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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) consists of the public and agency comments
received during the public review period for the Village Student Housing project Draft EIR
(DEIR), the responses to those comments, changes or modifications to the DEIR that were made
to update information, correct errors or otherwise provide current information, and to provide the
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program for the proposed Project. The purpose of the
development of the EIR is to act as an informational document that provides disclosure to the
Lead Agency (City of Arcata), the public and other agencies about the environmental
consequences of approving and implementing the proposed Project as outlined for the Village
Student Housing project.

1.2 The Environmental Review Process to Date
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on October 3,
2016. The NOP was routed through the State Clearinghouse to notify environmental review
agencies that an EIR for the Village Student Housing Project was underway. The NOP was
received by the State Clearinghouse on October 14, 2016, and assigned SCH# 2016102038. The
NOP is included as Appendix A in the Draft EIR.
On November 2, 2016, a Scoping Meeting was held at the project site with the applicant and
their consultants, and staff from several agencies including the City of Arcata, Caltrans, and the
Arcata Fire District. The applicant presented the project proposal, and the agency staff provided
comments concerning issues that should be addressed within the Environmental Impact Report
being prepared for the project. Following the meeting, City of Arcata Community Development
Department Staff provided a memorandum containing a list of the meeting participants and the
comments received from the various agency staff. The Scoping Meeting memorandum is
included as Appendix B in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR for the Village Student Housing Project was submitted by the City of Arcata to
the State Clearinghouse for State agency review at the end of October 2017. The Draft EIR was
received by the State Clearinghouse on October 30, 2017. As required by Section 15205 of the
CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR was initially circulated for a 45-day public comment period.
The initial comment period was scheduled to end on December 15, 2017. However, based on
requests by the public to extend the public comment period, the City of Arcata Planning
Commission voted unanimously to extend the public comment period on the Draft EIR to
January 15, 2018. The City of Arcata Community Development Department submitted a letter to
the State Clearinghouse on December 19, 2017 requesting the extension of the public comment
period to January 15, 2018. A letter was received by the City of Arcata from the State
Clearinghouse on December 27, 2018 stating that the review period for the Village Draft EIR
was extended to January 16, 2018 (see Appendix 2). As such, the review period for the Draft
EIR ended on January 16, 2018.
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Public meetings were held by the City of Arcata Planning Commission during the public
comment period for the Draft EIR on November 28, 2017, November 30, 2017, December 5,
2017, December 12, 2017, and December 19, 2017, to hear testimony on the Draft EIR. A
number of comment letters were also received during the public comment period. These
comment letters and responses to the comments raised in the letters are included in Chapter 3
(Response to Comments Received on the Draft EIR) of the Final EIR.
The Planning Commission will review the Final EIR and make a recommendation to the City
Council on the EIR and the discretionary permits for the project (General Plan Amendment,
Zoning Amendment, Parcel Merger, Planned Development Combining Zone and Planned
Development Permit, Design Review Permit, and General Plan conformance for disposal of St.
Louis Road) and the Development Agreement. The City Council will review the Final EIR and
will be asked to certify the document prior to taking action on the discretionary permits and
Development Agreement. At that time, the City Council will also review and act on findings and
adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

1.3 Purpose of the Final EIR
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the Lead Agency prepare and
certify a FEIR prior to approval of the proposed Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15132
requires that the FEIR shall consist of:
a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;
b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in
summary;
c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;
d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process;
e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.
This Final EIR document incorporates the Draft EIR by reference. Provided in this Final EIR are
revisions to the Draft EIR intended to clarify the information contained in the Draft EIR and/or
to provide minor corrections or edits to the text (Chapter 2.0); comments received on the Draft
EIR along with the names of the persons, organizations and agencies commenting, and the
responses to the comments by the Lead Agency (Chapter 3.0); and the Mitigation, Monitoring
and Reporting Program that provides the required mitigation measures, and required monitoring
and reporting for the implementation of the proposed Project (Chapter 4.0).

1.4 Certification of the Final EIR
The Final EIR is the environmental document to inform the City of Arcata City Council during
their consideration of the proposed Project, either in whole or in part, or another of the
alternatives to the Project as discussed in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15090(a)
provides guidance for the certification of the FEIR and states:
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a) Prior to approving a project the lead agency shall certify that:
(1) The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;
(2) 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 approving the project; and
(3) The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

1.5 Lead Agency Findings
As required by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 15091), no public agency shall approve or carry out a
project for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one or more significant
environmental effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings
for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each
findings. The findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. The CEQA
Guidelines provide for the following possible findings:
1) Changes or alternations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final
EIR.
2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.
3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provisions of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

1.6 Statement of Overriding Considerations
Should the Lead Agency approve a project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts
that are disclosed in the Final EIR, that are not avoided or substantially lessened, the CEQA
requires the Lead Agency to state in writing the specific reasons and support for its action based
on the Final EIR or other information in the record. The “Statement of Overriding
Considerations” must be supported by substantial evidence in the record (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093(b)).
For the Village Student Housing project, the proposed project will result in significant and
unavoidable transportation-traffic related impacts until the traffic improvements recommended in
the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), or
alternative improvements agreed upon by Humboldt State University (HSU) and Caltrans, are
constructed. Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) and Chapter 8 (Other CEQA Considerations) of
the Draft EIR provide detailed information regarding these impacts. As a result, the City
Council is required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it wishes to approve the
project.
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CHAPTER 2. REVISION TO THE DRAFT EIR
This chapter is a summary of the edits/corrections, or revisions made to the EIR to clarify the
information contained in the Draft EIR and/or to provide minor corrections or edits to the text.
The revisions identified in this chapter do not identify new significant environmental impacts, do
not constitute significant new information, and do not alter the conclusions of the environmental
analysis. Where revisions consist of added or modified text, that text is double-underlined and
bolded (example text), while deleted text is struck out (example text).

2.1 Description of Revisions to the Draft EIR
The changes listed below are noted by the original chapter or section heading and page numbers
of the Draft EIR with the changes noted below those headings.

Chapter 1, Introduction
Draft EIR Pages 1-15 and 1-16, Summary of Proposed Project

Recreational/Academic Facilities
The project proposes several types of indoor and outdoor recreational and academic
facilities. Several of these facilities will occur in a clubhouse that will be located between
the residential buildings on the northern portion of the site. As submitted by the applicant,
“The Village student housing development will offer a wide range of community features and
amenities designed to promote both academics and healthy, positive, recreation and socializing.
The Village academic features facilitate convenient and collaborative studying with a fully
equipped computer lab, study rooms and space for group project development and presentation.
In addition to the academic amenities, The Village will offer student residents a state of the art
fitness center, internet café, game room, flat-screen televisions, movie theater and outdoor
recreation courts. The fitness center will be open from 6:00 a.m. to midnight each day. The study
rooms, theater and computer lab will be open 24 hours each day. The game room and internet
café will be open 8:00 a.m. to Midnight each day.”
As shown on the Site Plan (see Figure 1E) and Preliminary Landscape Plan (see Figure 1F),
the site design includes a large park area in the central part of the site that includes various
grass areas and landscaping, pathways, a half-basketball court, and numerous paved areas
that include seating, tables, and covered areas. Each residential building is also designed
with interior courtyards that include paving, seatwalls, and landscape beds. In addition,
the edges of the project site are proposed to be developed with trails as well as a community
garden space that will be located on the southwestern edge of the project site.
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Draft EIR Pages 1-17 and 1-18, Summary of Proposed Project
Pedestrian/Bicycle Trails
To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan
Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan (2010), and the
recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L), the
proposed project will construct new pedestrian/bicycle improvements throughout the
development. This includes the following pedestrian/bicycle trails:


An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of
the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.



An approximate 500-foot 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the
project site from the northeast corner of the site to the northern central northwestern
portion of the site. This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows
Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue approximately 175 feet ultimately
provide along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 access to access the
existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane (see Figure 1H [Non-Vehicular
Circulation]).



Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the Preliminary
Landscape Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture (see Figure 1F).

Draft EIR Pages 1-32 and 1-33, Project Entitlements
In order to proceed, the project must receive entitlements from the City of Arcata as well as
several other agencies. These entitlements are listed in Table 1-2 below.
Table 1-2 Project Entitlements
Agency

Approval

Description

City of Arcata

General Plan Amendment

Redesignate the parcels that comprise the project site
from Industrial Limited (IL) and Residential Low
Density (RL) to Residential High Density (RH).

City of Arcata

Zoning Reclassification
Amendment

Rezone the parcels that comprise the project site from
Industrial Limited (IL) and Residential Low Density
(RL) to Residential High Density (RH) with the
Planned Development Combining Zone (RH:PD).

City of Arcata

Merger

Merge the seven parcels that make up the project site.

City of Arcata

Acceptance of Dedications

Acceptance of dedications for access, drainage, and
other infrastructure improvements.

City of Arcata

Right-of-Way Vacation
and General Plan
Conformance Review

Vacation of the portion of St. Louis Road along the
eastern boundary of the project site. General Plan
Conformance review related to the vacation of St
Louis Road.

City of Arcata

Planned Development

Approval of Planned Development Permit pursuant
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Agency

Approval

Description

Permit

to Land Use Code (LUC).

Design Review Permit

Approval of a Design Review Permit pursuant to
Land Use Code (LUC).

Development Agreement

Development Agreement by and between the City of
Arcata and AMCAL Equities, LLC (AMCAL) to
establish rights for development of the project and
provide public benefits to the City and its residents.

Regional Water
Quality Control
Board

MS4 Permit and
Construction General
Permit

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
must be prepared prior to initiation of construction
activities that complies with the General Permit for
Discharges of Stormwater Associated with
Construction Activities. A Storm Water Control Plan
(SWCP) must be prepared prior to the initiation of
construction activities that complies with the MS4
Permit requirements for long-term storm water
management at the site.

City of Arcata

Grading Permit

Permits for grading activities pursuant to LUC
Chapter 9.64, Article 6.

City of Arcata

Building Permit

Permits for all construction activities subject to the
City of Arcata Municipal Code Title 8, Chapter 1.

City of Arcata

City of Arcata

Draft EIR Pages 1-33 and 1-34, Project Entitlements

Development Agreement
As part of the proposed project, the City of Arcata and AMCAL Equities, LLC (AMCAL) will
enter into a Development Agreement by which the extent of term of the project approvals,
timing and/or cost of public improvements described in the Draft EIR, and the provision of
other public amenities will be described. The EIR describes and analyzes all on-site and off-site
development that is required through City and other regulatory requirements and as mitigation
for the proposed project. Any improvements required through the Development Agreement will
be addressed by the applicant in a subsequent CEQA document. The items contained in the
proposed Development Agreement that are the obligations of the developer and the City
are listed below.
Developer Obligations


Comply with all terms and conditions of project approvals, including the conditions
of Agreement to effectuate the road right-of-way acquisition.



Prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy, pay to the City a sum of $75,000 as
a Wastewater Treatment Plant Off-Set Fee as outlined in the City’s Wastewater
Treatment Memo dated June 23, 2017.
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Prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy, pay to the City of Arcata the fair
share of the fee identified in the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study as
established by the City Council.



Agrees to pay by the project’s certificate of occupancy all water connection, sewer
connection, drainage, recreation, mitigation fees, and public improvement fees at
rates in effect as of the date on which a complete building permit application for the
construction of the buildings is filed if paid within three years of that date.



Create a certified LEED Silver housing development that includes solar panels.



Developer shall condition any sale or other transfer of the property and/or project
to a tax-exempt entity such that the new entity shall continue to remit directly to the
City its 8% share of property tax annually with an escalation for market value or
pay to the City $300,000.



Developer shall cooperate and assist the City to secure the Rail with Trail easement
between the southern project property line and Todd Court, approximately 200’ to
the south. Developer’s assistance shall include all work and reasonable costs
directly attributable and necessary to effectuate the grant of public easement,
including but not limited to surveying the easement, preparing the easement for
recording, and other reasonable directly attributable costs excepting the cost of the
land and/or easement itself.



Developer shall pay the City of Arcata an in-lieu fee for the off-site Rail with Trail
construction if necessary right of way easement for trail development is not finalized
and recorded prior to 90 days from the project’s effective date after approval. The
in-lieu fee will be the Engineer's Estimate of construction costs for the off-site
portion calculated according to the improvement per square foot cost using similar
recent trail development costs in the City as adjusted for changes in materials costs.
Developer will pay the in-lieu fee prior to Certificate of Occupancy in conjunction
with fees due under Developer Obligation #3.

City Obligations


Comply with all project approvals and cooperate with processing all applications
for permits and approvals.



Agree as reasonably practical to a review timeline of not more than 30 working days
for all first reviews of building permit applications and submittals including but not
limited to: demolition, site grading, foundations, and buildings (outside plan-check
timelines are out of the control of the City or City employees) and not more than 10
working days for subsequent reviews. Developer may be subject to outside plancheck fees in order to maintain this schedule.



Accept the wastewater improvement funds of $75,000 for near-term projects at the
treatment plant that were identified independently of this project and to assist with
planning and permitting the future treatment plant components.



Accept the traffic fee and retain it in a segregated account to pay for the
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improvements identified in the EIR. Any funds collected may be added to a future
Traffic Mitigation Impact Fee program and may be combined with other public and
private funding sources to make the improvements. These funds shall neither be
refundable nor subject to return, but may not be used for any other purpose by the
City.


Work with Caltrans and HSU to fund, design, and install the LK Wood and Sunset
traffic improvements.



Consent to and cooperate with any funding applications submitted by the developer
to pay for off-site improvements. No additional improvement shall be required if
alternative funding sources are identified.



Provide approvals for separate on- and off-site demolition, grading, foundation, and
building permits that the developer may pull over the course of the entitlement
period to efficiently construct the project with Developer’s execution of an
indemnification for any improvements approved at an earlier stage that are
modified in a later stage of review.



Transfer fee title of a segment of St. Louis Road, retaining emergency, utility, public
ingress/egress easements through to Eye Street and across the Rail with Trail as
provided in the form of the Conveyance Agreement to be attached to the
Development Agreement.



City shall negotiate for off-site right-of-way easement for access from the southern
project property line to Todd Ct. Agree to accept an in-lieu fee to fulfill off-site Rail
with Trail improvement requirements if the right-of-way easement is not identified
and agreements in place with affected land owners within 90 days of the project’s
effective date.

The EIR describes and analyzes all onsite and offsite development that is required through
City and other regulatory requirements and as mitigation for the proposed project. The
Development Agreement itself will not result in a change to the environment beyond the
project impacts analyzed in the EIR. The Agreement requires the payment of fees for
unmitigatable traffic impacts and for wastewater improvements unrelated to impacts. The
fee for traffic impacts at LK Wood/Sunset are analyzed in the EIR to the extent that they
are known. Any projects completed with the fees collected will be independently analyzed
for environmental impacts. The subsequent improvements are speculative at this point, but
the reader is directed to the general description and analysis of these items in Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) and Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems), and to the TIS
provided as Appendix L to the EIR. The Agreement does not create improvements that
would cause significant adverse physical impacts and therefore does not require separate
analysis in the EIR.
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Draft EIR Pages 1-35, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Table 1-3 Community Environment Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact

Significance
After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems)
2.11.3: Require or
Result in the
Construction of New
Storm Water Drainage
Facilities or Expansion
of Existing Facilities,
the Construction of
Which Could Cause
Significant
Environmental Effects

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
incorporated

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a (Biological Survey).

Table 1-3 1-4 Transportation/Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Significance
After Mitigation

Impact

Mitigation Measures

3.1: Conflict with an
Applicable Plan,
Ordinance, or Policy
Establishing Measures
of Effectiveness for the
Performance of the
Circulation System,
Taking into Account all
Modes of
Transportation

3.1a: To minimize the traffic impacts of the proposed project, the applicant
will be responsible for paying a fair share proportion for near-term and future
transportation improvements identified in the W-Trans Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L) and as recommended by the City of
Arcata. These improvements will reduce potential traffic impacts and provide
compliance with the City’s General Plan Transportation Element. As
discussed in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), until all of the transportation
improvements recommended in the W-Trans Traffic Study are constructed,
there is the potential for significant traffic impacts from the proposed project.
Since the timing of implementation of the transportation improvements
cannot be guaranteed, impacts from the proposed project would be
significant and unavoidable as identified on Draft EIR page 8-3. As such,
a Statement of Overriding Considerations may will be adopted for the
proposed project.

Potentially
significant impact
until construction of
the future
transportation
improvements
identified in
Mitigation Measure
3.1a., but because
the timing of
implementation of
improvements
cannot be
guaranteed,
impacts from the
proposed project
would be
significant and
unavoidable, as
identified on Draft
EIR page 8-3.

3.1b: To comply with the City’s General Plan policies, related to alternative
modes of transportation, the proposed project will construct new on-site
pedestrian/bicycle pathways to serve the development, which are identified in
the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (2010) and W-Trans Traffic
Study (Appendix L). These improvements will encourage the use of
alternative modes of transportation and provide compliance with the City’s
General Plan.

Less than significant
with Mitigation
incorporated.

Same as Mitigation Measure 3.1b (On-site Pedestrian/Bicycle
Improvements).

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
incorporated.
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3.6: Conflict with
Adopted Policies,
Plans, or Programs
Regarding Public
Transit, Bicycle, or

City of Arcata

Impact

Significance
After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Pedestrian Facilities,
or Otherwise Decrease
the Performance or
Safety of such
Facilities

Table 1-4 1-5 Natural Environment Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact

Significance
After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Section 4.3 (Biological Resources)
4.3.1: Have a
Substantial Adverse
Effect on Any Species
Identified as a
Candidate, Sensitive, or
Special-Status Species

4.3.1a: To prevent impacts to protected wildlife species, the applicant shall
have a qualified biologist conduct a focused survey for the protected wildlife
species identified in the NRM Biological Review (Appendix O; Pg. 4, Table
1) as having potential habitat on the 1.4 acre western portion of the project
site, including amphibians and nesting birds. Surveys shall be performed
within 30 days of the beginning of construction activity. If construction
is delayed for more than 30 days from the date of the survey, and is to
then commence during the nesting season (March 1 to September 15) an
additional survey shall be conducted. If protected wildlife species are
observed at or directly adjacent to the project site, the qualified biologist shall
design appropriate project activity buffer widths and operational restrictions.
The survey shall be completed and submitted to the City of Arcata
Community Development Department prior to issuance of the building permit
for the project.

Less than significant
with Mitigation
incorporated

4.3.4: Interfere
Substantially with the
Movement of any
Native Resident or
Migratory Fish or
Wildlife Species or
with Established
Native Resident or
Migratory Wildlife
Corridors, or Impede
the use of Native
Wildlife Nursery Sites

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a (Biological Survey).

Less than
significant with
Mitigation
incorporated

Chapter 2, Community Environment
SECTION 2.2, POPULATION AND HOUSING
Draft EIR Page 2.2-2 and 2.2-3, Impact Analysis
The City of Arcata prepared a memorandum (dated June 23, 2017) that analyzed the potential
water and wastewater impacts of the approved/planned Sunset Area housing projects, which
includes the Village Student Housing project (Appendix K). The projects, referred to as the
Sunset Area housing projects, are listed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the EIR.
City of Arcata
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The memorandum contains an analysis that estimates the increase in population and residential
units that will occur from buildout of available land in the City in combination with upzoning
and annexation proposed by the Sunset Area housing projects. The analysis estimated the
buildout household population by adding the feasible housing stock potential under current
market conditions to the proposed upzone and annex housing stock, and multiplying by persons
per household. This estimating approach resulted in a population just over the 20,000 persons
envisioned for the Arcata General Plan: 2020 planning period. More specifically, total
population is estimated to reach between 20,084 and 20,267. Of this, approximately 566 persons
from 283 households are from properties currently zoned and planned for residential
development. Development of the parcels currently zoned and planned for residential
development is anticipated over the next five years.
Draft EIR Page 2.2-7, Impact Analysis
Humboldt State University (HSU) reports they currently have 2,100 dormitory housing units that
are estimated by the CA Department of Finance (DOF) to provide housing for approximately
2,283 students (Appendix K, Pg. 3). As of Fall 2016, HSU had 8,503 students enrolled with
8,020 of these being Full-Time Equivalent Students (HSU, 2016). As such, the dormitory
housing units on-campus provide housing for less than 30% of the student population. As
discussed in the HSU Student Housing Master Plan prepared by Brailsford & Dunlavey
(2017), HSU has a housing capacity of 2,047 students, which only provides housing for
approximately 23% of the student population. As noted above, the off-campus student
population is estimated to be 3,600 individuals. This project would provide purpose-built
housing for 800 students that will help to meet the demand for student housing in the City and
ultimately has the potential to relieve pressure on the single-family housing market. According
to the applicant, the Project will be “Arcata’s first state of the art, purpose-built, off-campus
student housing community. It is planned both physically and operationally to provide a healthy,
safe and mentoring environment for students attending Humboldt State University (HSU).”
In relation to the City of Arcata’s resident population of 18,374 (DOF, 2017), the potential
increase from the proposed project (~800 persons) would not be substantial (~4.4%). However,
the proposed project will not attract additional students to attend Humboldt State University, but
will help to meet the demand for student housing, for which there is a shortage in the City of
Arcata. The proposed project will also has the potential to allow for single-family residences
currently occupied by students to be available to families and other City residents.
SECTION 2.6, AESTHETICS
Draft EIR Pages 2.6-16 to 2.6-22, Impact Analysis
Discussion:

The existing visual character of the site and its surroundings primarily include an underutilized
industrial site surrounded by residential neighborhoods, industrial uses, and Highway 101 (see
Figure 2.6O below). As can be seen in the photos of the project site in the Environmental Setting
(see Figure 2.6A – 2.6N), the site has little very low aesthetic value with the presence of two
warehouse buildings, two residential units, and several smaller metal and wood structures used
City of Arcata

2-8

The Village Final EIR

for storage. The site is also used for the storage of vehicles, storage containers, mobile homes,
and construction and scrap materials. The majority of the site contains compacted gravel
surfaces and very little vegetation with the exception of the undeveloped western portion of the
site. Industrial sites, such as the Craftsman’s Mall, are generally considered to lack natural
or cultural visual resources or amenities typical of the region. Based on the presence of
industrial uses and Highway 101 in the project area, the project site and surroundings
would be considered to have low visual sensitivity, which is the overall measure of an
existing landscape’s susceptibility to adverse visual changes.
Construction
During the proposed construction activities, views across the project site would be disrupted and
construction equipment and debris, graded surfaces and stockpiles, staging areas, and truck
traffic would be visible from surrounding residential and industrial uses, and Highway 101.
Construction is anticipated to occur over a 20-month period and will be a short-term impact
consistent with other construction activity in the City. Considering that the site is currently used
for industrial activity and the storage of vehicles, mobile homes, storage containers, and
construction and scrap materials, the proposed construction activity is not anticipated to cause
significant aesthetic impacts over the existing baseline condition at the project site.
Operation
This project would replace existing views of the site (underutilized industrial site) with views of
a four-story modern student housing development. The proposed project would potentially
affect the following views: 1) views from the residential properties to the north, west, and south;
2) views from adjacent public streets; and 3) views from Highway 101. A view shed analysis
was completed by Architect Media (Appendix F) for the proposed project which includes photosimulated views of the site from the following locations in which the site can be viewed (see
Figure 2.6P – 2.6U below):




LK Wood Boulevard/Highway 101 northbound in the vicinity of the project site;
The Sunset Avenue northbound Highway 101 on-ramp; and
At the intersection of Maple Lane and Madrone Way.

As can be seen in the existing and photo-simulated views of the site, the proposed project would
provide an equal or greater land use and aesthetic compatibility with nearby residential
development than the existing industrial uses on the project site (see Figures 2.6P – 2.6U).
Because the site is currently in a blighted condition, the proposed development will ultimately
improve the overall appearance of the site from the majority of vantage points (north, east,
and south).
The project has been designed to provide the greatest compatibility with nearby residential
development in the following ways: 1) the proposed residential buildings include a variety of
architectural elements such as varied surfaces, rooflines, wall planes, and facades; 2) the
proposed buildings will have setbacks between 60-240 feet from nearby residential property
lines; and 3) the project proposes landscaping around the perimeter of the site and larger open
space areas in the central and western portions of the site that will provide a vegetative buffer to
screen views of the site as landscaping matures (see Figure 2.6V [Preliminary Landscape Plan]).
City of Arcata
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The greatest potential for aesthetic impacts from the project would occur for the residences
immediately west of the project site on Maple Lane, Stromberg Avenue, Madrone Way,
and Hilfiker Drive. This neighborhood does not currently have direct views of the project
site since it is located approximately 15-20 feet below the elevation of the majority of the
site and there is fence screening on the top of the western slope. Views from this
neighborhood currently include vegetation on the western edge of the site, part of the large
warehouse, chain link fencing, and a few smaller buildings and cargo containers. The
project would result in the following aesthetic impacts to the residences to the west: 1)
views of new modern, multi-family residential structures that are greater in height and
scale than surrounding residential development; and 2) partial obstruction of views of the
forested hillside to east of Highway 101 (see Figure 2.6U).
As noted above in the Environmental Setting, the project will be subject to the City’s
Design Review process, which is intended to consider visual impacts of new structures and
consistency with the General Plan Design Element policies related to multi-family housing
design. Although, the proposed structures are greater in height and scale than the
structures in the immediate vicinity of the site, the project is consistent with many of the
policies in the Design Element since it proposes the following:
1) Grouping the proposed buildings compactly to provide more usable open space;
2) The proposed residential buildings include a variety of architectural elements such
as varied surfaces, rooflines, wall planes, and facades that will avoid long,
continuous wall and roof planes;
3) The site and building design incorporates features to mitigate noise from nearby
noise sources such as Highway 101;
4) The site design includes outdoor useable open space to accommodate the recreation
and leisure needs of the residents;
5) The onsite parking is designed to protect the privacy of residents and prevent the
intrusion of noise and lights from vehicles;
6) The onsite parking lot area is proposed to be landscaped with trees and visually
screened by hedges;
7) Service and storage areas at the site are proposed to be screened with fencing and
walls;
8) Landscaping around the perimeter of the site and larger open space areas in the
central and western portions of the site will provide a vegetative buffer to screen
views of the site as landscaping matures; and
9) The proposed buildings will have increased setbacks that are 60 feet from the
southern property line and 240 feet from the western property line.
In addition, through the Design Review process, the City has the ability to recommend
revisions to the project design that will provide greater consistency with the policies in the
General Plan Design Element and reduce potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed
project.
As noted above, the project will also partially obstruct views of the forested hillside to the
east of Highway 101 for the residences immediately west of the project site. Views of this
City of Arcata
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landscape feature are not unique to this particular neighborhood. Numerous locations in
the City of Arcata and western Humboldt County enjoy similar views of the coastal range.
Obstruction of a few private views in a project's immediate vicinity is not generally
regarded as a significant environmental impact. (See Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004)
122 Cal.App.4th 572, 587.) As such, the proposed project would not obstruct views of a
unique scenic resource and this impact is less than significant.
Although, the proposed development will provide a modern style of multi-family housing that is
at least two-stories taller than existing residential development in the project area (50 foot tall
residential structures), The Humboldt State University campus and surrounding areas
contain one of the greatest concentrations of larger buildings in the County. Although the
project site is not within the immediate viewshed of Humboldt State University (~0.5 miles
to the northwest), the development is consistent with the scale of similar student housing
structures on the nearby Humboldt State University campus including: 1) College Creek
Apartments (three-stories); 2) Campus Apartments (four-stories); 3) Sunset and Redwood Halls
(three-stories); 4) Canyon Complex (three-stories); 5) Creekview Apartments (three-stories); and
Cypress Hall (four-stories). Other non-housing structures at the HSU Campus that would be
consistent with the scale of the proposed development include, but are not limited to: 1) Library;
2) Van Duzen Theatre; 3) University Center; 4) Jolly Giant Commons; 5) Student and Business
Services; 6) Behavioral and Social Sciences; and 7) the athletics department structures
surrounding Redwood Bowl. The Humboldt State University campus and surrounding areas
Figure 2.6P Project Site with Existing Development from East Side of Highway 101
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Figure 2.6Q Project Site with Proposed Development from East Side of Highway 101

Figure 2.6R Project Site with Existing Development from Sunset Avenue NB On-Ramp

City of Arcata

2-12

The Village Final EIR

Figure 2.6S Project Site with Proposed Development from Sunset Avenue NB On-Ramp

Figure 2.6T Project Site with Existing Development from Madrone Way and Maple Lane
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Figure 2.6U Project Site with Proposed Development from Madrone Way and Maple Lane

Removed Photo Simulation

Figure 2.6U Project Site with Proposed Development from Madrone Way and Maple Lane

Updated Photo Simulation
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contain one of the greatest concentrations of larger buildings in the County and this project will
be consistent with the development in this area of Arcata. Because of the project objective of
providing clustered student housing for HSU, and its close proximity to HSU (~0.5 miles), this
project’s location and design can be found to be consistent with HSU’s housing type and scale.
The existing designation and zoning is Industrial Limited (IL) for six of the seven parcels that
make up the project site. This designation/zoning is a remnant from when the site operated as a
mill and subsequent industrial uses. This site is described as underutilized in the EIR as it could
be further developed with structures/uses allowed in the IL zone. The existing IL zone would
generally allow development of a similar scale as is proposed for this project. The project
proposes 50-foot tall residential structures with setbacks ranging from 60 to 240 feet from
adjacent residential property lines. The IL zone would allow buildings that are 45 feet in height
and have 20-foot setbacks from adjacent residential property lines. However, the manufacturing
and commercial type uses allowed in the IL zone have a greater potential for impacts to
residential uses surrounding the project site from incompatible building design, lighting
spillover, dust generation, truck/equipment traffic, etc. As such, the proposed student housing
will provide greater compatibility with nearby residential development than the manufacturing
and commercial uses potentially allowed in the IL zone.
Therefore, the proposed project will not substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings.
SECTION 2.8, GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Draft EIR Page 2.8-1, Environmental Setting
Climate and Meteorology
The proposed project is located in the western portion of Humboldt County, California,
which is in the jurisdiction of the North Coast Air Basin. The coastal zone of Humboldt
County experiences wet, cool winters, and dry, mild foggy summers. Coastal summer
highs range from the mid-60s to 70s, with lows from the upper 40s to mid-50s. In the
winter, highs range from the low 40s to high 50s, with lows in the 30s and 40s. The coastal
zone experiences a number of frosty nights in winter and early spring, though snowfall and
hard freezes are rare.
Global Climate Change – Greenhouse Gases
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases because they capture
heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a greenhouse.
The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as the driving force for global climate change.
The primary GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3),
and water vapor (H2O).
While GHGs in the atmosphere are naturally occurring, the emission rate of CO2, CH4 and N2
has been accelerated by human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of fossil
City of Arcata
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fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with such activities as
agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons
and sulfur hexafluoride, which are generated during certain industrial processes. GHGs are
typically reported in “carbon-dioxide-equivalent” measures (CO2e).
There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have
contributed, and will continue to contribute, to climate change. Potential climate change impacts
in California may include, but are not limited to, a decrease in snowpack, sea level rise, and a
greater number of extreme heat days per year, high ozone days, large forest fires, and drought
years. Secondary effects are likely to include impacts on agriculture, changes in disease vectors,
and changes in habitat and biodiversity.
The EPA reports U.S. GHG emissions for 2011 as 6,702 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e.
Electricity production accounts for 33 percent, followed by the transportation sector at 28 percent
and the industrial sector at 20 percent. Commercial and residential fuel use and the agricultural
sector accounted for the remaining 19 percent (U.S. EPA, 2013).
The CARB estimated that in 2011 California produced about 448 MMT CO2e. The
transportation sector was the highest source at 38 percent of the State’s total GHGs, followed by
the industrial sector at 22 percent, and electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 19
percent. Commercial and residential fuel use, recycling and waste, high global warming
GHGs normally associated with the proposed project include the following:1


Water Vapor (H2O). Although water vapor has not received the scrutiny of other
GHGs, it is the primary contributor to the greenhouse effect. Natural processes,
such as evaporation from oceans and rivers, and transpiration from plants,
contribute 90 percent and 10 percent of the water vapor in our atmosphere,
respectively. The primary human related source of water vapor comes from fuel
combustion in motor vehicles; however, it does not contribute a significant amount
(less than one percent) to atmospheric concentrations of water vapor. The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has not determined a Global
Warming Potential for water vapor.



Carbon Dioxide (CO2). Carbon dioxide is primarily generated by fossil fuel
combustion in stationary and mobile sources. Due to the emergence of industrial
facilities and mobile sources in the past 250 years, CO2 emissions from fossil fuel
combustion increased by a total of 5.6 percent between 1990 and 2015.2 Carbon
dioxide is the most widely emitted GHG and is the reference gas (Global Warming
Potential of 1) for determining Global Warming Potentials for other GHGs.

1
All Global Warming Potentials are given as 100 year GWP. Unless noted otherwise, all Global Warming
Potentials were obtained from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.
2
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Inventory of United States Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks 1990 to
2015,” April 15, 2017.
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Methane (CH4). Methane is emitted from biogenic sources, incomplete combustion
in forest fires, landfills, manure management, and leaks in natural gas pipelines.
The United States’ top three methane sources are landfills, natural gas systems, and
enteric fermentation. Methane is the primary component of natural gas, used for
space and water heating, steam production, and power generation. The Global
Warming Potential of methane is 25.



Nitrous Oxide (N2O). Nitrous oxide is produced by both natural and human-related
sources. Primary human-related sources include agricultural soil management,
animal manure management, sewage treatment, mobile and stationary combustion
of fossil fuels, adipic acid production, and nitric acid production. The Global
Warming Potential of nitrous oxide is 298.



Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). HFCs are typically used as refrigerants for both
stationary refrigeration and mobile air conditioning. The use of HFCs for cooling
and foam blowing is increasing, as the continued phase out of Chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs) and HCFCs gains momentum. The 100-year Global Warming Potential of
HFCs range from 124 for HFC-152 to 14,800 for HFC-23.3



Perfluorocarbons (PFCs). PFCs are compounds consisting of carbon and fluorine,
and are primarily created as a byproduct of aluminum production and
semiconductor manufacturing. Perfluorocarbons are potent GHGs with a Global
Warming Potential several thousand times that of carbon dioxide, depending on the
specific PFC. Another area of concern regarding PFCs is their long atmospheric
lifetime (up to 50,000 years).4 The Global Warming Potential of PFCs range from
7,390 to 12,200.5



Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). SF6 is a colorless, odorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas.
Sulfur hexafluoride is the most potent GHG that has been evaluated by the IPCC
with a Global Warming Potential of 22,800.6 However, its global warming
contribution is not as high as the Global Warming Potential would indicate due to
its low mixing ratio compared to carbon dioxide (4 parts per trillion [ppt] in 1990
versus 365 parts per million [ppm], respectively).7

In addition to the six major GHGs discussed above (excluding water vapor), many other
compounds have the potential to contribute to the greenhouse effect. Some of these
substances were previously identified as stratospheric ozone (O3) depletors; therefore, their
gradual phase-out is currently in effect. The following is a listing of these compounds:

Ibid.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Overview of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, https://www.epa.gov/
ghgemissions/overview-greenhouse-gases#f-gases, accessed February 27, 2018.
5
Ibid.
6
Ibid.
7
Ibid.
3
4
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Hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs). HCFCs are solvents, similar in use and
chemical composition to CFCs. The main uses of HCFCs are for refrigerant
products and air conditioning systems. As part of the Montreal Protocol, all
developed countries that adhere to the Montreal Protocol are subject to a
consumption cap and gradual phase out of HCFCs. The United States is scheduled
to achieve a 100 percent reduction to the cap by 2030. The 100-year Global
Warming Potentials of HCFCs range from 90 for HCFC-123 to 1,800 for HCFC142b.8



1,1,1 trichloroethane. 1,1,1 trichloroethane or methyl chloroform is a solvent and
degreasing agent commonly used by manufacturers. The Global Warming Potential
of methyl chloroform is 146 times that of carbon dioxide.9



Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). CFCs are used as refrigerants, cleaning solvents, and
aerosols spray propellants. CFCs were also part of the EPA’s Final Rule (57
Federal Register [FR] 3374) for the phase-out of O3 depleting substances.
Currently, CFCs have been replaced by HFCs in cooling systems and a variety of
alternatives for cleaning solvents. Nevertheless, CFCs remain suspended in the
atmosphere contributing to the greenhouse effect. CFCs are potent GHGs with 100year Global Warming Potentials ranging from 3,800 for CFC 11 to 14,400 for CFC
13.10

Greenhouse Gas Emissions of Concern
According to the amended CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.5, greenhouse gas includes but is
not limited to: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and sulfur hexafluoride.
Carbon Dioxide (CO2): Carbon dioxide enters through the atmosphere through the burning of
fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and also as result of
other chemical reactions (e.g. manufacturing of cement). Carbon dioxide is also removed from
the atmosphere (or “sequestered”) when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon
cycle.
Methane (CH4): Methane is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and
oil. Methane emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices, and by the
decay of organic waste in municipal solid waste landfills.
Nitrous Oxide (N2O): Nitrous oxide is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as
well as during combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste.

8
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, “Climate Change 2007: Working Group I: The Physical Science Basis,
2.10.2, Direct Global Warming Potentials,” 2007, https://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/ch2s2-102.html, accessed February 27, 2018.
9
Ibid.
10 Ibid.
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Hydrofluorocarbons, Perfluorocarbons, and Sulfure Hexafluoride: These are referred to as
“Fluorinated Gases” and are synthetic, power greenhouse gasses that are emitted from a variety
of industrial processes. These gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because they
are potent greenhouse gases, they are sometimes referred to as High Global Warming Potential
gases.
Draft EIR Pages 2.8-2 and 2.8-3, Regulatory Framework
State of California
Assembly Bill 1493
Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, approved in 2002, required CARB to develop and adopt, by January
1, 2005, regulations that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of GHGs emitted by
passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks and other vehicles determined by the CARB to be
vehicles whose primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the state.”
Assembly Bill 2188
AB 2188 (Expedited Solar Permitting Act), approved in 2014, modifies the existing Solar
Rights Act and requires each city or county to adopt an ordinance that creates an
expedited solar permitting ordinance by September 30, 2015.
Assembly Bill 3018
Assembly Bill 3018 (AB 3018) established the Green Collar Jobs Council under the
California Workforce Investment Board. The Green Collar Jobs Council will develop a
comprehensive approach to address California’s emerging workforce needs associated with
the emerging green economy.
Executive Order S-3-05
In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, thenGovernor Arnold Schwarzenegger established Executive Order S-3-05. This order sets forth
target dates by which statewide GHG emissions would be reduced. These include: by 2010,
reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by
2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.
Draft EIR Page 2.8-6, Regulatory Framework
State of California
SB 375 also requires each MPO to include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in their
Regional Transportation Plan. The SCS must set forth a vision for growth for the region while
taking into account transportation, housing, environmental, and economic needs. The SCS will
be the blueprint by which the region will meet its GHG emissions reduction target if there is a
feasible way to do so.
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Senate Bill X1-2
In April 2011, Senate Bill X1-2 (SBX1-2) was signed by Governor Brown requiring that 33
percent of the state’s energy come from renewable sources by 2020. SBX1-2 requires
California's electric utilities to reach the 33 percent goal in three compliance periods. By
December 31, 2013, the utilities must procure renewable energy products equal to 20% of
retail sales. By December 31, 2016, utilities must procure renewable energy products equal
to 25% of retail sales, and by December 31, 2020, utilities must procure renewable energy
products equal to 33% of retail sales and maintain that percentage in following years.
Executive Order B-30-15
In April 2015, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. signed Executive Order B-30-15 in order to
establish an interim GHG reduction goal for California of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
This target GHG reduction by 2030 would make it possible for California to reach the ultimate
goal of reducing GHG emissions by 80 percent under 1990 levels by the year 2050.
Senate Bill 350
In October 2015, Governor Brown signed SB 350, which requires that that 50 percent of the
annual electricity generated and sold to California retail customers be from eligible renewable
energy resources by December 31, 2030. Under the legislation, the State Energy Resources
Conservation and Development Commission will establish annual targets for statewide energy
efficiency savings and demand reduction that will achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide
energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas final end uses of retail customers by
January 1, 2030. The bill also requires the California Public Utilities Commission to establish
efficiency targets for electrical and gas corporations and requires local publicly owned electric
utilities to establish annual targets for energy efficiency savings and demand reduction.
Senate Bill 32
On September 8, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 32 (Pavley - Chapter 249,
Stats. of 2016), requiring California to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030. SB 32 states that: “In adopting rules and regulations to achieve the
maximum technologically feasible and cost effective greenhouse gas emissions reductions
authorized by this division, the state [air resources] board shall ensure that statewide
greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to at least 40 percent below the statewide greenhouse
gas emissions limit no later than December 31, 2030.” SB 32 codifies the interim target
created by EO B-30-15 for 2030.
Draft EIR Pages 2.8-9 to 2.8-10, Impact Analysis
Project construction activities would result in a temporary increase in GHG emissions, including
exhaust emissions from on-road haul trucks, worker commute vehicles, and off-road heavy duty
equipment. The proposed project would be under various stages of construction for
approximately 20 months. but the construction-related greenhouse gas emissions would be shortCity of Arcata
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term. Operation of the proposed project would result in an increase in GHG emissions from the
utilities serving the residential development (e.g., water, gas, and electricity) and vehicle traffic
from residents, visitors, and employees.
The City of Arcata and the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD)
have not adopted numerical thresholds for determining the significance of greenhouse gas
emissions. Since the City of Arcata and NCUAQMD have not adopted significance thresholds,
the district recommends the use of thresholds adopted by other air districts in the State such as
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD). The BAAQMD (2011) has developed a project-level
efficiency target of 4.6 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per service
population (residents + employees).
For operational GHG emissions for land use development projects, the BAAQMD uses the
following thresholds of significance: 1) compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction
Strategy; or 2) annual emissions less than 1,100 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e; or
3) 4.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr per service population (residents + employees) (BAAQMD 2017, Pg.
2-2). Land use development projects include residential, commercial, industrial, and public
land uses and facilities. Since the proposed project includes a combination of residents and
employees, the project-level efficiency threshold (4.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr per service
population [residents + employees]) is used for the proposed project.
“Service population” is a term used to express the total population plus employment of proposed
projects. Projects that accommodate only employment and no residences would estimate the
level of employment accommodated at buildout and use this figure to represent the service
population. Projects that would accommodate only residences would estimate the population
accommodated by the project when fully operated. The project proposes a student housing
community which will provide housing for 800 students and employ approximately 6 persons as
on-site managers, maintenance staff, etc. As such, the service population will be 806 persons for
the proposed project.
Since the BAAQMD does not have thresholds of significance for construction GHG
emissions, the approach used by the SCAQMD is used for the project which amortizes
construction emissions over the anticipated lifetime of the project (50-year period for the
proposed project) (SCAQMD 2008, Pg. 3-8). With this method, the annual quantity of
GHG construction emissions is combined with a project’s annual operational GHG
emissions and compared to the project level-efficiency threshold (4.6 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent per service population [residents + employees] annually (MT
CO2e/SP/yr).
As such, if annual emissions of construction and operational-related GHGs exceed the
threshold level described above, the proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution of GHG emissions and a cumulatively significant impact to
global climate change.
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Table 2.8-1 below provides a summary of the proposed project’s projected unmitigated annual
greenhouse gas emissions as determined by the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) (Appendix G). As indicated by CalEEMod, the annual unmitigated
construction emissions for the proposed project would total approximately 783 metric tons
(MT) of CO2e over the 20-month construction period (602 MT CO2e in 2018 and 181 MT
CO2e in 2019). When amortized over the expected lifetime of the project (50-year period
for the proposed project), as recommended by the SCAQMD methodology, this would
result in approximately 15.6 MT CO2e per year.
Table 2.8-1 Total Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Annual Metric Tons Per Year)
Emission Source

CO2

GHG Emissions MT/yr.
CH4
N2O
Total CO2e

Annual construction-related emissions amortized
Over 50 years

15.6

0.002

--

15.6

Area Source Emissions

2.9

2.8e3

--

2.9

332.4

0.014

3.61e3

333.8

1,845.2

0.088

--

1,847.1

Waste

22.4

1.32

--

50.2

Water Usage

39.6

0.51

0.012

54.2

Energy
Mobile Sources

Service Population

806

MTCO2e/SP/Yr

2.85

Threshold MTCO2e/SP/Yr

4.6

Significant?

