact along Bayside Road was 
omitted by adjusting the sidewalk design in that location. Thus, all references to the specific wetland impact 
have been omitted where previously included in Section 4 – Alternatives Description and Analysis.  

Section 4.3.2 Alternative 2 – Biological Resources 
Impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed Project were determined to be less than 
significant with implementation of mitigation measures. Comparative to the proposed Project, impacts to 
biological resources under Alternative 2 would be marginally reduced due to the reduction in area that 
would be disturbed at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road.  

Based on the current 30% design, the proposed Project would impact several lengths of wetland ditch 
(approximately 2,650 square feet/0.06 acres) along the north side of Jacoby Creek Road and approximately 
30 square feet of wetlands near Bayside Road. Temporary impacts of approximately 1,300 square feet 
(0.03 acres) to wetlands along Old Arcata Road would also occur. All wetlands impacted by the Project 
would be fully mitigated under Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4, which require 
efforts to minimize impacts to wetlands and compensatory mitigation to the satisfaction of jurisdictional 
permitting agencies where wetland impacts are unavoidable. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4, impacts to wetlands under the proposed Project would be less than 
significant.   

Alternative 2 would also impact wetlands, although to a slightly less extent. Permanent impacts to wetlands 
along Jacoby Creek Road would not occur. Permanent wetland impacts would be limited to approximately 
20 square feet near Bayside Road. Temporary impacts to wetlands would be equivalent to the proposed 
Project and include approximately 1,300 square feet (0.03 acres) along Old Arcata Road. As with the 
proposed Project, all wetlands impacted by Alternative 2 would be fully mitigated under Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4, which require efforts to minimize impacts to wetlands and 
compensatory mitigation to the satisfaction of jurisdictional permitting agencies where wetland impacts are 
unavoidable. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and Mitigation Measure BIO-4, impacts 
to wetlands under Alternative 2 would be less than significant.  

However, the potential to impact each of the species and resource identified in Section 3.3 (Biological 
Resources) during the construction phase would remain the same under Alternative 2, and all identified 
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures BIO-1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6) would remain applicable. Therefore, the 
impacts related to biological resources for Alternative 2 would be equivalent to the proposed Project.   

Comparison of Alternatives 

Potential environmental impacts resulting from Alternative 2 are generally equivalent to the proposed 
Project (Table 4-1). Neither alternative would result in any unmitigated significant impacts and required 
mitigation for both Alternative 2 and the proposed Project would be equivalent. Both a modified T-
intersection and a roundabout at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road would result 
in similar visual changes, such as new sidewalks, curbs, crosswalks, stamped and colorized concrete, 
fencing, and landscaping. Neither alternative would result in tall structures or visually obscuring features. Air 
quality, energy, and greenhouse gas emissions would be equivalent for the proposed Project and 
Alternative 2, as the same amount of construction and operational resources would be required to 
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implement each. Biological impacts for the proposed Project and Alternative 2 would be equivalent. Aside 
from removal of several trees within the public right of way at the intersection of Old Arcata Road and 
Jacoby Creek Road, all other vegetation removal would be equivalent. The proposed Project would require 
small-scale impacts to roadside ditches that are considered three-parameter wetlands and associated 
compensatory mitigation, including permanent impacts to approximately 2,670 square feet (0.06 acres) and 
temporary impacts to approximately 1,300 square feet (0.03 acres). Alternative 2 would also impact 
wetlands, although to a less extent. Alternative 2 would permanently impact approximately 20 square feet of 
wetlands near Bayside Road and temporarily impact approximately 1,300 square feet (0.03 acres).  

Potential impacts to cultural resources would be equivalent, as both the proposed Project and Alternative 2 
have similar ground disturbance footprints required for construction.  
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Historical Resources Evaluation Map 
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