No
TM

Note: Total obtained from CalEEMod and may not total 100% due to rounding.
Note: Table results include scientific notation. E is used to represent times ten raised to the power of (which
would be written as x10b11) and is followed by the value of the exponent.
Source: BAAQMD, California Emission Estimator Model (Appendix G), and Project Plans

As shown in Table 2.8-1, the proposed project is estimated to emit approximately 2.42 2.85
MTCO2e MT CO2e/SP/yr which is below the BAAQMD project-level efficiency threshold
(4.6 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent [MTCO2e] per service population MT
CO2e/SP/yr) used to determine if greenhouse gas emissions are significant.
Therefore, the proposed project will not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment.
Draft EIR Page 2.8-14, Impact Analysis
Improve Pedestrian/Bicycle Infrastructure
The project site is located within biking distance (approximately seven minute ride) from
Humboldt State University. Bike lanes near the project site include the following: 1) St.
Louis Road from St. Louis O.C. to the Spear Avenue roundabout, which continues north on
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West End Road and west on Spear Avenue (Class II); 2) LK Wood Boulevard from the St.
Louis O.C. to 14th Street (Class II); 3) Sunset Avenue from LK Wood Boulevard to Foster
Avenue (Class III); and 4) Foster Avenue from Alliance Road to Sunset Avenue (Class II).
There is also a new Class I multi-use trail that provides access along Foster Avenue from
Shay Park to Sunset Avenue. The closest bus stop to the project site (~0.25 mile walking
distance) is on the Gold and Red Routes near the intersection of LK Wood Boulevard/Ridge
Road, with connection to the rest of Arcata and the County.
To comply with the City’s General Plan policies and Community Greenhouse Reduction
Plan, the proposed project will construct new on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements to
serve the development, which are identified in the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan
(2010) and W-Trans Traffic Study (Appendix L), including the following:
a) An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge
of the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.
b) An approximate 500-foot 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the
project site from the northeast corner of the site to the northern central northwestern
portion of the site. This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows
Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue approximately 175 feet
ultimately provide along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 access to
access the existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane (see Figure 1H
[Non-Vehicular Circulation]).
c) Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the
Preliminary Landscape Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture (see Figure 1F
in Chapter 1 [Introduction]).
SECTION 2.11, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Draft EIR Pages 2.11-23, Impact Analysis
Discussion:
The proposed residential development project would generate solid waste during both
construction and operation. State law requires the City to reduce its solid waste generation. For
example, the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires local
jurisdictions to divert 50 percent of the total 1990 waste stream from landfill disposal by 2000
and beyond. AB 939 requires source reduction (waste prevention), recycling, and safe disposal.
Arcata’s AB 939 Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) contains programs and
policies to accomplish the City’s 50% landfill diversion goals (City of Arcata, 2017b). The
Arcata Zero Waste Action Plan (ZWAP) builds on and updates the SRRE and must be
reviewed and updated regularly, to account for changes in market and infrastructure
condition waste stream characteristics, and project and program implementation (City of
Arcata, 2017b). The City also implements these requirements through its General Plan Public
Facilities & Infrastructure Element which includes source reduction (PF-6a, Pg. 2-80) and
recycling policies (PF-6b, Pg. 2-80 – 2-81).
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To implement the statutes and regulations related to the reduction of solid waste, the City
contracts with Recology Arcata for waste disposal and recycling services. The City of Arcata
has also developed a universal curbside solid waste and recycling collection program to comply
with State waste reduction mandates. Using 1990 baseline data, the City’s 2015 landfill
diversion was 68 percent (City of Arcata, 2017b). As such, the City is in compliance with the
AB 939 landfill diversion goals.
State law (SB 1018) also mandates recycling for all businesses that generate four or more cubic
yards of waste weekly, and all multi-family housing with five or more units. The proposed
student housing community would be required to provide adequate areas for collecting and
loading recyclable materials where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to
be shown on construction drawings and installed before occupancy permits are issued by the
building department.
The City’s ZWAP contains goals and strategies intended to guide the City’s waste
reduction decision-making and implementation. The proposed project is consistent with
several of the goals and strategies of the Plan, including reduction of construction and
demolition waste and the onsite provision of areas for collecting loading and recyclable
materials.
Therefore, in compliance with State and City of Arcata regulations, the proposed project will not
violate any federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Chapter 3, Transportation-Traffic
Draft EIR Pages 3-20 to 3-23, Impact Analysis
The future transportation improvements listed above may not be constructed prior to the
operation of the approved/planned projects listed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of
the EIR. Some of the projects may be delayed in obtaining all necessary entitlement for several
years. Nonetheless, there is the potential that significant traffic impacts may occur until these
improvements are in place. Because the EIR identifies traffic as an impact that cannot be
reduced to a less than significant level until the future transportation improvements are
constructed, a Statement of Overriding Considerations may be adopted for the Village Student
Housing project.
In conjunction with the LOS analysis conducted in the W-Trans Traffic Study, the City
also had a Vehicle Miles Traveled analysis completed by W & S Solutions, LLC
(Attachment 3 of this Final EIR) for the housing projects proposed in the Sunset area.
Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) is a relatively new methodology that is proposed to be
implemented through the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 743 and will encourage infill
development and, subsequently, reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). However, OPR
has not yet adopted CEQA Guidelines regarding this methodology and implementation of
the methodology is not required at this time. Although not required, the City prepared a
VMT analysis (Appendix 3 of the FEIR) in concert to the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic
Impact Study (Appendix L of the DEIR) because staff recognized that this may be a
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direction that the City will need to go in the near term. The VMT analysis resulted in a
finding of "No Impact" to any of the study intersections given the nature of the project
(student housing) and its proximity to the "trip generator" (HSU).
The Arcata General Plan contains several policies encouraging alternative modes of
transportation including the following:


Policy T-2 (Travel Demand Management): Reduce the percentage of automobiles and
reduce the annual vehicle-miles of travel.



Policy T-3 (Bus Transit Policy): Maintain a bus transit system which connects and
serves major commercial and employment areas within Arcata, Humboldt State
University, public schools, and higher density residential areas. Increase average
citywide transit mode share of daily person-trips to 5% from the 1998 level of 1%.



Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities): Create a complete interconnected
bicycle and pedestrian circulation system. Increase the percentage of person-trips via
walking and bicycling. Provide a pedestrian and bicycle system which serves commuter
as well as recreational travel.

In order to be consistent with the City’s General Plan policies encouraging alternative modes of
transportation, the Traffic Study completed by W-Trans evaluated the existing pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit improvements for the proposed project. In addition, the LOS analysis done
for the Traffic Study considered delays for pedestrians, bicyclists, and buses crossing the study
intersections. The study concluded that the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
improvements are inadequate to serve the proposed project. The City has not adopted a standard
including LOS to measure transportation impacts, so no quantitative standard could be applied to
the results of the analysis. However, the Traffic Study did make recommendations intended to
increase the use of alternative modes of transportation.
To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan
Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan (2010), and the
recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L), the
proposed project will construct new on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements throughout the
development. This includes the following pedestrian/bicycle trails:


An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of
the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.



An approximate 500-foot 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the
project site from the northeast corner of the site to the northern central northwestern
portion of the site. This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows
Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue approximately 175 feet ultimately
provide along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 access to access the
existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular
Circulation]).
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Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the Landscape
Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture (see Figure 3D).

The applicant will also work with the City to develop off-site improvements that will improve
pedestrian/bicycle access including the following:


An approximate 200-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail from the southeast corner
of the site to the northern end of Todd Court. This section of the trail will be developed
through parcels 505-042-003 and -022 (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation]).



An approximate 700-foot section of sidewalk from the northeast corner of the site to the
existing sidewalk at the St. Louis Road overcrossing (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular
Circulation]).

The proposed pedestrian/bicycle improvements will result in connecting the project site to the St.
Louis Road overcrossing to the north, Maple Lane to the west, and Todd Court to the south (see
Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation]). These improvements will provide connectivity to the
existing trail systems in the project area, Humboldt State University, and to regional trails in the
Humboldt Bay area including the Annie and Mary Trail and the Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata to
Eureka segment. It is anticipated that this increased connectivity will encourage residents to
walk or bike to HSU instead of driving. As recommended in the W-Trans Traffic Study
(Appendix L; Pgs. 61 and 64), and by the City of Arcata, pedestrian and bicycle traffic will be
directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court until such time that this section of the Arcata Rail
with Trail is completed to Sunset Avenue. The proposed on-site pedestrian/bicycle
improvements have been included as Mitigation Measure 3.1b for the proposed project.
As discussed in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the project will include several other improvements or
programs that will encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation or reduce vehicle
miles traveled including the following:


The applicant proposes to provide 505 bicycle parking spaces, which is greater than four
times the City’s minimum requirement.



A car and bike share program will be available to the residents of the student housing
community.



The applicant will work closely with the City of Arcata and the Arcata & Mad River
Transit System to provide bus service directly to the project site.

With the project design and proposed mitigation measures, the proposed project will not conflict
with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit. However, until construction of the future transportation improvements
identified in Mitigation Measure 3.1a, there is the potential for significant traffic impacts to
occur from the proposed project.
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However, until construction of the future transportation improvements identified in Mitigation
Measure 3.1a, there is the potential for significant traffic impacts to occur from the proposed
project. The improvements set forth in Mitigation Measure 3.1a are identified in the
Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study, which was commissioned by the City to address
the cumulative traffic impacts associated with potential development of six sites located
within less than three-quarters of a mile of one another. In connection with the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study, the City identified improvement costs and fair share fees
for each contributing development project. (See Pgs. 67-69 and in Appendix E of the WTrans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Draft EIR Appendix L) and Response 15.19
in Chapter 3 [Response to Comments Received] of this Final EIR). Fees will be imposed on
individual development project via conditions of approval or through development
agreements. Here, the terms of the proposed development agreement provide for the City
to accept the traffic fee and retain it in a segregated account to pay for the improvements
identified in the EIR and Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study. Any funds collected may
be added to a future Traffic Mitigation Impact Fee program and may be combined with
other public and private funding sources to make the improvements. The proposed
development agreement terms also provide for the City to work with Caltrans and HSU to
fund, design, and install the improvements. Accordingly, the improvements are set forth in
a plan that 1) specifies the total amount of the anticipated traffic improvement and the
construction cost owed by the project applicant; 2) specifies, if applicable, that the project
applicant will also pay a percentage of the remaining reasonable costs of the improvement;
and 3) makes the fees part of a reasonable enforceable plan or program that is sufficiently
tied to the actual mitigation of the traffic impacts at issue. However, as identified on Draft
EIR page 8-3, identifying this impact as a significant effect which cannot be mitigated, the
timing of implementation of improvements cannot be guaranteed and, thus, impacts from
the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, as identified on Draft EIR page
8-3.
Determination:
Potentially significant impact until construction of the future transportation improvements
identified in Mitigation Measure 3.1a., but because the timing of implementation of
improvements cannot be guaranteed, impacts from the proposed project would be
significant and unavoidable, as identified on Draft EIR page 8-3.
Mitigation:
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to a less
than significant level, but because the timing of implementation of improvements cannot be
guaranteed, impacts from the proposed project would remain significant and unavoidable
as identified on Draft EIR page 8-3.
Mitigation Measure 3.1a. To minimize the traffic impacts of the proposed project, the applicant
will be responsible for paying a fair share proportion for the following near-term and future
transportation improvements to the City of Arcata:
 Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard Re-Striping (Near-term)
 Re-Stripe Alliance Road & Foster Avenue Approaches (Near-term)
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 Roundabout at Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard Intersection (Future)
 Roundabout at Foster Avenue/Alliance Road Intersection (Future)
The “near-term” improvements were completed in Summer 2017. The “future” transportation
improvements may not be constructed for a decade or longer since the design of some of these
improvements need to be coordinated with Caltrans and/or Humboldt State University. In order
to fund these transportation improvement projects, a Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Collection
Program or equivalent will be established by the City of Arcata. The estimated total cost of these
improvements will be approximately $3,627,700. The amount of the total cost of the
improvements that will be funded by the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Collection Program is
$911,900. Of this amount, the Village Student Housing Community project is estimated to be
responsible for approximately 37%. Detailed information about the traffic impact mitigation
fees is included on Pgs. 67-69 and in Appendix E of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide
Traffic Study (Appendix L).
Mitigation Measure 3.1b. To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the
Arcata General Plan Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan
(2010), and the recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L), the proposed project will construct new on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements
throughout the development. This includes the following pedestrian/bicycle trails:


An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of
the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.



An approximate 500-foot 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the
project site from the northeast corner of the site to the northern central northwestern
portion of the site. This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows
Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue approximately 175 feet ultimately
provide along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 access to access the
existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular
Circulation]).



Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the Preliminary
Landscape Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture.

Draft EIR Pages 3-30 and 3-31, Impact Analysis
To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan
Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan (2010), and the
recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L), the
proposed project will construct new on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements throughout the
development. This includes the following pedestrian/bicycle trails:


An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of
the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.



An approximate 500-foot 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the
project site from the northeast corner of the site to the northern central northwestern
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portion of the site. This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows
Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue approximately 175 feet ultimately
provide along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 access to access the
existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular
Circulation]).


Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the Landscape
Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture (see Figure 3D).

The applicant will also work with the City to develop off-site improvements that will improve
pedestrian/bicycle access including the following:


An approximate 200-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail from the southeast corner
of the site to the northern end of Todd Court. This section of the trail will be developed
through parcels 505-042-003 and -022 (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation]).



An approximate 700-foot section of sidewalk from the northeast corner of the site to the
existing sidewalk at the St. Louis Road overcrossing (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular
Circulation]).

As described under Finding 3.1, the on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements have been included
as Mitigation Measure 3.1b for the proposed project and will result in connecting the project site
to the St. Louis Road overcrossing to the north, Maple Lane to the west, and Todd Court to the
south (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation]). These improvements will provide
connectivity to the existing trail systems in the project area, Humboldt State University, and to
regional trails in the Humboldt Bay area including the Annie and Mary Trail and the Humboldt
Bay Trail: Arcata to Eureka segment. It is anticipated that this increased connectivity will
encourage residents to walk or bike to HSU instead of driving. As recommended in the W-Trans
Traffic Study (Appendix L; Pgs. 61 and 64), and by the City of Arcata, pedestrian and bicycle
traffic will be directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court until such time that this section of the
Arcata Rail with Trail is completed to Sunset Avenue.

Chapter 4, Natural Environment
SECTION 4.3, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Draft EIR Page 4.3-18, Impact Analysis
Determination:
Less than significant impact with incorporation of mitigation measures.
Mitigation:
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the potential impacts to a
less than significant level.
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Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a. Biological Survey.
The applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct a focused survey for the protected wildlife
species identified in the NRM Biological Review (Appendix O; Pg. 4, Table 1) as having
potential habitat on the 1.4 acre western portion of the project site, including amphibians and
nesting birds. Surveys shall be performed within 30 days of the beginning of construction
activity. If construction is delayed for more than 30 days from the date of the survey, and
is to then commence during the nesting season (March 1 to September 15) an additional
survey shall be conducted. If protected wildlife species are observed at or directly adjacent to
the project site, the qualified biologist shall design appropriate project activity buffer widths and
operational restrictions. The survey shall be completed and submitted to the City of Arcata
Community Development Department prior to issuance of the building permit for the project.
Draft EIR Page 4.3-19 and 4.3-20, Impact Analysis
As noted above, a tributary to Janes Creek occurs within the Janes Creek Meadows open space
area to the north of the project site. Per Sections 9.59.050.A.1 of the Arcata Land Use Code,
Environmental Buffer Areas from streams in ‘existing developed areas’ shall extend a minimum
setback of 25 feet outward on both sides of the stream, measured from the top of bank, or the
area bounded by the FEMA Flood Zone A. Per Sections 9.59.050.A.2 of the Arcata Land Use
Code, Environmental Buffer Areas from streams in ‘undeveloped areas’ shall extend a minimum
setback of 25 feet outward on both sides of the stream, measured from the top of bank, or the
area bounded by the FEMA Flood Zone A. New detention basins are an allowable use/activity
within the EBA for streams but shall not exceed 50% of the setback area and not be located
within 25 feet of the top of bank of the stream. The setback requirements for ‘existing developed
areas’ (minimum 25 feet) would apply to the elevated, developed portion of the project site and
the setback requirements for ‘undeveloped areas’ (minimum 100 feet) would apply to the
western, undeveloped portion of the project site. As shown on the Conceptual Engineering Plan
prepared by Manhard Consulting (Appendix N), no portion of the project will occur within the
creek setbacks required by the Arcata Land Use Code.
A described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the project proposes a trail that will provide
access from the proposed traffic circle in the northeast corner of the project site to the
existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane. Approximately 650 feet of the trail
will occur along the north property line of the project site from the northeast corner of the
site to the northwestern portion of the site. This portion of the trail will connect to the
City-owned Janes Creek Meadows Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue
approximately 175 feet along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 to access the
existing public trail (see Figure 1H [Non-Vehicular Circulation]). The portion of the trail
in the Janes Creek Meadows Openspace area will occur along the southern edge of the
riparian corridor associated with a tributary to Janes Creek. The City’s Environmental
Services and Engineering Departments conducted a site visit of the proposed trail
alignment and determined that construction of this section of the trail will include the
removal of several small trees, but will mostly require tree limbing. Due to the limited
amount of vegetation removal that will be required for installation of the trail, a substantial
adverse effect on riparian habitat associated with the tributary to Janes Creek will not
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occur. All project construction activities, including the installation of this trail, will be
subject to Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a above.
As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction), the project proposes various sources of new outdoor
lighting (street, pedestrian-scale, security, and buildings). If not designed properly designed, the
proposed outdoor lighting could shine on the Janes Creek riparian corridor which is designated
as an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) in the City of Arcata General Plan. To
minimize potential impacts, the project proposes outdoor lighting 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 (IDA), 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 impacts for the Janes Creek riparian
corridor.
Therefore, the proposed project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community in local or regional Plans, polices, or regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS.

Chapter 5, Energy Conservation
Draft EIR Page 5-8, Impact Analysis
During long-term operation of the proposed project, energy use will include electricity and
natural gas consumption by the residents, energy consumption related to obtaining water, and
fuel consumption by operation of vehicles. As described below, the proposed project’s inherent
site and design features will reduce the consumption of energy during long-term operation.
The proposed project’s electricity and natural gas use was estimated using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (Appendix G). As described in Sections 2.7 (Air
Quality) and 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the EIR, the project proposes land use,
community design, and water and energy conservation site and design features including the
following:


The project proposes a density of 21 units/acre which is an increase of 13 residential
units/acre compared to surrounding single-family residential uses (~8 units/acre);



To reduce the energy needs of the proposed buildings, the project seeks a Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver rating which would include energyefficient design for windows, walls, HVAC, and lighting. Other aspects of the project
that will contribute towards achieving a LEED Silver rating include: 1) infill
development project away from sensitive habitats and in close proximity to mass transit;
2) on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements; 3) bicycle storage in excess of the City’s
Land Use Code standards; 4) preferred off-street parking for clean fuel vehicles; 5)
electric vehicle charging stations; 6) use of low flow plumbing fixtures; 7) water efficient

City of Arcata

2-31

The Village Final EIR

landscaping; and 8) diversion of construction waste (see additional discussion of these
measures in this chapter).


To reduce indoor water use, the project proposes to install low flow plumbing fixtures in
the residential buildings and club house.



To reduce outdoor water use, the project proposes to install water efficient landscaping
and a low flow irrigation system in compliance with the City of Arcata’s Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (WELO).

With the project design features that reduce energy use, the project would result in an estimated
950,760 kWh per year (950.8 MWh per year) of electricity use and 1,045,210 kBtu per year
(10,452 therm) of natural gas use each year annually (Appendix G).

Chapter 7, Cumulative Impact Analysis
Draft EIR Pages 7-10 and 7-11, Proposed Project Cumulative Impacts

Transportation/Traffic
The City of Arcata commissioned W-Trans to conduct a comprehensive traffic study (Appendix
L) to address the cumulative impacts associated with the potential development of the five
Sunset Area housing projects. The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts on
transportation/traffic consists of the study intersections and road segments included in the WTrans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study. As determined in the Traffic Study, the Sunset
Area housing projects would generate an estimated 4,613 additional trips per day. Of this
amount, the Village Student Housing project is estimated to generate approximately 34 percent
of these additional trips, or 1,578 trips per day.
As described in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of the EIR, the Traffic Study concluded that
potential cumulative impacts may occur from these projects, and recommended several near-term
and future transportation infrastructure improvements that would reduce the impacts of the
projects to a less than significant level. The “near-term” improvements were completed in
Summer 2017. The “future” transportation improvements may not be constructed for a decade
or longer since the design of some of these improvements need to be coordinated with Caltrans
and/or Humboldt State University. All of the Sunset Area housing projects will be required to
pay a fair share proportion of the transportation improvements recommended in the Traffic Study
or as required by the City of Arcata.
Since the Village Student Housing Project is estimated to generate approximately 34 percent of
the additional trips that would be generated by the Sunset Area housing projects, the contribution
of the Proposed Project to this traffic impact would be cumulatively considerable. To address
this impact, Mitigation Measure 3.1a has been included in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of
the EIR for the Proposed Project, requiring the applicant to pay a fair share proportion of the
near-term and future transportation improvements.
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As discussed in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of the EIR, two of the recommended
transportation improvements in the W-Trans Traffic Study may not be constructed for several
years. These improvements include the roundabout at the Sunset Ave/LK Wood Blvd
intersection and the roundabout at the Foster Ave/Alliance Road intersection (Appendix L).
During this time, there is the potential that several of the Sunset Area housing projects may be
constructed and become operational. If this scenario were to happen, there is the potential for
significant cumulative traffic impacts to occur until the two roundabouts are installed. For this
reason, the City may adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Proposed Project
related to traffic impacts. This may also be required for some of the other projects. As
identified on Draft EIR page 8-3, this is a significant environmental effect which cannot be
avoided.
The W-Trans Traffic Study also reviewed potential impacts to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
facilities. The Study concluded that existing facilities are not adequate to accommodate several
of the Sunset Area housing projects. Recommendations were made for improvements that would
ensure that these projects will not decrease the performance or safety of public transit, bicycle,
and pedestrian facilities (Appendix L). These projects will be required to construct the
improvements recommended in the Traffic Study, or as required by the City of Arcata, to
minimize potential impacts on alternative modes of transportation. The recommendations for
onsite pedestrian/bicycle improvements at the project site have been included as Mitigation
Measure 3.1b for the Proposed Project.
The Sunset Area housing projects will be required to comply with City of Arcata policies and
regulations concerning designing access improvements for efficient vehicular and non-vehicular
circulation and emergency access, and preventing hazardous design features. As summarized in
Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of the EIR, project construction and operational activities
would not conflict with applicable plans, ordinances and polices related to circulation in the City
of Arcata, would not increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use, and would not
interfere with emergency response to the project site or surrounding areas.
As such, cumulative impacts related to transportation/traffic will be less than significant upon
construction of the future transportation improvements identified in the W-Trans Traffic Study.

Chapter 8, Other CEQA Considerations
Draft EIR Pages 8-1 and 8-2, Growth Inducing Impacts
A proposed project’s growth inducing impacts are analyzed in accordance with the following
CEQA Guideline:
15126.2 (d) Growth Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project. Discuss the ways
in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the
construction of additional housing either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to
population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant, might, for
example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the
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population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction
of new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Also discuss
the characteristics of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other
activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or
cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.
The project proposes an off-campus student housing development on an underutilized industrial
site within 0.5 miles of Humboldt State University (HSU). Student housing is identified as a
needed housing type in the City of Arcata 2014 Housing Element and the HSU 2004 Master
Plan. Humboldt State University (HSU) reports they currently have 2,100 dormitory housing
units that are estimated by the CA Department of Finance (DOF) to provide housing for
approximately 2,283 students (Appendix K, Pg. 3). As of Fall 2016, HSU had 8,503 students
enrolled with 8,020 of these being Full-Time Equivalent Students (HSU, 2016). As such, the
dormitory housing units on-campus provide housing for less than 30% of the student population.
As discussed in the HSU Student Housing Master Plan prepared by Brailsford & Dunlavey
(2017), HSU has a housing capacity of 2,047 students, which only provides housing for
approximately 23% of the student population. This project would provide modern, purposebuilt housing for 800 students that will help to meet the demand for student housing in the City.
The project does not propose to provide housing for non-student residents in the City or the
surrounding area that could induce population growth. The project will not result in an increase
in student enrollment at HSU, but may attract students to this area of the City of Arcata who
have been living outside City limits due to existing housing constraints in the City. Providing
additional student housing in the City may also help has the potential to relieve pressure on the
single-family housing market in the area. In relation to the City of Arcata’s resident population
of 18,374 (DOF, 2017), the potential increase from the proposed project (~800 persons) would
not be substantial (~ approximately 4.4%).
The project includes all necessary improvements to the existing infrastructure, and no excess
capacity that could induce growth will be provided. As indicated by comments from the
representatives of the various public service agencies in the project area, the development of the
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities (such as new fire or police stations). There are no features of the project that would be
expected to cause secondary or growth-inducing impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would
not be growth-inducing.

Chapter 9, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Draft EIR Pages 9-1 to 9-3, Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure 3.1a. Transportation Improvements.
To minimize the traffic impacts of the proposed project, the applicant will be responsible for
paying a fair share proportion for the following near-term and future transportation
improvements to the City of Arcata:
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Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard Re-Striping (Near-term)
Re-Stripe Alliance Road & Foster Avenue Approaches (Near-term)
Roundabout at Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard Intersection (Future)
Roundabout at Foster Avenue/Alliance Road Intersection (Future)

The “near-term” improvements were completed in Summer 2017. The “future” transportation
improvements may not be constructed for a decade or longer since the design of some of these
improvements need to be coordinated with Caltrans and/or Humboldt State University. In order
to fund these transportation improvement projects, a Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Collection
Program or equivalent will be established by the City of Arcata. The anticipated total cost of
these improvements will be approximately $3,627,700. The amount of the total cost of the
improvements that will be funded by the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Collection Program is
$911,900. Of this amount, the Village Student Housing Community project is estimated to be
responsible for approximately 37%. Detailed information about the traffic impact mitigation
fees is included on Pgs. 67-69 and in Appendix E of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide
Traffic Study (Appendix L).
Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Prior to the issuance of the building permit certificate
of occupancy
Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City of Arcata
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to construction activities
Evidence of Compliance: Issuance of the building permit certificate of occupancy by the City
of Arcata
Mitigation Measure 3.1b. On-site Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements.
To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan
Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan (2010), and the
recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L), the
proposed project will construct new on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements throughout the
development. This includes the following pedestrian/bicycle trails:


An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of
the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.



An approximate 500-foot 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the
project site from the northeast corner of the site to the northern central northwestern
portion of the site. This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows
Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and continue approximately 175 feet ultimately
provide along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056 access to access Maple
Lane.



Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the Preliminary
Landscape Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture.

Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy
Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City of Arcata
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Monitoring Frequency: During construction activities
Evidence of Compliance: Issuance of the certificate of occupancy by the City of Arcata
Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a. Biological Survey.
The applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct a focused survey for the protected wildlife
species identified in the NRM Biological Review (Appendix O; Pg. 4, Table 1) as having
potential habitat on the 1.4 acre western portion of the project site, including amphibians and
nesting birds. Surveys shall be performed within 30 days of the beginning of construction
activity. If construction is delayed for more than 30 days from the date of the survey, and
is to then commence during the nesting season (March 1 to September 15) an additional
survey shall be conducted. If protected wildlife species are observed at or directly adjacent to
the project site, the qualified biologist shall design appropriate project activity buffer widths and
operational restrictions. The survey shall be completed and submitted to the City of Arcata
Community Development Department prior to issuance of the building permit for the project.
Timing for Implementation/Compliance: Prior to the issuance of the building permit
Person/Agency Responsible for Monitoring: City of Arcata
Monitoring Frequency: Prior to construction activities
Evidence of Compliance: Issuance of the building permit by the City of Arcata
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CHAPTER 3 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED
ON THE DRAFT EIR
3.1 Purpose
As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
the City of Arcata Community Development Department is serving as "Lead Agency," for
preparation of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Village Student Housing Project
(project). The Final EIR (FEIR) presents the environmental information and analyses that have
been prepared for the project, including comments received addressing the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, and responses to those comments. In addition to the responses to comments, clarifications,
corrections, or minor revisions have been made to the Draft EIR and are set forth in Chapter 2,
Revisions to Draft EIR. The FEIR, which includes the responses to comments, the revisions to
the Draft EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring Program, will be used by the Planning Commission
and City Council in the decision-making process for the project.

3.2 Comment Letters Received
Within this chapter are the comment letters received in response to the Draft EIR during the
public comment period which ran from October 30, 2017 to January 15, 2018. As described in
Chapter 1 (Introduction) of this Final EIR, the initial comment period was scheduled to end on
December 15, 2017. However, based on requests by the public, the City of Arcata Planning
Commission voted unanimously to extend the public comment period on the Draft EIR to
January 15, 2018.
Each comment letter is numbered and contains the name of the agency or organization, or the
last name of the person providing comment, such as Comment Letter 75-Caltrans, or
Comment Letter 69-Jules. The comment letters are organized by date first and alphabetically
second, if received on the same date. Each comment is bracketed and numbered sequentially for
each letter (75.1, 75.2, etc.). Some comments are also bracketed and numbered into subcomments (5.4.1, 5.4.2, etc.). Comments that are not directly related to the environmental issues
of the project, such as commentary or opinion regarding the merits of the project, are responded
to in a lesser degree of detail.
Responses are provided for each identified comment and follow the pertinent Comment Letter.
Where comments warrant a response that results in text changes to the Draft EIR (for
clarifications, correction, amplification of issues, etc.), those response are shown in Chapter 2
(Revisions to Draft EIR) of this Final EIR. The changes to the Draft EIR are clarifications,
corrections, or amplification of information to provide better understanding of the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Project, or are modifications to mitigation measures that provide a
clearer understanding of the measures that will result in a reduction in impacts. These changes
do not constitute significant new information, and do not require recirculation of the Draft EIR in
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accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. “Significant new information” requiring
recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:
1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from other
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded (Mountain Lion Coalition v.
Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043).
The City of Arcata received a total of 94 comment letters during the comment period of the Draft
EIR. The comment letters were received from the following agencies, organizations, and
interested parties (Table 3-1).
Table 3-1 Comments Received on the Village Project Draft EIR

Letter
No.

Commenter

Commenter
Type

Date
Received

Interested Party

11-10-17

Organization

11-10-17

1

Pam Cavanagh

2

Coalition for Responsible Transportation
Priorities (CRTP)

3

Jay Davis

Interested Party

11-12-17

4

Eva and John Phillips

Interested Party

11-13-17

5

Milton Boyd

Interested Party

11-15-17

6

Susan Hansen

Interested Party

11-15-17

7

Daniel Grantz

Interested Party

11-16-17

8

Kathleen Zeppegno

Interested Party

11-16-17

9

Ron and Virginia Orlandi

Interested Party

11-19-17

10

Lizo Phillips

Interested Party

11-19-17

11

Judith Williamson

Interested Party

11-19-17

12

Janssen Malloy LLP

Organization

11-20-17

13

Bonnie MacRaith

Interested Party

11-20-17

14

Steven Martin

Interested Party

11-20-17

15

Remy, Moose, Manley LLP

Organization

11-22-17

16

Steven Martin

Interested Party

11-24-17

17

Stephanie McCaleb

Interested Party

11-24-17
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Letter
No.

Commenter

Commenter
Type

Date
Received

18

John Monahan

Interested Party

11-26-17

19

Cynthia Bachemin

Interested Party

11-27-17

20

Steven Martin

Interested Party

11-27-17

21

Marilyn Pearsall

Interested Party

11-27-17

22

Andrea Pickart

Interested Party

11-27-17

23

Alicia Abell

Interested Party

11-28-17

24

Erik and Maureen Jules

Interested Party

11-28-18

25

Keep High Rises Out of Arcata – Petition

Organization

11-28-17

26

Tim Lauck

Interested Party

11-28-17

27

Bonnie MacRaith

Interested Party

11-28-17

28

Steven Martin

Interested Party

11-28-17

29

Jeannie Ricord

Interested Party

11-28-17

30

John Rosa

Interested Party

11-28-17

31

Jack Roscoe

Interested Party

11-28-17

32

Siskiyou Land Conservancy

Organization

11-28-17

33

Alex Stillman

Interested Party

11-28-17

34

Ashley and Stephen Tillinghast

Interested Party

11-28-17

35

Daniel Wassenaar

Interested Party

11-28-17

36

Christine Ng

Interested Party

11-29-17

37

Redwood Coast Energy Authority

Agency

11-29-17

38

Judith Williamson

Interested Party

11-29-17

39

Jane Woodward

Interested Party

11-29-17

40

Beatrice Avcollie

Interested Party

11-30-17

41

Gradon Bescher

Interested Party

11-30-17

42

Pam Cavanagh

Interested Party

11-30-17

43

Carlisle Douglas

Interested Party

11-30-17

44

Robert and Janet Fallis

Interested Party

11-30-17

45

Margaret Flenner

Interested Party

11-30-17

46

Margaret Kelso

Interested Party

11-30-17

47

Bill Kowinski

Interested Party

11-30-17

48

Steven Martin

Interested Party

11-30-17

49

Gwen Roscoe

Interested Party

11-30-17
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Letter
No.

Commenter

Commenter
Type

Date
Received

50

Judie Snyder

Interested Party

11-30-17

51

Traci (no last name provided)

Interested Party

11-30-17

52

Charlie Jordan

Interested Party

12-01-17

53

Christine Ng

Interested Party

12-01-17

54

Judith Williamson

Interested Party

12-01-17

55

Ann Carlisle

Interested Party

12-03-17

56

Judith Williamson

Interested Party

12-03-17

57

Jane Woodward

Interested Party

12-04-17

58

Maureen Jules

Interested Party

12-05-17

59

Steve Martin

Interested Party

12-05-17

60

Nancy Rehg

Interested Party

12-05-17

61

Mark Rizzardi

Interested Party

12-05-17

62

Katie Belknapp

Interested Party

12-06-17

63

Stephanie McCaleb

Interested Party

12-08-17

64

Kimberly Tays

Interested Party

12-09-17

65

Sarah Turner

Interested Party

12-09-17

66

Janssen Malloy LLP

Organization

12-11-17

67

Remy, Moose, Manley LLP

Organization

12-11-17

68

Westside Community Improvement Assc.

Organization

12-11-17

69

Maureen Jules

Interested Party

12-12-17

70

League of Women Voters

Organization

12-12-17

71

Bonnie MacRaith

Interested Party

12-12-17

72

John Schaefer

Interested Party

12-12-17

73

Connie Stewart

Interested Party

12-12-17

74

Jane Woodward

Interested Party

12-12-17

75

Caltrans

Agency

12-13-17

76

Humboldt State University

Agency

12-13-17

77

Maureen Jules

Interested Party

12-13-17

78

Environmental Protection Information Center

Organization

12-14-17

79

Roxana Mostafavi

Interested Party

12-14-17

80

Lisa Pelletier

Interested Party

12-14-17

81

Pauli Bachemin

Interested Party

12-15-17
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Letter
No.

Commenter

Commenter
Type

Date
Received

82

George and Lynn Bucquet

Interested Party

12-15-17

83

Asher and Julie Gilbride

Interested Party

12-15-17

84

Maureen Jules

Interested Party

12-15-17

85

Steven Martin

Interested Party

12-15-17

86

Sean Sensanto

Interested Party

12-15-17

87

Maureen Jules

Interested Party

12-19-17

88

Christine Ng

Interested Party

12-21-17

89

John Monahan

Interested Party

12-22-17

90

Erik Jules

Interested Party

12-23-17

91

Judith Scharnberg

Interested Party

01-09-18

92

Henry Schuyler

Interested Party

01-12-18

93

Stephanie McCaleb

Interested Party

01-15-18

94

Jane Woodward

Interested Party

01-16-18

Additional public comment was received during five Planning Commission meetings conducted
by the City of Arcata Planning Commission during the public comment period for the Draft EIR.
A summary of the comments and summarized responses are provided in Section 3.4 (Planning
Commission Meeting Comments). In addition, the Planning Department Staff Reports from the
Planning Commission meetings held during the public comment period for the Draft EIR are
included in Section 3.4 below.

3.3 Response to Comments
This section provides the comment letters and the response to comments for each letter as
identified above in Section 3.2.
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Response to Comment Letter 1-Cavanagh (11-10-17)
Response to Comments 1.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter. No environmental issues or
a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by this summary
paragraph; therefore, no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 1.2
The commenter states that the intersection of L.K. Wood, U.S. 101 entrances and exits, and
Sunset Avenue currently is quite challenging with the present level of traffic and becomes even
more challenging shortly before and immediately after the hour when classes at HSU are
dismissed. The commenter also notes that, due to adding pedestrians to the increased traffic,
extreme caution is called for in order to navigate through the area without a mishap. Lastly, the
commenter states that routing vehicular traffic from the Village site to St. Louis Road, which
feeds into L.K. Wood, will escalate an already tedious traffic situation where California Avenue
meets L.K. Wood.
The City is presently evaluating improvements for the LK Wood and California Ave. intersection
at the Traffic Safety Committee (TSC). The site visibility distances are adequate for vehicles
travelling the posted speed of 25 mph on LK Wood. Possible future improvements include radar
feedback signs, all-way stop or small roundabout/traffic calming feature at the intersection. The
commenter is also referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study completed by W-Trans (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and
Responses 6.2 and 15.20. The comment does not identify a new or substantially increased
significant environmental impact.
Response to Comments 1.3
The commenter takes exception to allowing the PD overlay to exceed the 35-foot height limit of
the RH zoning. No environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of
environmental impacts were raised; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment,
however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration during the proposed project’s deliberation process.
Response to Comments 1.4
The commenter provides opinions regarding the height of the proposed buildings and
commentary on unrelated prior City projects. The commenter is referred to Responses 15.8 and
30.2. The comment does not raise a new environmental issue not currently addressed by the
Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative
process. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 1.5
No environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts
were raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is noted
for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 2-CRTP (11-10-17)
Response to Comments 2.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the letter and states that they have concluded
that the Draft EIR does not adequately assess the transportation-related impacts of the project
and does not require all appropriate and feasible mitigation. The commenter also references their
June 1, 2017 comments on the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Impact Study. The June 2017
letter from the commenter is attached to Commenter Letter 2 and the comments are bracketed
and responded to in a similar fashion. This comment does not specifically identify an
inadequacy in the analysis of the Draft EIR. The specific issues raised in the comment letters are
addressed in the responses below.
Response to Comments 2.2
The commenter states that the trip generation rate used to evaluate the project’s impacts is too
high, and results in an overly conservative evaluation. The commenter also states that a lower
trip generation rate should be used to avoid the construction of unnecessary vehicular
improvements.
A review of the DEIR indicates that there are four improvement projects that the applicant is
required to contribute money toward, including restriping Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard
and Alliance Road/Foster Avenue and, in the future, installing roundabouts at Sunset Avenue/LK
Wood Boulevard and Alliance Road/Foster Avenue. As detailed in the Central Arcata Areawide
Traffic Study, the striping improvements identified for Alliance Road/Foster Avenue are needed
in the near-term with the addition of trips from any one of the housing projects studied; in other
words, any one of those projects would, by themselves, trigger the need for this improvement.
Therefore, the need for the improvement is unaffected by the trip generation rate applied to the
Village project because the improvement is needed whether the project proceeds or not.
Similarly, the restriping of Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard is needed to address current
deficiencies in pedestrian and bicycle safety at that location, so the need for this improvement
would not be affected by changing the Village project’s trip generation.
The two future projects include roundabouts at Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard and
Alliance Road/Foster Avenue. Again, these improvements are needed regardless of whether the
Village project moves forward. Due to area-wide growth, and without any of the projects
studied in the area-wide study, both of these intersections would be expected to operate with
substantial delay.
This project, and all other projects in the City of Arcata and most of the local jurisdictions, use
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation manual for trip generation
calculations. This method is an industry standard and accepted by the State and the County.
While the commenter is correct that the trip generation estimate is conservative, other than a
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reduction in the severity of the identified traffic impacts, the only change that would result from
reducing the trip generation would be a reduction in the fee owed by the developer. No further
response and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 2.3
The commenter states that vehicular level of service (LOS) is used to measure transportation
impacts despite of the lack of an adopted LOS standard, while no comparable analysis is
performed for other modes of transportation. The commenter states that this leads to the
identification of inappropriate mitigation measures. The commenter also states that the Draft
EIR should measure transportation impacts using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rather than LOS.
The commenter suggests that if vehicular LOS continues to be used, a comparable assessment of
impacts to non-vehicular forms of transportation must also be included. The commenter states
that mitigation measures must not increase vehicular capacity, but rather must reduce VMT by
discouraging vehicle use and encouraging walking, bicycling, and use of transit.
Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) is a relatively new methodology that is proposed to be
implemented through the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 743 and will encourage infill development
and, subsequently, reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). However, OPR has not yet adopted
CEQA Guidelines regarding this methodology and implementation of the methodology is not
required at this time. As such, many jurisdictions continue to use Level of Service (LOS) to
measure impacts at intersections, roadways and highways. The City of Arcata does not have an
adopted policy regarding LOS or VMT; however, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(TIS), which includes this project, clearly states that LOS C is the desired minimum for
roadways within the Study area. Furthermore, the TIS states that the City will accept lower LOS
at intersections as long as it results in positive impacts/benefits for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Caltrans also endeavors to maintain operations at the transition from LOS C to LOS D for their
highways and intersections.
Although not required, the City prepared a VMT analysis (Appendix 3 of the FEIR) in concert to
the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Impact Study (Appendix L of the DEIR) because staff
recognized that this may be a direction that the City will need to go in the near term. The VMT
analysis resulted in a finding of "No Impact" to any of the study intersections given the nature of
the project (student housing) and its proximity to the "trip generator" (HSU).
As explained by Bob Brown, AICP, the City's EIR consultant at the December 12, 2017
Planning Commission hearing, the use of VMT as a replacement to LOS in CEQA documents is
still in rulemaking at the legislative level and its future use is expected to be at the discretion of
the local jurisdiction. If all goes accordingly, the revised CEQA Guidelines will be approved by
September 2018 and there will be a discretionary period until January 2020 when lead agencies
can determine the appropriate method of transportation analysis. No further response and no
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Response to Comments 2.4
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to acknowledge the significance of VMT
increases. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must acknowledge the significance of
VMT increases caused by the project and adopt additional mitigation measures to decrease
vehicular mode share. The commenter also states that the Finding 3.6 in the Draft EIR fails to
address the Arcata 2010 Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan’s goal of an increase in nonmotorized modes to 50% by 2020. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must estimate the
mode share of trips caused by the project in order to determine if it will conflict with this policy.
A Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) analysis (see Appendix 3 of the FEIR) was conducted for this
and the five other projects included in the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of
the DEIR). The VMT analysis concluded that these projects would not result in a significant
impact. VMT analysis is geared toward and more suitable for projects in the urban setting where
infill development is needed and other modes of transportation (transit and active transportation)
exist. The commenter is also referred to Response 2.3. To the extent commenter disagrees with
the conclusion regarding significance under the selected threshold, it is noted that under CEQA,
the lead agency is entitled to rely on expert analysis regarding whether project impacts are
significant and is entitled to select an appropriate threshold from among accepted methodologies;
provided there is substantial evidence to support their selection. The lead agency has made an
appropriate selection under CEQA.
The Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (2010) establishes one primary goal which is to
“Work towards achieving 50% of all trips that begin and end in Arcata being made by nonmotorized modes by year 2020.” As discussed on Pg. 2-1 of the Plan, the 2000 Census reported
that 20% of trips in Arcata were done on foot or bike. The Plan acknowledges that although this
percentage is high, residents and the City feels that Arcata is capable of raising these trips to
50%. As described in Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR (Figure 3B on Pg. 38), the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan identifies several planned trails at and adjacent to the
project site that would connect the site to existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities to the north,
west, and south. As described on Pgs. 3-30 and 3-31 of the Draft EIR, the project proposes to
construct pedestrian and bicycle improvements that will implement the Plan and result in
connecting the project site to the St. Louis Road overcrossing to the north, Maple Lane to the
west, and Todd Court to the south (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation] in the Draft EIR).
In addition, the project will provide indoor and outdoor bicycle parking well in excess of the
City’s Land Use Code requirements, will operate a car and bike share program, and proposes
installation of a new bus stop to serve the project. These features of the project will comply with
the following objectives in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan which are intended to
implement the primary goal of the Plan:



Objective A: Implement the pedestrian and bicycle master plan
Objective B: Complete a network of bikeways that are feasible, fundable, and that serve
bicyclists’ needs, especially for travel to employment centers, schools, commercial
districts, transit stops, and institutions.
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Objective C: Complete a network of walkways that serves pedestrian needs, especially
for short trips to employment centers, schools, commercial districts, transit stops, and
institutions.
Objective D: Maintain and improve the quality, operation, and integrity of bikeway and
walkway facilities.
Objective E: Provide short- and long-term bicycle parking in employment and
commercial areas, in multifamily housing, at schools and colleges, and at transit facilities.
Objective F: Increase the number of bi-modal bicycle-transit and skateboard-transit trips.

The pedestrian and bicycle improvements proposed by the project will provide connectivity to
the existing trail systems in the project area, Humboldt State University, and to regional trails in
the Humboldt Bay area including the Annie and Mary Trail and the Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata
to Eureka segment. It is anticipated that this increased connectivity will encourage residents to
walk or bike to HSU instead of driving. The Village project would be one of the few projects in
the City of Arcata that is substantially consistent with the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan and the goal of substantially increasing non-motorized trips.
As noted above, the commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must estimate the mode share of trips
caused by the project in order to determine if it will conflict with the primary goal of the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. As discussed above, the project will result in construction
of the trails planned for the project area in the Plan and proposes other improvements and
programs that will assist with implementation of the objectives in the Plan. Beyond
demonstrating compliance with the objectives of the Plan, it would be too speculative to estimate
the mode share of trips for the project since it is unknown how many future residents will choose
to walk or bike. The commenter is also referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft Report)
of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comments 2.5
The commenter states that the Draft EIR underestimates the significance of the transportationrelated pollution resulting from the project. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR must
acknowledge that the project’s transportation related pollution is significant and will conflict
with the City’s GHG reduction target and must propose additional mitigation.
As described in Section 2.7 (Air Quality) and 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions), the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to estimate the amount of criteria air
pollutants and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that would be generated by the proposed
project. As stated on Pg. 2.7-13 of the Draft EIR, the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) (Appendix G of the Draft EIR) is a statewide land use emissions computer model
designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and
environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with
both construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. The model can be used for
a variety of situations where an air quality analysis is necessary or desirable, such as California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents and is recommended for use by the NCUAQMD
on their website under the section entitled “Air Quality Planning & CEQA”
(www.ncuaqmd.org). Since the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
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(NCUAQMD) does not have any emissions thresholds for criteria air pollutants (ROG, NOx,
CO, Sox, PM10, and PM2.5) or GHG emissions, the project’s estimated emissions were compared
to the thresholds from other Air District’s in the State of California including the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD).
As shown in Table 2.7-8 of the Draft EIR (Pg. 2.7-16), the project’s operational related
emissions would not exceed SCAQMD operational significance thresholds for criteria air
pollutants. As such, the proposed project would not emit substantial concentrations of these
pollutants during long-term operation and would not contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation. As shown in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR (Pg. 2.8-10), the project’s estimated
GHG emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD project-level efficiency threshold of 4.6 metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per service population [residents + employees] annually (MT
CO2e/SP/yr). As such, the proposed project will not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. The commenter is
also referred to Responses 15.11 and 15.15. With regard to VMT, the commenter is directed to
Responses 2.3 and 2.4. No further response and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 2.6
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address the impacts of the placement of
vehicle and bicycle parking on the project site. The commenter states that the proposed project
site layout creates a more intimidating and less safe environment for pedestrian and bicyclists
and may reduce the potential for residents and visitors to use these modes. The commenter
commends the applicant for providing substantially more bike parking than required, but states
there is insufficient detail on the plans to evaluate the quality or placement of bicycle parking.
The commenter notes that some of the bicycle parking will be provided indoors and on upper
floors and suggests that the project must provide a convenient way for bicyclists to get their
bicycles to these parking spaces. Lastly, the commenter states that the Draft EIR must assess the
impacts of the placement of both vehicular and bicycle parking on the mode share trips generated
by the project and on the surrounding community and provide mitigation for any potentially
significant impacts.
A summary of vehicle and bicycle parking proposed for the project is provided below (refer to
pages 1-17 through 1-18 of the Draft EIR):


With the 240 residential units proposed by the project, a minimum of 240 and a
maximum of 480 parking spaces could be required. The project proposes 369 off-street
parking spaces for vehicles. This number of vehicle parking spaces exceeds the City’s
minimum requirement but is less than the maximum.



As noted above, a 240-unit residential development would require a minimum of 240
vehicle parking spaces. Based on this requirement, the minimum number of bicycle
parking spaces required for the project would be 120 (50% of the minimum number of
vehicle parking spaces required). Each floor of the proposed four-story buildings will
have 20 bicycle parking spaces. This will provide 80 spaces per building and 320 indoor
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bicycle parking spaces total. The project also proposes to provide 185 outdoor bicycle
parking spaces which are required to be covered. As such, the project proposes to
provide 505 bicycle parking spaces, which is greater than four times the City’s minimum
requirement.
The proposed bicycle parking for the project will be required to comply with Section 9.36.060
(Bicycle Parking) of the Arcata Land Use Code, which contains design requirements for bicycle
parking. These requirements contain minimum design standards and state that each space shall
be conveniently located for intended uses. Bicycle parking spaces located at other multi-family
residential developments in the City are typically located so that bicyclists have to share the
driveways on the residential sites with vehicular traffic to access nearby bike lanes and multi-use
trails. The commenter suggests that a similar design for the proposed project would somehow
discourage the future residents from bicycling.
As discussed on Pgs. 1-17 and 1-18 of the Draft EIR, the project proposes several on-site multiuse trails that will connect the site to existing or proposed trails to the north, west, and south. As
noted on Pgs. 3-21, 3-23, and 3-30 of the Draft EIR, these improvements have been included as
mitigation for the proposed project (see Mitigation Measure 3.1b on Pg. 3-23 of the Draft EIR).
This connectivity to surrounding bicycle pathways would encourage bicycling to and from
Humboldt State University and other areas of the City. As described on Pg. 3-4, 3-6, and 3-21 of
the Draft EIR, these connectivity improvements comply with and implement Policy T-5 (Bicycle
and Pedestrian Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan Transportation Element, the Arcata
Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan (2010), and the recommendations of the W-Trans Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L to the Draft EIR). Also, as described on Pg. 1-16
and 1-17 of the Draft EIR, the applicant proposes to implement a car and bike share program at
the student housing community for residents who do not have cars or bikes. The program is
intended to encourage carpooling, reduce vehicle miles traveled, encourage alternative modes of
transportation, and reduce the number of cars and bikes that are stored at the site.
As noted above, the project proposes to provide 20 bicycle parking spaces on each floor of the
proposed residential structures. Each floor of the residential structures will contain a lobby that
will be accessed by elevators and stairs. The indoor bicycle parking spaces proposed for the
project will be located near the lobby and will be easily accessible by the future residents.
Overall, the project will provide bicycle parking well in excess of the City’s Land Use Code
requirements, will operate a car and bike share program, and proposes installation of the on-site
bicycle pathway improvements that are planned for in the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan (2010). Therefore, the proposed project will encourage bicycling as a mode of
transportation to the greatest extent feasible. No further response and no change to the Draft EIR
is necessary.
Response to Comments 2.7
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not require the unbundling of parking from
residential unit rents as a mitigation measure which would likely reduce all transportation
impacts below the level of significance. The commenter also states that renting parking
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separately from the proposed residential units would reduce housing costs for future residents
and is recognized as one of the most effective ways of discouraging driving. The commenter
states that unbundling of parking is recognized as a mitigation measure for reducing VMT in the
draft SB 743 CEQA Guidelines amendments and would create an incentive to lessen driving as
called for in the City’s Community Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. The commenter suggests
that requiring residents to pay separately for parking would reduce the number of parking spaces
needed for the project, reduce vehicles miles traveled, reduce GHG and other emissions, and
increase non-vehicular mode share. The commenter suggests that a market study should be
performed to demonstrate the demand for parking from potential future residents once parking
costs are unbundled from residential unit rents. The commenter states that such a study should
be the basis for deciding how many parking spaces the project actually provides. Lastly, the
commenter states that the Draft EIR should require the unbundling of parking as a mitigation
measure and the number of vehicular parking spaces provided should be limited to the number
the market demands when unbundled.
As listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the unbundling of parking from rents has been included as a condition of approval by
the City for the project (Condition D-15). As noted in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), all
traffic impacts from the proposed project are considered less than significant; however, given
funding and timing of Mitigation Measure 3.1a, a short-term significant and unavoidable impact
would occur. Due to areawide growth, and without any of the six projects studied in the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study, potentially significant traffic impacts would occur until the
future transportation improvements identified in the Study have been constructed. The
unbundling of parking from any of the residential projects proposed in the Sunset area would not
change this short-term significant traffic impact. The commenter is also referred to Responses
2.2 through 2.4 and 2.6.
As noted in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR (Pgs. 1-16 and 1-17), the project proposes off-street
parking in compliance with the City of Arcata Land Use Code Section 9.36.060 (Number of
Parking Spaces Required). As shown on the Site Plan (see Figure 1E), the project proposes 369
off-street parking spaces for vehicles. Twenty of these spaces (5% of total parking) will be
reserved for clean air vehicles and twelve of these spaces (3% of total parking) will have EVcharging stations. This number of vehicle parking spaces exceeds the City’s minimum
requirement but is less than the maximum. Neither CEQA, nor the City’s Municipal Code,
requires a market study to determine the actual number of parking spaces needed for a project,
with implementation of measures such as the unbundling of parking from residential unit rents.
No further response and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 2.8
The commenter provides introductory remarks to their June 1, 2017 letter that was referenced in,
and is attached to, Comment Letter 2-CRTP (11-10-17). The commenter states that their letter
contains comments on the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (TIS), specifically the
proposed Traffic Impact Fee Mitigation Program and proportionate share calculations. This
comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
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completed for the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 2.9
The commenter states that they are pleased that the TIS considered bicycle, pedestrian and transit
modes in developing the list of projects to be funded by the Mitigation Program. The commenter
states that they are concerned that the Mitigation Program is also proposed to fund projects
which increase vehicular capacity. The commenter also expresses concern with the roundabout
improvements that are proposed at the intersections of Alliance Road/Foster Avenue and LK
Wood Blvd/Sunset Avenue. The commenter states that while the roundabouts may represent an
improvement over current conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists, they were designed primarily
to reduce vehicular congestion and could be better designed if a higher priority were given to
non-vehicular modes. The commenter suggests that the design of these roundabouts and
observed driver behavior at these intersections will result in increased safety hazards for
bicyclists and pedestrians.
These comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. These comments address the recommendations of the Traffic
Study and were previously considered by the Arcata City Council prior to completion of the
Study. The commenter is referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft Report) of the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The comments do not
specifically concern the project and do not raise any issues regarding the sufficiency of the EIR’s
analysis. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 2.10
The commenter states that the City’s General Plan calls for an increase in non-vehicular mode
share, and the 2010 Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan calls for a dramatic increase in nonmotorized modes to 50% by 2020. The commenter suggests that if the City is to achieve these
laudable goals, it must prioritize infrastructure design which puts bicycles and pedestrians first
(along with transit). The commenter suggests that the proposed mitigation program fails to
comply with these plans and will actually lead to more vehicular travel.
These comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. These comments address the recommendations of the Traffic
Study and their compliance with the City’s General Plan and Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan. These comments were previously considered by the Arcata City Council prior to
completion of the Study. The commenter is referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft
Report) of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). As it
relates to the proposed project’s compliance with the goals and policies in the General Plan and
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, the commenter is referred to pages 3-29 through 3-31 of the
Draft EIR and Responses 2.4 and 2.6. No further response is necessary and no change to the
Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 2.11
The commenter encourages the City to reconsider the list of projects funded by the mitigation
program and provides the following suggestions: 1) replace the proposed vehicular infrastructure
with better bicycle, pedestrian, or transit infrastructure; 2) fund projects which increase the
completeness and connectivity of the existing and proposed trail network; and 3) fund effective
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies and projects. The commenter also
suggests that the City incentivize the developers to design for bicycles, pedestrians, and transit
by implementing a system of credits against mitigation program fees for measures which will
reduce those trip generation rates. The commenter suggests there is an opportunity to encourage
standard improvements such as covered/enclosed bicycle parking as well as innovative programs
such as unbundling parking and housing costs. Lastly, the commenter states that the most
important action that could be taken is reduced vehicular parking. The commenter suggests that
ample free parking is proven to induce driving and thus runs counter to the City’s adopted goals
and plans.
These comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. These comments address the recommendations of the Traffic
Study and their compliance with the City’s General Plan and Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan. These comments were previously considered by the Arcata City Council prior to
completion of the Study. The commenter is referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft
Report) of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). As it
relates to the proposed project’s compliance with the goals and policies in the General Plan and
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, the commenter is referred to pages 3-29 through 3-31 of the
Draft EIR and Responses 2.4 and 2.6. As it relates to the project’s implementation of Travel
Demand Management (TDM) measures, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.6, 2.7, and
75.8. As it relates to the project’s compliance with the off-street parking requirements in the
City’s Land Use Code, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 2.12
The commenter requests that the City reconsider the methodology in the Traffic Study for the
following reasons: 1) The TIS uses an outdated approach to impact assessment which is
inconsistent with the City’s General Plan; and 2) the TIS uses problematic trip generation rates.
The commenter states that the Traffic Study uses Level of Service (LOS) to assess impacts and
should instead use Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The commenter suggests that the use of LOS
is not appropriate because the City does not have an adopted LOS standard. The commenter
states that the use of the LOS standard is inconsistent with General Plan Policy T-4 which
encourages higher level of congestion during short peak periods on weekdays. The commenter
also expresses concern with the Traffic Study’s use of standard Institute of Traffic Engineers
(ITE) trip-generation rates for the land uses proposed. The commenter states that use of the ITE
rates over-estimate traffic and lead to unnecessary vehicular improvements, which induces more
car travel. Lastly, the commenter suggests that trip generation rates are at least partly determined
by the amount of parking provided, and states that the Traffic Study does not consider parking.
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These comments do not present new significant information regarding the project or require new
analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. These comments address the
recommendations of the Traffic Study and that Study’s compliance with the City’s General Plan
and Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan. These comments were previously considered by the
Arcata City Council prior to completion of the Study. The commenter is referred to Appendix A
(Comments on the Draft Report) of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of
the Draft EIR). In addition, these comments are duplicative of the comments in Comment Letter
2-CRTP (11-10-17). As it relates to the use of the LOS standards instead of VMT for assessing
traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.3 and 2.4. As it relates to the use of
the ITE trip generation rates in the Traffic Study, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.2.
As it relates to parking, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.7 and 30.6. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 2.13
The commenter states that the Traffic Study does not provide trip generation rates for bicycle
and pedestrian trips. The commenter states that the Study includes a qualitative analysis that
relies on the idea that the proposed development will serve college students and other
demographics who are more likely to walk or bike. The commenter requests that the Traffic
Study analyze pedestrian and bicycle trips in a more rigorous, quantitative manner.
These comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. These comments address the analysis conducted for the Traffic
Study. These comments were previously considered by the Arcata City Council prior to
completion of the Study. The commenter is referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft
Report) of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). In
addition, these comments are duplicative of the comments in Comment Letter 2-CRTP (11-1017). The commenter is referred to Response 2.6. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 2.14
The commenter provides concluding remarks to the June 1, 2017 letter that was referenced in,
and is attached to, Comment Letter 2-CRTP (11-10-17). The commenter summarizes the
previous suggestions in the June 1, 2017 letter which includes the following: 1) revisit the
methodology of the TIS and assess impacts in terms of VMT rather than LOS; 2) insist on a
more rigorous and quantitative assessment of non-vehicular transportation impacts in the TIS;
3) modify the list of projects to be funded by the mitigation program to minimize increased
vehicular capacity, maximize increased bicycle, pedestrian and transit capacity, and include
effective TDM projects and strategies; and 4) incentivize design for bicycles, pedestrians and
transit with a system of credits against mitigation program fees for appropriate measures,
including reduced vehicular parking.
These comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. These comments address the recommendations and analysis of the
Traffic Study and were previously considered by the Arcata City Council prior to completion of

City of Arcata

3-29

The Village Final EIR

the Study. The commenter is referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft Report) of the
Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The commenter is also
referred to Responses 2.1 through 2.13. No further response is necessary and no change to the
Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 3-Davis (11-12-17)
Response to Comments 3.1
The commenter expresses concerns related to bicycle safety along St. Louis Road. As it relates
to bicycle safety, the commenter is referred to Response 6.2. No new environmental issues or a
deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the comment;
therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 4- Phillips (11-13-17)
Response to Comments 4.1
The commenter expresses concerns related to the size of the proposed project, including foot
traffic in the neighborhood (refer to Response 83.1), lights at night (refer to Response 69.7),
noise (refer to Responses 83.1 and 86.3), loss of view of the hills and forest (refer to Responses
15.8 and 30.2). The commenter also provides an opinion that a project that excludes the average
Arcata non-student citizen from utilizing the housing is unprecedented and unfair. No new
environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were
raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 5-Boyd (11-15-17)
Response to Comments 5.1
The commenter raises general concerns regarding the density of the proposed project in
relationship to the surrounding residential area. These comments state the opinion that the scale
of the proposed project is incompatible with the character of the area and would result in
significant impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. Comments identifying the scale of the
proposed project as incompatible with the character of the area are referred to decision-makers
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response is necessary.
As it relates to potential land use impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use
and Planning) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2.
Response to Comments 5.2
The commenter is concerned regarding the general plan amendment and potential impacts related
to parking, traffic and other infrastructure components. The commenter is referred to Chapter 1
through Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. As indicated throughout the analysis all impacts related to
the proposed project are considered less than significant or can be reduced to a less than
significant level with the appropriate implementation of recommended mitigation measures. As
noted in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), all traffic impacts are considered less than
significant; however, given funding and timing of Mitigation Measure 3.1a, a short-term
significant and unavoidable impact would occur.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR
is required.
Response to Comments 5.3
The commenter states that the project will subject the variable student enrollment at HSU which
the commenter suggests will continue into the foreseeable future. The concerns raised by this
comment do not involve environmental issues or identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response
is necessary.
Response to Comments 5.4
The commenter suggests modifications to the proposed project including restricting the height to
25 feet or two stories. The commenter also states that the project should recognize the unique
features of the Westwood neighborhood, address future student housing demands, and be
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consistent with the future demographics of Arcata. The commenter is referred to Response 5.1
and Response 5.2. The commenter is also referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 6- Hansen (11-15-17)
Response to Comments 6.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter. No new environmental
issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by this
summary paragraph; therefore, no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 6.2
The commenter states that traffic is the most prevalent public safety issue in the community,
particularly in areas around HSU. The commenter states that it is almost impossible at certain
times of the day to get safely onto LK Wood from California Avenue and that the intersection at
Sunset and LK Wood/Sunset northbound freeway exit is equally dangerous, often has heavy
traffic, and is very confusing. The commenter suggests that the development of 800 beds at the
Craftsman’s Mall site creates serious increased risk because the access for a very significant
number of additional vehicles will be via St. Louis road, creating even more traffic along LK
Wood and at the Sunset intersection and on/off-ramps. The commenter states that they have a
“near miss” when driving in this part of Arcata at least weekly. The commenter also states that
the studies on the City website don’t capture speeding vehicles, fast-moving skateboarders
appearing out of nowhere, jaywalkers with their attention on electronics, bicyclists going in the
“opposite” bike lane or electing to ride side-by-side, or cars pulling unsafely out of the residence
halls parking. The commenter states that collision rates, which are higher than the statewide
norm at 8 studied intersections, don’t reflect the close calls or the frustrations and stress of long
waits to proceed onto LK Wood or having to plan alternate routes or arriving late to
appointments. The commenter suggests that the HSU emphasis on pedestrians and bicycles
ignores other residents of Arcata. The commenter states that there are many senior citizens in the
community and their needs and concerns are often subjugated to the needs of the student
population. The commenter also states that none of their friends rides a bike, especially down
California Avenue. The commenter states that Arcata is split by a freeway and there are only two
pedestrian overpasses to get to the center of town. The commenter also states, that many of the
older citizens in the community have to travel by vehicle as they aren’t capable of distance
walking to get to those overpasses, especially in the rain. Lastly, the commenter states that
vehicles are a dominant mode of transportation for most citizens in the community because there
is no other choice, and the ability to travel safely should be of major importance.
HSU and the City of Arcata encourage alternative modes of transportation. The City seeks to
promote flexibility in all transportation modes including cars, bikes, walking, and transit. The
proposed pedestrian/bicycle improvements that the project will construct will permit continued
safe travel for all modes as well as a reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by residents to
the campus and other areas by creating more non-motorized options.
The City is interested in improved access across State Highway 101 as well. Rather than
constructing new vehicular crossings that would result in additional capacity and more cars, the
City is focusing on improvements that include striping, signage, filling sidewalk gaps and
lighting at the existing Caltrans-owned and maintained pedestrian accessible crossings at 11th,
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14th, and 17th Streets, Sunset Avenue, and the St. Louis Rd overcrossing. These facilities are
spaced approximately half a mile apart or less. These improvements are intended to help
implement Objectives B and C of the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 2010 which
seek to complete a network of bike and pedways throughout the City which will assist in meeting
the City’s modeshift goals. Additional ped-only crossings over the 101 would be desirable but
they are not financially feasible given the estimated trips they would generate and the long term
maintenance that would ultimately become the City’s responsibility. The commenter is also
referred to Responses 1.2 and 15.20.
Response to Comments 6.3
The commenter raises concerns regarding parking and the potential overflow of student parking
on adjacent neighborhood streets. The commenter is referred to Response 30.6, for a detailed
response related to on-site parking availability. The concerns raised by this comment do not
identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of
the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 6.4
The commenter raises three concerns in the comment: 1) wastewater treatment capacity; 2)
public safety services; and 3) traffic mitigation fee and transportation improvements.
With regards to wastewater treatment plant capacity the commenter is referred to Section 2.11
(Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR. Specifically, page 2.11-15 states the City of
Arcata prepared a memorandum (dated June 23, 2017) that analyzed the potential wastewater
impacts of the approved/planned Sunset Area housing projects, which includes the Village
Student Housing project (Draft EIR Appendix K). The projects, referred to as the Sunset Area
housing projects, are listed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR.
The memorandum contains an analysis that estimates the increase in population and residential
units that will occur from buildout of available land in the City in combination with upzoning
and annexation proposed by the Sunset Area housing projects (see Draft EIR Chapter 7
[Cumulative Impact Analysis] for a list of the Sunset Area housing projects). The analysis
determined that there is sufficient wastewater treatment capacity for the existing feasible
residential development potential in the City as well as the upzoning and annexation proposed by
the Sunset Area housing projects. However, the wastewater treatment facilities must be
improved to meet the demand of both current and future population. The proposed project,
which includes upzoning the project site to Residential High Density (RH), will be required to
pay standard sewer capital connection fees for residential development, as well as a fair share
cash allocation negotiated through a Development Agreement with the City, which will be used
to fund some of the proposed improvements to the City’s wastewater treatment system. The
commenter is also referred to Response 15.16.
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With regards to the provision of law enforcement required to serve the proposed project, the
commenter is referred to Response 69.9. As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the
future residents of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.23 and 69.34.
With regards to timing and funding of traffic mitigation the commenter is referred to Responses
15.19, 19.1, and 69.64. In addition, primary funding for the City Public Works Department,
which manages street maintenance activities is provided through the City’s General Fund. The
City Council determines on an annual basis the funding for all City services based upon the
budgets submitted by each department and the monies available. Property taxes generated from
the proposed project would result in increased property tax revenues to the General Fund that
will assist in offsetting increased costs associated with typical street maintenance. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 6.5
The commenter raises concerns relative to aesthetics. The commenter is referred to Responses
30.2 and 30.3 and Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR, which fully evaluated potential
aesthetic impacts of the project. In addition, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in a
daily long-term shadow impact on immediately adjacent uses. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 6.6
The commenter questions if land values will decrease because of the proposed project. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response
is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 7- Grantz (11-16-17)
Response to Comments 7.1
The commenter provides introductory comments to the letter and states that they are concerned
with the project. The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft
EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.
Response to Comments 7.2
The commenter raises concerns that the project is being developed by an out of town
corporation. Issues related to where the applicant is from and whether the company is a
corporation, are not CEQA issues. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process.
Response to Comments 7.3
The commenter also believes that the scale of the project is too big and should be smaller. The
commenter is referred to Responses 15.8 and 30.2. The concerns raised by this comment do not
identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of
the deliberative process.
Response to Comments 7.4
The commenter questions what will happen to property values of the surrounding community.
With regards to the commenter’s assertion of declining property values, the commenter is
referred to Response 69.21. As noted in the response, the actual determination of the property
value effect is difficult since so many variables can affect the sale price of a residence. In the
appraisal process, the appraiser looks at “comparable” units which have recently sold in a similar
area of the development. The actual property value effect on housing units cannot be known until
the first unit is sold after implementation of the project. However, even if property value changes
were to occur following implementation of the project, the changes would not rise to the level of
“physical changes” as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. Further, State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides guidance on consideration of social and economic
effects: “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical
changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.” No further response is necessary
and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 8- Zeppegno (11-16-17)
Response to Comments 8.1
The commenter raises concerns relative to the height of the proposed structures, noise, traffic,
and property values. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to
potential noise impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and
Responses 69.41 and 83.1. As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. No new environmental issues or
a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the comment;
therefore, no further response is necessary.
The commenter also raises a general concern regarding the proposed density of the proposed
project in relationship to the existing zoning. Comments identifying the scale of the proposed
project as incompatible with the character of the area are referred to decision-makers for further
consideration. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative
process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 9- Orlandi (11-19-17)
Response to Comments 9.1
The commenter states that they do not believe the project fits in with the neighborhood. The
commenter also notes that the view of the Arcata Redwood Forest would be blocked. As it
relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the
Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The Draft EIR fully and appropriately analyzed
the potential impacts of the proposed project. No new environmental issues or a deficiency in
the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the comment; therefore, no
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the
City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 9.2
The commenter expresses concerns about the increase in foot traffic from the proposed trail
connecting the project site to Maple Lane. The commenter states that they live on the corner of
Maple Lane and Hilfiker Drive. As it relates to pedestrian traffic, the commenter is referred to
Responses 24.2, 35.3, and 83.7. The Draft EIR fully and appropriately analyzed the potential
impacts of the proposed project. No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s
analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is
necessary. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative
process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 9.3
The commenter states that they are concerned about the lights and noise at night. The
commenter also requests that the structures be lowered to two stories. As it relates to potential
noise impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and Responses
69.41 and 83.1. As it relates to lighting, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of
the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2. As it relates to potential aesthetic
impacts and the height of the proposed structures, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6
(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The Draft EIR fully and
appropriately analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project. No new environmental
issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the
comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 10- Phillips (11-19-17)
Response to Comments 10.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter, including statements
regarding the existing mix of neighborhoods and demographics. This comment does not raise a
new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 10.2
The commenter raises concerns about traffic and bicycle safety on St. Louis Road. This
comment does not raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
As it relates to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 1.2, 6.2, and 15.20. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 10.3
The commenter raises concerns regarding parking and the potential overflow of student parking
on adjacent neighborhood streets. The commenter is referred to Response 30.6 for a detailed
response related to on-site parking availability. The concerns raised by this comment do not
identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of
the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 10.4
The commenter raises concerns with regards to the increase in traffic. As noted in Chapter 3
(Traffic/Transportation) of the Draft EIR, all proposed improvements identified in Mitigation
Measure 3.1a, if implemented, would result in less than significant cumulative traffic impacts.
However, as identified on Draft EIR page 8-3, identifying this impact as a significant effect
which cannot be mitigated, the timing of implementation of improvements cannot be guaranteed
and, thus, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The comment is noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 10.5
The commenter is concerned with who will be policing the development availability of law
enforcement to serve the proposed project. The commenter is referred to Response 69.9. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 10.6
The commenter questions the market value for this type of project. Other questions raised by the
commenter include the revenues the City will receive for the wastewater treatment plant
upgrades and the actual affordability of the units for students.
It should be noted that the actual determination of the property value effect is difficult since so
many variables can affect the sale price of a residence. In the appraisal process, the appraiser
looks at “comparable” units which have recently sold in a similar area of the development. The
actual property value effect on housing units cannot be known until the first unit is sold after
implementation of the project. However, even if property value changes were to occur following
implementation of the project, the changes would not rise to the level of “physical changes” as
defined by the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. Further, State CEQA Guidelines Section
15131(a) provides guidance on consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR
may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated
economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the
economic or social changes.” No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR
is required.
With regards to cost improvements to the wastewater treatment plant, the commenter is referred
to page 2.11-17 of the Draft EIR. As described on page 2.11-17, the proposed project, which
includes upzoning the project site to Residential High Density (RH), will be required to pay
standard sewer capital connection fees for residential development, as well as a fair share cash
allocation negotiated through a Development Agreement with the City, which will be used to
fund some of the proposed improvements to the City’s wastewater treatment system. No change
to the Draft EIR is required.
The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No
further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 10.7
The commenter raises three concerns in the comment: 1) wastewater treatment capacity; 2)
capitol connection fees; and 3) cumulative demands placed on the wastewater treatment system.
With regards to wastewater treatment plant capacity the commenter is referred to Section 2.11
(Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR. Specifically, page 2.11-15 states the City of
Arcata prepared a memorandum (dated June 23, 2017) that analyzed the potential wastewater
impacts of the approved/planned Sunset Area housing projects, which includes the Village
Student Housing project (Draft EIR Appendix K). The projects, referred to as the Sunset Area
housing projects, are listed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR. The
commenter is also referred to Response 10.6. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 10.8
The commenter is concerned about cumulative development and questions why the project is not
being sited on other vacant parcels located closer to HSU.
With regards to the commenter’s concerns regarding cumulative impacts, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR. The one resource area that
has the potential for significant cumulative environmental impacts is Transportation/Traffic. The
City of Arcata commissioned W-Trans to conduct a comprehensive traffic study (Appendix L of
the Draft EIR) to address the cumulative impacts associated with the potential development of
the approved/planned projects shown in Figure 7A (Location of Sunset Area Approved/Planned
Projects). The Traffic Study concluded with recommendations for several near-term and future
transportation infrastructure improvements that would reduce the impacts of the projects to a less
than significant level. Mitigation has been included in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of the
EIR requiring the applicant to pay a fair share proportion of the transportation improvements
recommended in the Traffic Study or as required by the City of Arcata.
As discussed in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of the EIR, the recommended future
transportation improvements in the W-Trans Traffic Study may not be constructed for several
years. During this time, there is the potential that several of the approved/planned projects listed
under “Other Projects” may be constructed and become operational. If this scenario were to
happen, there is the potential for significant cumulative traffic impacts to occur until the
transportation improvements are installed. For this reason, the City will adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations for the Proposed Project related to traffic impacts.
Regarding the question of off-site alternatives, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR. As noted, an Offsite Location Alternative was
evaluated and eliminated from further consideration because there is not a similar sized property
in close proximity HSU that would allow convenient pedestrian and bicycle access between the
project site and HSU. The proposed project site is an underutilized industrial property that is
surrounded on three sides by residential development, has sufficient land and services available
for development of the proposed project, and is 0.5 miles from HSU.
An offsite location would not necessarily meet some of the most basic project objectives of (1)
provide off-campus student housing adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods; (2)
redevelopment of an underutilized former lumber mill site for residential uses; (3) develop trails
connecting the project site to the existing City trail system, parks, neighborhoods, and schools.
Additionally, an offsite location would not necessarily avoid significant environmental impacts
as it is likely vacant or underutilized property within the City’s Planning Area would contain
environmental constraints and may actually result in other unknown significant impacts that
would themselves be avoided by the proposed project. Based on this evaluation, the Offsite
Location Alternative was eliminated from further review. The commenter is also referred to
Response 15.28. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 10.9
The commenter states that the project is out of character with the surrounding area. As it relates
to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft
EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The issues raised by commenter do not identify new
environmental issues not already addressed in the Draft EIR or raise concerns with the overall
adequacy and findings of the Draft EIR. It should also be noted that comments questioning the
applicability of the proposed re-zoning and general plan amendment are specific to the merits of
the proposed project and do not directly raise an environmental issue that warrants further
consideration under CEQA. These comments are referred to decision-makers for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response is necessary. No change
to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 10.10
The commenter expresses concerns about the lowering of property values, loss of privacy, and
aesthetic impacts. As it relates to potential impact to property values, the commenter is referred
to Response 69.2.1. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The concerns
raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for
the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 10.11
The commenter acknowledges the need for student housing and expresses support for 2-story
complexes similar to other multifamily development in the City. The commenter states that the
project does not fit in with the neighborhood or Arcata and will bring a host of irreversible
issues. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6
(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to alternatives to
the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft
EIR and Responses 69.19 and 69.20. This comment does not raise a new environmental concern
or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 10.12
The commenter raises concerns about the scale of the proposed project and compatibility with
the neighborhood. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. This comment
does not raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 11- Williamson (11-19-17)
Response to Comments 11.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter, including statements
regarding the existing mix of neighborhoods and demographics. This comment does not raise a
new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 11.2
The commenter raises concerns about impacts on vehicular traffic and pedestrian safety from the
project and suggests that the existing configuration of the intersections near the St. Louis
overpass would be inadequate to serve the project and other nearby residential development.
The commenter suggests that a roundabout or traffic light should be required at these
intersections. The commenter also suggests that this area is already a difficult place for walkers
to navigate. The commenter also states that the LK Wood / Sunset intersection is also
insufficient to accommodate the influx of pedestrian and vehicular traffic from the Village
project and suggest that a pedestrian overpass seems imperative. Lastly, the commenter states
that pedestrian safety would also be impacted at the other end of the Sunset overpass and
suggests that a pedestrian overpass should also be required at this intersection.
As it relates to traffic impacts and traffic safety, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
completed by W-Trans (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The commenter is also referred to
Responses 6.2 and 15.20.
Response to Comments 11.3
The commenter asserts that the proposed parking on-site is inadequate by 50 percent. The
commenter, however, does not provide substantial evidence to support this assertion. The
commenter is referred to Response 30.6 regarding detailed parking calculations per the
requirements of the City’s Land Use Code. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 11.4
The commenter states that even at half the size, the Village project is an unacceptable proposal.
This comment does not raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 12-Janssen Malloy LLP (11-20-17)
Response to Comments 12.1
The commenter states that they are writing on behalf of Steve Strombeck to recommend that the
Planning Commission work with Staff and the City Council to initiate a Specific Plan for the
Sunset/Jaye/Foster neighborhood. The commenter states that a number of residential
developments have been proposed or are under development in this area and provides a map of
the projects from the City’s website. The commenter states that at least two of these projects,
including Mr. Strombeck’s, are accompanied by requests for changes in the General Plan and
one requires annexation to the City of Arcata. The commenter states that these projects will
represent nearly a 10% increase in Arcata’s population or 1,500 new residents. The commenter
states that these projects merit a comprehensive review and public participation to ensure that the
City’s long-term needs are met and to allow the current residents of the area an opportunity to
help guide the future of their neighborhood. The commenter provides a list of the projects in this
area that should be included in a Specific Plan. The commenter states that while the City
Housing Element acknowledges that there are housing shortages, such a sudden increase in
housing merits careful consideration of infrastructure needs, community and neighborhood
character, emergency services, education, parks, and other related services. The commenter
states that Specific Plans are allowed by Government Codes Section 65450, provides a definition
of Specific Plans from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, and lists the mandatory
elements of a Specific Plan. The commenter suggests that several issues could be addressed
through a Specific Plan including desired residential density, transit impacts, wastewater
capacity, development of and financing for new recreational facilities, development standards to
ensure neighborhood compatibility, and needed transportation improvements. Lastly, the
commenter states that a Specific Plan would allow the community residents to comment on a
comprehensive plan for development instead of commenting on each project individually.
A specific plan is a planning tool that helps to focus and define the vision for a specific area. A
specific plan is not a planning tool that the City is legally obligated to undertake. The Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council did consider the option of a specific plan for the Sunset
area housing projects at a study session held on January 26, 2016. Instead of preparing a specific
plan, the recommendation was to prepare an areawide traffic study. There were two primary
reasons for this. First, all but the Village project were existing residentially zoned or prezoned
(Creekside Annexation) and had been evaluated in the General Plan and Land Use Code EIR.
The vision for these properties has already been defined by the City’s long-range planning
documents. Second, while the projects had all been discussed in concept, it was unclear whether
or when the projects would come in for application as described.
Despite the existing vision of the City’s General Plan, concern has been raised over whether the
impacts of the projects are addressed adequately and whether a specific plan can better evaluate
the shared impacts. The impacts shared by the Sunset area housing projects are traffic and
water/wastewater. The City Council directed staff to conduct analyses on these impacts that
considered all of the projects as proposed at that time. Based on the Council’s direction, the City
of Arcata commissioned W-Trans to conduct a comprehensive traffic study (Appendix L of the
Draft EIR) to address the cumulative impacts associated with the potential development of the
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Sunset area housing projects. The City of Arcata also prepared a Water and Wastewater Memo
(dated June 23, 2017) that analyzed the potential water and wastewater impacts of the Sunset
area housing projects (Appendix K of the Draft EIR). These projects, which include the Village
Student Housing project, are listed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR.
The issue of population growth was addressed in the Water and Wastewater Memo. The City is
projected, with all of the Sunset area housing projects included, to reach a population just over
20,000 by 2020. The population projected in the General Plan is 20,000. Though the projects
represent a significant short-term increase in the population relative to background growth rates,
the total increase has been included in the General Plan’s projections, and that the increase is
occurring toward the end of the General Plan’s planning period is in part the result of the latent
demand and the lack of production in recent years.
The public has and will continue to have full access to the decision-making processes related to
the Sunset area housing projects. For example, eight Planning Commission meetings were held
from November 28, 2017, to February 27, 2018, for the Village Student Housing Project. The
process for just this one project has provided significant opportunity for the public to provide
comments to the Arcata Planning Commission related to the Village project as well as potential
cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects. It is anticipated that there will be many
other opportunities for public comment as the other proposed projects in the Sunset area move
through the planning process (e.g., Canyon Creek and Creek Side Homes).
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR, but rather
state the commenter’s preferences for how the City should undertake its planning efforts. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 12.2
The commenter states that one of the benefits of a specific plan is that a single CEQA document
could be prepared which would address the effects of all of the proposed development and would
include mitigation measures which could be applied fairly and consistently throughout the plan
area. The commenter states that if each of the projects is considered individually, then several
other CEQA documents will be required and may result in findings and mitigation measures that
are not compatible. The commenter also states that the Planning Commission and City Council
may be asked to adopt contradictory information or to adopt mitigation measures which are
adequate for each project, but which do not combine into a useful guide for development of the
neighborhood. Lastly, the commenter states that the specific plan would be required to be
accompanied by a CEQA analysis such as an EIR that would bring all of the development
threads together (e.g. a plan and financing mechanism for street improvements).
As noted above under Response 12.1, the impacts shared by the Sunset area housing projects are
traffic and water/wastewater. These issues have been addressed through a Traffic Study and
Water/Wastewater analysis that considered the potential impacts of all of the Sunset area housing
projects. The results of these studies have been incorporated in the EIR for the Project and will
be incorporated into any CEQA analysis prepared for the other Sunset area housing projects.
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Further, the Draft EIR prepared for the Village project considers the cumulative projects in the
area in its analysis (see Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR).
Other than slowing down this process and negating the time and efforts already expended on this
EIR and those for other projects, merging the existing environmental analyses into a single
document would provide no additional benefit for the purposes of CEQA. The commenter has
not identified a deficiency in the project-level analysis conducted for the Village project resulting
from the fact that the Project has not been included in a more programmatic document for the
area. Actually, reviewing project-specific EIRs for each of the proposed projects provides a more
definitive and targeted review of each project than would be provided in an EIR written at a
specific plan level of review.
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 12.3
The commenter states that anticipated objections to preparing a specific plan are that it would
cause delays in the review of projects, which have already been submitted for consideration. The
commenter suggests that the issues that would be resolved in a specific plan have not been
resolved for any of the proposed, but not approved, projects and must be addressed prior to
approval. The commenter states that the time lost to multiple rounds of review to create a
comprehensive solution on a project by project basis may exceed the time it would take to
prepare a specific plan. The commenter provides introductory comments for observations about
the Draft EIR and states that these comments are not intended to be formal comments on the
Draft EIR, but to illustrate some of the challenges yet to be addressed.
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 12.4
The commenter states that the Draft EIR identifies the need for the project to fund improvements
to the Wastewater Treatment Facility, however, the amount of the payments and timing of any
improvements are deferred to an unspecified date at which the City and the developers negotiate
a Development Agreement. The commenter states that this is poor CEQA practice and provides
no guidance for the implementation of similar funding for other projects. Lastly, the commenter
states that since no set of projects is identified and no funding allocation is presented, there is no
guarantee that the amounts negotiated for the Village and other projects will be adequate to avoid
significant impacts.
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With regards to the Development Agreement between the applicant and the City of Arcata and
potential impacts to the City’s wastewater treatment facility, the commenter is referred to
Responses 15.3 and 15.16.
Response to Comments 12.5
The commenter states that the Draft EIR addresses traffic impacts at the Sunset Ave/LK Wood
Blvd intersection by proposing specific improvements, recommending the adoption of a traffic
impact fee, and committing to payment of the “fair share” by the project. The commenter
suggests that neither Caltrans nor Humboldt State University concurred with the improvement
plan. The commenter suggests that there is no guarantee that the improvements can or will ever
be built. The commenter also suggests that there is no guarantee that the CEQA documents for
subsequent projects will recommend the same improvements or a compatible cost sharing
mechanism. Lastly, the commenter suggests that a specific plan would provide a forum to bring
Caltrans and HSU into discussions regarding the appropriate interchange improvements and
would include a funding mechanism which would apply to all proposed development projects.
With regards to the proposed transportation improvements at the Sunset Ave/LK Wood Blvd
intersection, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.18 and 15.19.
Response to Comments 12.6
The commenter states that the Draft EIR identifies three alternatives to the proposed project
which are each environmentally superior to the actual proposal. The commenter states that the
Draft EIR considers a reduction in height of the project from four stories to three stories. The
commenter states that one of the limitations noted for this approach is that such a reduction
would reduce the amount of off-campus student-oriented housing available for HSU students.
The commenter states that there is no discussion of the potential to replace such student-oriented
housing on other sites in the neighborhood. The commenter states that another alternative is to
reduce the project from four stories to two stories and develop the site as a more typical multiple
family housing development. The commenter states that although this alternative would provide
fewer student-oriented services, most tenants would still likely be HSU students based on the
location. Lastly, the commenter states that while both of these alternatives have less
environmental impact than the proposed four-story development, there is no convenient
mechanism for the public to guide the developers toward one of those alternatives.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR consider a “range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Furthermore,
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) states that the range of alternatives required in an
EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3), the
“EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative.”
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All of the alternatives contained in the Draft EIR (Alternative 1 [No Project], Alternative 2
[Existing Zoning], Alternative 3 [Reduced Size], and Alternative 4 [Traditional Multi-Family
Development]) would reduce the amount of off-campus student-oriented housing available for
HSU students. Therefore, when the commenter states that there “There is no discussion of the
potential to replace such student-oriented housing on other sites in the neighborhood,” they are
in essence referring to analyzing an “off-site location” alternative. As discussed in Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR, the off-site location alternative was appropriately
evaluated, but eliminated from further consideration. With regard to the off-site location
alternative, the commenter is referred to Response 15.28.
As noted above, the commenter states that there is no convenient mechanism for the public to
guide the developers toward one of the alternatives in the Draft EIR. Preparation of an EIR and
the development of alternatives to the proposed project is the mechanism to allow the public to
encourage adoption of one of the alternatives analyzed in an EIR. The public has the opportunity
through the public comment and public hearing processes to comment on the alternatives and
recommend that one of the alternatives be adopted. For example, during the Planning
Commission hearings held for the Village project, several members of the public submitted
written comments and provided verbal testimony encouraging the Planning Commission to
recommend adoption of either Alternative 3 (Reduced Size) or Alternative 4 (Traditional MultiFamily Development) to the City Council.
Response to Comments 12.7
The commenter states that each of the concerns raised in the comment letter has the potential to
lead to re-writing and re-circulation of the Draft EIR and may expose the project to time
consuming litigation. The commenter states that once those delays are considered, it is their
opinion that development of a specific plan is not only the right approach from a planning and
governance perspective, but may be the most time effective approach as well. Lastly, the
commenter requests that an item be placed on the Planning Commission agenda to consider
directing staff to initiate a specific plan for the Sunset/Jaye/Foster neighborhood.
As described above, the EIR is sufficient under CEQA. As such, significant new information is
not being added to the EIR and, thus, recirculation is not required. The critical issue in
determining whether recirculation is required is whether any new information added to the EIR is
"significant." If added information is significant, recirculation is required under Public Resources
Code § 21092.1. “New information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to
implement.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.) As examples of significant new information, CEQA
Guidelines § 15088.5 provides:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
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(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
None of these circumstances are present, here, and the commenter does not argue otherwise. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 13- MacRaith (11-20-17)
Response to Comments 13.1
The commenter invites the Planning Commissioners to visit the neighborhood to the west of the
project site to observe the story poles to get a better sense of the impacts of the project. This
comment does not raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section
2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. No change to the Draft
EIR is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 14- Martin (11-20-17)
Response to Comments 14.1
The commenter requests for City Staff to fix the link to the Viewshed Analysis on the City’s
website and suggests that the photo simulation labeled Proposed Maple Lane is not accurate.
The commenter also suggests that the photo simulation shows what appears to be a one- or at
most two-story building, not a four-story building.
The photo simulation referenced by the commenter was provided by the applicant prior to the
placement of the story poles at the project site. After the story poles were installed at the project
site, the photo simulation from this vantage point was updated and provided to the City. Along
with the updated photo simulation, the applicant also submitted an explanation of the
methodology used to generate the simulation. The revised photo simulation and methodology
have been made available to the public on the City’s website
(https://www.cityofarcata.org/704/Major-Development-Projects) since at least December 18,
2017. The Impact Analysis in Draft EIR Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) has been modified to include
the updated photo simulation. Refer to Chapter 2 (Revisions to the Draft EIR) of this Final EIR
and Appendix 1. This revision to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) does not change the conclusions in the
EIR and provides only additional clarification pertaining to the aesthetic impacts of the project
and does not constitute significant new information in accordance with California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5. The statements by the commenter do not raise
a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 15-RMM (11-22-17)
Response to Comment 15.1
The commenter provided introductory remarks to the comment letter and provides citations to
the CEQA guidelines and case law related to CEQA. The commenter makes general statements
related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR but does not raise any specific issues relevant to the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s general comment is recognized; however,
specific responses are provided in Responses 15.2 through 15.27.
Response to Comment 15.2
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to contain a summary of the proposed
project. The commenter states this summary should include the following: 1) identification of
each significant environmental effect of the project and proposed mitigation measures and
project alternatives that would reduce or avoid each effect; 2) areas of controversy that are
known to the lead agency, including those raised by the public; and 3) issues to be resolved,
including the choice among project alternatives, and how to mitigate significant effects.
With respect to a summary of the project in the Draft EIR, Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft
EIR contains a summary of the following:











Purpose and Intended Uses of the EIR (Pgs. 1-1 to 1-3)
Organization of the EIR (Pgs. 1-2 to 1-7)
Background Information Used in EIR Preparation (Pg. 1-8)
Regional Setting (Pg. 1-9)
Project Site Description (Pgs. 1-9 to 1-13)
Project Objectives (Pg. 1-14)
Summary of Proposed Project (Pgs. 1-15 to 1-32)
Project Entitlements (Pgs. 1-32 to 1-34)
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Pg. 1-35)
Summary of Alternatives (Pgs. 1-36 to 1-37)

Commenter takes issue with the form of the introduction and summary sections of the EIR, not
the substance. CEQA does not mandate the form that the information must take or the
organization of the information. The required information is contained in the EIR and its
appendices. Nothing more is required.
Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR already contains a summary of the mitigation measures
for transportation/traffic and biological resources on page 1-35 and a summary of the project
alternatives on pages 1-36 and 1-37. As such, additional revisions were not made to include this
information.
CEQA Guidelines § 15123 requires that an EIR contain “a brief summary of the proposed
actions and its consequences.” “The summary shall identify . . . [e]ach significant effect with
proposed mitigation measures and alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect[.]”
City of Arcata
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(§ 15123(b)(1) [emphasis added].) The Guidelines require only that the summary identify
alternatives that would reduce the significant effects of the project, not that the summary analyze
the alternatives and their ability to reduce the significant effects of the project. That analysis is
appropriately contained in the full analysis of the project alternatives in Chapter 6 of the EIR.
For the areas of controversy known to the lead agency, Guideline § 15123(b)(2) requires that the
summary identify areas of controversy known to the Lead Agency, including issues raised by
agencies and the public. Page 1-2 of the EIR states that, at the scoping meeting held on
November 16, 2016, agency staff provided comments concerning issues that should be addressed
in the EIR. The EIR further states that, following the meeting, City Community Development
Staff provided a memorandum containing a list of the meeting participants that included the Fire
District and the Wastewater and Utilities District and Caltrans, and a summary of the comments
received and the issues raised by the agency officials and by the public. As provided in the EIR
Introduction (p. 1-2) that memorandum is included as Appendix B to the Draft EIR. Thus, the
EIR identifies the areas of controversy that were known to the Lead Agency at the time of EIR
preparation.
Further, Guidelines § 15123(b)(3) states that the summary must identify “[i]ssues to be resolved
including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects.”
Page 1-1 of the EIR states that the “purpose of the EIR is to . . . [i]ndicate means by which to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate potentially adverse environmental effects; [a]nalyze a reasonable
range of alternatives to the project that may reduce or avoid one or more significant
environmental effects; and [c]onsider cumulative effects and other environmental effects. The
City of Arcata will use the EIR in determining whether or not to grant entitlements for the
project.” These are the “issues to be resolved,” consistent with the requirements of the
Guidelines.
Response to Comment 15.3
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to include an analysis of the Development
Agreement between the City and the applicant. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR
piecemeals its environmental review by failing to identify and analyze all improvements,
including those required by the Development Agreement.
With respect to the Development Agreement, it does not include or authorize any improvements
or development that is not already analyzed as part of the Project in the Draft EIR. However, for
clarity, changes have been made as listed in Chapter 2.0 (Revisions to the Draft EIR) of this
Final EIR, to clarify the items contained in the Development Agreement that are the obligations
of the developer and the City. The Development Agreement itself will not result in a change to
the environment beyond the project impacts. The Agreement requires the payment of fees for
unmitigatable traffic impacts and for wastewater improvements unrelated to any identified
impacts of the Project. The fee for traffic impacts at LK Wood/Sunset are analyzed in the EIR to
the extent that they are known. Any projects completed with the fees collected will be
independently analyzed for environmental impacts. The subsequent improvements are
speculative at this point, but the reader was directed to read the general description and analysis
of these items in Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) and Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service
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Systems). The Agreement does not create improvements that would cause significant adverse
physical impacts and therefore does not require separate analysis in the EIR.
Response to Comment 15.4
The commenter requests that Draft EIR be revised to include additional mitigation measures for
the project to ensure the enforceability of the following: 1) various elements of the project
description; 2) recommendations of the special studies conducted for the project; and 3) existing
regulatory requirements. Each of these items is addressed below.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project has been designed to be energy efficient and
drought tolerant and the Project elements have the effect of minimizing some of the impacts of
the Project (i.e. LEED Silver rating, landscaping plan, low flow plumbing fixtures, etc.). The
project elements that would reduce certain impacts of the project were not developed during the
course of the CEQA process to mitigate impacts of the project. (See Berkeley Hillside
Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 241 Cal.App.4th 943, 961 [court concluded that
construction traffic management plan was not mitigation and so did not preclude application of a
categorical exemption. The court distinguished Lotus, stating that the traffic management plan
“is not proposed subsequent action taken to mitigate any significant effect of the project.”
“Managing traffic during the construction of a home is a common and typical concern in any
urban area . . .” (Id. [emphasis added].) These project elements were contained in the project
description provided to the City by the applicant. The commenter states that these elements of
the project should be enforceable as mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. As standard practice
the City ensures implementation of all of the project elements by including a standard condition
of approval for the project which states that the approved project shall comply with the project
description in the EIR, which shall be included in the conditions of approval for this Project.
This is unlike the situation in Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th
645, where Caltrans proposed a roadway re-alignment project that would require construction
activity in close proximity to redwood trees and roots. That EIR contained general information
regarding the overall impacts on the community of redwood trees. (Id. at 654.) However, the EIR
failed to identify any standard of significance or “to apply one to an analysis of predictable
impacts from the project.” (Id. at 655.) “Caltrans compound[ed] this omission by incorporating
the proposed mitigation measures into its description of the project and then concluding that any
potential impacts from the project will be less than significant.” (Id. at 655–56.) It was not only
that the measures were incorporated into the project, but that the EIR wholly failed to “include
any information that enable[d] the reader to evaluate the significance of these impacts.” (Id. at
654.) Although it found the EIR inadequate, the Lotus court acknowledged that some protective
features legitimately can be part of a project description, where it “would be nonsensical to
analyze the impact of” using a different material or design. (Id. at 656, fn. 8.) Here, it would be
nonsensical to analyze the Project without the energy efficient design features and other Project
elements.
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s compliance with the recommendations of
the special studies prepared for the project (e.g. Preliminary Stormwater Report, Geotechnical
Investigation, etc.) will reduce impacts of the project to a less than significant level. It is the
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City’s standard requirement that these recommendations are required as conditions of approval
for the project. The commenter states that these recommendations should be enforceable as
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. As standard practice the City ensures implementation of
the recommendations of the special studies by including standard conditions of approval which
state that the applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the specific studies. (San
Francisco Beautiful v. City and County of San Francisco (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 1012, 1033
[compliance with standard, generally applicable conditions is not mitigation].
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s compliance with specific existing federal,
State, and local regulatory requirements, such as those required for asbestos regulations from
the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants and the state's lead-based
paint regulations, will reduce impacts of the project to a less than significant level. It is also
stated that compliance with these regulatory requirements will be required as conditions of
approval by the City for the project. The commenter states that compliance with regulatory
requirements should be enforceable as mitigation measure in the Draft EIR. Some Lead
Agencies do choose to include these items as mitigation measures, but it is not a requirement of
CEQA. As standard practice the City ensures implementation of regulatory requirements by
including conditions of approval which state that the applicant shall comply with these
requirements.
Response 15.4.1: Regarding commenter’s concerns over aesthetic impacts from light
sources, this is a requirement of the City’s Municipal Code (§ 9.30.070) regarding outdoor
lighting and is a requirement that all new development must comply with. This measure is
specifically enforceable as described in Municipal Code Section 9.96.070. This is not an
“assumed project element,” but a specific, enforceable requirement of the City’s Code. The
EIR’s discussion references this Code requirement and provides that the design is intended to
comply (EIR, p. 2.6-24.). The EIR then evaluates the project, with this requirement
incorporated into the project design (because it is required to be incorporated) and evaluates
the impacts of the project with respect to light and glare, as required by CEQA. It would be
nonsensical to analyze the project without this design element because it is a required
element under the City’s Code.
With respect to headlight glare, commenter provides a truncated recitation of the EIR’s
analysis and description of Project landscaping. Again, this design feature is required for all
development by the City’s Code and is enforceable as such. The EIR states: “As required by
Section 9.34.050 (Landscape Location Requirements), perimeter landscaping is required for
all surface parking areas to provide screening for adjacent streets and properties.” (EIR, p. 26.24.) The EIR does not compress mitigation and impact analysis. Instead, the EIR identifies
the potential impact, discloses incorporation of the landscape design features, and concludes
that the project (which by Code must include those landscape features) would not result in a
significant impact. (See Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160, 185.)
Response 15.4.2: Regarding air quality, General Plan Policy AQ-2f is a standard, generally
applicable condition, compliance with which is not mitigation. (San Francisco Beautiful v.

City of Arcata

3-95

The Village Final EIR

City and County of San Francisco (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 1012, 1033; Protect Telegraph Hill v.
City and County of San Francisco (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 261, 268.) This is also true for the
inadvertent discovery protocol for cultural resources.
Response 15.4.3: Commenter also states that the Operations and Management Plan must be
incorporated as mitigation for noise impacts. However, the Operations and Management
Plan is a necessary project component for the successful operation of the student housing
project. As such, the EIR incorporates the Plan into the environmental analysis of the project
as a whole. (See Mission Bay Alliance, supra, 6 Cal.App.5th at 185 [Project included a Muni
transportation service plan (“TSP”) as a project component, even though the TSP was
“intended to avoid the possibility that special events would overwhelm the existing transit
system.” In upholding the EIR, court distinguished Lotus, noting that the EIR evaluated the
project’s traffic impacts against a stated threshold of significance and clearly stated the
significance conclusions with respect to traffic and transit impacts.].)
Response 15.4.4: For Geology and Soils impacts, the EIR does not rely on the geotechnical
investigation recommendation to mitigate the impacts to a less than significant level, but
instead states that the recommendations would further minimize the already insignificant
impacts:
“Specific minimum seismic safety and structural design requirements are set forth in
CBC Chapter 16. The Code identifies seismic factors that must be considered in
structural design. Adherence to City and State seismic building standards will reduce
impacts from strong seismic ground shaking to a less than significant level. In addition, a
Geotechnical Investigation was prepared by Geocon Consultants, Inc. (Appendix M) for
the project that contains design recommendations for minimizing seismic hazards.” (EIR,
p. 4.1-11.)
This was not improper; the City can properly include additional conditions of approval when
a project will have a less than significant impact on the environment and such conditions are
not considered mitigation measures. (Protect Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San
Francisco (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 261, 268 [“There is simply nothing in this record that
demonstrates the Board was imposing the additional conditions in order to mitigate the
project's significant environmental effects as opposed to taking precautions to address the
ordinarily anticipated inconvenience and danger that arises” with normal development
activities.].)
Response 15.4.5: The commenter also asserts that the improvements identified in the
Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan should have been incorporated as mitigation and
not as project components. First, by incorporating the improvements into the Project, the
EIR ensures that the impacts of the improvements are fully analyzed and considered with the
Project as a whole. Further, the improvements are required in order to comply with state and
local law and will be included as conditions of approval and so need not be identified as
mitigation. Stormwater drainage facilities for the development are required to be designed to
meet both State and local stormwater regulations which are focused on maintaining or
improving a site’s predevelopment runoff characteristics. As described in the Preliminary
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Stormwater Management Report (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), compliance with State and
local stormwater regulations will be achieved by the on-site management of stormwater
through low impact development (LID) site design measures including tree planting, soil
quality improvement and maintenance, rain/rock gardens, native plantings, bioswales,
impervious area disconnection, and an underground infiltration basin. The installation of the
on-site stormwater drainage facilities, as proposed by the project, would result in physical
impacts to the surface and subsurface of the project site that are analyzed throughout the EIR,
as appropriate. (EIR, pp. 1-29 – 30, 2.11-18, 4.2-23.) With the proposed LID site design
measures proposed by the project, the project will improve drainage conditions for the
surrounding area and will be a net positive impact to the watershed.
Regarding the early warning system and evacuation plan, Arcata General Plan Policy PS-2f
(Failure of Matthews Dam) (Pgs. 6-7) requires development of an early warning system and
evacuation plan for all new buildings designed for human occupancy that are located in the
area of potential inundation resulting from a catastrophic failure of Matthews Dam. The
Arcata General Plan PEIR notes that compliance with General Plan Policy PS-2f will ensure
no significant adverse impacts will result. (EIR, p. 4.2-28.) Compliance with standard,
generally applicable conditions is not mitigation. (San Francisco Beautiful v. City and
County of San Francisco (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 1012, 1033; Protect Telegraph Hill v. City
and County of San Francisco (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 261, 268.)
Response to Comment 15.5
The commenter states that there is no evidence provided for the conclusion in the Draft EIR (Pg.
2.2-4) that the project will allow for single-family residences currently occupied by students to
be available to families and other City residents. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be
revised and recirculated to address the potential impacts of the project on existing housing
vacated by students, including potential urban decay impacts.
The City of Arcata has a high demand for rental housing. This is evidenced by the City’s low
rental vacancy rate (3.4%) as identified in the 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates, the number of Humboldt State University (HSU) students unable to find housing in
City limits, and the amount of applications for multi-family residential development currently
being considered by the City.
The Department of Finance (DOF) estimates that Arcata’s 2017 population is 18,374 persons.
As described in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR, the Sunset area
housing projects will provide 700 units of a variety of housing types including single-family
residential, apartments, senior housing, and student housing (see Pgs. 7-1 and 7-2 of the Draft
EIR). These projects will provide housing for approximately 1,478 residents. In relation to the
City of Arcata’s residential population of 18,374 (DOF, 2017), the increase from these projects
(~1,478 persons) would provide a moderate increase in population (~8.0%) to approximately
19,852 persons. It is anticipated that these projects would be developed over the next five years.
The City of Arcata prepared a memorandum (Appendix K of the Draft EIR) that analyzed the
potential water and wastewater impacts of the approved/planned Sunset Area housing projects,
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which contains an analysis that estimates the increase in population and residential units that will
occur from buildout of available land in the City in combination with upzoning and annexation
proposed by the Sunset area housing projects. The analysis estimated the residential buildout by
adding the feasible residential development potential to the residential development proposed by
the Sunset area housing projects. The City is projected, with all of these projects included, to
reach a population just over 20,000 by 2020. The population projected in the General Plan is
20,000. Though the projects represent a significant short-term increase in the population relative
to background growth rates, it is in part the result of the latent demand and the lack of housing
production in recent years.
As discussed in Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR (Pg. 2.2-7), this project
will assist the City in meeting its Regional Housing Need Allocation of 363 housing units for the
2014-2019 period. Section 3.3 (Summary of Future Housing Needs) of the Arcata Housing
Element (2014) identifies the following student housing needs:


On- and off-campus housing is needed. The demographic trends may reflect the student
population housed in Arcata, the off-campus population is estimated to be 3,600
individuals.



Need additional off-campus student housing opportunities to relieve pressure on singlefamily housing market.

As discussed in the HSU Student Housing Master Plan prepared by Brailsford & Dunlavey
(2017), HSU has a housing capacity of 2,047 students, which only provides housing for
approximately 23% of the student population. As noted in the City’s Housing Element, the offcampus student population is estimated to be 3,600 individuals. The proposed project would
provide purpose-built housing for 800 students that will help to meet the demand for student
housing in the City and has the potential to relieve pressure on the single-family housing market.
Commenter is essentially arguing that the project will result in an excess of housing units in the
City, such that supply will exceed demand. There is no evidence supporting this conclusion. In
fact, as stated in the EIR (p. 2.2-4), a total of 2,060 housing units will need to be developed
countywide during the 2014-2019 planning cycle to keep pace with anticipated population
growth. Arcata is expected to accommodate 363 units of the countywide need. (EIR, p. 2.2-3.).
Generally, the City has been lagging behind in the development of its share of the regional
housing need for the last few Housing Element planning cycles. For the current planning cycle,
the City has issued 118 construction permits towards the 363 unit planning cycle goal, leaving
245 (or 67%) remaining units that are needed to meet RHNA (HCD, 5th Annual Progress Report
Permit Summary, available here http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housingelement/index.shtml). For the fourth planning cycle, the City only issued 207 construction
permits towards the 811-unit planning cycle goal, leaving 604 (or 74%) remaining units that
were needed to meet RHNA. Thus, there is no evidence that the single-family homes currently
occupied by students would remain vacant, resulting in blight. (See Placerville Historic
Preservation League v. Judicial Council (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 187.)
Rather, as discussed above, high demand in Arcata provides contrary evidence that the Project
would relieve housing pressure and allow families to occupy the existing single-family homes
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instead, and commenter provides no specific evidence to the contrary. CEQA does not require an
analysis of purely economic impacts where there is no evidence that such impacts would result in
any physical impacts on the environment, including urban decay, which is not defined by CEQA
but has been considered in previous CEQA cases under the following definition: “Urban decay is
defined as, among other characteristics, visible symptoms of physical deterioration that invite
vandalism, loitering, and graffiti that is caused by a downward spiral of business closure and
multiple long term vacancies. This physical deterioration to properties or structures is so
prevalent, substantial, and lasting for a significant period of time that it impairs the proper
utilization of the properties and structures, or the healthy, safety, and welfare of the surrounding
community. The manifestations of urban decay include such visible conditions as plywoodboarded doors and windows, parked trucks and long term unauthorized use of the properties and
parking lots, extensive gang and other graffiti and offensive words painted on buildings,
dumping of refuse on site, overturned dumpsters, broken parking barriers, broke glass littering
the site, dead trees and shrubbery together with weeds, lack of building maintenance,
abandonment of multiple buildings, homeless encampments, and unsightly and dilapidated
fencing.” Joshua Tree Downtown Business Alliance v. Cnty of San Bernardino (2016) 1
Cal.App.5th 677, 685 (“Joshua Tree”); Visalia Retail, LP v. City of Visalia (2018) 228
Cal.Rptr.3d 351, 354 (“Visalia Retail”); see also, Placerville Historic Preservation League v.
Judicial Council of California (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 187 (noting “As defined by CEQA, urban
decay is a relatively extreme economic condition. In a dynamic urban environment, including
that of a small city such as Placerville, change is commonplace. In the absence of larger
economic forces, urban decay is not the ordinary result.”).
In Joshua Tree, a development company sought to construct a 9,100 square foot Dollar General
store, and residents of Joshua Tree challenged the mitigated negative declaration, arguing there
was substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the store would cause urban decay by
displacing small, neighborhood retail. (Joshua Tree at 683, 685-686) The County responded that
no factual evidence had been presented that development of the site would result in the closing of
other businesses, or that any such closures would result in urban decay. (Id. at 686) The court
agreed with the County, pointing out that impacts which are speculative or unlikely to occur are
not reasonably foreseeable and need not be analyzed, that the County staff were entitled to rely
on their own experience and research indicating that no such impacts were likely to occur, and
that even if a handful of properties were to remain vacant, the result would not necessarily be the
kind of change to the physical environment that qualifies as urban decay and implicated CEQA.
(Id. at 684, 689, 691) Likewise in Visalia Retail, appellants claimed a General Plan update EIR
failed under CEQA because it did not analyze the potential for a new land use policy limiting
single tenants in a commercial designation to 40,000 square feet to cause urban decay. (Visalia
Retail at 354) Appellant submitted the opinion of an experienced local commercial real estate
agent that the policy would keep anchor tenants away, reducing income used for maintenance
and improvements and creating a downward spiral of physical deterioration. (Ibid.) The court
held that while some economic impacts may occur, the appellant had failed to present any factual
evidence that physical deterioration and urban decay was likely to occur, citing Joshua Tree. (Id.
at 354, 357-358).
As in both cases discussed above, commenter has provided no factual evidence to support their
inference that single-family homes vacated by students occupying the Project would fail to
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become occupied, or that any limited vacancies are likely to cause physical impacts such as
urban decay, or to dispute that Arcata continues to have a high demand for rental housing.
Because there is no evidence that urban decay is reasonably foreseeable, the EIR is adequate in
this regard, and no further analysis is required.
Response to Comment 15.6
The commenter states that there is no evidence provided for the conclusion in the Draft EIR (Pg.
2.2-7) that the population increase that would occur from the proposed project (4.4 percent)
would not be substantial.
The population increase identified in the Draft EIR would be within the range of the projected
population planned for in the City’s General Plan. Because the population increase that would
occur from the Village project is within the development and population projections of the
Arcata General Plan (~20,000 residents), it would not be considered to cause a substantial
increase in population growth. In addition, the City has been lagging behind in the development
of its share of the regional housing need for the last few Housing Element planning cycles.
Specifically, for the current planning cycle, the City has issued 118 construction permits towards
the 363-unit planning cycle goal, leaving 245 (or 67%) remaining units that are needed to meet
RHNA. (HCD, 5th Annual Progress Report Permit Summary, available here
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/index.shtml (accessed
3/15/18).
The proposed project would assist in implementation of the City’s Housing Element by
providing a needed housing type in close proximity to the primary destination of its residents.
Further, HSU is not intending to increase its enrollment as a result of the project and its
accommodation of 800 students. Rather, the project will alleviate existing pressures on the
single-family market by making those homes that are currently occupied by students available to
families. The EIR conservatively assumes that the project would result in an increase in
population by 800 people because it will accommodate 800 students, but it is realistically
expected that the homes will accommodate existing or short-term projections for demand. The
projects impact on population will not be substantial. The commenter is also referred to
Response 15.5.
Response to Comment 15.7
The commenter opines that there is no substantial evidence provided to support the conclusion in
the Draft EIR that the Arcata Fire District currently has sufficient facilities to adequately serve
the population within its district. In addition, the commenter states that the fact that the Fire
District can adequately serve the existing population is not evidence that it can continue to do so
with a 4.4 percent increase in population due to the project.
The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist questions for Public Services focus on whether a
project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the construction of
new or physically altered government facilities, in order to maintain acceptable performance
objectives for public services. Although, the Village project will result in an increase in service

City of Arcata

3-100

The Village Final EIR

calls and place a greater demand on fire protection services, it will not require the construction of
new fire protection facilities such as a fire station to maintain acceptable performance objectives
for fire protection services. As discussed on Pg. 2.3-7 of the Draft EIR:
“The Arcata General Plan PEIR (2000, Pg. 3-34) states that buildout under the General
Plan will require additional personnel and equipment for the Arcata Fire District, but will
not require additional facilities such as a new fire station. This is attributed to the fact
that the projected growth in the General Plan is primarily infill development within the
City’s Urban Services Boundary. In addition, the PEIR (2000, Pg. 3-34) states that no
significant decrease in response time is expected since the distance to fire stations is not
expected to increase for the majority of the projected population….The Arcata Fire
District currently has sufficient facilities to adequately serve the population within its
District but will need to obtain additional sources of funding (e.g. parcel tax, grants, etc.)
to maintain its current service level in the future.” (Emphasis added.)
Considering that the population increase that would occur from the Village project is within the
development and population projections of the Arcata General Plan (~20,000 residents), the
conclusions in the General Plan EIR related to the adequacy of existing Fire District facilities
include the proposed project.
Response to Comment 15.8
The commenter states that the Draft EIR analyzes the project’s impacts in the context of student
housing on the HSU campus, finding that that the project’s design is consistent with HSU’s
housing type and scale. The commenter states that the project’s consistency with the HSU
campus is not substantial evidence of the project’s impacts to surrounding single-family
neighborhoods and requests that the Draft EIR be revised to analyze the impacts to the existing
character and aesthetics of the surrounding neighborhood.
The commenter omits pages of analysis and photos on this issue that demonstrate compatibility,
and instead focuses on one statement in the EIR.


EIR, p. 2.6-16: The existing visual character of the site and its surroundings primarily
include an underutilized industrial site surrounded by residential neighborhoods,
industrial uses, and Highway 101. As can be seen in the photos of the project site in the
Environmental Setting (see Figure 2.6A – 2.6N), the site has little aesthetic value with
the presence of two warehouse buildings, two residential units, and several smaller metal
and wood structures used for storage. The site is also used for the storage of vehicles,
storage containers, mobile homes, and construction and scrap materials. The majority of
the site contains compacted gravel surfaces and very little vegetation with the exception
of the undeveloped western portion of the site.



EIR, p. 2.6-18: As can be seen in the existing and photo-simulated views of the site, the
proposed project would provide an equal or greater land use and aesthetic compatibility
with nearby residential development than the existing industrial uses on the project site
(see Figures 2.6P – 2.6U). Because the site is currently in a blighted condition, the
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proposed development will ultimately improve the overall appearance of the site. The
project has been designed to provide the greatest compatibility with nearby residential
development in the following ways: 1) the proposed residential buildings include a
variety of architectural elements such as varied surfaces, rooflines, wall planes, and
facades; 2) the proposed buildings will have setbacks between 60-240 feet from nearby
residential property lines; and 3) the project proposes landscaping around the perimeter of
the site and larger open space areas in the central and western portions of the site that will
provide a vegetative buffer to screen views of the site as landscaping matures (see Figure
2.6V [Preliminary Landscape Plan]).
Although, there will be changes to certain aesthetic characteristics resulting from the proposed
project, especially for the neighborhood to the west, the visual character of the site will be
improved from most vantage points. The project will develop the site with structures that are
larger in scale and different in character than surrounding residential and industrial development
but will ultimately provide greater aesthetic compatibility with the surrounding residential
neighborhoods than the existing land uses on the project site. In addition, the project will be
subject to the City’s Design Review process, which is intended to consider the design and
aesthetics of new structures and consistency with the General Plan Design Element policies
related to multi-family housing design. Through the Design Review process, the City has the
ability to recommend revisions to the project design that will provide even greater consistency
with the policies in the General Plan Design Element. The Design Review process of local
jurisdictions is generally considered to resolve aesthetic concerns. (See Bowman v. City of
Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 572, 593.)
Response to Comment 15.9
The commenter states that there is no substantial evidence provided for the conclusion in the
Draft EIR that because the project’s vibration levels would be below the FTA’s criteria for
vibration induced structure damage, there would be a less than significant impact (Pg. 2.9-14).
The commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not contain a discussion related to the impacts
of vibration on persons and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated to address
impacts to persons from construction-related vibrations.
With respect to the use of the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) structural damage criteria
for evaluating the impacts of construction vibration from the project, this is a commonly used
threshold for analyzing the impacts to structures under CEQA. The EIR appropriately relies on
the standard recommended by regulatory agency. As provided in FTA, Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment handbook, “[t]hese limits should be viewed as criteria that should
be used during the environmental impact assessment phase to identify problem locations that
must be addressed during final design.”
As noted on Pg. 2.9-13 of the Draft EIR, “vibration is typically not perceptible outdoors, and
therefore, impacts are based on distance to the nearest building.” The EIR discloses vibration
sources during construction and expected levels at nearest receptors. The EIR then discloses that
“[h]eavy construction equipment operating at the project site …could be as close as 25 feet from
the residential structures to the south during construction of the interior access roads and parking
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areas on the southern edge of the site.” As discussed on Pg. 2.9-14, the vibration level from
construction activity could be as high as 0.089 PPV in/sec, which is well below the FTA’s
criteria for vibration induced structure damage of 0.12 PPV in/sec.
With respect to the impacts of vibration on persons, vibration from the proposed construction
activity would be of short duration and would occur during daytime hours, when residents are
less likely to be home. As discussed on Pg. 2.9-9 of the Draft EIR, construction activity will be
required to comply with the Arcata General Plan Noise Element (Policies N-5d and N-5e) and
the Arcata Land Use Code (Section 9.30.050[D][2]). These requirements place limitations on
the days and hours of construction activities, to allow construction schedules to take advantage
of the weather and normal daylight hours, and to ensure that nearby residents as well as
nonresidential activities are not disturbed by the early morning or late-night activities. In
addition to reducing construction noise levels, compliance with these requirements also
minimizes the potential impacts of vibration on residents adjacent to the project site. The
requirements of Arcata General Plan Noise Element (Policies N-5d and N-5e) and the Arcata
Land Use Code (Section 9.30.050[D][2]), have been included as a condition of approval by the
City of Arcata for the proposed project.
Response to Comment 15.10
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to contain a discussion of the climate and
meteorological setting, as well as other known GHGs such as water vapor,
hydrochlorofluorocarbons, trichloreoethane, and chlorofluorcarbons. The commenter also
requests that the Draft EIR be revised to contain a discussion of additional legislation related to
GHGs including AB 2188, AB 3018, SBX 1-2, and SB 350.
The Environmental Setting discussion in Draft EIR Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) has
been modified to provide more climate and meteorological information, and important State
GHG legislation. Refer to Chapter 2 (Revisions to the Draft EIR) of this Final EIR. The text
revisions to Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) solely provide additional background and
regulatory information pertaining to climate, meteorology, and State GHG legislation, and do not
constitute “significant new information” regarding impacts of the project in accordance with
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5. Thus, the Draft EIR
does not require recirculation.
Response to Comment 15.11
The commenter states that there is no substantial evidence provided for use of the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD) project-level efficiency threshold to conclude that
the project would not generate GHG emissions that may have a significant impact on the
environment.
As noted on Draft EIR page 2.8-9, the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management District
(NCUAQMD) and City of Arcata have not adopted quantitative thresholds for determining the
significance of GHG emissions (Draft EIR page 2.8-9). The NCUAQMD recommends the use
of thresholds adopted by other air districts in the State such as the Bay Area Air Quality
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Management District (BAAQMD) or South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD).
The BAAQMD (2011) has developed a project-level efficiency target of 4.6 metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per service population (residents + employees). This
metric was derived from evaluating land use sectors, population and employment statistics for
2020 statewide. The threshold was determined by dividing the GHG emissions inventory goal
(allowable emissions), by the estimated 2020 statewide population and employment. (See
BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines, May 2017.)
Further, “for projects . . . which are designed to accommodate long-term growth in California’s
population and economic activity, this fact gives rise to an argument that a certain amount of
greenhouse gas emissions is as inevitable as population growth. Under this view, a significance
criterion framed in terms of efficiency is superior to a simple numerical threshold because CEQA
is not intended as a population control measure.” (Assn. of Irritated Residents v. Kern County
Board of Supervisors (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 708, 742–743, quoting in Center for Biological
Diversity v. Cal. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 220.) Where “demand [for
housing] will exist whether or not the project is approved, . . . an inquiry into significance that is
based on compliance with a program that sets limits and requirements for [California] as a whole
is a rational approach to regulating . . . contribution[s] to global climate change.” (Assn. of
Irritated Residents, 17 Cal.App.5th at 743.)
It is noted that Mendocino County Air Quality Management District (MCAQMD), the adjoining
air district to the south of NCUAQMD, has adopted the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds to evaluate
new development projects. The City of Ukiah (MCAQMD) and City of Arcata (NCUAQMD)
are similar in population size (16,314 and 18,374, respectively1). The City of Ukiah has
approved several CEQA documents that utilize the BAAQMD GHG significance thresholds,
including the Ukiah Valley Medical Center Emergency Department and Intensive Care Unit
Expansion Project Initial Environmental Study (adopted February 25, 2015). Other cities such
as Fort Bragg (MCAQMD) have also adopted CEQA documents using the BAAQMD GHG
significance thresholds (e.g., Mendocino Solid Waste Management Authority Central Coast
Transfer Station Final Environmental Impact Report, July 21, 2015).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 indicates that a lead agency “shall have the discretion to
determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to: (1) Use a model or methodology to
quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or methodology to
use…provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence.” Commenter cites Center for
Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (“Newhall”) (2015) 62
Cal.4th 204 for the proposition that the BAAQMD threshold is inappropriate. However, Newhall
supports the use of an appropriately selected pathway or pathways for compliance amongst
potential options, and the court favorably cited the BAAQMD threshold as a potentially
appropriate option. In Newhall, the California Supreme Court (Court) considered how GHG
emissions should be addressed in an EIR for a large-scale development project in Los Angeles
California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State,
2011-2017 with 2010 Census Benchmark, http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/,
accessed February 27, 2018.
1
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County. The Court identified “potential pathways to compliance” pursuant to which such an
analysis could be adequate. (Id., at 229). These include (1) making use of an adopted
metropolitan regional sustainable communities strategy authorized by SB 375 to streamline
analysis; (2) assessing consistency with AB 32’s goal in whole or in part by looking to
compliance with regulatory programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
particular activities; and (3) reliance on existing numerical thresholds of significance, specifically
including the BAAQMD threshold if appropriate. (Id., at 229-231). Given that the BAAQMD
CEQA thresholds have been adopted in adjoining air districts with similar populations, and the
lead agency is entitled to select an appropriately supported threshold under CEQA, the
BAAQMD 4.6 MTCO2e/SP/year threshold used in the Draft EIR GHG analysis is considered
acceptable and is adequately supported. Additionally, the EIR considers the Project’s
compliance with regulatory programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
particular activities. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are needed, and the Draft EIR does
not require recirculation according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Response to Comment 15.12
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not contain a quantification or discussion of
construction-related GHG emissions. The commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not
make a determination on the significance of construction GHG emissions impacts in relation to
meeting AB 32 GHG reduction goals. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised and
recirculated to address construction-related GHG emissions.
With respect to the calculation of construction-related GHG emissions in the Draft EIR, the
estimated construction GHG emissions for the Village project were calculated and can be found
in Appendix G (CalEEMod Air Emission Model Results) of the Draft EIR.
BAAQMD does not have adopted thresholds for evaluating construction-related GHG emissions.
Therefore, the Draft EIR utilizes the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
methodology for assessing construction-related GHG impacts. Because GHG is inherently
cumulative and global in nature, and construction is short-term, construction emissions are
amortized over a 50-year period (the expected lifetime of the project) and added to other annual
project GHG emissions sources. As shown on Draft EIR page 2.8-10, Table 2.8-1, Total Project
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Annual Metric Tons Per Year), the project’s construction-related
GHG would be 15.6 MTCO2e/year (amortized over 50 years).
Changes have been made as listed above in Chapter 2.0 (Revision to the Draft EIR) of this Final
EIR, to discuss the calculated construction GHG emissions and the methodology used for
incorporating them into the annual operational GHG emissions that will be generated by the
proposed project. The text revisions to Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) solely provide
additional clarification pertaining to the analysis in the Draft EIR and do not constitute
“significant new information” in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Thus, the Draft EIR does not require recirculation.
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Response to Comment 15.13
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not contain an analysis of the project’s impacts
related to GHG emissions in the post-2020 period. In addition, the commenter states that the
Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated to consider the project’s effects on meeting the
State’s longer term (2030 and 2050) GHG emissions reduction goals.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (November
2017) (2017 Scoping Plan) provides an update on the State’s progress toward the 2020 GHG
reduction target (i.e., Assembly Bill [AB] 32 called on the State to reduce GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020), and launches a path toward achieving California’s 2030 GHG reduction
target (i.e., 40 percent emissions reductions below 1990 level). The 2017 Scoping Plan also
identifies how the State can reach the 2050 goal to reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below
1990 levels. The 2017 Scoping Plan provides numerous ways to achieve the State’s long-term
2030 and 2050 GHG reduction goals, including energy efficiency measures for existing and new
development.
The 2017 Scoping Plan states, “Energy efficiency is another key component to reducing energy
sector GHG emissions. Heating fuels used for activities such as space and water heating in the
residential, commercial, and industrial sectors represent a significant source of GHG emissions.
Transitioning to cleaner heating fuels is part of the solution of achieving greater efficiency
savings in existing buildings and has significant GHG emissions reductions potential. Examples
of this transition can include use of renewable gas and solar thermal, as well as electrification of
end uses in residential, commercial, and industrial sectors.” The 2017 Scoping Plan continues,
“Collectively, renewable energy and energy efficiency measures can result in significant public
health and climate benefits by displacing air pollution and GHG emissions from fossil-fuel based
energy sources….”
The project would include Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver
energy-efficient design features (i.e., for windows, walls, heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning units [HVAC], and lighting), and other project components (e.g., on-site
pedestrian/bicycle improvements, preferred off-street parking for clean fuel vehicles, electric
charging stations, water efficient landscaping, energy-efficient electric or gas heating, Solar
Reflectance Index [SRI] compliant roofing, etc.) that would reduce GHG emissions in
compliance with the energy goals and objectives of the 2017 Scoping Plan. In addition, the
proposed project would receive electricity from the Redwood Coast Energy Authority (RCEA)
Community Choice Energy (CCE) program. The CCE program procures approximately 40
percent of its power from renewable and carbon-free sources, which is approximately 5 percent
more renewable energy than the power sources previously provided by PG&E (see discussion on
Draft EIR Page 2.8-12). Additionally, requirements for utility providers, pursuant to Senate Bill
X1-2 (SBX1-2) of 2011, require 33 percent of electricity to be procured from renewable sources.
Further, State regulations such as the low-carbon fuel standard (LCFS) require vehicles to reduce
the carbon intensity of transportation fuels, thus reducing GHGs emitted from tailpipes. As
discussed on Draft EIR page 2.8-10 (Table 2.8-1), the project’s long-term operational GHG
emissions would be approximately 2.85 MTCO2e/SP/Yr, which is below the BAAQMD 4.6
MTCO2e/SP/year threshold. As such, the proposed project would incorporate several design
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features that would reduce long-term operational GHG emissions in compliance with the
guidance of the 2017 Scoping Plan, which outlines the pathway to meeting the State’s 2030 and
2050 GHG reduction goals. Thus, no changes to the Draft EIR are needed, and the Draft EIR
does not require recirculation according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Further, the Project is consistent with the HCAOG 20-Year RTP (2014), as discussed in the EIR.
The HCAOG prepared an EIR to evaluate the potential impacts of implementation of the
HCAOG 20-Year RTP (2014), which is the long-range planning, policy, action, and financial
document for the Humboldt County Region, covering an approximately 20-year period through
2035. (HCAOG 20-Year RTP EIR, page ES-24) The HCAOG EIR quantitatively projects
emissions as a result of implementation of the HCAOG 20-Year RTP until the year 2035,
concluding that emissions in 2035 without the project would be 24.90 lbs per capita of CO2 per
day, while with the project emissions would be slightly reduced to 24.89 lbs per day. (Id., pages
4.5-13, -14) As compared to baseline 2013 levels of 28.96 lbs per day, this is an approximately
14 percent reduction, and the EIR concludes that impacts are less than significant. (Id., page 4.514)
Response to Comment 15.14
The commenter states that the energy efficiency measures identified in the Draft EIR are not tied
to any performance standard and are not included as enforceable mitigation measures. In
addition, the commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze how these energy efficiency
features contribute to the statewide emissions reduction goal set forth in the Climate Change
Scoping Plan. The commenter also states that Draft EIR does not use the quantified operational
GHG emissions for the project to demonstrate by substantial evidence that these energy
efficiency features would reduce operational-related GHG emissions.
The commenter is referred to Response 15.4 regarding incorporation of energy efficient design
features in the Project Description, and Response 15.13 with regard to the project’s consistency
with the 2017 Scoping Plan. As stated on Draft EIR page 2.8-15 and discussed on Draft EIR
pages 2.8-11 through 2.8-15, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The
project would include several energy-efficient and GHG-reducing design features that were
included in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) emissions run, and are
reflected in the long-term GHG emissions shown in Table 2.8-1 (Draft EIR page 2.8-10); the
CalEEMod modeling assumptions and data are provided in Draft EIR Appendix G. As noted on
Draft EIR page 2.8-10, the project’s operational GHG emissions would be below the
BAAQMD’s 4.6 MTCO2e/SP/year threshold, and would result in a less than significant impact
with regard to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section VII(a). As stated in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4(a)(3), “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to
be significant.” As such, no mitigation measures are required.
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Response to Comment 15.15
The commenter states that the Draft EIR relies on the project’s consistency with the 2006 Arcata
Community Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan to conclude that the project’s GHG emissions
would not have a significant effect on the environment. The commenter also states that the
City’s GHG reduction plan is outdated and that the goals of the plan have not been reached eight
years after the target date.
First, the Arcata GHG Reduction Plan is just one of several plans against which the Project was
evaluated. (See EIR, p. 2.8-11.) Further, although the plan was adopted in 2006, the Arcata
GHG Reduction Plan is the only local GHG reduction plan relevant to the project. As such, it is
appropriate for all projects in the City subject to CEQA to include an analysis of consistency
with the City’s adopted plan. Despite the fact that City Staff estimates that the goal of the plan to
reduce GHG emissions by 20 percent below 2000 levels by 2010 has not been achieved, it is still
appropriate to reach a conclusion that a project will not conflict with the plan if it is consistent
with many of the strategies in the plan. As described on Pgs. 2.8-14 and 2.8-15 of the Draft EIR,
the proposed project is consistent with the plan since it proposes energy efficient buildings,
improvements to pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure, and implements smart growth development
strategies. The Village project would be one of the few projects in the City of Arcata that is
substantially consistent with the City’s Greenhouse Reduction Plan and the State’s longer-term
emissions reduction goals.
In addition, as discussed in Responses 15.13 and 15.14, the project would be consistent with the
2017 Scoping Plan, the State’s long-term 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction goals, and would
generate GHG emissions below the BAAQMD 4.6 MTCO2e/SP/year threshold. As such, the
proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.
Response to Comment 15.16
The commenter states that the analysis in the Draft EIR related to the City’s wastewater facilities
is inconsistent. Specifically, the commenter states that the analysis states that there is sufficient
capacity to serve the project but then states that the wastewater facilities require improvements to
meet current and future demands. The commenter also states that the project will pay a fair share
allocation through a Development Agreement with the City to fund improvements to the City’s
wastewater treatment system, which indicates that the project may have potentially significant
impacts on the system. The commenter continues with noting that the Draft EIR does not
identify a plan or program that has been established for the collection of fees. In addition, the
commenter states that not analyzing the potential improvements to increase the City’s
wastewater capacity amounts to a piecemeal review. Lastly, the commenter requests that the
Draft EIR be revised and recirculated to fully analyze the project’s impacts on the City’s
wastewater treatment system.
As described in Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR, the City prepared
a memorandum (dated June 23, 2017) which determined there is sufficient wastewater treatment
capacity for the existing feasible residential development potential in the City as well as the
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upzoning and annexation proposed by the Sunset area housing projects. This memorandum was
included as Appendix K to the Draft EIR. The project is not inducing construction of wastewater
facilities improvements. The City’s Facilities Plan provides that there is sufficient capacity but
that the facility is underperforming in other ways and is in danger of violating its permit. As a
result, the City is undertaking the separate wastewater facilities upgrade project. The City has
initiated a Facility Plan and plant improvement project which proposes a variety of
improvements to the wastewater treatment system to increase treatment capacity and prevent the
exceedance of discharge limitations. The standard sewer capital connection fees that will be paid
by the applicant will be used to implement the City’s Facility Plan for the wastewater treatment
plant, as will occur for all new development in the City that will have wastewater discharge. The
$75,000 Wastewater Treatment Plant Off-Set Fee that will be paid by the applicant through the
Development Agreement is an amenity of the project and is not needed to ensure the City’s
wastewater treatment plant has capacity to serve the project. Since the City has determined there
is adequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the proposed project, any improvements to
the wastewater treatment plant that occur using the sewer capital connection fees and
Wastewater Treatment Plan Off-Set Fee, will be analyzed by the City as part of implementation
of the City’s Facility Plan.
Response to Comment 15.17
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze how the project will comply with the
City’s Zero Waste Action Plan. The commenter also states that the project does not contain an
adequate discussion of the project’s impacts on the City’s water supply infrastructure.
With respect to the project’s compliance with the City’s Zero Waste Action Plan, the Action Plan
is a document containing goals and strategies intended to guide the City’s waste reduction
decision-making and implementation. The proposed project is consistent with several of the
goals and strategies of the City’s Action Plan including reduction of construction and demolition
waste and the on-site provision of areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials. As
discussed on pages 1-27 and 5-7 of the Draft EIR, the applicant proposes to recycle or salvage
over 50% of the construction waste from the project. As discussed on page 2.11-23 of the Draft
EIR, the proposed project would provide adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable
materials where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be shown on
construction drawings and installed before occupancy permits are issued by the building
department. Changes have been made as listed in Chapter 2.0 (Revision to the Draft EIR) of this
Final EIR, to highlight the project’s compliance with the Zero Waste Action Plan. The text
revisions to Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems) solely provide additional clarification
pertaining to the analysis in the Draft EIR and do not constitute “significant new information” in
accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Thus, the Draft EIR does not require recirculation.
With respect to the discussion of impacts to the City’s water supply infrastructure, Section 2.11
(Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR contains Figure 2.11A (Public Facilities) which
shows the existing water supply infrastructure serving the site. In addition, Pg. 2.11-16 of the
Draft EIR contain a description of the improvements that will be needed to the City’s water
supply infrastructure to serve the project site based on the project referral comments from the
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City Engineer. City Staff has analyzed the water demands for the proposed development. As
indicated in the City’s June 23, 2017, Water and Wastewater Memo and as included as Condition
of Approval (COA) D-5, standard connection fees and a new looped waterline will ensure
adequate water supply to the project.
Response to Comment 15.18
The commenter states that the analysis states that the traffic impacts of the project cannot be
reduced to a less-than significant level until the future transportation improvements identified in
Mitigation Measure 3.1a have been constructed, which may take a decade or longer. The
commenter requests that the DEIR be revised to reflect that traffic impacts are significant and
unavoidable.
It is important to note that the identified future projects in Mitigation Measure 3.1a are for
intersections that are identified as having potentially significant impacts under the Future Plus
All Projects Scenario, which is defined as a 2036, 20 years out scenario. (EIR, pp. 3-16, 19, 20.)
With respect to the significance determination concerning traffic impacts from the proposed
project, the Draft EIR states (Pgs. 3-20 to 3-22) several times that future traffic impacts of the
project cannot be reduced to a less than significant level until the future transportation
improvements are constructed. It is also stated in the Draft EIR (Pg. 3-21) that a Statement of
Overriding Considerations may be adopted for the Village Student Housing project. These
statements are an acknowledgement that the potential traffic impacts of the project are significant
and unavoidable.
Response to Comment 15.19
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not identify a traffic fee mitigation program into
which fees from the project would be paid. The commenter asserts that without a traffic fee
mitigation program, there is no guarantee that the identified improvements in Mitigation
Measure 3.1a would ever be implemented and that impacts would be reduced to less-thansignificant levels. The commenter states that despite the fact that the Draft EIR does not tie the
project’s fair share fee to an enforceable program or plan, the Draft EIR includes a less-thansignificant impact conclusion based on the payment of such fee. The commenter also states that
since the intersection improvements need to be coordinated with Caltrans and Humboldt State
University, it makes the realization of these improvements even more uncertain.
The improvements set forth in Mitigation Measure 3.1a are identified in the Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), which was commissioned by the City to
address the cumulative traffic impacts associated with potential development of six sites located
within less than three-quarters of a mile of one another. In connection with the Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study, the City identified improvement costs and fair share fees for each
contributing development project. (see Pgs. 67-69 and Appendix E of the W-Trans Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study and Tables 26 and 27 from the Study below). Fees will be
imposed on individual development projects via conditions of approval or through development
agreements. Here, the terms of the proposed development agreement provide for the City to
accept the traffic fee and retain it in a segregated account to pay for the improvements identified
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in the EIR and Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study. Any funds collected may be added to a
future Traffic Mitigation Impact Fee program and may be combined with other public and
private funding sources to make the improvements. The proposed development agreement terms
also provide for the City to work with Caltrans and HSU to fund, design, and install the
improvements. Any improvement adjacent to or affecting Caltrans facilities must be developed
according to State highway manual guidelines and standards; Caltrans will likely be a funding
partner as well as a direct party to these improvements.

Consistent with the Anderson First decision cited by the commenter, the improvements are set
forth in a plan that 1) specifies the total amount of the anticipated traffic improvement and the
construction cost owed by the project applicant; 2) specifies, if applicable, that the project
applicant will also pay a percentage of the remaining reasonable costs of the improvement; and
3) makes the fees part of a reasonable enforceable plan or program that is sufficiently tied to the
actual mitigation of the traffic impacts at issue. (Anderson First, supra, 130 Cal.App.4th at p.
1189.) Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.1a is adequate under CEQA. However, as identified
on Draft EIR page 8-3, this impact is identified as a significant effect which cannot be mitigated
because the timing of implementation of improvements cannot be guaranteed and, thus, impacts
from the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable.
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Response to Comment 15.20
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not contain sufficient analysis of potential delays
for vehicle and pedestrians continuing southbound on LK Wood Boulevard given the increase in
projected eastbound traffic on the US 101 overcrossing. The comment also requests that the
impacts on traffic safety must also be analyzed and mitigated in the Draft EIR.
With respect to an analysis in the Draft EIR about potential delays for vehicle and pedestrians
continuing southbound on LK Wood Boulevard, the Draft EIR states (Pg. 3-21) that the LOS
analysis done for the W-Trans traffic study considered delays for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
buses crossing the study intersections. The qualitative analysis considered how pedestrian safety
would be affected with and without pedestrian improvements (e.g. sidewalks, bike lanes,
enhanced crossing facilities) that could improve pedestrian safety. See Tables 3-4 and 3-5 on
pages 3-16 and 3-17 of the Draft EIR showing delay at this intersection in southbound direction.
This analysis describes that the Traffic Study completed by W-Trans considered delays for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and buses crossing the study intersections.
However, because the City has not adopted a standard including pedestrian LOS to measure
transportation impacts, no quantitative standard was applied to the results of the analysis. CEQA
does not require that the City utilize a specific pedestrian LOS threshold, and instead grants
agencies discretion to choose thresholds based on substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines §
15064.7.) The City Engineer has reviewed the Traffic Study and determined that the proposed
non-vehicular improvements are anticipated to result in a reduction in both the vehicular and
non-vehicular LOS. However, there is no definitive methodology for quantifying that pedestrian
safety will be improved as a result. The City intends to focus on short term improvements to
encourage non-vehicular modes and will make pedestrian segregation/channelization of
paramount importance. As a result of emphasizing bike and pedestrian safety and ease, vehicular
delays should be expected. This is in line with the City’s Goals and Policies encouraging modeshift in the Transportation Element of the General Plan. While it is acknowledged that there are
collisions at the study intersections analyzed in the Traffic Study, the number of accidents does
not meet the warrants required by Caltrans that would trigger immediate improvement, nor is
there a record of excessive injury primarily due to the posted speed limit of 25 mph throughout
the City. Reduced speed is one of the most important factors in reducing collisions that result in
injury.
Further, the Draft EIR discusses improvements proposed as part of the project that direct
pedestrian and bicycle traffic away from LK Wood Boulevard, and address pedestrian circulation
and safety both on- and off-site. The project’s proposed on-site pedestrian and bicycle
improvements will result in connecting the project site to the St. Louis Road overcrossing to the
north, Maple Lane to the west, and Todd Court to the south (see Draft EIR, Figure 3E [NonVehicular Circulation]). These improvements will also provide connectivity to the existing trail
systems in the project area, HSU, and to regional trails in the Humboldt Bay area including the
Annie and Mary Trail and the Humboldt Bay Trail (Arcata to Eureka segment). It is anticipated
that this increased connectivity will encourage residents to walk or bike to HSU instead of
driving. The following specific proposed on-site pedestrian/bicycle improvements have been
included as Mitigation Measure 3.1b for the proposed project:
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An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of
the project site from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast corner.



An approximate 650-foot section of trail along the north property line of the project site
from the northeast corner of the site to the northwestern portion of the site. This trail will
connect to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows Openspace area (APN 507-511-056)
and continue approximately 175-feet along the southern boundary of parcel 507-511-056
to access the existing public trail at the north end of Maple Lane.



Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project site as illustrated on the Landscape
Plan prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture (see Draft EIR Figure 3D).

As recommended in the W-Trans Traffic Study (Draft EIR Appendix L, Pgs. 61 and 64), and by
the City of Arcata, pedestrian and bicycle traffic generated by the proposed project will be
directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court until such time that the project’s proposed section of
the Arcata Rail with Trail is completed to Sunset Avenue. (Draft EIR, p. 3-22.)
These on-site improvements bring the project in compliance with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and
Pedestrian Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian
& Bicycle Master Plan (2010), and the recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study (Draft EIR Appendix L). (Draft EIR, p. 3-21.)
Additionally, the applicant will work with the City to develop off-site improvements that will
improve pedestrian/bicycle access including the following:


An approximate 200-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail from the southeast corner
of the site to the northern end of Todd Court. This section of the trail will be developed
through parcels 505-042-003 and -022 (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation]).



An approximate 700-foot section of sidewalk from the northeast corner of the site to the
existing sidewalk at the St. Louis Road overcrossing (see DEIR Figure 3E [NonVehicular Circulation]).

With respect to analysis in the Draft EIR concerning traffic safety, the Draft EIR states (Pg. 327) that the proposed improvements will be reviewed by and constructed to the standards of the
City Engineer and Public Works Department to ensure that no hazardous design features will be
developed as part of the project. The Draft EIR also states (Pg. 3-27) that the City Engineer has
reviewed the proposed transportation improvements for the project and determined that they will
not present a safety hazard for the amount and type of traffic that will result from the proposed
project. See pages 3-29 – 31 regarding pedestrian and bicycle safety; and pages 3-27 – 28
regarding traffic safety. A specific deficiency in the analysis was not identified by the
commenter.
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Response to Comment 15.21
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of increased impervious
surface on the risk of flooding. The commenter also states that a portion of the project site is in
the 100-year floodplain for Janes Creek. The commenter states that the project will create an
additional six acres of impervious surface on the property and increased impervious surface
results in stormwater runoff entering local streams at a faster rate, which can increase the risk of
flooding. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated to analyze this
potentially significant impact.
With respect to an analysis of increased flooding impacts due to increases in impervious surface
from the proposed project, a Preliminary Stormwater Report was completed by Manhard
Consulting which addressed the project’s compliance with local and State stormwater
regulations. This report was included as Appendix N to the Draft EIR. The findings and
recommendations of the Preliminary Stormwater Report were discussed throughout Section 4.2
(Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR). As stated on Pg. 4.2-23 of the Draft EIR:
“Increased volume and speed of runoff from the proposed development could cause
runoff to reach downstream areas sooner and coincide more closely with the peak of
runoff from lower areas; the effect, along with that of higher runoff, could be increased
flood flows. Any increase in impervious surfaces and soil compaction will effectively
decrease infiltration and increase runoff volumes for the site. While the volumes may be
increased, the actual flow rate can be modified so that there is no increase in peak flow
rate off-site.
Stormwater drainage facilities for the development are required to be designed to meet
both State and local stormwater regulations which are focused on maintaining or
improving a site’s pre-development runoff characteristics. In order to help guide its
communities to meet the MS4 low impact development (LID) requirements, Humboldt
County developed the Humboldt Low Impact Development Stormwater Manual
(HLIDSM). Since the proposed project will create and replace more than one acre of
impervious area, it is subject to the hydro-modification requirement of the HLIDSM.
Based on the proposed stormwater system design (Appendix N), the site will drain west
via storm sewer and open swales to an infiltration basin in the southwest corner of the
site. The basin will overflow to the lower, western portion of the site to the City’s
existing stormwater infrastructure.
The HLIDSM requires that the post-project runoff rate shall not exceed the estimated
pre-project flow rate for the 2-year, 24-hour storm. For the Preliminary Stormwater
Management Report completed by Manhard Consulting (Appendix N), existing and
proposed runoff hydrographs were modeled using Hydraflow for the 2-year, 24-hour
storm and 100-year, 24-hour storm. The results of the model show a pre-project, existing
conditions 2-year, 24-hour storm peak flow rate of 5.717cubic feet per second (cfs) and a
post-project peak flow rate of 5.100 cfs. The proposed stormwater system reduces the 2year 24-hour storm peak flow rate and therefore does not require detention. For the 100-
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year, 24-hour storm event, the post-development peak flow rate is 14.09 cfs which is
also less than the pre-development peak flow rate of 14.89 cfs.
The stormwater system is designed to control the volume and flow rate of run-off so to
not exceed the pre-development conditions so the drainage pattern of the project site and
area will not substantially contribute to flooding on or off-site.” (Emphasis added.)
With respect to a portion of the project site being included in the 100-year floodplain for Janes
Creek, as stated in the Draft EIR (Pg. 4.2-6):
“Flooding does not occur on the elevated portion of the project site either in response to
major rainstorms or infrequent, extreme high ocean tides, or coincident with regular high
Humboldt Bay tides. According to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) panel
06023C0689F, revised by FEMA November 4, 2016, the project site does contain Zone
AE floodplain along the western edge of the site. However, the topographic survey
prepared by Manhard Consulting (2016), indicates the project site is above the mapped
floodplain elevation of 30 feet.”
Despite the 2016 FEMA mapping that shows the project site to be within the 100-year
floodplain, a site specific topographic survey has been conducted for the project site that shows
the site is above the mapped floodplain elevation.
Response to Comment 15.22
The commenter states that the City’s requirement for the applicant to conduct an analysis of the
existing City stormwater infrastructure and recommend improvements to reduce localized
flooding should be incorporated as an enforceable mitigation measure for the project and
represents an impermissible deferral of mitigation. The commenter also states that the applicant
recommended improvements for reducing existing seasonal flooding on the site are not analyzed
in the Draft EIR which is a piecemeal review.
As described in Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, the improvements
that will be constructed to reduce existing flooding issues on the western portion of the project
will be conducted as part of the City’s Long-Term Drainage Maintenance Program (LTDMP).
The drainage ditch on the western boundary of the site is identified in the LTDMP as Site #14
and it is recommended that the drainage ditch be cleaned out and the area regraded to send
drainage to the Janes Creek Meadows open space area. The LTDMP was already analyzed as
required under CEQA in a Mitigated Negative Declaration that was adopted by the City in
March 2017 (SCH# 2017022003).
The applicant has designed a stormwater system that complies with State and local stormwater
regulations and will control the volume and flow rate of run-off so that it does not increase the
volume of flow to the City’s existing stormwater system. As such, the proposed project will not
add to the existing flooding issues on the western portion of the site and the applicant is not
required to improve this existing baseline condition. However, the applicant has volunteered to
assist the City in implementation of the LTDMP by conducting an analysis to determine the as-
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built design and capacity of the City’s stormwater infrastructure and recommend improvements
to reduce the localized flooding that occurs on the western portion of the site. In spite of the
applicant’s voluntary assistance, any improvements constructed on the western portion of the
property will be done by the City to implement the LTDMP.
Further, the LTDMP is a separate project with independent utility. A proposal that is related to a
project but has independent utility and is not necessary for the project to proceed need not be
included as part of the project description and may be reviewed in its own CEQA document, as a
separate project. (See Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v City Council (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th
712, 736 [court held that an EIR for one section of a proposed freeway need not include a
potential later extension of that freeway because the proposed section served its own purpose by
connecting two logical terminus points.]; Banning Ranch Conservancy v City of Newport
Beach (2012) 211 Cal.App.4th 1209, 1224 [court held that a proposed park and access road
project was independent from a large residential development project that would use the same
access road, so the EIR's project description was not required to include the residential project.].)
Response to Comment 15.23
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a is inadequate because it does not require
surveys to be conducted during the nesting season and does not restrict construction activity to
the non-nesting season. The commenter states that the conclusion in the Draft EIR that impacts
to nesting birds would be less-than-significant with mitigation is not supported by substantial
evidence.
With respect to the adequacy of Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a, this mitigation measure in the Draft
EIR requires biological surveys to be conducted by a qualified biologist to survey for the
protected wildlife species identified in the NRM Biological Review report that was prepared for
the project site. The Biological Review report was included as Appendix O to the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR states that the Biological Review report concludes that the undeveloped western
portion of the project site contains potential habitat for nesting birds. In order to prevent
significant impacts to nesting birds, Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a requires a biological survey to be
conducted and submitted to the City of Arcata Community Development Department prior to
issuance of the building permit for the project. As stated in the mitigation measure, if any
protected wildlife species, including nesting birds, are observed by the biologist at or directly
adjacent to the project site, then the biologist shall design appropriate activity buffer widths and
operational restrictions. Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a does not state whether the surveys must be
conducted during the nesting season. Regardless of when construction activity is proposed to
begin, the surveys must be conducted prior to the issuance of the building permit as required by
Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a. Not stating the specific time of year that surveys must occur has the
potential to be more protective of nesting birds that may choose to build nests on the site outside
of the assumed nesting season (typically March 1 to September 15).
However, to provide clarity regarding the timing of the survey with respect to the
commencement of construction, the following revision to Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a has been
included above in Chapter 2.0 (Revision to the Draft EIR) of this Final EIR.
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Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a. Biological Survey.
The applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct a focused survey for the protected wildlife
species identified in the NRM Biological Review (Appendix O; Pg. 4, Table 1) as having
potential habitat on the 1.4 acre western portion of the project site, including amphibians and
nesting birds. Surveys shall be performed within 30 days of the beginning of construction
activity. If construction is delayed for more than 30 days from the date of the survey and is
to then commence during the nesting season (March 1 to September 15) an additional
survey shall be conducted. If protected wildlife species are observed at or directly adjacent to
the project site, the qualified biologist shall design appropriate project activity buffer widths and
operational restrictions. The survey shall be completed and submitted to the City of Arcata
Community Development Department prior to issuance of the building permit for the project.
Response to Comment 15.24
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address all of the items in
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. The commenter explains that the Draft EIR does not
adequately analyze the energy consumption associated with construction of the project. The
commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not disclose the energy consumption during
operation of the project and only provides the estimated energy use with incorporation of the
project’s energy conservation and design features. The commenter explains that this is
problematic because the project features that would reduce energy use are not enforceable
mitigation measures and that this approach compresses the analysis of impacts and mitigation
into a single issue. The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated to
disclose the estimated energy use for long-term operation of the project prior to the incorporation
of energy conservation features.
Appendix F (Energy Conservation) of the CEQA Guidelines contains the provisions for an EIR
energy analysis. CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate whether a project would result in an
inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. According to CEQA Guidelines
Appendix F, Section II (EIR Contents), “Potentially significant energy implications of a project
shall be considered in an EIR to the extent relevant and applicable to the project.” Appendix F
does not specifically require that energy use be quantified. Under Appendix F (II)(C), an EIR's
impact analysis may include the following:







The project's energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies;
The project's effects on local and regional energy supplies and on requirements for
additional capacity;
The project's effects on peak-period and base-period energy demands;
The degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards;
The project's effects on energy resources; and
The project's projected transportation energy use and its overall use of efficient
transportation alternatives.

With respect to the analysis of energy consumption from construction of the project, the Draft
EIR states (Pg. 5-7) that it is not possible to reasonably estimate the amount of energy consumed
by construction activities, as a number of variables, which are difficult to project, influence
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energy consumption (length of activities, size of buildings, equipment fleet, management
practices, etc.). As such, the analysis focuses on project measures and compliance with
regulatory requirements that would result in the reduction of energy consumption during
construction. As discussed on Draft EIR page 5-7, construction activities would comply with the
California Code of Regulations (CCR) (CCR Title 13, Sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485) by limiting
idling from both on- and off-road diesel-powered equipment; utilize Tier 1 (or better)
construction equipment to reduce emissions and improve fuel efficiency; adhere to the City of
Arcata’s allowable construction hours; and recycle/salvage 50 percent (or more) of projectgenerated construction waste. As such, the proposed project would reduce short-term energy
demand in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations, and would not result in the
wasteful and inefficient use of nonrenewable resources during construction of the project in
compliance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix F.
As discussed in Response 15.14, the project includes several energy-efficiency design measures
in its building and site design, etc., and GHG emissions would not exceed the applicable
quantitative threshold. CEQA Guidelines Appendix F indicates that "increasing reliance on
renewable energy sources" is one of the means of achieving the goal of energy conservation.
Appendix F (I)(3), (II)(D)(4). Response 15.25 cites the Draft EIR Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas
Emissions) of the Draft EIR explaining that electricity service for the City of Arcata was
transitioned to the Redwood Coast Energy Authority (RCEA) Community Choice Energy (CCE)
program in May 2017. The CCE program procures approximately 40% of its power from
renewable and carbon-free sources, which is approximately 5% more renewable energy than the
power sources previously provided by PG&E (RCEA, 2017). Accordingly, the electricity
provider for the Project is increasingly relying on renewable energy sources.
CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, Section IIC states that a CEQA EIR energy analysis may include
a number of items, including “The effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies
and on requirements for additional capacity,” “The degree to which the project complies with
existing energy standards,” “The effects of the project on energy resources” and “The project’s
projected transportation energy use requirements and its overall use of efficient transportation
alternatives.” An estimate of the project’s annual electric and natural gas consumption are
provided on Draft EIR page 5-8, and gasoline consumption from vehicle trips is discussed on
Draft EIR pages 5-8 and 5-9. As stated on Draft EIR page 5-9, the project’s design features
(e.g., increased density, LEED-rated appliances, water efficient landscaping, clean air vehicle
parking and electric vehicle charging stations, etc.) would reduce operational energy
consumption. In addition, various federal and State regulations on vehicle and fuel
manufacturing (e.g., Corporate Average Fuel Economy [CAFE]), and electric energy efficiency
(CCR Title 24) would likely result in the substantial reduction of the project’s vehicle fuel and
energy consumption each year into the future. The project’s innate design features, as well as
implementation of local and State energy efficiency standards would ensure that the project does
not result in the wasteful and inefficient use of nonrenewable resources during long-term
operations in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix F. Accordingly, the Draft EIR
appropriately considered the Project’s construction, transportation and operational energy
impacts.
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With respect to the enforceability of the project measures that would reduce energy use, this
issue is addressed under Response 15.4. As discussed above, as standard practice the City
ensures implementation of all of the project elements by including a standard condition of
approval for the project which states that the approved project shall comply with the project
description in the EIR. In addition, each of the project elements has also been included as
specific conditions of approval.
As such, changes to the Draft EIR are not warranted, and the Draft EIR does not require
recirculation in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Response to Comment 15.25
The commenter states that the discussion of cumulative air quality impacts in the Draft EIR
states that cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant because it is not
anticipated that any of the projects in the Sunset Area will individually exceed air quality
standards for particulate matter. The commenter explains that because project-level air quality
impacts are less than significant, does not mean that the cumulative effect of each individual
impact is also less than significant. The commenter also states that this same argument applies to
the discussion of GHG emissions in the Draft EIR.
With respect to the conclusion of less than significant cumulative air quality impacts from the
projects in the Sunset area, Pg. 7-6 of the Draft EIR contains the following discussion:
“No single project is sufficient in size, by itself, to result in nonattainment of ambient air
quality standards for regional criteria pollutants. Air pollution, by nature, is mostly a
cumulative impact. The analysis applicable to the construction and operational aspects of
a project represent the levels at which a project’s individual emissions of criteria
pollutants and precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
region’s air quality conditions.
As described in Section 2.7 (Air Quality) of the EIR, the North Coast Air Basin does not
meet the State ambient air quality standards for PM10. The Air Basin is considered in
attainment or unclassified for all other criteria air pollutants. During both construction
and operation, the Sunset Area housing projects have the potential to generate additional
particulate matter in the project area. The City’s standard condition for controlling dust
emissions during construction (General Plan Policy AQ-2f (1-10), Pg. 4-47) will be
included by the City of Arcata as a condition of approval for all of these projects.
Compliance with these dust control measures during construction will reduce the
generation of particulate matter during construction to a less than significant level. Based
on the analysis contained in Section 2.7 (Air Quality) of this EIR, the Proposed Project
will not exceed the air quality standards for particulate matter during both construction
and operation. It is not anticipated that any of projects in the Sunset Area will
individually exceed air quality standards for particulate matter.”
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In addition, Pg. 2.7-17 of the Draft EIR contains the following discussion related to whether the
proposed project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment:
“The North Coast Unified Air District is currently listed as being in “attainment” or is
“unclassified” for all federal health protective standards for air pollution (ambient air
quality standards). However, under State ambient air quality standards, the Air District
has been designated “nonattainment” for particulate matter less than ten microns in size
(PM10) (NCUAQMD Website, 2016). Any project with daily emissions that exceeds the
threshold of significance for PM10 should be considered as having an individually and
cumulatively significant air quality impact. Conversely, projects that are below the
threshold of significance for PM10 would have a less than significant impact on both a
direct and cumulative basis. As indicated by the air quality impact analysis in this section
under Finding 2.7.2, short-term construction activities and long-term operation of the
proposed project would not exceed the threshold of significance for PM10.”
With respect to the conclusion of less than significant cumulative GHG emissions impacts from
the projects in the Sunset area, Pg. 7-7 of the Draft EIR contains the following discussion:
“Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, by their nature, represent a cumulative impact. No
single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global
average temperature. Instead, GHG emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the
significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. Therefore, the
project analysis presented in Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the EIR
represents the cumulative impact analysis for impacts from GHG emissions. The project
analysis in Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the EIR found that impacts to
GHG emissions would be less than significant.
It is not anticipated that any of projects in the Sunset Area will individually produce
significant quantities of GHG emissions. There are several features of these projects that
will reduce potential GHG emissions. All of these projects will be infill residential
development that is located within walking and biking distance of nearby commercial,
employment, and educational centers. Several of the projects propose new
pedestrian/bicycle pathways that will provide connectivity to other trail systems in the
City. All of the projects will be required to comply with California’s Energy Efficiency
Standards for Residential Buildings and most of the projects are proposing water efficient
landscaping.
As described in Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the EIR, electricity service
for the City of Arcata was transitioned to the Redwood Coast Energy Authority (RCEA)
Community Choice Energy (CCE) program in May 2017. The CCE program procures
approximately 40% of its power from renewable and carbon-free sources, which is
approximately 5% more renewable energy than the power sources previously provided by
PG&E (RCEA, 2017). The Sunset area housing projects will be automatically enrolled in
the RCEA CCE program and will contribute towards increasing the amount of renewable
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power placed on California’s grid, which has the effect of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions and stimulating new renewable development in our region and State.”
The Draft EIR includes an analysis of impacts from GHG emissions, analysis that is inherently
cumulative. See also Responses 15.13, 15.14, and 15.15.
Response to Comment 15.26
The commenter states that the City’s wastewater treatment plant is already in need of expansion
to meet current demand, and that the Draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence that the
incremental impact of the project is not cumulatively considerable. The commenter also states
that the fair share mitigation fee is inadequate because it is not part of an enforceable plan or
program sufficiently tied to actual mitigation of impacts.
With respect to the existing capacity of the wastewater treatment plant and the ability of the plant
to accommodate the wastewater discharge from the project, this issue is addressed under
Response 15.16. As discussed above, the City prepared a memorandum (dated June 23, 2017)
which determined there is sufficient wastewater treatment capacity for the existing feasible
residential development potential in the City as well as the upzoning and annexation proposed by
the Sunset area housing projects. This memorandum was included as Appendix K to the Draft
EIR. The City has initiated a Facility Plan and plant improvement project which proposes a
variety of improvements to the wastewater treatment system to increase treatment capacity and
prevent the exceedance of discharge limitations. The standard sewer capital connection fees that
will be paid by the applicant will be used to implement the City’s Facility Plan for the
wastewater treatment plant, as will occur for all new development in the City that will have
wastewater discharge.
With respect to additional fees paid by the applicant to the City beyond the standard sewer
capital connection fees, this issue is addressed under Response 15.16. As discussed above, the
$75,000 Wastewater Treatment Plant Off-Set Fee that will be paid by the applicant through the
Development Agreement is an amenity of the project and is not needed to ensure the City’s
wastewater treatment plant has capacity to serve the project.
Response to Comment 15.27
The commenter states that the discussion of cumulative impacts related to traffic is inadequate
for the reasons set forth in Section IV.F of the comment letter.
Section IV.F of the comment letter addresses the analysis in the Draft EIR related to Utilities and
Service Systems. It is assumed that the commenter was referring to Section IV.G which
addresses the analysis in the Draft EIR related to traffic. Specific responses to the comments in
Section IV.G are provided in Responses 15.18 through 15.20.
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Response to Comment 15.28
The commenter states that a reasonable range of alternatives has not been included in the Draft
EIR. Specifically, the commenter states that the offsite location alternative should have been
analyzed and not eliminated from further consideration. The commenter explains that studentoriented housing could be developed on the Canyon Creek (1.84 acres) and Twin Parks (1.02
acres) sites with or without development of a substantially reduced number of units on the
proposed project site.
The project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts, except for long-range
interim traffic impacts pending construction of improvements associated with the traffic fee
program implemented for the area discussed in Response 15.19. Thus, development of the
project on a different site would not reduce or eliminate any of the significant impacts of the
project. Also, as identified in the EIR, location on a different, perhaps smaller site would fail to
meet several of the basic project objectives. With respect to analyzing the off-site location
alternative on other nearby sites such as the Canyon Creek and Twin Parks sites, it is important
to note that the project site is approximately 11 acres and there are no other vacant or
underutilized properties of this size within close proximity to HSU. As such, the project site
provides one of the best opportunities for the development of off-campus student housing in the
City.
The commenter focuses on only one of the points used as the rationale for eliminating the offsite
location alternative from further consideration. This is the statement that there is not a similar
sized property in close proximity to HSU. In the evaluation of why the offsite location
alternative was eliminated from further consideration, the following additional conclusions are
made:


An offsite location would not necessarily meet some of the most basic project objectives
of (1) provide off-campus student housing adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods;
(2) redevelopment of an underutilized former lumber mill site for residential uses; and (3)
develop trails connecting the project site to the existing City trail system, parks,
neighborhoods, and schools.



An offsite location would not necessarily avoid significant environmental impacts as it is
likely vacant or underutilized property within the City’s Planning Area would contain
environmental constraints and may actually result in other unknown significant impacts
that would themselves be avoided by the proposed project.

The specific off-site locations suggested by the commenter (Canyon Creek and Twin Parks sites)
are not owned by the applicant and have already received approval from the City for residential
development or are in the permitting process and could be available to students if completed. To
change the existing property owner’s intent for development of the properties to purpose-built
student housing is not a relevant change to what is currently being proposed for those projects.
The need for housing in the City is great enough to accommodate all of these projects. The
commenter is also referred to Response 15.5.
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Commenter also asserts that the City should consider initiating a specific plan. A specific plan is
not an alternative to the project. It is a planning tool that the City is not legally obligated to
undertake. Further, to the extent a specific plan would account for cumulative development, the
EIR here already considered cumulative projects in the area in its analysis. Other than slowing
down this process and negating the time and efforts already expended on this EIR and those for
other projects, merging the existing environmental analyses into a single document would
provide no additional benefit.
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Response to Comment Letter 16- Martin (11-24-17)
Response to Comments 16.1
The commenter suggests that the photo simulations from the Maple Lane vantage point is
inaccurate, based on the observation of the story poles at the project site. The commenter states
that they were told that the photo simulation was created before the story poles were installed,
and that new simulated photos will be created. The commenter questions why the original photo
simulation is still up on the City’s website.
The commenter is referred to Response 14.1. These statements do not raise a significant
environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 17-McCaleb (11-24-17)
Response to Comments 17.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter. This comment does not
raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.
Response to Comments 17.2
The commenter expresses concern about the impacts of the project on traffic safety, especially
on St. Louis Road, L.K. Wood and the Sunset overpass. The commenter suggests that these
areas are already overused and overburdened by HSU students and staff, residents, and others.
The commenter states that there is no way to improve or correct this situation (short of making
St. Louis Road overpass a freeway access or egress point). The commenter states that knowingly
adding to this situation is irresponsible and could put the city at risk for the injury or deaths
which may occur.
The commenter provides commentary on the project’s traffic safety impacts and expresses
concern about additional traffic on St. Louis Road, L.K. Wood Blvd, and Sunset Avenue
overpass. As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix
L of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.20. The concerns raised by the commenter do not present
new significant information not already addressed in the Draft EIR or require new analysis. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 17.3
The commenter states that the streets of Arcata are already clogged with overflow parking from
HSU creating hazards and safety issues in town. The commenter expresses concern about the
adequacy of parking for the project and requests data that supports the notion that only half of
the student beds in the project will have cars and need onsite parking. The commenter suggests
that the lack of parking for the project will increase the parking problem in Arcata.
As it relates to the adequacy of parking for the project, the commenter is referred to Response
30.6. As noted in Response 30.6, the project complies with the off-street parking requirements
in the City’s Land Use Code.
Response to Comments 17.4
The commenter expresses concern about the condition of the City’s infrastructure and who is
going to pay for the needed repairs and upgrades. The commenter states that adding 800
transient beds, the largest increase in population since the 1950’s, will hasten the needs but not
the needed revenues.
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As it relates to potential impacts to wastewater treatment infrastructure, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.16.
As it relates to potential impacts to transportation infrastructure, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Traffic-Transportation) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.19. No new environmental
issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the
comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 17.5
The commenter notes that Arcata, California is not San Jose, California and that the City has
done so much to preserve the small-town charm of Arcata. The commenter states that adding a
four-story building will strip the City of its character and not just as viewed from areas
surrounding the project site.
As it relates to the potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Section
2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to the projects
consistency with the City’s General Plan, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use
and Planning) of the Draft EIR. This comment does not present new significant information or
require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted
for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 17.6
The commenter questions why the City is considering a project that only benefits HSU while
creating blight and havoc on the actual citizens of Arcata. The commenter suggests that
additional student housing should be constructed on the HSU campus. The commenter states
that Arcata has already seen the consequences of unsupervised HSU students and that the police
already have their hands full.
Although the commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the
analysis undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following
response to the issue of resident supervision in the comment. As described in Chapter 1
(Introduction) of the Draft EIR, potential impacts of the proposed student housing (e.g., noise
from residents, additional service calls for law enforcement, etc.) will be minimized through the
following measures identified in the Operations and Management Plan prepared for the project
(Appendix C of the Draft EIR):


“Resident Assistants” will reside on each floor of the proposed buildings who will be
responsible for supporting, counseling, and mentoring their fellow students.



On-site management will be available 24 hours/day, 7 days/week, including property
employees and resident assistants in each building.
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Leases will provide for community “quiet hours” which will be from 11:00 p.m. to 8:00
a.m. each day.

With implementation of the Operations and Management Plan, the potential for the proposed
project to generate impacts will be minimized compared to typical multi-family units in the City
that provide housing for HSU students. Further, absent specific evidence to the contrary, which
commenter does not provide, CEQA does not require the lead agency to assume non-compliance
with the law. The Arcata Police Department has evaluated the proposed project and determined
that they can serve this addition to the community effectively.
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Response to Comment Letter 18-Monahan (11-26-17)
Response to Comments 18.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter. This comment does not
raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.
Response to Comments 18.2
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the height of the proposed project. As it relates to
potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft
EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 18.3
The commenter provides commentary on the project’s traffic study and questions where the cars
are going to park as well as the findings of the traffic study at the Foster Ave/Alliance Rd
intersection. The concerns raised by the commenter do not present new significant information
not already addressed in the Draft EIR or require new analysis. The commenter is referred to
Response 19.1, Response 30.4, and Response 30.6. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 18.4
The commenter expresses concerns about visual impacts, noise, and increased foot traffic on
Hilfiker Drive. The commenter states that the project will denigrate the quality of the
neighborhood. This comment does not present new significant information or require new
analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Section 2.6
(Aesthetics), Section 2.9 (Noise), and Chapter 3 (Traffic/Transportation) of the Draft EIR for a
thorough evaluation of these environmental impact topics. As noted in the respective sections, all
impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level, although given the timing of Mitigation
Measure 3.1a (see Chapter 3 [Traffic/Transportation]), the project would ultimately result in a
significant and unavoidable impact. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 18.5
The commenter provides commentary on the state university system. The commenter’s opinions
do not rise to the level of a physical impact on the environment. No further response is
necessary.
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The commenter further questions the traffic impacts and compatibility of the proposed project.
The commenter is referred to Responses 10.8 and 30.2. This comment does not raise a
significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment,
however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 19-Bachemin (11-27-17)
Response to Comments 19.1
The commenter describes several concerns regarding student parking, traffic, and bicycle use
along Eye Street. In addition, the commenter expresses support of the Reduced Size alternative
(Alternative 3) as summarized on Page 1-37 of the Draft EIR. The concerns raised by the
commenter do not require a change to the Draft EIR; however, the comments will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. Although the
commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the analysis
undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following responses
to several of the issues raised in the comment letter.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of vehicular and non-vehicular access, circulation and mitigation. The 4-way stop at
Sunset Avenue and US 101, which was referenced by the commenter, was analyzed as
intersection number 5 in the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study prepared by W-Trans
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR). As noted in Table 3-7 in the Draft EIR (Pg. 3-19), intersection 5
(Sunset Avenue/US 101 S Ramps-G/H Streets) would operate at an acceptable level of service,
during the AM Peak and PM Peak periods, under the “Future plus All Project Conditions”
scenario. As such, traffic impacts at this intersection would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required. For a discussion of the potentially significant traffic impacts from the
proposed project and cumulative traffic impacts from the Sunset area housing projects, the
commenter is referred to Pages 3-20, 3-21, 7-10, and 7-11 of the Draft EIR.
Regarding the commenter’s concerns of increased bicycle use along Eye Street, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 3 (Traffic/Circulation), page 3-22 of the Draft EIR. The proposed
pedestrian/bicycle improvements will result in connecting the project site to the St. Louis Road
overcrossing to the North, Maple Lane to the west, and Todd Court to the south. These
improvements will provide connectivity to the existing trail systems in the project area,
Humboldt State University, and to regional trails in the Humboldt Bay area including the Annie
and Mary Trail and the Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata to Eureka segment. As discussed on page 322, it is anticipated that increased connectivity provided by the proposed project will encourage
residents to walk or ride to HSU instead of driving. The commenter is also referred to
Responses 2.4, 6.2, and 15.20.
With regards to increased pedestrian/bicycle traffic along Eye Street, the Draft EIR does
acknowledge that such non-vehicular traffic will be directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court
on a temporary basis until such time that the section of the Arcata Trail with Rail is completed to
Sunset Avenue (refer to Mitigation Measure 3.1b on page 3-23 of the Draft EIR). With
successful implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1b, impacts would be less than significant.
No further response is necessary.
Regarding the commenter’s expressed support for the Reduced Size alternative, this comment
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
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It is important to note that this alternative was fully evaluated on Pages 6-24 through 6-33 in
Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) as Alternative 3 (Reduced Size). No further response is
necessary.

City of Arcata

3-137

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-138

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-139

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 20-Martin (11-27-17)
Response to Comments 20.1
The commenter raises privacy concerns with regards to the height of the proposed project and
that the photo-simulated view (Figure 2.6U) provided in the Draft EIR did not account for the
hillside and therefore, does not accurately represent the visual impact of the project. With regards
to Figure 2.6U, the photo-simulation has been updated to more accurately reflect the elevation of
the proposed project from Maple Lane. Refer to the attached updated Figure 2.6U in Chapter 2
(Revision to the Draft EIR) of this Final EIR and Attachment 1. The commenter is also referred
to Response 14.1.
Response to Comments 20.2
The commenter questions the suitability of the proposed project on a small site in an area of
modest single-story homes and questions the re-zoning of the site. The commenter further
believes that the proposed project does not comply with Arcata’s General Plan and Land Use
Planning guidelines and policies. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it
relates to potential noise impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft
EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1. As it relates to lighting, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2. The issues
raised by commenter do not identify new environmental issues not already addressed in the Draft
EIR or raise concerns with the overall adequacy and findings of the Draft EIR.
It should also be noted that comments questioning the applicability of the proposed re-zoning
and general plan amendment are specific to the merits of the proposed project and do not directly
raise an environmental issue that warrants further consideration under CEQA. These comments
are referred to decision-makers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and
no further response is necessary. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 20.3
The commenter expresses concerns regarding parking and believes the development as proposed
is under parked to accommodate 800 student residents. The commenter is referred to Response
83.6. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 20.4
The commenter asks whether there will be a connection between the project site and the
Hilfiker/Maple/Stromberg subdivision, which will allow increased foot traffic through the
neighborhood. The commenter suggests that the proposed project will increase littering in the
adjacent neighborhood and asks if other would want to live 200 yards away from 800 students.
As stated in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR (Pg. 1-18), a trail will be developed to
connect the northern boundary of the site to the City-owned Janes Creek Meadows Openspace
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area and ultimately Maple Lane. This trail will allow the future residents to access the
neighborhood to the west of the project site and the Westwood commercial area. The commenter
does not raise concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. The commenter is also referred to Responses 24.2 and 30.5. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 20.5
The comment is noted. The commenter does not raise an environmental issue or concerns with
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, however, the comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 21- Pearsall (11-27-17)
Response to Comments 21.1
The commenter provides commentary related to an action taken by a private property owner in
the neighborhood.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical change resulting from
the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. Public Resources Code Section
21082.2 states that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence
which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do
not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial
evidence."
The issues raised by this comment do not rise to the level of a physical impact on the
environment nor does the comment question the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings.
These comments are not project-related, however, will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 22-Pickart (11-27-17)
Response to Comments 22.1
The commenter raises several concerns with regards to safety for pedestrians and bicyclists at
California and LK Wood. The commenter also refers to an encounter with an inebriated
individual along California Street. The commenter is referred to Responses 1.2 and 6.2. These
comments do not raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
The comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
necessary.
Response to Comments 22.2
The commenter requests that students be kept inside the perimeter of HSU and also expresses
concerns that the proposed project will change the character of the neighborhoods surrounding
the project. This comment does not raise a new environmental concern or question the adequacy
of the Draft EIR and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 23- Abell (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 23.1
The commenter provides a summary of parking allocations for electric vehicles, clean air
vehicles, and handicapped vehicles. The commenter further asserts that the cost of electric
vehicles would be cost prohibitive for most of the students. As it relates to the adequacy of
parking for the project, the commenter is referred to Responses 30.6 and 37.1. As stated in these
responses, the project complies with the off-street parking requirements in the Land Use Code
and meets the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) mandatory requirement
for 3% of the total number of parking spaces to be electric vehicle charging spaces. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is
necessary.
Response to Comments 23.2
The commenter states that HSU has declining enrollment and questions whether the project will
be needed 2 years from now. The commenter states that a projection of housing 800 students on
this site is unrealistic.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical change resulting from
the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. Public Resources Code Section
21082.2 states that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence
which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do
not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial
evidence." The concerns and issues raised by this comment do not rise to the level of a physical
impact on the environment. In addition, the commenter’s opinion that the 800-bed size of the
project is unrealistic is not supported by any evidence.
As discussed in the HSU Student Housing Master Plan prepared by Brailsford & Dunlavey
(2017), HSU has a housing capacity of 2,047 students, which only provides housing for
approximately 23% of the student population. As noted in the City’s Housing Element, the offcampus student population is estimated to be 3,600 individuals. This project would provide
purpose-built housing for 800 students that will help to meet the demand for student housing in
the City. The commenter is also referred to Response 15.5. The comment is noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration during the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 24-Jules (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 24.1
The commenter provides introductory comments to the letter states that the development is
overbuilt for the neighborhood with too much density in buildings that are too large with
inadequate infrastructure that will reduce property values. The commenter further states that the
increase in student population in the neighborhood will cause social problems and requests a
city-wide task force to address the issue. Finally, the commenter questions why Humboldt State
University (HSU) is not directly involved in the development and whether the project satisfies
regulatory requirements such as the Fair Housing Act.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment. The commenter makes predictions about the proposed
project regarding the behavioral patterns of students. The commenter is referred to Public
Resources Code Section 21082.2 which states: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion
or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or
economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the
environment, is not substantial evidence." This is a statement of opinion that provides no
evidence substantial evidence in support of the conclusions. CEQA does not require a discussion
of socioeconomic effects except where they would result in physical changes to the environment.
CEQA also states that social or economic effects shall not be treated as significant effects,
although they may be used in determining whether physical impacts are significant (see CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131). There is no evidence presented by the commenter that
the socioeconomic effects of the project will result in physical impacts on the environment. In
addition, neither HSU’s involvement (or non-involvement) or the Fair Housing Act, have
environmental implications and are also not CEQA issues. Requirements of the Fair Housing Act
apply regardless of the CEQA determination for the proposed project.
Response to Comments 24.2
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address needed improvements along Hilfiker
Drive and Alliance Road that would be necessary to accommodate increased pedestrian and
bicycle traffic to access the Westwood Market commercial area.
Sidewalks currently exist along Maple Lane and Stromberg Avenue to the Westwood Shopping
Center and pedestrian traffic will be directed to utilize this route from the proposed
development’s Maple Lane trail outlet. Thus, sidewalk is not required to be installed on Hilfiker
Drive as a result of the proposed project as a safe and direct connection to an existing walking
route currently exists along the south side of Stromberg Avenue which connects directly to the
existing crosswalks at Alliance Road and the shopping center.
A new pedestrian activated flashing signal is being designed for the previously installed
pedestrian island crossing at Alliance and Stromberg as part of a funded new Safe Routes to
School (SR2S) project to be constructed later this year by the City. The SR2S project will also
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include accessible ramps and cross walk striping along Stromberg Avenue to facilitate safer
school crossings in the Westwood neighborhood.
The existing crossing at Alliance and Hilfiker exceeds minimum site visibility distance standards
for the posted speed limit (25 mph) and was installed for access to the adjacent bus stop. There
is currently a sidewalk on the west side of Alliance between Hilfiker and Stromberg and on one
or both sides of Alliance all the way into town. Additional sidewalk installation will be reviewed
on a case by case basis when new construction occurs at properties along Hilfiker. In the nearterm access will be via existing sidewalks on Maple Lane and Stromberg Ave.
Response to Comments 24.3
The commenter states that reducing the number of parking spaces in the proposed development
will not necessarily translate into more pedestrian and bicycle use; rather, it would result in
parking impacts to neighboring properties. The commenter requests that the EIR investigate the
parking ratios at the apartments near Healthsport and potential overflow parking from those
apartments to the Healthsport / Arcata Community Center parking area. The Commenter also
requests that the City address how parking rules will be enforced near the proposed Village
development. Lastly, the commenter questions what would happen if the project to apartment
housing.
The commenter is referred to the detailed breakdown of parking requirements mandated through
City’s Land Use Code. A summary is provided below (refer to pages 1-17 through 1-18 of the
Draft EIR):


With the 240 residential units proposed by the project, a minimum of 240 and a
maximum of 480 parking spaces could be required. The project proposes 369 off-street
parking spaces for vehicles. This number of vehicle parking spaces exceeds the City’s
minimum requirement but is less than the maximum.



As noted above, a 240-unit residential development would require a minimum of 240
vehicle parking spaces. Based on this requirement, the minimum number of bicycle
parking spaces required for the project would be 120. Each floor of the proposed fourstory buildings will have 20 bicycle parking spaces. This will provide 80 spaces per
building and 320 indoor bicycle parking spaces total. The project also proposes to
provide 185 outdoor bicycle parking spaces which are required to be covered. As such,
the project proposes to provide 505 bicycle parking spaces, which is greater than four
times the City’s minimum requirement.



The project proposes to provide 369 vehicle parking spaces which would require 18
motorcycle parking spaces. The project proposes 20 motorcycle parking spaces which is
greater than the City’s minimum requirement.

In addition to the parking plan noted above, in an effort to minimize overall parking demand onsite and in the surrounding neighborhoods, the proposed project also includes implementation of
several pedestrian/bicycle trails to encourage non-vehicular travel to and from Humboldt State
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University, as well as car and bike share program to encourage carpooling (see page 1-18). As
listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) but stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers
free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’
program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to
campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends.
The analysis of parking impacts related to other existing development in the City (e.g.
apartments near Healthsport) is not relevant to the proposed project and is not required by
CEQA. As noted above, the proposed project complies with the parking requirements for
vehicles, bicycles, and motorcycles contained in the Arcata Land Use Code. As it relates to
speculation about what would occur if the proposed student housing project were converted to
traditional apartment housing, the commenter is referred to Response 69.3. The comment does
not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the
Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 24.4
The commenter states that students living in campus dorms have better access to social support
services than those living off-campus. They worry that the high concentration of students living
at the proposed development will increase crime and decrease safety in their neighborhood. The
commenter supports their statements with examples from existing nearby rentals.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment. The proposed development is located approximately 0.5
miles from the HSU campus, and students will have access to the social support services at HSU.
As it relates to speculation about the future behavior of the project residents, the commenter is
referred to Response 24.1. As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR (Pg. 1-19),
potential impacts of the proposed student housing (e.g., noise from residents, additional service
calls for law enforcement, etc.) will be minimized through the following measures identified in
the Operations and Management Plan prepared for the project (Appendix C):


“Resident Assistants” will reside on each floor of the proposed buildings who will be
responsible for supporting, counseling, and mentoring their fellow students.



On-site management will be available 24 hours/day, 7 days/week, including property
employees and resident assistants in each building.



Leases will provide for community “quiet hours” which will be from 11:00 p.m. to 8:00
a.m. each day.

To reduce the anticipated increased demand for local law enforcement services, the Arcata Police
Department has requested that the applicant prepare a security plan detailing all of the security
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measures that will be implemented for the project. The requirement to prepare a security plan for
the proposed student housing community has been included as a condition of approval for the
project.
Response to Comments 24.5
The commenter questions the legality of privately run, student-only housing under the Fair
Housing Act.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment. The Village project, like all privately managed multifamily housing, is subject to State and Federal fair housing laws. While targeted to students, the
project is not restricted to students and there is the possibility that some non-students may reside
at the development. It is not anticipated that any of the significance determinations in the EIR
would change due to the project providing housing for non-students. Compliance with the Fair
Housing Act or other fair housing laws is not a CEQA issue. The commenter is also referred to
Response 24.1. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 24.6
The commenter requests a detailed cost comparison to show that the Village project will provide
affordable housing compared to on-campus housing.
These statements focus on the merits of the proposed project and are therefore considered outside
the scope of CEQA. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
Response to Comments 24.7
The commenter believes that allowing student residents to have pets may be part of Fair Housing
for private student rentals. The commenter questions whether the impact of allowing pets and
having students abandon them each semester was adequately considered. The commenter also
notes that pet waste could result in pollution to wetland and creeks.
The applicant has acknowledged that pets will be allowed in at least one of the buildings.
Potential impacts to sensitive species from pets were addressed in Section 4.3 (Biological
Resources) (Pgs. 4.3-17 and 4.3-18). It was noted that the keeping of household pets will have to
comply with all applicable City regulations, including licensing and leash laws.
Any impact on animal rescue groups and shelters from students abandoning domestic animals is
speculative. As it relates to speculation about the future behavior of the project residents, the
commenter is referred to Response 24.1.
While pet waste is not explicitly discussed in Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality),
pollution from residential stormwater, which in addition to pet waste, can carry hydrocarbons,
heavy metals and various chemicals, is addressed (Pgs. 4.2-19 and 4.2-20). In addition, a
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Preliminary Stormwater Management Report was prepared for the project (Appendix N of the
Draft EIR). Stormwater runoff and pollution will be controlled through the use of Low Impact
Development (LID) features, and drainage will comply with State and local stormwater
regulations. The Draft EIR found that water quality impacts will be less than significant.
Response to Comments 24.8
The commenter provides copies of emails and states that they indicate that HSU officials have
been advised not to comment on the Village project and asks to know why that is. The
commenter suggests that the community needs to learn more about the developer, AMCAL. The
commenter also requests an explanation as to why HSU is not involved in the development.
The commenter’s speculation about HSU staff’s behavior and involvement in the project is not
relevant to the potential environmental impacts of the project. The business practices and past
projects developed by the applicant are also not relevant to the potential environmental impacts
of the project. However, these comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 25- KHROA (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 25.1
The “Keep High-Rises Out of Arcata” coalition submitted a petition in opposition to the
proposed project. The referenced petition contains 89 signatures from adjacent residents and
states concerns regarding the blocking of views and requests City consideration of requiring
additional setbacks along the western boundary of the site. The petitioners do not believe the
proposed project is compatible with the character of Arcata.
As it relates to views and compatibility, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and
62.2. The statements expressed in the petition do not present significant new information or
require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. The petition is noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 26-Lauck (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 26.1
The commenter feels that the project is too dense and too large and that the neighborhood in
which the project is located is already experiencing too much development. The commenter
states that this development would be more appropriate east of the freeway and south of HSU.
The commenter also states that traffic is already a problem and that the Village project will
negatively impact the Foster Avenue Roundabout and Alliance Road. The commenter states that
the Village would represent 5% of Arcata’s population in one small area.
These issues were all adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. Consistency with existing land use
regulations is addressed in Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning). The project was found to be
consistent with Arcata General Plan policies that promote infill and dense residential
developments to reduce impacts on existing undeveloped resource land. The neighborhood east
of the freeway and south of HSU are also residential neighborhoods. The applicant also does not
own those properties and so cannot propose the project for alternative sites in that location.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of vehicular and non-vehicular access, circulation and mitigation. The commenter is
also referred to Responses 13.19, 15.19, and 15.20. The “sunset circle,” which was referenced
by the commenter, was analyzed as intersection number 6 in the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic
Study prepared by W-Trans (Appendix L of the Draft EIR). As noted in Table 3-7 in the Draft
EIR (Pg. 3-19), intersection 6 (Sunset Avenue/Foster Ave-Jay St) would operate at an acceptable
level of service, during the AM Peak and PM Peak periods, under the “Future plus All Project
Conditions” scenario. As such, traffic impacts at this intersection would be less than significant
and no mitigation is required. For a discussion of the potentially significant traffic impacts from
the proposed project and cumulative traffic impacts from the Sunset area housing projects, the
commenter is referred to pages 3-19 to 3-21, 7-10, and 7-11 of the Draft EIR. Traffic hazards
are specifically addressed on pages 3-27 and 3-28 of the Draft EIR; no significant impacts were
identified.
Population impacts are addressed in Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR. The
commenter is also referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. Notably, it was found that this project
will not be growth inducing by attracting additional students to Humboldt State University, and
the population increase from the relocation of students to the City of Arcata is within that
planned for in the City’s General Plan and analyzed in the associated PEIR.
Response to Comments 26.2
The commenter states that the View Shed Analysis (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) shows that the
development is too imposing on the surrounding neighborhood. The commenter suggests that the
number of stories in the back be reduced to two. The commenter also notes that living close to a
major roadway is a health risk.
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Impacts to aesthetics of surrounding neighborhoods are addressed in Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
(Pgs. 2.6-18 - 2.6-22) of the Draft EIR. The existing site is an underutilized industrial site that is
in a degraded condition as shown in the photos in Section 2.6 (Figures 2.6A through 2.6J). The
Draft EIR concluded that that the proposed project will improve the overall aesthetic value of the
existing site and provide greater aesthetic compatibility with the surrounding residential
neighborhoods than the existing uses on the site. The project will be subject to Design Review
approval by the City which will address compliance with the City’s General Plan Design
Element policies as it relates to the bulk and height of the proposed structures and neighborhood
compatibility. The commenter is also referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2.
The general comment regarding the health risks of living near a major roadway did not provide
sufficient information to allow for a detailed response to this issue. Air quality impacts of the
project are fully addressed in Section 2.7 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR, including with regard to
the potential to result in adverse impacts to sensitive receptors, and the EIR concludes that
impacts would be less than significant. Due to the lower relative volume of traffic on the portion
of Highway 101 in Humboldt County, the County and other local jurisdictions (e.g., Arcata,
Eureka, Fortuna, etc.) have never determined that constructing housing along the highway would
result in significant health risks. Impacts from roadway noise on the proposed development are
addressed in Section 2.9 (Noise) (p. 2.9-10 - 2.9-12). However, pursuant to the California
Supreme Court’s decision in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, impacts of the environment on a project are
generally not considered CEQA impacts and, therefore, analysis of such impacts in the EIR are
only included for informational purposes. Hazards and hazardous materials related to the project
site are addressed in Section 2.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The comment does not
present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft
EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 26.3
Referring to page 1-22 in the Draft EIR, the commenter notes that the diagram labels are
unreadable, and requests an extension to the comment period. The commenter also notes that
parking surrounds the development, which will create noise impacts to the neighborhood. The
commenter also states that the number of parking spaces provided is not adequate, which will
cause parking impacts on the adjacent neighborhood. The commenter also refers to page 1-18 of
the Draft EIR and questions whether the City’s multi-family parking regulations considered
development of this scale when it was enacted (note that it is assumed that the commenter
actually meant page 1-16).
Page 1-22 of the Draft EIR is Figure 1F (Preliminary Landscape Plan). Some of the drawing
notes are difficult to read, however, most of the labels appear to be legible. The commenter may
have been referring to Figure 1E (Site Plan) on page 1-21; some of the labels on this diagram are
not readable. However, the Site Plan (revised 12-07-17) is viewable and downloadable as a
separate document from the Draft EIR (https://www.cityofarcata.org/704/Major-DevelopmentProjects), and in that version, the labels are legible. In addition, hard copies of any project related
documents are available at the City of Arcata Community Development Department (736 F
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Street). The comment period on the Draft EIR was extended an additional month to January 16,
2018 due to requests from the public.
Noise impacts were analyzed in Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR, including impacts due to
operation of the proposed project (Pgs. 2.9-9 - 2.9-10). No significant impacts were identified.
This was based on the fact that residential uses are not considered to be significant noise
generators, the project area already has elevated noise levels due to Hwy 101, and the Operations
and Management Plan for the Village Housing Project contains measures that will reduce
potential noise impacts.
As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR (Pgs. 1-16 and 1-17), the proposed
parking exceeds the minimum requirements of the City of Arcata for multi-family housing. This
regulation was developed and adopted in accordance with all State and local laws, including
public hearings and an environmental analysis. The project also includes a number of amenities
and offsite improvements to encourage alternative modes of transportation, consistent with City
of Arcata policies and regulations (Pgs. 1-17 - 1-19). The commenter is also referred to
Responses 2.4, 24.3, and 30.6.
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Response to Comment Letter 27-MacRaith (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 27.1
The commenter feels that the development is out of scale with the neighborhood. The commenter
notes that she has spoken to a number of other neighbors that feel the same way. The commenter
implies that a primary concern is the height of the proposed structures and resulting loss of
morning sunlight, forest views and privacy. With regards to the scale of the proposed structures
and potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2.
The commenter is also referred to Sections 2.1 and Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR, where land use
and aesthetic impacts were fully evaluated, respectively.
Response to Comments 27.2
The commented expresses concern about noise impacts. In particular, the commented noted that
noise travels downhill from the Craftsman’s Mall and that the motorcycle parking is near her
house. With regards to noise impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the
Draft EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1.
Response to Comments 27.3
The commenter explains the improvements she has made to her home and yard in the many years
that she has lived there in order to create a peaceful sanctuary. The commenter notes that she
originally bought the house due to the quiet neighborhood. The commenter also expresses doubt
that all the impacts can be adequately mitigated and claims that the proposed project will reduce
her property values. The commenter suggests alternative developments.
The commenter does not specifically state how the project would impact the peace and quiet of
the neighborhood or her home. Impacts from noise were addressed in the previous response and
in Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR. With regards to the scale of the proposed structures and
potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft
EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. With regards to the suggested alternatives, the
commenter is referred to Response 69.19, 69.20, and 15.28. The concerns raised by the
commenter do not require a change to the Draft EIR; however, the comments will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 28- Martin (11-28-17)
Response to Comment 28.1
The issues raised in this comment letter are duplicative of issues raised in Comment Letter 20
received from Mr. Martin on November 27, 2017. This comment specifically is duplicative of
the issues raised in Comment 20.2. The commenter is therefore referred to Response 20.2.
Response to Comment 28.2
The issues raised in this comment letter are duplicative of issues raised in Comment Letter 20
received from Mr. Martin on November 27, 2017. This comment specifically is duplicative of
the issues raised in Comment 20.3. The commenter is therefore referred to Response 20.3.
Response to Comment 28.3
The issues raised in this comment letter are duplicative of issues raised in Comment Letter 20
received from Mr. Martin on November 27, 2017. This comment specifically is duplicative of
the issues raised in Comment 20.4. The commenter is therefore referred to Response 20.4.
Response to Comment 28.4
The issues raised in this comment letter are duplicative of issues raised in Comment Letter 20
received from Mr. Martin on November 27, 2017. This comment specifically is duplicative of
the issues raised in Comment 20.1. The commenter is therefore referred to Response 20.1.
Response to Comment 28.5
The issues raised in this comment letter are duplicative of issues raised in Comment Letter 20
received from Mr. Martin on November 27, 2017. This comment specifically is duplicative of
the issues raised in Comment 20.2. The commenter is therefore referred to Response 20.2.

City of Arcata

3-176

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-177

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 29- Ricord (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 29.1
The commenter disagrees with the project. The comment is noted. The commenter does not raise
an environmental issue or concerns with the adequacy of the Draft EIR, however, the comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 30-Rosa (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 30.1
The commenter provided introductory remarks to the comment letter and requests that a
maximum two-story structure be considered. The commenter also references a January 2016
petition titled “Keep High-Rises Out of Arcata.” As noted by the comment, the height and size
are project elements residents primarily object to. The commenter’s general comment is
recognized; however, specific responses are provided in Responses 15.8, 30.2, 30.8, and 62.2.
Response to Comments 30.2
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the height of the development and the resultant
blocking of views, sunlight and the elimination of privacy. The comment further suggests that
the maximum building height be restricted to that of a two-story structure to protect existing
structures and residents from adverse effects.
As specifically evaluated in Section 2.6 (Aesthetics), the proposed project has been designed to
provide the greatest compatibility with nearby residential development in the following ways: 1)
the proposed residential buildings include a variety of architectural elements such as varied
surfaces, rooflines, wall planes, and facades; 2) the proposed buildings will have setbacks
between 60-240 feet from nearby residential property lines; and 3) the project proposes
landscaping around the perimeter of the site and larger open space areas in the central and
western portions of the site. This vegetative buffer will screen views of the site as landscaping
matures. Please refer to Response 15.8.
Relative to adverse effects associated with the height and size of the proposed project, the
commenter fails to identify, in the comment, the actual effects that will impact adjacent
residents. Although staff cannot speculate as to the related concerns raised by this comment, it is
important to note that the existing Industrial Limited (IL) zone on-site would generally allow
development of a similar scale as is proposed for this project. The project proposes 50-foot tall
residential structures with setbacks ranging from 60 to 240 feet from adjacent residential
property lines. The IL zone would allow buildings that are 45 feet in height and have 20-foot
setbacks from adjacent residential property lines. However, the manufacturing and commercial
type uses allowed in the IL zone have a greater potential for impacts to residential uses
surrounding the project site from incompatible building design, lighting spillover, dust
generation, truck/equipment traffic, etc. As such, the proposed student housing will provide
greater compatibility with nearby residential development than the manufacturing and
commercial uses potentially allowed in the IL zone.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 30.3
The commenter suggests that a large number of deciduous and evergreen trees be planted on the
slope and along the top of the terrace to help screen the site from surround neighbors and also to
help protect privacy and block light/noise generated from the property.
As noted in the Project Description (page 1-29), the applicant proposes the planting of
approximately 201 trees (refer to Figure 2.6V [Preliminary Landscape Plan]) around the
perimeter of the site and larger open space areas in the central and western portions of the site to
buffer and screen views of the site as landscaping matures. It should also be noted, that
compliance with the City’s design guidelines and Land Use Code standards relative to light-spill
over and operational noise will ensure the proposed project will not create a substantial light or
glare or result in significant increases in noise (refer to Section 2.6 [Aesthetics] and section 2.9
[Noise] of the Draft EIR). In addition, at the February 27, 2018 Planning Commission meeting,
as part of Design Review the Commission requested additional plantings, which the applicant
has incorporated into the project design resulting in an increase in the number of plantings,
including evergreen and deciduous perimeter screening trees.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 30.4
The commenter raises concerns regarding existing traffic at the Sunset exit at US 101, the
effectiveness of the new roundabout at Foster Avenue, and cumulative traffic impacts in the area.
Other areas of concern noted by the comment include pedestrian traffic along Eye Street,
hazardous sidewalk conditions, and the accumulation of trash along the new proposed trail.
With regards to the Sunset/US 101 northbound off-ramp, improvements noted in Mitigation
Measure 3.1a, which includes the referenced roundabout at the Sunset/LK Wood intersection,
would serve to alleviate congestion at the northbound off-ramp and ultimately maintain an
acceptable level of service (LOS) at this location. In addition, all proposed improvements
identified in Mitigation Measure 3.1a, would result in less than significant cumulative traffic
impacts. See also Response 15.19. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Regarding the effectiveness of a roundabout, the City of Arcata, Caltrans and a multitude of
cities and counties nationwide recognize roundabouts as an effective means of accommodating
intersection traffic under appropriate conditions, oftentimes superior to a standard signalized
intersection. The following is extracted from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
website regarding roundabouts, in particular with regard to safety.2
“Roundabouts can provide lasting benefits and value in many ways. They are often
safer, more efficient, less costly and more aesthetically appealing than conventional
2

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/.
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intersection designs. Furthermore, roundabouts are an excellent choice to complement
other transportation objectives – including Complete Streets, multimodal networks, and
corridor access management – without compromising the ability to keep people and
freight moving through our towns, cities and regions, and across the Nation. The FHWA
Office of Safety identified roundabouts as a Proven Safety Countermeasure because of
their ability to substantially reduce the types of crashes that result in injury or loss of life.
Roundabouts are designed to improve safety for all users, including pedestrians and
bicycles.
Most significantly, roundabouts REDUCE the types of crashes where people are
seriously hurt or killed by 78-82% when compared to conventional stop-controlled and
signalized intersections, per the AASHTO Highway Safety Manual.”
With regards to increased pedestrian/bicycle traffic along Eye Street, the Draft EIR does
acknowledge that such non-vehicular traffic will be directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court
on a temporary basis until such time that the section of the Arcata Trail with Rail is completed to
Sunset Avenue (refer to Mitigation Measure 3.1b on page 3-23 of the Draft EIR). With
successful implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1b, impacts would be less than significant.
No further response is necessary.
The commenter asserts that with development of the proposed project trash will accumulate on
site. This comment consists of unsubstantiated opinion and does not invalidate the findings of the
Draft EIR. It is important to note that the subject property will receive regular curbside solid
waste collection services from the City’s franchise contractor, Recology Arcata and the property
will be maintained by applicant. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.
Response to Comments 30.5
The commenter provides unsupported editorial comments and opinions regarding behavior
patterns of future project residents. These statements do not raise a significant environmental
concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comments are noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 30.6
The commenter expresses concerns related to overflow resident parking in the surrounding
neighborhoods. The commenter is referred to the detailed breakdown of parking requirements
mandated through City’s Land Use Code. A summary is provided below (refer to pages 1-17
through 1-18 of the Draft EIR):


With the 240 residential units proposed by the project, a minimum of 240 and a
maximum of 480 parking spaces could be required. The project proposes 369 off-street
parking spaces for vehicles. This number of vehicle parking spaces exceeds the City’s
minimum requirement but is less than the maximum.
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As noted above, a 240-unit residential development would require a minimum of 240
vehicle parking spaces. Based on this requirement, the minimum number of bicycle
parking spaces required for the project would be 120. Each floor of the proposed fourstory buildings will have 20 bicycle parking spaces. This will provide 80 spaces per
building and 320 indoor bicycle parking spaces total. The project also proposes to
provide 185 outdoor bicycle parking spaces which are required to be covered. As such,
the project proposes to provide 505 bicycle parking spaces, which is greater than four
times the City’s minimum requirement.



The project proposes to provide 369 vehicle parking spaces which would require 18
motorcycle parking spaces. The project proposes 20 motorcycle parking spaces which is
greater than the City’s minimum requirement.

In addition to the parking plan noted above, in an effort to minimize overall parking demand onsite and in the surrounding neighborhoods, the proposed project also includes implementation of
several pedestrian/bicycle trails to encourage non-vehicular travel to and from Humboldt State
University, as well as car and bike share program to encourage carpooling (see page 1-18). As
listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) but stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers
free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’
program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to
campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 30.7
The commenter provides editorial comments and opinions regarding development activity in the
area, profitability of the proposed project, and the desire to have a local developer build a project
that fits the area. These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The
comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 30.8
The commenter recommends a small two-story development. This comment will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. It is important to
note that this alternative was fully evaluated in Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) as Alternative
4: Traditional Multi-Family Development. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further
response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 31-Roscoe (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 31.1
The commenter compliments the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Impact Study, but questions
the report’s lack of data and the EIR’s interpretation of it. In particular, the commenter stated that
the EIR’s assumption of 340 vehicles at the proposed development is unrealistically low.
With regards to the adequacy of the number of parking spaces and project features that
encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.4
and 30.6.
Response to Comments 31.2
The commenter questions the appropriateness of use of 2000 Census data regarding commuter
trips in the W-Trans traffic study. The commenter notes that traffic in the area of the proposed
project has increased since 2000.
The Census Bureau significantly reduced the amount of information they collect after the 2000
Census. Therefore, certain types of vehicle trip and commuter data were not available from the
2010 Census, but were available from the 2000 Census. It was determined that this was the best
available information on which to base the traffic study. It was further determined that the data
adequately reflects current conditions, because there were not significant changes in Arcata
between 2000 and 2010 that would impact traffic levels. The population increased by only 580
people (16,651 in the 2000 Census and 17,231 in the 2010 Census), and no major employers or
industries came into or left the area. In addition, only limited data from 2000 was used in the
analysis; actual traffic counts, collected on March 3, 2016, were used to determine existing
traffic volumes, and the traffic analysis in the EIR is based on these counts.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 31.3
The commenter notes that the roundabouts proposed as mitigation at Sunset/LK Wood and
Foster/Alliance would not be constructed for an unknown number of years. The commenter is
concerned because those improvements are recommended in the traffic study as needed in order
to reduce impacts, so residents will have to experience those impacts until the improvements are
constructed at some time in the future.
Due to potential funding constraints, the actually timing and ultimate funding of Mitigation
Measure 3.1a cannot be assured by the City or the project applicant. As such, the EIR found that
the short-term traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project would be significant and
unavoidable. As described in the Draft EIR (Page 3-23) the results of successfully implementing
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Mitigation Measure 3.1a is known and appropriately identified as less than significant. No
change to the Draft EIR is required. The commenter is also referred to Responses 15.18 and
15.19.
Response to Comments 31.4
The commenter states that the ill-will and accidents that will result from increased traffic along
the LK Wood corridor will create a liability for the City and the University. Liability is a legal
issue that the City may want to consider, however, it is not a CEQA issue. Regarding safety
impacts, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.20 and 69.19. The commenter does not raise
an environmental issue or concerns with the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. The comment, however, is noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration as part of the deliberative process.
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Response to Comment Letter 32-SLC (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 32.1
The commenter provides introductory comments to the letter and states that the highest and best
use of the Craftsman’s Mall would be to retain its light industrial zoning and create a live-work
community inhabited by college students who want to work and learn a trade. The commenter
states that 110 jobs will be lost if the mall is converted to student housing. The commenter states
that the project will exacerbate the primacy of cars in the community.
These statements focus on the merits of the proposed project and are therefore considered outside
the scope of CEQA. The comment does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in
the Draft EIR nor does it imply that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to
alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives
Analysis) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the loss of industrial zoned land in the City, the
commenter is referred to pages 2.1-10 and 2.1-11 of the Draft EIR which contain a discussion of
the findings of the Economic Impact Study completed by BAE Urban Economics (Appendix D
of the Draft EIR). As it relates to encouraging non-vehicular modes of transportation, the
commenter is referred to pages 3-29 through 3-31 of the Draft EIR and Response 2.4. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 32.2
The commenter expresses concern about the growth of Humboldt State University. The
commenter states that if HSU cannot accommodate it need for expanded housing on campus then
it should stop increasing enrollment. The commenter states that the expansion of HSU decreases
the ability for families and non-college students to find affordable housing in Arcata.
The comment expresses opinions and statements that are not relevant to the project and do not
concern a physical impact on the environment. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that
there must be a physical change resulting from the project directly or indirectly before CEQA
will apply. As it relates to the need for additional student housing, the commenter is referred to
Responses 15.5 and 15.6. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City
of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative
process. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 32.3
The commenter states that the Village project supports other transportation modes, but that these
steps are incremental. The commenter states that the project strongly supports car ownership and
use. The commenter states that the project more vehicle parking than bicycle parking which will
encourage vehicle use. The commenter references a fatal traffic accident that occurred in Arcata
and suggests that the project further solidifies the dominance of cars. The commenter provides
commentary about his personal transportation habits. The commenter suggests that if HSU
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growth is not kept in check, the livability of the community will diminish. The commenter
suggests that the Sunset area housing projects will diminish the benefits of recent pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit improvements.
The comment expresses opinions and statements that do not concern a physical impact on the
environment. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical change
resulting from the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. As it relates to
encouraging non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to pages 3-29
through 3-31 of the Draft EIR and Response 2.4. As it relates to the adequacy of vehicle and
bicycle parking proposed for the project, the commenter is referred to Response 2.6 and 30.6.
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No change to
the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 32.4
The commenter provides several suggestions for changes to the proposed project. These
statements focus on the merits of the proposed project and are therefore considered outside the
scope of CEQA. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No
change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 33-Stillman (11-27-17)
Response to Comments 33.1
The commenter states that she used methodologies typically undertaken for the evaluation of
structures for historic preservation to determine its suitability with Arcata’s image. The
commenter further requests that the City consider a set back from the western portion of the site,
a reduction in the height of the structures from 4 to 3 stories, and a pedestrian/bicycle trail
system along the existing rail line with pedestrian safety included at the Sunset interchange.
The comments are noted. Depending on the environmental topic the Draft EIR utilizes several
different industry accepted methodologies to address and mitigate potential physical
environmental effects of the proposed project. The methodology referenced by the commenter is
one methodology used when considering impacts to a historical district or impacts immediately
adjacent to a “registered” historic structure. As discussed on pages 2.5-7 and 2.5-8 of the Draft
EIR, a Cultural Resources Investigation of the project area was conducted by William Rich and
Associates (WRA) in May 2016 (Appendix E of the Draft EIR), which identified four buildings
from the early modern period on the project parcels. The investigation concluded these buildings
should not be considered historical resources, pursuant to CEQA and would not qualify for City
of Arcata Historic Landmark status. Therefore, the proposed project will not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
The commenter does not raise an environmental issue or concerns with the adequacy of the Draft
EIR; however, suggestions raised by the commenter are noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 34-Tillinghast (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 34.1
The commenter submits statements in support of the proposed project. The comment does not
present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft
EIR. These comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No further response is necessary and
no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 35- Wassenaar (11-28-17)
Response to Comments 35.1
The commenter opposes the proposed project and states that building heights are incompatible
with the surrounding neighborhood. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it
relates to land use compatibility, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and
Planning) of the Draft EIR. Consistency with the General Plan and Land Use Code was
evaluation in the Draft EIR, and there is no reason to believe that the project would lead to
growth such as major urban-style high rises. The issues raised by the commenter do not identify
new environmental issues not already addressed in the Draft EIR or raise concerns with the
overall adequacy and findings of the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 35.2
The commenter states that the proposed parking is inadequate and overflow parking into the
adjoining neighborhood would occur. The commenter is referred to Response 30.6. No change to
the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 35.3
The commenter states that the planned trail from the project site to Maple Lane will dump
pedestrians and bicycles onto streets and neighborhood where there are no sidewalks or bike
lanes. The commenter suggests that this additional pedestrian/bicycle traffic combined with the
increased number of parked cars on Hilfiker would create hazardous conditions for pedestrians
and drivers. The commenter also suggests that the trail to Maple Lane will also encourage out of
area drivers to park on Hilfiker and take advantage of easier access to and from the Village. The
commenter states that Hilfiker is already experiencing additional parked cards due to new
Accessory Dwelling Units. The commenter also states that the cross walk at Hilfiker and
Alliance is dangerous for pedestrian and drivers due to blocked visibility caused by a fence at the
corner house, by the speed of cars turning off Alliance on to Hilfiker, and by the design of the
intersection. Lastly, the commenter states that there have been several incidences of distracted
drivers running into parked cars in front of their house.
As it relates to the adequacy of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the neighborhood to the west
of the project site, the commenter is referred to Response 24.2. The existing crossing at Alliance
and Hilfiker exceeds minimum site visibility distance standards for the posted speed limit (25
mph) and was installed for access to the adjacent bus stop. There is currently a sidewalk on the
west side of Alliance between Hilfiker and Stromberg and on one or both sides of Alliance all
the way into town. Additional sidewalk installation will be reviewed on a case by case basis
when new construction of other projects occurs at properties along Hilfiker. In the near term,
access for the Village residents and others will be via existing sidewalks on Maple Lane and
Stromberg Ave to access the Westwood commercial area.
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A significant increase in traffic resulting from an increase of stored vehicles in the
Stromberg/Hilfiker neighborhood belonging to residents of the proposed development is
speculative at this point. The City has a residential parking permit ordinance and the existing
areas of permit parking may be expanded if ever warranted and City staff may make
recommendations to the City Council to propose remedies for the neighborhood.
Response to Comments 35.4
The commenter states that excluding non-students from the project violates Federal Fair Housing
laws by not accommodating families with children or working adults. The commenter also states
that there doesn’t seem to be any cooperation agreement with HSU that would allow the
proposed units to be called dorms, thus perhaps exempting them from Fair Housing laws.
The Village project, like all privately managed multi-family housing, is subject to State and
Federal fair housing laws. While targeted to students, the project is not restricted to students and
there is the possibility that some non-students may reside at the development. Compliance with
the Fair Housing Act or other fair housing laws is not a CEQA issue and absent evidence to the
contrary, which commenter does not provide, CEQA does not require the lead agency to assume
non-compliance with mandatory requirements. The commenter is also referred to Response
24.1. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 35.5
The commenter raises concerns regarding the financial aspects of the proposed project. As noted
in Response 69.21, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides guidance on
consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or social effects of a project shall not
be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and
effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes
resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes.” As a result, the overall financial performance expectations of the project are not
evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 35.6
The commenter makes predictions about the proposed project regarding the behavioral patterns
of students. The commenter is referred to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2 which states:
"argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to,
or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence." This is a
statement of opinion that provides no evidence, much less substantial evidence, in support of the
conclusions. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No change to the Draft
EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 35.7
The commenter request that the City considered a reduced size option and expresses concerns of
compounded effects of other planned and permitted housing projects in the area.
The Draft EIR provides a discussion regarding adjacent proposed and pending projects within
Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis). The Draft EIR addresses impacts that might compound
or interrelate with those of the proposed project. The Draft EIR provides a list of reasonably
foreseeable cumulative projects considered for the City of Arcata. Please refer to page 7-2 of the
Draft EIR. This list provides the name of the proposed project, the lead agency/jurisdiction, and
the size of the project. This list consists of three (3) multi-family residential projects, buildout of
the 2004 Master Plan for Humboldt State University, a community health center, and a
residential care facility.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As noted in Chapter 1 through Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR, all
impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level, although given the timing of Mitigation
Measure 3.1a (see Chapter 3 [Traffic/Transportation]), the project ultimately would result in a
significant and unavoidable impact.
The preference for the reduced size alternative stated by the commenter is noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 36- Ng (11-29-17)
Response to Comments 36.1
The commenter expresses concerns about transparency and suggests that there should be
additional meetings held for the project to give the pubic additional opportunity to comment.
The comment is noted. The City will hold additional noticed public hearings on the proposed
project. Staff anticipated several hearings before the Planning Commission and at minimum, one
public hearing before the City Council. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 37- RCEA (11-29-17)
Response to Comments 37.1
The City appreciates Redwood Coast Energy Authority’s (RCEA) participation in the
environmental review of this project. RCEA provided comments specific to the electric vehicle
(EV) parking infrastructure and parking spaces proposed by the project. RCEA notes that the
project meets the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) mandatory
requirement for 3% of the total number of parking spaces to be electric vehicle charging spaces.
RCEA suggests that the City adopt the voluntary measures that require 5% of the total number of
parking spaces to be electric vehicle charging spaces. RCEA suggests that the proposed “clean
air vehicles” designated parking spaces be upgraded to accommodate electric vehicle charging
stations. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. It is important to note that meeting
the voluntary standard described above is not required to reduce impacts of the project to less
than significant. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 37.2
RCEA recommends that the site plan explicitly identify EV designated parking as van-accessible
and standard-accessible. The comment is acknowledged, and the site plan will be revised
accordingly. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 38- Williamson (11-29-17)
Response to Comments 38.1
The commenter expresses opinions regarding the renderings provided in the Draft EIR. The
commenter further expresses opinions regarding the financial performance objectives of the
proposed project and the potential for future “repurposing” of the project should students choose
to live elsewhere. This comment reflects statements of opinion and speculation that lacks any
evidence, much less substantial evidence, in support of the statements. These statements focus on
the merits of the proposed project and are therefore considered outside the scope of CEQA.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical change resulting from
the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. Public Resources Code Section
21082.2 states that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence
which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do
not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial
evidence." The narrative contained in this comment does not result in an unidentified impact on
the environment.
The commenter raises concerns regarding the financial aspects of the proposed project. As noted
in Response 69.21, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides guidance on
consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or social effects of a project shall not
be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and
effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes
resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes.” As a result, the overall financial performance expectations of the project are not
evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Regarding the potential future “repurposing” of the proposed project, it would be entirely
speculative to forecast if any potential future sale or lease of the project would occur, when it
would occur, and under what conditions a sale or lease would occur. Under such a scenario any
“new” user would be required to secure an updated Planned Development Permit with the City
and abide by conditions set forth in said Permit. The question raised by the commenter is
speculative in nature and such discussions are specifically discouraged pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145.
The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 38.2
The commenter believes that the City is promoting “insufferable and dangerous” traffic
conditions in an effort to encourage student use of alternative modes of transportation. This
statement of opinion is unfounded and not supported by any evidence in the record. The
proposed project, as with any other development application in the City, has been designed to
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meet, and in some cases exceed, minimum City requirements related to alternative
transportation. The commenter is referred to Response 38.1, specifically Public Resources Code
Section 21082.2. As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix
L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. The Draft EIR fully and appropriately
analyzed the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 38.3
The commenter provides statements and opinions that focus on the merits of the proposed
project. Such statements are considered outside the scope of CEQA; however, the concerns
raised by the comment will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required
and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 39- Woodward (11-29-17)
Response to Comments 39.1
The commenter provides introductory comments related to existing housing and parking
conditions on the HSU campus. The commenter states there is an existing affordable housing
problem in Arcata causing students to share housing or move out of town which creates traffic
and parking problems. The commenter states that HSU has insufficient parking on-campus and
campus road access is limited, creating congestion at intersection. The commenter further
asserts that public transportation from neighboring towns are not adequate to serve the
commuting needs for HSU students. The commenter also states that a benefit of the project is
that it would provide comfortable and secure housing and amenities for 800 students within
walking/biking distance and within range of the current bussing system. The commenter further
states that this availability would encourage parents of students to feel more at ease regarding the
housing situation for their students, and more likely to send them to HSU.
The comment does not raise an issue with the environmental analysis or question the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. As it relates to traffic congestion from the Sunset area housing projects, the
commenter is referred to Response 10.8. As it relates to the adequacy of parking for the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to project measures
that will encourage alternative modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to pages 3-29
through 3-31 of the Draft EIR and Response 2.4. The comment is noted for the record and will
be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.2
The commenter states that the project provides insufficient parking spaces and that parked cars
would overflow into nearby neighborhoods. Regarding the adequacy of parking for the proposed
project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to the overflow of parking into
adjacent neighborhoods, the City has a residential parking permit ordinance and the existing
areas of permit parking may be expanded if ever warranted and City staff may make
recommendations to the City Council to propose remedies for the neighborhood. The comment
is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.3
The commenter states that the project would increase population and traffic congestion in a small
segment of the City that is already being developed with several new projects, increasing the
likelihood of accidents. The comment does not raise an issue with the environmental analysis or
question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As it relates to population growth, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.5 and 15.6.
As it relates to traffic congestion, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 10.8, 15.19, and 15.20. The comment is noted for the record and
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will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.4
The commenter states that the project would ease access for students to late-night parties in
nearby neighborhoods, which already resulted in stabbing incidents and one death, and singlefamily neighborhood disruption. The commenter provides speculation about the behavior of the
future residents and does not raise an issue with the environmental analysis or question the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Responses 69.34 and 87.1. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.5
The commenter states that the building height is inconsistent with the character of the
neighborhood, and the view-shed is not protected by trees. The commenter also states that the
project would probably cause substantial light pollution, changing the character of the night sky
locally. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.6
The commenter states that there is no evidence that there are any plans to build the project to be
energy efficient or take advantage of solar or other energy or water-saving saving technologies,
or control noise pollution. The commenter also suggests that the proposed LEED category (#2) is
apparently not optimal and should be researched.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) of the Draft EIR and Response
15.24 for a discussion of the energy conservation measures proposed by the project. It is also
noted that the terms of the Development Agreement and conditions of approval for the project
require the applicant to create a LEED Silver housing development that includes solar panels.
The Draft EIR fully and appropriately analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project and
found impacts related to energy use and greenhouse gas emissions to be less than significant.
As it relates to noise impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of
the Draft EIR and Response 69.41. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.7
The commenter states that the developer is only committed to maintain the project as student
housing for 20 years, which is a rather short time-frame in terms of meeting student housing
needs. The commenter also states that it is not clear whether the housing will be affordable,
compared to other rentals, or would stay affordable. The comment does not raise an issue with
the environmental analysis or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is
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referred to Responses 24.2, 69.3, and 80.2. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.8
The commenter states that it is not clear how the project would impact other rentals units within
Arcata, or simply draw students back from neighboring towns. The comment does not raise an
issue with the environmental analysis or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
commenter is referred to Response 15.5. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.9
The commenter states that revenues from the project would flow to outside corporations and not
be recirculated in the area. The commenter also states that this is counter to Arcata’s sustainable
living philosophy, and philosophy of buying/investing locally. The comment does not raise an
issue with the environmental analysis or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Pursuant to
CEQA, lead agencies, in this case the City of Arcata, must analyze potentially significant
adverse impacts of a project to the physical environment. The term “environment” means the
physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance. The “environment” includes both natural and man-made conditions (refer
to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). Effects, such as revenue leaving the community, or
countering a sustainable living or locally focused philosophy are solely social or economic in
nature do not constitute an effect (i.e., impact) to the physical environment. State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical change resulting from the project
directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. Public Resources Code Section 21082.2 states
that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to,
or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence." No
further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The comment is noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.10
The commenter states that City infrastructure and maintenance costs would increase and
questions whether these costs have been estimated over time. The commenter also asks what
additional policing will be required for the project. No new environmental issues or a deficiency
in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were raised by the comment. The
commenter is referred to Responses 5.2, 15.16, 69.46, and 81.2. As it relates to law enforcement
services that will be provided to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to pages 2.3-7
and 2.3-8 of the Draft EIR. As discussed, a review of the project by the Police Department
determined that the department has the capacity to provide law enforcement services to the
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project and maintain acceptable service ratios with existing facilities and personnel. In addition,
the Police Department has requested that the applicant prepare a Security Plan with the purpose
of reducing the need for local law enforcement services. The requirement to prepare a Security
Plan for the proposed student housing community has been included as a condition of approval
for the project by the City of Arcata. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of
the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.11
The commenter states that a benefit of the project it that it would clean up a blighted and
problematic industrial space. These comments are noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No further response
is necessary.
Response to Comments 39.12
The commenter states that the project would require rezoning of existing relatively inexpensive
light industrial space, which is in relatively short supply, particularly after rents have risen in the
Cannabis Innovation Zone. The commenter also states that this reduces space available for
existing and prospective manufacturers providing employment and revenues to Arcata. Further,
the commenter states that the project would displace existing businesses, which have nowhere
comparable to resettle in Arcata, potentially causing loss of local employers and tax revenues.
The commenter provides statements that focus on the merits of the proposed project. As it
relates to the redevelopment of the Craftsman’s Mall and the loss of light industrial zoned
property and space, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the
Draft EIR and Response 62.4. These comments are noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 39.13
The comment does not raise an issue with the environmental analysis or question the adequacy
of the Draft EIR. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the
City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft
EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 40- Avcollie (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 40.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the letter and expresses concern about the
project and states that Arcata has been a “green” City and they believe the City can do better than
what the developer envisions.
The commenter provides statements that focus on the merits of the proposed project. The
comment does not raise an issue with the environmental analysis or question the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. These comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 40.2
The commenter states that there should not be such a concentration of students at this location.
The commenter also states that a different developer could make a plan using a mixed-use
approach, allowing the current tenants of the Craftsman’s Mall to have some work space while
having fewer apartments.
These statements focus on the merits of the proposed project. The comment does not identify an
inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it imply that the Draft EIR or its
findings are inadequate. As it relates to population growth, the commenter is referred to
Responses 15.5 and 15.6. As it relates to alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration during the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no
further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 40.3
The commenter states that the plan is wasteful and that it is not necessary to have a washer and
dryer in each apartment. These statements focus on the merits of the proposed project. The
comment does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
imply that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to the energy conservation
measures proposed by the project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation)
of the Draft EIR and Response 15.24. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during the
deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 40.4
The commenter states that there is nothing articulated about conservation, recycling or reusing
materials on the project. The commenter also states that there is nothing stated about zero waste,
conserving water or encouraging recycling. The comment does not identify an inaccuracy with
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the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it imply that the Draft EIR or its findings are
inadequate. As it relates to the energy conservation measures proposed by the project, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.24.
As it relates to solid waste management and compliance with the Arcata Zero Waste Action Plan,
the commenter is referred to pages 2.11-22 and 2.11-23 of the Draft EIR and Section 2.1
(Description of Revisions to the Draft EIR) of the Final EIR. As noted, State law (SB 1018)
mandates recycling for all businesses that generate four or more cubic yards of waste weekly,
and all multi-family housing with five or more units. The proposed student housing community
would be required to provide adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials
where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be shown on construction
drawings and installed before occupancy permits are issued by the building department. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process.
Response to Comments 40.5
The commenter states that solar panels should be installed on all buildings and that the latest
green technology should be applied to all aspects of the project. The commenter is referred to
Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.24 for a discussion of the
energy conservation measures proposed by the project. It is also noted that the terms of the
Development Agreement and conditions of approval for the project require the applicant to
create a LEED Silver housing development that includes solar panels. The Draft EIR fully and
appropriately analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project and found impacts related to
energy use and greenhouse gas emissions to be less than significant. The comment is noted for
the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration during the deliberative process.
Response to Comments 40.6
The commenter states that the buildings should not exceed three stories. The comment does not
identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it imply that the
Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to the height of the proposed buildings, the
commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Description of Revisions to the Draft EIR) of the Final EIR
and Responses 30.2 and 62.2. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the
City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative
process.
Response to Comments 40.7
The commenter states that pavements and other surfaces should be permeable, so water can be
absorbed naturally rather than running down the hill in gullies. The comment does not identify
an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it imply that the Draft EIR or
its findings are inadequate. As it relates to the stormwater system proposed for the project, the
commenter is referred to Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR and
Responses 15.21, 44.3, and 69.11. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to
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the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during the
deliberative process.
Response to Comments 40.8
The commenter states that a transportation plan, outlining how student would get back and forth,
such as increased bus services, or shuttle service should be part of the planning process. As it
relates to transportation impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix
L of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.19. As it relates to project measures that encourage nonvehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.4 and 69.8. As
listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) but stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers
free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’
program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to
campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during
the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 40.9
The commenter states that HSU should be an integral part of the planning process and not rely
on an outside developer to create a generic solution to the local housing problem. The
commenter provides statements that focus on the merits of the proposed project. The comment
does not raise an issue with the environmental analysis or question the adequacy of the Draft
EIR. These comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.

City of Arcata

3-223

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-224

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-225

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 41-Bescher (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 41.1
The commenter submitted the above photos and renderings while giving public testimony to the
City’s Planning Commission at the November 30, 2017 hearing. The commenter provided this
information as examples of other projects developed by the applicant. The commenter stated
that the applicant’s project design is a template they have used in other parts of the State and that
they did not go through any additional effort to design a project that would fit in with the City of
Arcata.
The commenter provides statements and opinions that focus on the merits of the proposed
project. Such statements are considered outside the scope of CEQA; however, the concerns
raised by the comment will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required
and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 42- Cavanagh (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 42.1
The commenter provided introductory remarks to the comment letter and feels that the proposed
project is the wrong answer to solve HSU’s housing needs. The commenter provides an opinion
of the proposed project and does not raise an environmental concern or question the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 42.2
The comment states that the project is out of character and incompatible with the tenor of Arcata.
The commenter provides an opinion of the proposed project and does not raise an environmental
concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Responses
15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. Comments identifying the scale of the proposed project as incompatible
with the character of the area are referred to decision-makers for further consideration as part of
the deliberative process, and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 42.3
The commenter states that the ingress and egress via the narrow portion of St. Louis Road will
become unsafe with the Village’s increased traffic. The commenter also states that the road is
contiguous with Mad River Lumber which daily has loaded log trucks turning into and leaving
the mill site.
The project access (ingress/egress) was reviewed by the City Engineer who provided comments
on the improvements that will be required for St. Louis Road to serve the project. The comments
are contained in a May 9, 2016 memorandum from the City Engineer and include, but are not
limited to, the following required improvements: 1) St. Louis Road shall be paved with asphalt
per City standards along the path of travel to the proposed development. An R-Value shall be
determined for design of the roadway; 2) St. Louis Road paving/overlay shall be constructed
having a section based on the derived R-value with a minimum section comprised of two 10foot-wide travel lanes, two 5-foot-wide bike lanes and a new 6 foot minimum PCC sidewalk
constructed along the westerly side. New ADA compliant driveways shall be constructed where
required for site access per City standards; and 3) applicant shall remove and replace any public
curb, gutter, sidewalk, flowline drain, or pavement found by this department to be broken,
uplifted, or damaged and that fronts or is within the project; 4) all access openings (existing and
proposed) shall conform with City standards regarding visibility. All access openings (existing
and proposed) shall intersect the road at a 90-degree angle, unless otherwise approved by this
department; and 5) all access opening (existing and proposed) shall be paved with hot mix
(“asphalt”) or other approved method for the width of the driveway and a distance of 50 feet
from the edge of road. The City Engineer has determined that with the installation of the
improvements listed above, that the St. Louis Road access to the project site shall be adequate to
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the serve the Village project as well as any other existing land uses that occur along this road
section.
The commenter is also referred to Pages 3-27 and 3-28 of the Draft EIR which discusses whether
the project would substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses. As
described in the Draft EIR, impacts were determined to be less than significant. This comment
does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for
the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 42.4
The commenter expresses concern that wood is not proposed to be used for the project since it
was the backbone of this community and county for decades. The commenter does not raise an
environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 42.5
The commenter states that the community opposes the project and suggests that when the
Planning Commission considers public input, they will reject the project. The commenter does
not raise an environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 43- Douglas (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 43.1
The commenter states that housing student in a high density, students only facility operated by a
national corporation is not a healthy plan for students or the community. The commenter states
that they own a 2-unit rental property in the adjacent neighborhood and suggests that students
don’t want to live in an apartment building. The commenter suggests that the Village will cause
local rents to rise. The commenter discusses racial discrimination in housing and suggests that
minority students will live at the proposed project. The commenter suggests that students should
live with seniors living in single-family homes. The commenter suggests that the Craftsman’s
Mall site should be developed similar to the Janes Creek Subdivision. The commenter raises
questions relative to renter preferences, renter eligibility, and housing costs. These comments do
not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. These comments will be provided to the
City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft
EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 44- Fallis (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 44.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter which includes the
commenter’s observations of land use and ownership changes at the Craftsman’s Mall property
since the mid-1970s. The commenter states the Village project will be a development with a
magnitude and influence larger than anything present or historically experienced by this City.
The commenter also provides introductory statements that the demands on City service and
infrastructure will be large and especially the impacts on the existing surrounding community to
the west and south particularly.
No environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts
were raised by this summary paragraph; therefore, no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 44.2
The commenter invites the City and developer to come down to the Stromberg/Maple Lane
neighborhood to visualize what the neighborhood will experience if the proposed development
goes through to completion. The commenter states that there will be visual skyline changes,
elevated noise levels, and increased lighting at night from the project. The commenter also states
that due to the four-story height of the buildings, the adjacent residents will be living in a “fish
bowl.”
In regard to the aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6
(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The Draft EIR fully and
appropriately analyzed the potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed project.
Noise impacts were analyzed in Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR, including impacts due to
operation of the proposed project (Pgs. 2.9-9 - 2.9-10). No significant impacts were identified.
This was based on the fact that residential uses are not considered to be significant noise
generators, the site already has elevated noise levels due to Hwy 101, and the Operations and
Management Plan for the Village Housing Project contains measures that will reduce potential
noise impacts. The commenter is also referred to Response 69.41.
The Draft EIR does acknowledge the proximity of existing residential neighborhoods as well as
the Janes Creek Meadows open space area to the north and emphasizes that care must be taken
so lighting does not extend beyond the project site. The proposed project is subject to Section
9.30.070 (Outdoor Lighting) of the Arcata Land Use Code, and the recommendations of the
International Dark-Sky Association (IDA), 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 (see Draft EIR page 2.624).
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Response to Comments 44.3
The commenter requests that stormwater runoff be addresses as part of the proposed project.
The commenter provides several suggestions for how to control stormwater runoff including: 1)
stormwater runoff needs to be addressed in an on-site, positive control, manner and not simply
allowed to drain over the lip of the terrace and down on to neighboring parcels; 2) run-off needs
to be treated on-site for hydrocarbons from the parking lots and run-off from buildings; 3) the
internal system needs to be adequate to accommodate the flow, control and filter and then fully
direct into the City’s storm water system; and 4) placing sediment and infiltration ponds at the
base of the hill, and adjacent to neighboring properties, is not the answer. The commenter states
that the neighbors are already adversely impacted by the run-off from this site. Lastly, the
commenter states that street flooding from storms in recent years has impacted Stromberg,
Madrone, and Maple Lanes with raw sewage backing up into streets.
Although the commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the
analysis undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following
response to the issue of stormwater management. Stormwater drainage facilities for the
development are required to be designed to meet both State and local stormwater regulations
which are focused on maintaining or improving a site’s predevelopment runoff characteristics.
As described in the Preliminary Stormwater Management Report (Appendix N of the Draft EIR),
compliance with State and local stormwater regulations will be achieved by the on-site
management of stormwater through low impact development (LID) site design measures
including tree planting, soil quality improvement and maintenance, rain/rock gardens, native
plantings, bioswales, impervious area disconnection, and an underground infiltration basin. With
the proposed LID site design measures proposed by the project, the project will improve
drainage conditions for the surrounding area and will be a net positive impact to the watershed.
For additional information, the commenter is referred to Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the Draft EIR. The commenter is also referred to Responses 15.21 and 69.11.
Response to Comments 44.4
The commenter states that the parking provided on-site will be located on the perimeter of the
site which will generate noise and visual pollution for the adjoining property owners. The
commenter recommends construction of a seven-foot-high, solid barrier, wall along the outside
perimeter of all designated parking area on the west and south. The commenter states that this
will provide some mitigation against adverse lighting, noise, and trespassing from the project site
into the neighboring parcels.
Although the commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the
analysis undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following
response to the issues of noise and lighting from the parking proposed for the Village project.
The noise associated with parking lots is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community
noise standards, which are based on a time‐averaged scale such as the City’s equivalent noise
level (Leq) standards. Although the instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door
slamming, engine starting up and car pass-bys may be audible to adjacent noise‐sensitive
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receptors, the resultant noise levels would not exceed the City’s daytime, evening, and nighttime
standards of 55, 50, and 45 dBA Leq respectively. The City also has standards for instantaneous
daytime, evening, and nighttime noise standards of 75, 75, and 70 dBA Lmax, respectively.
Typically, parking lot noise levels associated with car doors slamming, car starting, and car
idling occur for only a few seconds, and can be up to 63 dBA at 50 feet and 69 dBA Lmax at 25
feet. As such, these noise levels would not exceed the City’s Lmax standards at any time period.
As required by Section 9.34.050 (Landscape Location Requirements), perimeter landscaping is
required for all surface parking areas to provide screening for adjacent streets and properties. As
shown on the Preliminary Landscape Plan prepared for the project by KLA Landscape
Architecture (2016), trees and shrubs are proposed to be planted within and on the perimeter of
the parking areas which will screen views from surrounding properties and minimize the impact
of headlight glare. Impacts would be less than significant, and the barrier wall suggested by the
commenter is not necessary to reduce impacts.
Response to Comments 44.5
The commenter states that the proposed on-site parking for the project is inadequate. The
commenter states that the residents in the Westwood Village East and Eye Street neighborhoods
are already experiencing a high vehicle parking impact and don’t need any more added to it. The
commenter recommends that the scale of the project be reduce to two stories and 400 beds to
reduce the demand for parking on-site.
No environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts
were raised by the commenter. With regard to concerns about the inadequacy of parking for the
project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6.
Response to Comments 44.6
The commenter states that they have observed large groups of young adults traversing through
their neighborhood in the early morning hours. The commenter states that these groups make a
lot of noise when passing by resident’s bedroom windows. The commenter expresses concern
that adding 800 individuals, having access to Westwood Village through the same route, could
add a lot to that impact.
The commenter provides comments and opinions regarding behavior patterns of future project
residents. These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. As it relates to potential noise impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1. The comments are noted for
the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 44.7
The commenter provides concluding remarks to the comment letter and states that they
appreciate the City and developer giving due consideration to the expressed concerns and
suggestions of neighboring parcel owners. The commenter states that they understand the desire,

City of Arcata

3-238

The Village Final EIR

of both the City and developer to realize profit from this and they have no fundamental objection
to that. The commenter also states, that this does not absolve the City or developer from
showing due consideration to the existing neighborhood families and people.
No environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts
were raised by the commenter. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further
response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 45- Flenner (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 45.1
The commenter raises questions relative to renter eligibility and housing costs. These comments
do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR and are therefore not responded to in
this document. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and
City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is
necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 46- Kelso (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 46.1
The commenter states their objection to the proposed project. The commenter outlines three
major concerns to be addressed in the remainder of the letter: 1) fixing the City’s housing
shortage should not be limited to one small neighborhood; 2) the density if the proposed project
is incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood; and 3) that statements in the Staff Report are
unsupported, illogical or incomplete. This comment does not question the adequacy or findings
of the Draft EIR. The comment will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and
City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 46.2
The commenter expresses concern regarding the housing shortage for HSU students. However,
the commenter objects to such a large housing project in a small, single-family neighborhood.
The commenter states that a development of this scale would be more appropriate in another
location, such as the Foster Ave. Annexation area.
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. These issues
were all adequately addressed in the DEIR. Consistency with existing land use regulations is
addressed in Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR. The project was found to be
consistent with Arcata General Plan policies that promote infill and dense developments to
reduce impacts on existing undeveloped land. As it relates to population growth and the need for
student housing, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. As it relates to the scale
of the development, the commenter is referred to Responses 30.2 and 62.2. As it relates to
potential off-site locations for the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.28. These comments are noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 46.3
The commenter takes issues with a “Planning Commission Staff Statement” posted online and
read at the November 28 meeting.” The commenter notes several shortcomings, but particularly
a statement from a Staff Report that suggests students will be more willing to utilize alternative
transportation if driving is inconvenient. The commenter then relates personal experiences with
students and alternative modes of transportation.
The concerns raised by this comment do not involve issues that result in a physical impact on the
environment or identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The commenter provides opinion
regarding a staff report. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City
of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response
is necessary.
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Response to Comments 46.4
The commenter objects to the argument that impacts to the neighborhood could be greater from
an industrial development at the project site under current zoning regulations. These comments
do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. These comments will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
Response to Comments 46.5
The commenter provides examples as to the dangers and confusion of the area on Sunset Ave.
between LK Wood and the Foster Ave. roundabout for all types of transportation modes. The
commenter contends that the bicycle route from campus to Eye Street suggested in the traffic
study is inadequate. The commenter also stated that they could not find plans for traffic
mitigation at the Sunset/LK Wood intersection.
In terms of proposed improvements at the Sunset/LK Wood intersection, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 2.2 and 15.19. As noted in Chapter 3
(Transportation/Traffic), all traffic impacts from the proposed project are considered less than
significant; however, given funding and timing of Mitigation Measure 3.1a, a short-term
significant and unavoidable impact would occur. Due to areawide growth, and without any of
the six projects studied in the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study, potentially significant
traffic impacts would occur until the future transportation improvements identified in the Study
have been constructed.
As it relates to project measures that will encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the
commenter is referred to pages 3-29 through 3-31 of the Draft EIR and Response 2.4. As it
relates to the adequacy of Eye Street as a bicycle route, the commenter is referred to the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR) and Response 75.5. With regards
to increased pedestrian/bicycle traffic along Eye Street, the Draft EIR does acknowledge that
such non-vehicular traffic will be directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court on a temporary
basis until such time that the section of the Arcata Trail with Rail is completed to Sunset Avenue
(refer to Mitigation Measure 3.1b on page 3-23 of the Draft EIR). With successful
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1b, impacts would be less than significant.
This comment does not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The comment will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 46.6
The commenter questions why the City is advancing construction projects like the one proposed
and what benefit the City receives. The commenter contends that such a project does not benefit
or attract single-family property owners or renters and notes that several families are considering
moving away from the neighborhood due to the proposed project. This comment does not
question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to Response
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15.5. The comment will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 46.7
The commenter suggests that the City put this project on hold until the Sunset Terrace
apartments are built and occupied and then conduct a survey of residents in the neighborhood as
to the impacts of that project. The commenter further suggests that the City investigate other
locations where the proposed development may be more compatible.
In terms of alternatives, including alternative locations, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternative Analysis) of the Draft EIR and to Response 15.28. The concerns raised by this
comment do not involve issues that result in a physical impact on the environment or identify a
deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the
City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further
response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 47- Kowinski (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 47.1
The commenter states their objection to the project. The comment does not identify a deficiency
in the Draft EIR. The commenter provides opinion regarding the merits of the proposed project.
The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 47.2
The commenter asserts that the proposed project is likely to decrease owner-occupied singlefamilies in the neighborhood. The commenter notes that traffic and parking are already
problematic.
In regard to the objective to provide more student housing in order to take pressure off of singlefamily homes, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.5 and 69.1. As it relates to the
potential traffic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft
EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it relates to the adequacy of off-street parking for the
project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. The comment does not present substantial
new information or question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The comment will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 47.3
The commenter states that in addition to the 800 residents, the Village would attract nonresidents to utilize the amenities and “party” and would also have employees that would
contribute to traffic impacts. The commenter notes that they are also worried about impacts to
infrastructure, noise, trash and crime.
These issues were all adequately addressed in the DEIR. As it relates to speculation about the
behavior of the future residents of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses
69.23 and 69.34. As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix
L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it relates to potential noise impacts, the
commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1.
The comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR and do not present any
new substantial information. The comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration; no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 47.4
The commenter described existing parking problems in the neighborhood. The comments do not
question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR and do not present any new substantial
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information. The comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and
City Council for consideration; no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 47.5
The commenter states that HSU students today tend to be from urban areas outside of Humboldt
County and are therefore transient in nature rather than permanent residents. The comment does
not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The commenter provides opinion regarding the habits
of HSU students. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 47.6
The commenter questions why the Village, along with several other housing projects, are being
proposed in their neighborhood and states that the level of development is unprecedented. The
commenter questions what the cumulative impacts of all of these projects are.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Analysis) of the Draft EIR for a
comprehensive discussion of cumulative impacts. In addition, the commenter is also referred to
Response 69.59. The comment does not does not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR or
present new significant information. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 47.7
The commenter states that half of the remaining owner-occupant families are considering
moving out of the neighborhood due to the proposed project. The commenter suggests that
downtown would be a more appropriate location for The Village project. The commenter again
questions why the proposed project is being proposed in their neighborhood.
These comments are similar to previous comments by the commenter. The issue of owneroccupancy was addressed in Response 47.2. With regard to the off-site location alternative, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternative Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.28.
The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 48-Martin (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 48.1
The commenter believes that the proposed project is not at the appropriate size and scale for the
area. This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond
that completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to land use compatibility, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to potential
aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and
Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2.
The commenter further provides editorial comments and opinions regarding development
activity in the area, profitability of the proposed project and the desire to have a local developer
build a project that fits the area. These statements do not raise a significant environmental
concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is
necessary. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 48.2
The commenter raises concerns with regards to the height of the proposed project and that the
photo-simulated view (Figure 2.6U) provided in the Draft EIR did not account for the hillside
and therefore, does not accurately represent the visual impact of the project. With regards to
Figure 2.6U, the photo-simulation has been updated to more accurately reflect the elevation of
the proposed project from Maple Lane. The commenter is also referred to Response 14.1. As it
relates to potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.8,
30.2, and 62.2. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 48.3
The commenter states that it is speculative to discuss what could be built at the Craftsman’s Mall
site under the current zoning. The commenter compares the impacts of multi-family residential
structures to commercial or light industrial structures. The issues brought forth by this comment
have been analyzed and addressed in Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning); Section 2.2
(Population and Housing); Section 2.6 (Aesthetics); and Chapter 3 (Traffic/Transportation) of the
Draft EIR. The comments do not require a change to the Draft EIR or identify a new
environmental impact not covered by the analysis. The comments, however, are noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration.

City of Arcata

3-255

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-256

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-257

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 49-Roscoe (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 49.1
The commenter states that they are against the project due to its size and potential impact to the
character of the community. The commenter also notes that the 400-page EIR is a lot of
information to review. They feel that the EIR does not adequately address community concerns
and is not based on up-to-date data.
This comment is vague and not supported by substantial evidence or examples of where the
commenter feels the EIR is inadequate. For further information regarding substantial evidence,
the commenter is referred to Response 69.5.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 49.2
The commenter states that that this project should not be compared to a multi-family
development in terms of parking. They assert that the City of Arcata parking standards applied to
this project are inappropriate. The commenter feels that the provided parking is inadequate.
Whether or not the City’s parking standards are adequate or appropriate is outside of the scope of
a CEQA analysis for an individual project. The City of Arcata parking standards were legally
adopted through a public process, and they were subject to CEQA when adopted. Neither CEQA,
nor the City’s Municipal Code, requires a study to determine the actual number of parking spaces
needed for a project. For a more detailed response regarding the adequacy of the parking
provided by the project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6.
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 49.3
The commenter notes that the traffic data used to estimate the impact of the project is out of date,
because it is from the 2000 Census. The commenter further states that the improvements
proposed as mitigation (specifically the roundabouts) are not adequate, because they depend on
other entities for approval and funding. The commenter suggests that the funding for these
improvements needs to be clearly defined.
In regard to the use of the 2000 Census traffic data, the commented is referred to Response 31.2.
In regard to traffic impact fee and funding of the proposed future traffic improvements, the
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commenter is referred to Responses 15.19 and 15.20. The Draft EIR (Chapter 3 Transportation/Traffic) properly acknowledged that short-term traffic impacts are significant and
unavoidable given the funding and timing of Mitigation Measure 3.1a. No change to the Draft
EIR is required.
Response to Comments 49.4
The commenter states that, relative to population growth in Humboldt County, the population
increase from the proposed project is excessive in one neighborhood over a short time.
Population impacts are addressed in Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the DEIR. Notably,
it was found that this project would not be growth inducing by attracting additional students to
Arcata, and the population increase was within that planned for in the City’s General Plan and
analyzed in the associated PEIR. In addition, population impacts under CEQA are necessarily
analyzed on a large, area-wide scale, because any housing project could be found to significantly
increase population on a small site or neighborhood scale. For more detailed information
regarding population growth, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6.
Response to Comments 49.5
The commenter states that the proposed project should not be for a high-density zoning. The
commented also states that the proposed project constitutes "resort" development that is
inconsistent with the goals and policies of the Arcata General Plan, and specifically refers to
Arcata General Plan design policies listed on page 2.6-13 of the DEIR.
Aesthetic impacts are addressed in Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the DEIR, and no significant
impacts were identified. The commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2 for
additional information regarding aesthetics.
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 50-Snyder (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 50.1
The commenter provides recommendations (i.e., conditions) that the project could be approved
under including the provision of a permanent 24/7 free or low-cost shuttle service and the
provision for a shared bicycle repair shop.
As listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) but stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers
free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’
program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to
campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends. As it relates to the adequacy of bicycle facilities that
are proposed by the project, the commenter is referred Responses 2.4 and 2.6. These comments
do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. These comments will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the
Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 50.2
The commenter references a section of the City’s Staff Report for the November 28, 2017
Planning Commission which discusses the City’s informal policy that poorer level of service
(LOS) encourages mode shift from single occupancy vehicles to alternative forms of
transportation. The commenter disagrees with this statement and states that increasing
alternative modes of transportation onto L.K Wood Boulevard will cause additional traffic safety
issues. These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. As it relates
to traffic safety, the commenter is referred to Responses 6.2 and 15.20. These comments will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 51-Traci (11-30-17)
Response to Comments 51.1
The commenter provides editorial comments and opinions regarding development related to the
emerging marijuana industry, profitability of the proposed project, and the desire to have a local
developer build a project that fits the area. These statements do not raise a significant
environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As a result, no change to the
Draft EIR is necessary. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further
response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 52-Jordan (12-01-17)
Response to Comments 52.1
The commenter encourages the City Council and Planning Commission to consider the
magnitude of such a large project on the City and its limited resources. The commenter states
that people are drawn to the City because it does not have the traffic and congestion of more
populated areas and that the City needs sustainable and regulated growth. The commenter
suggests that the City’s infrastructures including the street network and the sewer system do not
have the capacity to handle the increased traffic and wastewater from the project. The
commenter suggests that the issues for the project include traffic and safety, lack of sewer
resources, additional strain on City resources, and a loss of quality of life.
As it relates to population growth, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. As it
relates to transportation impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix
L of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.19. As it relates to project measures that encourage nonvehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.4 and 69.8. As it
relates to impacts on public services, the commenter is referred to Section 2.3 (Public Services)
of the Draft EIR; no significant impacts were identified. The comments are noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 52.2
The commenter urges the City Council and Planning Commission to reject the Village project as
proposed. The commenter requests for a third party to prepare a report stating what the capacity
of the traffic could be with existing conditions on L.K. Wood and adjoining affected streets and
the cost to upgrade them to be able to handle the increased traffic. The commenter states that
this report should take into consideration the size of the community and the overall impact it
would create.
When considering the adequacy of an EIR, the lead agency is entitled to weigh the evidence
relating to the accuracy and sufficiency of the information in the EIR and to decide whether to
accept it. The agency may adopt the environmental conclusions reached by the experts that
prepared the EIR even though others may disagree with the underlying data, analysis, or
conclusions. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,
408; State Water Resources Control Bd. Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 674, 795.The commenter
is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the W-Trans
Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study that was prepared to analyze the traffic impacts of the
projects in the Sunset area. The commenter is also referred to Responses 10.8, 15.19, and 69.59.
As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The comments, however, are noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 52.3
The commenter states that they would like to see another study/report developed by a third party
stating the current condition and capacity of the City’s sewer system and processing plant along
with an estimate of cost to upgrade them to accommodate the City’s planned growth over the
next 30 years, including annexing the neighborhoods now on septic systems.
When considering the adequacy of an EIR, the lead agency is entitled to weigh the evidence
relating to the accuracy and sufficiency of the information in the EIR and to decide whether to
accept it. The agency may adopt the environmental conclusions reached by the experts that
prepared the EIR even though others may disagree with the underlying data, analysis, or
conclusions. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,
408; State Water Resources Control Bd. Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 674, 795. The
commenter is referred to Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR and
Response 15.16 for a discussion of the analysis related to wastewater impacts. As a result, no
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will
be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 52.4
The commenter requests a third study/report to be prepared to study the impact of such rapid and
exponentially high growth as is being proposed by the Village on the overall quality of life in
Arcata. When considering the adequacy of an EIR, the lead agency is entitled to weigh the
evidence relating to the accuracy and sufficiency of the information in the EIR and to decide
whether to accept it. The agency may adopt the environmental conclusions reached by
the experts that prepared the EIR even though others may disagree with the underlying data,
analysis, or conclusions. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 408; State Water Resources Control Bd. Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 674, 795.The
commenter is referred to Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR for a discussion
of the analysis related to population growth. The commenter is also referred to Responses 15.5
and 15.6. As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The comments, however, are
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 52.5
The commenter provides concluding remarks to the comment letter and states that they desire for
the City to postpone any approval of this project until the requested studies and reports are
completed. The commenter also states that they desire for the City to request that the project be
resized to meet what current resources are capable of managing. This comment presents the
opinions and beliefs of the commenter and does not raise any issues or concerns regarding the
project or the sufficiency of the EIR. As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The
comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 53-Ng (12-01-17)
Response to Comments 53.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the letter and states they find the project
alarming. The commenter also requests that the City, developer, and HSU answer questions
about the project in a series of meetings. The commenter states they are against the project.
These statements do not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is noted that eights hearing
before the Planning Commission have been held on the project between November 28, 2017 and
February 23, 2018. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 53.2
The commenter states that the cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects should be
considered. The commenter supports to the proposal by Mr. Tim Needham on behalf of Steve
Strombeck to prepare a specific plan for the Sunset area of Arcata. These statements do not
question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area
housing projects, the commenter is referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the
Draft EIR and Response 69.59. As it relates to the preparation of a Specific Plan for the Sunset
area the commenter is referred to Response 12.1.
Response to Comments 53.3
The commenter states that the impact on the surrounding neighborhoods as to traffic, parking,
and the enforcement of both have not been adequately addressed. As it relates to transportation
impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic)
of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and
Response 15.19. As it relates to project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of
transportation, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.4 and 69.8. As it relates to the
adequacy of parking for the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As
currently occurs in the City of Arcata, traffic laws will be enforced by the Arcata Police
Department. The City has a residential parking permit ordinance and the existing areas of the
permit program may be expanded if warranted and City staff may make recommendations to the
City Council to propose remedies for the neighborhood.
Response to Comments 53.4
The commenter states that the developer seems to be out of touch with the community and
suggests that the buildings are too tall, the design is not reflective of the community, and the lack
of parking isn’t applicable to the community. These statements do not raise a significant
environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As a result, no change to the
Draft EIR is necessary. As it relates to the height and design of the buildings the commenter is
referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to the adequacy of parking for the
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proposed project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. The comments are noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 53.5
The commenter suggests that since the project will impact the City for years to come, more time
should be taken to explore options and inform the public. These statements do not raise a
significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As a result, no
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will
be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 54-Williamson (12-01-17)
Response to Comments 54.1
The commenter states that they listened to the Caltrans representative speak at the November 30,
2017 meeting and states that he did not address pedestrian impacts related to a proposed
roundabout at Sunset Ave/LK Wood Blvd intersection. The commenter questions how a
roundabout would effectively accommodate an increase in pedestrian traffic. The commenter
states that pedestrians currently cause delays for vehicles at this intersection and suggests that a
roundabout may make the situation worse for vehicular waiting times. The commenter suggests
that a pedestrian overpass may be necessary at this intersection and other heavily impacted
intersections. The commenter questions who will pay for the roundabout or pedestrian
overpasses and asks whether any of these improvements would be required before housing is
built.
Although the commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the
analysis undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following
response to the issue of the effectiveness of roundabouts. The City of Arcata, Caltrans and a
multitude of cities and counties nationwide recognize roundabouts as an effective means of
accommodating intersection traffic under appropriate conditions, oftentimes superior to a
standard signalized intersection. The following is extracted from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) website regarding roundabouts, in particular with regard to safety.3
“Roundabouts can provide lasting benefits and value in many ways. They are often
safer, more efficient, less costly and more aesthetically appealing than conventional
intersection designs. Furthermore, roundabouts are an excellent choice to complement
other transportation objectives – including Complete Streets, multimodal networks, and
corridor access management – without compromising the ability to keep people and
freight moving through our towns, cities and regions, and across the Nation. The FHWA
Office of Safety identified roundabouts as a Proven Safety Countermeasure because of
their ability to substantially reduce the types of crashes that result in injury or loss of life.
Roundabouts are designed to improve safety for all users, including pedestrians and
bicycles.
Most significantly, roundabouts REDUCE the types of crashes where people are
seriously hurt or killed by 78-82% when compared to conventional stop-controlled and
signalized intersections, per the AASHTO Highway Safety Manual.”
As it relates to the funding of the transportation improvements recommended in the W-Trans
Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), the commenter is referred
to pages 67 and 69 of the Traffic Study. As it relates to the timing of transportation
improvements, the commenter is referred to Response 15.19 and pages 3-20, 3-21, and 3-23 of
the Draft EIR.

3

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/.
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Response to Comment Letter 55-Carlisle (12-03-17)
Response to Comments 55.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter and references a statement
attributed to the Arcata Community Development Director about personal impacts from a project
not having the influence or importance of community or environmental impacts. The commenter
states that the Village project will cause personal impacts through decreased property values,
obstruction of views, invasion of privacy, and noise pollution. The commenter suggests that the
Village project proposed by Amcal is a “big box” business which is prohibited in the City of
Arcata. The commenter also states that the City is more focused on the tax revenue expected
from the project than the negative effect upon their citizens.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. As it relates to
aesthetic impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to the noise impacts of the
proposed project the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and
Responses 69.41 and 83.1. The comments relate to the commenter’s opinion of the developer do
not raise an environmental concern or relate to the sufficiency of the environmental analysis.
These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council
for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.2
The commenter agrees that student housing is a problem for colleges in the State of California,
but states that there are some major flaws in the project design. The commenter suggests that the
design of the project is a blueprint that has been used for other Amcal projects and provides
pictures from the applicant’s website of other projects in the State. The commenter references
Mad River Hospital as an example of another project in Arcata that used a blueprint from a
Southern California project that was not suited for the climate in the area. The commenter states
that the project is too tall and too big for the location. The commenter also states that Arcata is
not Southern California or the Bay Area.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. As it relates to
aesthetic impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. These comments will be provided to the
City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft
EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.3
The commenter questions whether there is an issue with the water and sewer capacity in Arcata
and questions why there are not solar panels proposed on the units. The commenter suggests that
rates have increased in the last few years to pay for the upgrades to support all the other housing
projects in Arcata.
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These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Section 2.11 (Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the
analysis related to water and wastewater impacts; no significant impacts were identified. The
commenter is also referred to Responses 15.16 and 15.17. It is also noted that the terms of the
Development Agreement and conditions of approval for the project require the applicant to
create a LEED Silver housing development that includes solar panels. These comments will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.4
The commenter suggests that the residents of the Village will not remain at the development for
the four years they are attending HSU. The commenter suggests that residents will move out by
the 2nd or 3rd year to a single-family house because they will not want to live four years in such a
cold, institutionalized, living environment. The commenter suggests that it is healthier for the
residents to learn to live in a community of adults, families, singles, and elderly and not be
isolated away in some high rise.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.5
The commenter states that the number of parking spaces is insufficient. The commenter suggests
that the majority of people in the area drive here and their cars stay here. The commenter states
that expecting students to walk or ride their bike to school sound ideal, but the weather will make
them get in their cars. The commenter suggests that a shuttle should be used for the project and
states that traffic will still be greatly affected. The commenter states that concentrating 800
students in one area is not a good idea in the proposed location or any location in Arcata. The
commenter suggests that the insufficient parking will cause students to park in adjacent
neighborhoods which would increase car and foot traffic.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the
required parking for the project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. These comments
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.6
The commenter states that students live in single-family homes and split up the rent in residences
that are difficult for working class families to afford. The commenter suggests that rental control
needs to be discussed sometime in the near future.
This comment is regarding rents and affordability and does not raise a concern about the
sufficiency of the analysis in the Draft EIR. These comments will be provided to the City of
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Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.7
The commenter states that the traffic flow at the intersections of 101 off/on ramps at St. Louis
Road/Sunset are currently unsafe. The commenter states that they have witnessed a student
almost getting struck at night by a police cruiser when in the crosswalk.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. It is important to
note that there no on- or off-ramps for US 101 at St. Louis Road. The commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of traffic impacts from the
proposed project. The commenter is also referred to Responses 10.8 and 15.19. These
comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.8
The commenter states that light pollution is a concern from these four-story 800-bed units, and
that they will not be able to see the stars in their backyard once that “monstrosity” is built.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR (Pgs. 2.6-22 and 2.6-24) for a discussion of
lighting impacts from the proposed project. As stated on Pg. 2.6-24 of the Draft EIR:
“The project proposes outdoor lighting 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 (IDA), 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. Project related daytime glare would be unlikely
to have significant visual impacts, as design guidelines specifying non-reflective building
materials would address potential glare issues.”
These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council
for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 55.9
The commenter agrees that student housing is needed and suggests that HSU retention has been
bad for years. The commenter suggests that students leave the area because the weather is
depressing, and their family did not like the drug culture. The commenter states that it is not
because they could not find a place to live. The commenter requests that an outside corporation
not be allowed to build an unacceptable design, change our community’s atmosphere, rural
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beauty, and uniqueness. The commenter also questions what will happen after 20 years as online courses continue to grow. The commenter questions if there are not enough students to fill
the 800 beds, will the project become a low rent monstrosity.
The comment does not concern the sufficiency of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment is included in the record for consideration by the decisionmakers, but no further
response is required. As it relates to changes that may occur to the project after 20 years, the
commenter is referred to Response 69.3. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 56-Williamson (12-03-17)
Response to Comments 56.1
The commenter states that they support the suggestion of a Specific Plan to address the
combined impacts anticipated from the six development projects currently under
proposal/construction, which are in such close proximity. The commenter states that study
sessions, involving the community in addition to City planners and the Commission (and perhaps
a Council representative), would be welcomed.
With regard to preparation of a Specific Plan for the Sunset area of the City of Arcata, the
commenter is referred to Response 12.1 and Response 12.2. These comments are noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 57-Woodward (12-04-17)
Response to Comments 57.1
The commenter proposes that due to the complexity and size of the Village project, alongside the
other projects proposed for this and neighboring areas, and the objections raised by the public,
that the following should occur:
1) That the Planning Commission and staff hold a well-advertised study session where the
public, commissioners, and staff can discuss at length and in detail the various proposed
projects (including the Village) and their likely impacts on this area of Arcata. Although I
understand that a study session was held over a year ago, the public was not aware of the
variety of projects at the time and is only now becoming aware and wishing to participate
in the future of this area of Arcata. It is important to consider not just the Village, but all
of the pending projects and their likely impacts together.
2) That the Arcata Department of Economic and Community Development be requested to
consider developing a Specific Area Plan (such as was done for the West End/CIZ) that
would encompass all the proposed projects so as to better evaluate and address the
impacts of the proposed projects on the Arcata community.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. It is important to
note that eight Planning Commission meetings were held from November 28, 2017 to February
27, 2018 for the Village Student Housing Project. The process for just this one project has
provided significant opportunity for the public to provide comments to the Arcata Planning
Commission related to the Village project as well as potential cumulative impacts of the Sunset
area housing projects. It is anticipated that there will be many other opportunities for public
comment as the other proposed projects in the Sunset area move through the planning process
(e.g., Canyon Creek and Creek Side Homes). As it relates to the request for preparation of a
Specific Plan for the Sunset area of the City of Arcata, the commenter is referred to Responses
12.1 and Response 12.2. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no
further response is necessary.

City of Arcata

3-284

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-285

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-286

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 58-Jules (12-05-17)
Response to Comments 58.1
The commenter suggests that since this housing project is the largest of the major developments
planned for our city, they request that the planning department treat it as a special project. The
commenter states that the project will impact a much larger population than the City was
required to notify. The commenter states that the cumulative impacts have not been adequately
assessed or planned for. The commenter suggests that the planning department should be
required to mail out notifications to residents off Spear and LK Wood, as they would be highly
impacted by the Village. The commenter states that some residents outside of the “required
notify zone” did learn about the Village because of anonymous flyers passed out by citizens.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of potential
cumulative impacts from the approved/planned projects in the Sunset area. The commenter is
also referred to Appendix L of the Draft EIR (Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study) and
Appendix K of the Draft EIR (Water and Wastewater Impacts of the Sunset Area Housing
Projects Memorandum) for a discussion of cumulative traffic and water/wastewater impacts. In
addition, the commenter is also referred to Response 65.59. As it relates to the adequacy of
public noticing for the project, the City of Arcata provided notice for the public hearings for the
Village project in compliance with State law (Government Code Sections 65090, 65091, 65094,
and 66451.3, and Public Resources Code 2100 et seq.) and as required by the Land Use Code
(Section 9.74020 [Notice of Hearing]). These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 58.2
The commenter states that before accepting that the need for increased housing for students
outweighs all concerns present by residents, that more information be gathered about the soon to
be largest developer/property manager. The commenter provides a link to the applicant’s
website and states that in order to build trust more needs to be known about Amcal housing.
The comment does not raise a concern regarding the sufficiency of the analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment is included in the record for consideration by the decisionmakers, but no further
response is required.
Response to Comments 58.3
The commenter states that additional information is also needed about the company that will
manage the proposed project and provides a link to the proposed property manager’s website.
The commenter asks several questions related to the property manager’s ability to adequately
manage the proposed project.
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The comment does not raise a concern regarding the sufficiency of the analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment is included in the record for consideration by the decisionmakers, but no further
response is required.
Response to Comments 58.4
The commenter states that they know that the need for increased affordable housing in the
community is a matter of social justice. The commenter suggests that the Village will only
improve the social justice equation if it succeeds to provide affordable housing that is needed in
the community. The commenter asks questions related to housing affordability, capabilities of
the proposed property manager, the potential sale of development rights, regulations to protect
students from changes in the project business plan, and whether the students in the greatest need
will be helped by the Village project.
The comment raises social and economic concerns and does not raise a concern regarding the
sufficiency of the analysis in the Draft EIR. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides
guidance on consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or social effects of a
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain
of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or
social changes.” The comment is included in the record for consideration by the
decisionmakers, but no further response is required.
Response to Comments 58.5
The commenter questions the rationale that the project will increase the prevalence of single
family homes in the Stromberg and Sunset neighborhoods by decreasing the number of homes
used as student rentals. The commenter suggests that if the project moves forward that it will
drive out even more families, who may turn their homes into student rentals.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Response 15.5. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no
further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 58.6
The commenter states that many students and residents suspect that the Village will fill the
luxury private dorm niche and primarily serve wealthier residents. The commenter states that
those wealthy students will not be allowed to party on site at the Village. The commenter states
that if 800 more students will be partying in their neighborhood, they want some confidence that
there is a plan that someone other than a random APD officer will meet their calls with
assistance.
The commenter provides unsupported comments and opinions regarding behavior patterns of
future project residents. The commenter is referred to Responses 24.4, 69.34, 83.6, and 87.1.
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These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 58.7
The commenter suggests that student housing is a hot new form of development, and that the
applicant’s proposal is likely not the only one the planning department will get. The commenter
suggests that the project be a public/private partnership including HSU and that the project be
closer to campus and have a grocery store. The commenter suggests that there are other options
for this project that the planning department and applicant are not considering.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. The comment does
not raise a concern regarding the sufficiency of the analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment is
included in the record for consideration by the decisionmakers, but no further response is
required.
Response to Comments 58.8
The commenter states that the town needs more time to work out critical improvements needed
to accommodate housing of this scale. The commenter states that if the applicant can’t be asked
to provide funding needed for pedestrian/bicycle access to grocery stores, then matching funds
should be found elsewhere. The commenter also states that residents need assurance that there is
a funded plan to regulate and enforce parking near new major developments. The commenter
states that if HSU owns the LK Wood/Sunset intersection, then they need to find funds to
improve that intersection concurrent with the development of major student housing projects
using that intersection. The commenter requests that the planning department slow down and
find money to fund the improvements needed to go hand in hand with this scale of development.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the
adequacy of parking for the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. The
City has a residential parking permit ordinance and the existing areas of the permit program may
be expanded if warranted and City staff may make recommendations to the City Council to
propose remedies for the neighborhood.
As it relates to transportation impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.19. As it relates to project measures that
encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.4
and 69.8. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and
City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is
necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 59-Martin (12-05-17)
Response to Comments 59.1
The commenter states that they when they bought their home, it was their understanding that the
Craftsman Mall area was zoned such that 50-foot corporate towers holding 800 people would not
be allowed there. The commenter says that the project site was zoned that way for a reason, and
that zoning represents a promise to the people who invested in homes in the adjacent
neighborhoods. The commenter states that they don’t know anyone who thinks that someone
who builds a home next to a working farm has a right to complain about the smell of the farm
because the farm was there first. The commenter states that they were here first. The
commenter states that if they wanted to live across the street from four 50-foot cookie-cutter
corporate towers and 800 students, they would have bought a home in Santa Rosa or San Diego
and not in this neighborhood in Arcata. The commenter questions why out-of-town corporate
profits outweigh their rights as a 25-year Arcata homeowner. The commenter agrees that more
student housing is needed in Arcata, but states that something of this scale is not the right
answer. The commenter suggests that the project should be reduced to half the proposed size.
The commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the analysis
undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings. No further response is necessary
and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 60-Rehg (12-05-17)
Response to Comments 60.1
The commenter states that they support quality infill development in Arcata especially on
underutilized parcels. The commenter recommends that the project be scaled down to fit the
residential neighborhood and suggests 400 beds and 3 stories. The comment does not raise a
specific environmental concern or otherwise address the sufficiency of the analysis in the EIR.
Instead, the commenter voices a preference for a smaller project. As it relates to the scale of the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The comment is
included in the record for consideration by the decisionmakers, but no further response is
required.
Response to Comments 60.2
The commenter requests that the project include additional energy conservation measures such as
solar panels and LEED Platinum certification instead of LEED Silver. The comment does not
raise a specific environmental concern or otherwise address the sufficiency of the analysis in the
EIR. Instead, the commenter voices a preference for additional energy conservation measures.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) of the Draft EIR and Response
15.24 for a discussion of the energy conservation measures proposed by the project. It is also
noted that the terms of the Development Agreement and conditions of approval for the project
require the applicant to create a LEED Silver housing development that includes solar panels.
The comment is included in the record for consideration by the decisionmakers, but no further
response is required.
Response to Comments 60.3
The commenter discusses parking issues in the Sunset neighborhood. The commenter states that
the Sunset Terrace project is to dense and will likely lead to more off-street parking on
surrounding residential streets. The commenter states that the Planning Commission should not
further compound the traffic and parking impacts of the Sunset Terrace project by approving the
Village project at the proposed scale. As it relates to the adequacy of the parking proposed for
the project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to transportation impacts
of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the
Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and
Response 15.19. As it relates to project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of
transportation, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.4 and 69.8. As it relates to cumulative
traffic impacts of the Sunset area projects, the commenter is referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative
Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 10.8. These comments do not question the
adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 61-Rizzardi (12-05-17)
Response to Comments 61.1
The commenter states that they are concerned about the housing projects proposed in the Sunset
area of Arcata. The commenter states that they are personally wary of the cumulative impacts of
these projects and desire the City to take a more cautious and incremental approach to growth so
that the real impacts could be assessed over time instead of through theoretical long-range
projections put forth in traffic and environmental impact reports. The commenter acknowledges
the need for more student housing and affordable housing. The commenter expresses skepticism
that the projects will increase the affordability of family housing in Arcata.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area projects, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response
69.59. The commenter is also referred to Appendix L of the Draft EIR (Central Arcata Areawide
Traffic Study) and Appendix K of the Draft EIR (Water and Wastewater Impacts of the Sunset
Area Housing Projects Memorandum) for a discussion of cumulative traffic and
water/wastewater impacts. As it relates to the need for additional student housing, the
commenter is referred to Response 15.5. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 61.2
The commenter states they recognize the City’s desire to reduce car dependence. The
commenter suggests that the housing developments may decrease the number of vehicle trips to
the City because it would be easier to walk than to search for parking near campus, at least for
students who have classes between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. The commenter suggests that weekend and
evening traffic will still increase because there will be more car owners in the City. The
commenter doubts that the City will reach the point of congestive inconvenience that students
will decide to leave their cars in Los Angeles or Sacramento. The commenter states that owning
a car in a geographically isolated city is viewed by students as an important tool for visits to
parents, going shopping/working in Eureka, or a drive to the beach.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to transportation impacts of the proposed project, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.19. As it relates to
project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is
referred to Responses 2.4 and 69.8. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 61.3
The commenter discusses his personal experience when biking his daughter to school. The
commenter describes each road segment and intersection along the route and traffic safety issues
that occur. The commenter also describes new potential safety issues that may occur when some
of the Sunset area developments become operational. The commenter requests that the City do
the following prior to traffic impacts occurring from the Sunset area projects: 1) tame traffic
speed on LK Wood Blvd; 2) create safer intersections along LK Wood Blvd and its feeder roads
like California Avenue; 3) improve the two intersections on Sunset Blvd on both sides of
Highway 101; and 4) increase the frequency of street sweeping on bike routes.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to transportation impacts of the Sunset area projects,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19.
As it relates to project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the
commenter is referred to Responses 2.4, 6.2, and 69.8. Although the California/LK Wood
intersection was not included in the list of potentially impacted intersections requiring additional
review in the Study, the City is presently discussing potential improvements for the LK Wood
and California Ave. intersection with the Traffic Safety Committee (TSC) as well as the
described improvements at Sunset intersection. The site visibility distances are adequate for
vehicles travelling the posted speed of 25 mph on LK Wood. Possible future improvements
include radar feedback signs, all-way stop or small roundabout/traffic calming feature at the
intersection, but these items have not yet been included in the Capital Improvement Plan or any
other workplans. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further
response is necessary.
Response to Comments 61.4
The commenter also states that they are concerned with the fiscal impact on Arcata. The
commenter questions if the developments will pay for their increased demand on city services
such as sewer, police, and fire. The commenter disagrees with the statement that concentrating
800 students in a single complex is easier for the police to serve than if they were dispersed. The
commenter states that serving additional students will still be an additional burden to an overextended police force. The commenter asks how these service costs would compare if the
projects were lower density and included fewer new citizens to Arcata. Lastly, the commenter
suggests that the City take a cautious and incremental approach to approving the project
developments so that the City can adjust its rate of growth as warranted by real-time
observations.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to potential impacts to public services from the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section 2.3 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR.
As indicated by comments from the representatives of the various public service agencies in the
project area, the development of the proposed project would not result in the need for new or
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physically altered governmental facilities (such as new fire or police stations). As discussed in
Section 2.3 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR, a review of the project by the Police Department
determined that the department has the capacity to provide law enforcement services to the
project and maintain acceptable service ratios with existing facilities and personnel. In addition,
the Police Department has requested that the applicant prepare a Security Plan with the purpose
of reducing the need for local law enforcement services. The requirement to prepare a Security
Plan for the proposed student housing project has been included as a condition of approval for
the project by the City of Arcata. As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area projects,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and
Response 69.59. As it relates to population growth in the City, the commenter is referred to
Responses 15.5 and 15.6. These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no
further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 62-Belknapp (12-06-17)
Response to Comments 62.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter and describes their
experiences in both Austin, TX and the Arcata, CA. This comment does not present new
significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. No
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 62.2
The commenter states that the generic character of the building is disgusting and that over a third
of the parcel would be a parking lot. The commenter states that the project does not meet the
general plan concept of enhancing existing neighborhoods and being compatible with the
established neighborhood character. The commenter states that in Table 2.6-1 in the Aesthetics
section of the EIR, the first policy is to “Maintain a community with diversity and quality in the
built environment; with small-scale structures that are harmonious with their neighborhood
context.” The commenter states that the large public outcry from the surrounding neighbors
seems to suggest disharmony.
Although the commenter does not raise a new significant environmental concern regarding the
analysis undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following
responses to several of the issues raised in the comment.
As it relates to the potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Section
2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.8 and 30.2. As discussed in Section 2.6,
the aesthetic impacts of the proposed project were found to be less than significant. As discussed
on Page 2.6-16 of the Draft EIR, the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings
primarily include an underutilized industrial site surrounded by residential neighborhoods,
industrial uses, and Highway 101. As can be seen in the photos of the project site in the Draft
EIR (see Figure 2.6A – 2.6N), the site has little aesthetic value with the presence of two
warehouse buildings, two residential units, and several smaller metal and wood structures used
for storage. The site is also used for the storage of vehicles, storage containers, mobile homes,
and construction and scrap materials. The majority of the site contains compacted gravel
surfaces and very little vegetation with the exception of the undeveloped western portion of the
site. As discussed on Pg. 2.6-18 of the Draft EIR, the project has been designed to provide the
greatest compatibility with nearby residential development in the following ways: 1) the
proposed residential buildings include a variety of architectural elements such as varied surfaces,
rooflines, wall planes, and facades; 2) the proposed buildings will have setbacks between 60-240
feet from nearby residential property lines; and 3) the project proposes landscaping around the
perimeter of the site and larger open space areas in the central and western portions of the site
that will provide a vegetative buffer to screen views of the site as landscaping matures. Because
the Craftsman’s Mall site is currently in a blighted condition, the proposed development will
ultimately improve the overall appearance of the site from most vantage points and provide
greater aesthetic compatibility with nearby residential development than the existing industrial
uses on the project site.

City of Arcata

3-302

The Village Final EIR

The project will also be subject to Design Review approval from the City of Arcata, which will
review the projects consistency with the policies in the Design Review Element of the City’s
General Plan related to multi-family housing design. The project is consistent with many of
these policies since it proposes the following: 1) grouping the proposed buildings compactly to
provide more usable open space; 2) avoiding long, continuous wall and roof planes by including
a variety of architectural elements such as varied surfaces, rooflines, wall planes, and facades; 3)
site and building design that incorporates features to mitigate noise from nearby noise sources; 4)
including outdoor useable open space to accommodate the recreation and leisure needs of the
residents; 5) parking that is designed to protect the privacy of residents and prevent the intrusion
of noise and lights from vehicles; 6) parking lot that is landscaped with trees and visually
screened by hedges; 7) service and storage areas that are screened be fencing and walls; and 8)
landscaping within and around the perimeter of the site to provide visual screening and increased
setbacks that are 60 feet from the southern property line and 240 feet from the western property
line. In addition, through the Design Review process the City has the ability to recommend
revisions to the project design that will provide greater consistency with the policies in the
General Plan Design Element.
The comments do not identify a new significant impact with respect to aesthetics. However, the
comment is noted and will be included in the record for consideration of the project.
Response to Comments 62.3
The commenter questions the personality type and manners of someone that would live in a
generic building. The commenter suggests that the design of the proposed units undermines the
college dorm experience. The commenter states that the proximity of the site to the highway and
the mill seem to suggest possible noise and air quality conflicts. The commenter suggests that
students will not want to live in the development as they would rather have a unique house. The
commenter states that dormitory housing seems more like an HSU project that would be more
suited for campus. The commenter states that the generic character of the developer and the
proposed management of the project is outside of the scope of Ordinance No. 1333 (the formula
restaurant limitation). The commenter provides a quote from a 2002 Planning Department Staff
Report related to Ordinance No. 1333. The commenter states that the amount of rent money that
would be leaving the community every month with the development interferes with the
referendum’s basic concepts. The commenter asks it there is a reasonable guarantee from the
corporation that they will manage the property for a long time in a way agreeable to the
neighborhood.
The commenter provides opinion about the future residents, applicant, and property manager.
These comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to potential air quality impacts, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.7 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR and Response 2.5. As it relates to potential
noise impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and Responses
69.41 and 83.1. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 62.4
The commenter agrees that the current condition of the Craftsman’s Mall is underutilized but is
concerned about the availability and affordability of industrial workspaces in Arcata. The
commenter states that with the Cannabis Innovation Zone and the possibility of housing at the
Craftsman’s Mall site, opportunities for local industriousness will move to other towns. The
commenter suggests that the project should be a mixed-use development where folks are
encouraged to make something for themselves with a live work opportunity similar to the
development on 10th Street. The commenter notes that the Draft EIR states that there are enough
industrial sites available, but that the word on the street says otherwise.
As stated on Page 1-10 of the Draft EIR, the portion of the project site containing the
Craftsman’s Mall (APNs 503-372-002, 505-022-011, and -012) has been subject to enforcement
action in the past by the City of Arcata due to multiple violations of the City’s Building Code
and Land Use Code. In November 2006, a “Notice and Order of Dangerous Buildings”
(Recording Number 2006-33094-7) was recorded on the title of the property due to numerous
Building Code violations including: 1) partitioning of a structure into individual units for use by
several businesses; 2) conversion of several metal shipping containers into work spaces; and 3)
major structural and electrical changes to various buildings at the site without Building
Department review and compliance with the Building Code. In January 2008, a “Notice of
Nuisance” (Recording Number 2008-1543-7) was recorded on the title of the property due to
numerous violations of the City’s Building Code and Land Use Code including: 1) unpermitted
signs; 2) outdoor storage; 3) landscaping/screening; 4) unpermitted utility connections; 5)
unpermitted spray booth; 6) potential unauthorized placement of fill materials in a sensitive
habitat; 7) lack of business licenses; and 8) noise. In August 2010, an additional “Notice of
Nuisance” (Recording Number 2010-17106-14) was recorded on the title of the property due to
electrical code violations and the lack of progress in obtaining the necessary building and land
use permits to correct the violations identified in the 2008 “Notice of Nuisance.”
As discussed on Pages 2.1-10 and 2.1-11 of the Draft EIR, the City of Arcata requested that the
applicant conduct an economic impact analysis due to concerns about the ability of the tenants to
find other suitable space, and the impact on the City’s overall inventory of industrial land. Based
on this request, an Economic Impact Study was conducted by BAE Urban Economics (2016) for
the proposed project to determine what impact to the industrial land supply and market in the
City of Arcata would occur from removing the project site from the City’s industrial land
inventory (Appendix D). The BAE study makes the following findings related to the impacts of
the proposed project:


The reuse of the project site for residential use would have little impact on the overall
availability of industrial land supply in Arcata, as it constitutes less than two percent of
the industrial land in the City. The manufacturing sector has seen a sharp decline in the
region over the last 25 years, and Arcata has multiple properties that are no longer in their
original use (e.g., as mills). Arcata and Humboldt County overall are projected to have
very limited employment growth in sectors generating demand for industrial land over
the next 25 years. Furthermore, there is additional land available in Eureka that competes
to meet regional demand.
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Available real estate listings show properties with outdoor storage space available for
prices similar to the rates at Craftsman’s Mall, indicating that these tenants should be able
to find alternative space.



While the supply of existing industrial building space in Arcata shows limited vacancies
in currently on-market space, other nearby communities have a larger inventory of
available space, and there may be vacant properties that could come back onto the market
in response to demand, as well as vacant industrial land available to meet any additional
demand in improving market conditions. Vacancy rates are much higher in Eureka, which
has a sizable inventory of industrial space. While Arcata is designating one area for
potential future use by the marijuana industry (albeit not restricting other uses), these
users are looking for larger spaces than those used by the tenants at the Craftsman’s Mall.



Overall, while there is currently a limited supply of smaller spaces, interviews with local
real estate brokers indicate the potential to subdivide some of the larger vacant properties.
Additionally, some of the tenants may be able to find space in underutilized
retail/commercial spaces. Ultimately, the rents offered at the Craftsman’s Mall are either
below or at the low end of market rents based in part on the property not being
maintained to code or with proper permits. Current rent levels would not be sustainable at
other properties or even long-term at the Mall itself. Based on local real estate broker
information, as well as the interview with the property owner and their attorney, other
space is available in the area that could be subdivided and used by the current
Craftsman’s Mall tenants if demand is demonstrated at viable market rent levels.

Based on the findings of the BAE study, the project was determined to not create a shortage of
industrial zoned property in the City since there is a sufficient inventory of industrially zoned
land in the Humboldt Bay area to accommodate the businesses that would be displaced by the
project.
As it relates to alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft
EIR is required.
Response to Comments 62.5
The commenter states that the traffic and transportation elements have been run into the ground
and describes their personal experience walking in the project area. The commenter states that
creation of a bus stop by the developers is all well and good, but if there is no bus coming it
might as well not exist.
As it relates to project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the
commenter is referred to Responses 2.4 and 69.8. As listed in Attachment D of the Planning
Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018 meeting, the applicant shall develop an
Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) bus stop in a location approved by the City
Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers free, unlimited bus rides to students
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on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’ program. This will allow students to
easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to campus during school hours and to local
community, retail, recreational and entertainment venues in the evenings and on weekends. No
further response is necessary. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 62.6
The commenter states that they have concerns with Finding 2.3.1 (Fire Protection) in the Draft
EIR. The commenter questions if the Fire District has the capabilities to safely protect this type
of structure over time. The commenter suggests some funding for the District’s ladder truck
improvement, which would be the engine to service this property.
As it relates to impacts to fire protection services from the project, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.3 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR. It is important to note that the Fire Protection
District has not indicated through their project referral comments on the Village project that they
do not have the equipment to serve the proposed residential buildings or other similar sized
building in the City. However, they did indicate that they will need to obtain additional sources
of funding (e.g., parcel tax, grants, etc.) to maintain the current service level in the future.
Although, the proposed project will result in additional service calls and place a greater demand
on fire protection services, it will not result in the need for the construction of new fire protection
facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft
EIR is required.
Response to Comments 62.7
The commenter provides concluding remarks and states that their last concern is that if the
development comes in, their warehouse, the mill and other buildings to the north of the site will
be pushed out in this gentrification process. The commenter states that they don’t foresee the
owners wanting to have such industrial neighbors at their grand entrance. This comment does
not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the
Draft EIR. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 63-McCaleb (12-08-17)
Response to Comments 63.1
The commenter provides a newspaper article which contradicts the concept that the main reason
for declining enrollment at HSU is the lack of student housing. The commenter asks whether
400 new residential units is enough for now with more being considered if student enrollment
actually does increase.
The commenter provides comments regarding the merits of the proposed project. These
comments do not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to the need for student housing, the commenter is
referred to Response 15.5. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
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Response to Comment Letter 64-Tays (12-09-17)
Response to Comments 64.1
The commenter provides introductory comments to the letter and expresses opposition to the
proposed project. The commenter states that they are surprised by the amount of opposition to
the project and state that it is oversized and out-of-character for the neighborhood. The
commenter suggests that the project seems like something that would be approved in L.A. or the
Bay Area, not rural Humboldt County. The commenter states that the project seems like the type
of development that would be approved in a City that does not care about its citizens. The
commenter recognizes the need for student housing in Arcata but states the City must take a
closer look at the cumulative impacts of allowing so many oversized developments in an already
densely population neighborhood and consider the tremendous impacts that an 800-bed complex
would have on the neighbors and the look and feel of the neighborhood. The commenter
requests that the small-town, rural feel of Arcata not be ruined by projects like this because it
will eventually end up destroying the very reason people came here in the first place.
These comments do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the
compatibility of the project with the neighborhood, the commenter is referred to Responses 30.2
and 62.2. The commenter is referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft
EIR for a discussion of potential cumulative impacts from the approved/planned projects in the
Sunset area. In addition, the commenter is also referred to Response 69.59. The commenter is
also referred to Appendix L of the Draft EIR (Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study) and
Appendix K of the Draft EIR (Water and Wastewater Impacts of the Sunset Area Housing
Projects Memorandum) for a discussion of cumulative traffic and water/wastewater impacts.
These comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council
for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 65-Turner (12-09-17)
Response to Comments 65.1
The commenter provides introductory comments to the letter and states that there are many of
aspects of the project which they think are going to be very bad for the City of Arcata. The
commenter states that the project provides housing for too many residents and will have
inadequate parking. The commenter discusses parking issues that have occurred in the City due
to changes in the off-street parking requirements for apartments. The commenter expresses
concerns about the cost of housing in the City and asks if the builders could guarantee a few
units subsidized to meet the needs of homeless students. The commenter questions if upper class
students will want to live in a dormitory setting and suggest that most after their freshman year
find sharing a private house more appealing. The commenter suggests that there is suitable land
on the HSU campus for the construction of student housing that would cause fewer impacts than
the proposed project. The commenter says there are other options for providing housing and
states that the Village project should be rejected without major reductions in the size of the
structures and number of units.
These comments and recommendations do not question the adequacy or findings of the Draft
EIR. As it relates to the need for student housing and population growth, the commenter is
referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. As it relates to the adequacy of parking for the proposed
project, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to alternative designs and
alternative locations for the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.28, 69.19, and 69.20. These
comments will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 66-Janssen Malloy LLP (12-11-17)
Response to Comments 66.1
The commenter states that they are writing a follow up letter on behalf of their client, Steve
Strombeck, on the prior request to pause consideration of development in the Sunset/Jaye/Foster
neighborhood until a specific plan can be prepared. The commenter states that since writing
their initial recommendation on November 16, 2017, the Planning Commission has conducted
three public hearings on just one of the proposed projects in that neighborhood. The commenter
states that the comments and concerns raised by attendees could be addressed through an
neighborhood-wide development plan. The commenter suggests that one aspect of a Specific
Plan that could be valuable is the robust consideration of alternative approaches to development
on the affected parcels. The commenter states that the Draft EIR prepared for the Village offers
only a very brief consideration of alternative designs. The commenter also states that the EIR
alternatives are not developed with enough specificity to allow a reasonable comparison with the
proposed project. The commenter states, that the EIR analysis indicates that the two and threestory versions would house fewer students, but provides no unit counts to help the community
understand what such a design would entail.
With regard to preparation of a Specific Plan for the Sunset area of the City of Arcata, the
commenter is referred to Response 12.1 and Response 12.2.
With regard to the adequacy of the analysis for the alternatives in the Draft EIR, an EIR must
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives, including the “no project” alterative. Section
15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states:
“The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be
used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant
effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the
significant effects of the project as proposed.”
Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR, provides a description of each alternative and
evaluates the comparative merits of the each alternative relative to the proposed project. The
analysis describes whether the alternatives will have greater, lesser, or similar impacts related to
the proposed project by impact category (e.g., Land Use and Planning, Population and Housing,
etc.). Table 6-1 in the Draft EIR (Pgs. 6-45 and 6-46) also provides a summarized comparison of
project alternatives by impact category. As noted above in Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA
Guidelines, “…the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than
the significant effects of the project as proposed.” The analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIR
complies with the requirements of CEQA.
As described above, the one example provided by the commenter of the deficiency of the
alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR states, “For example, the EIR analysis indicates that the
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two-and-three-story versions would house fewer students, but provides no unit counts to help the
community understand what such design would entail.” In fact, the estimated unit count of each
alternative is provided in Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR. For Alternative 3
(Reduced Size Alternative), the unit count is provided on Pg. 6-24 which states, “The Reduced
Size Alternative would propose a similar development to the Proposed Project, but with threestory buildings instead of four-story buildings. This alternative would reduce the number of
residential units by approximately 25 percent which would result in 180 units that would provide
housing for approximately 600 students.” For Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family
Development), the estimated unit count is provided on Pg. 6-34 which states, “The Traditional
Multi-Family Development Alternative would develop the project parcels for traditional twostory apartment-type residential development similar to the approved/planned projects discussed
in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) including Canyon Creek Apartments and Sunset
Terrace…This alternative proposes a density of 16 units per acre which would result in 176 units
on the 11-acre project site that would provide housing for approximately 370 residents.” In
addition, the unit count for Alternative 3 (Reduced Size) and Alternative 4 (Traditional MultiFamily Development) is provided in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR on Pg. 1-37 in the
summary of alternatives to the proposed project.
Response to Comments 66.2
The commenter states the many commenters support the underlying purposes of the project to
provide additional housing for students, but have concerns about the specific proposal, which the
commenter summarizes as the following: 1) approved parking standards are insufficient for
college student housing and could lead to parking problems in the adjacent neighborhood; 2)
project houses to many residents in too small an area; 3) the buildings are too tall, out of scale
with surrounding development, and will block views of the hillside to the east; 4) traffic
congestion will increase substantially from the Sunset area housing projects and it is uncertain if
and when traffic mitigation measures will be implemented; and 5) the Draft EIR provides
insufficient analysis and/or mitigation and should be revised.
Most of the issues listed above that the commenter states were raised during public comment on
the proposed project are specifically addressed in this chapter of the Final EIR (Chapter 3
[Response to Comments]). As it relates to concerns about insufficient parking for the project,
the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to the number of residents that will be
provided housing on the 11-acre project site, comments identifying the density of the proposed
project as incompatible with the size of the project site are referred to decision-makers for further
consideration. As it relates to aesthetic concerns about the size and scale of the proposed
buildings, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses
15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to traffic congestion and the adequacy of traffic mitigation
measures, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the
Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 15.18 and
15.19. The last comment listed above generally states that the analysis and mitigation in the
Draft EIR is insufficient. This comment does not specifically identify any particular part of the
analysis or any particular mitigation measure in the Draft EIR that is insufficient. This comment
does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for
the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
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Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 66.3
The commenter states that the process of preparing and adopting a Specific Plan offers the
opportunity to strike a balance between the need for housing while respecting the existing
structure of the neighborhood and the preferences of existing residents. The commenter states
that one likely approach to achieving this goal is the exploration of alternative designs through a
public design charrette process. The commenter provides two sketches of alternative designs
showing two-story apartment development for the Craftsman’s Mall site. The commenter
provides a description of each alternative design and states how these designs would reduce
some of the potential impacts of the Village project. The commenter also states that it is not
their intent to offer these sketches as an alternative plan to the proposed action. The commenter
states that it is their intent to start a conversation regarding the range of options available for
development within the neighborhood and to encourage a discussion of the vision, policies, and
standards that would allow the area to provide vital housing while maintaining the sense of
neighborhood, community, and security that many nearby residents have cited in their testimony.
The commenter references their prior comment letter from November 16, 2017 restates the
following points: 1) it is likely that a series of project specific EIRs would be inconsistent,
expensive, and time consuming; 2) the Draft EIR prepared for the Village project will need to be
modified and recirculated to correct material deficiencies which could take an additional 12
months; and 3) that time would be better spent in public outreach, policy development,
alternatives analysis, and the initial drafting of a Specific Plan. Lastly, the commenter restates
their request that an item be placed on the Planning Commission agenda to consider directing
staff to initiate a specific plan for the Sunset/Jaye/Foster neighborhood.
With regard to preparation of a Specific Plan for the Sunset area of the City of Arcata, the
commenter is referred to Response 12.1 and Response 12.2. With regards to the alternative
designs presented by the commenter for the Craftsman’s Mall site, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6 states the following:
“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not
consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and
public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are
infeasible.”
As noted above, CEQA does not require an EIR to consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. An EIR need not consider all potential alternatives to a project. Instead, an EIR need
only discuss a "reasonable range" of alternatives. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a). CEQA does
not require that an EIR study specific alternatives suggested by members of the public or other
agencies. Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234
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Cal.App.4th 214, 256; City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (2012) 208
Cal.App.4th 362, 420.The two-story alternative designs provided by the commenter are not
considerably different then the alternatives already analyzed in Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis)
of the Draft EIR, such as Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family Development). Alternative 4
would develop the project parcels for traditional two-story apartment-type residential
development similar to the approved/planned projects discussed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative
Impact Analysis) including Canyon Creek Apartments and Sunset Terrace. Alternative 4 would
be traditional in the sense that it would be operated as an apartment complex and not a purposebuilt student housing community with onsite property managers, resident assistants, organized
events, quiet hours, etc. Similar to the Alternative 4 analyzed in the Draft EIR, the alternative
designs provided by the commenter would also propose the merger and redesignation/rezoning
of the project parcels to Residential High Density (RH) to accommodate the proposed density.
In order to achieve the proposed density with two-story structures, Alternative 4 would not
propose the indoor and outdoor recreation facilities and academic amenities planned by the
proposed project. This is also true for the alternative designs provided by the commenter. The
densities proposed in the two alternative designs provided by the commenter (Figure 1 – 800
beds and Figure 2 – 544 beds) are higher than Alternative 4, but are similar to the range between
Alternative 3 (Reduced Size Alternative – 600 beds) and the proposed project (800 beds). The
potentially significant impacts of the proposed project would not be significantly reduced by the
alternative designs provided by the commenter. Mitigation measures would still be required to
reduce traffic and biological impacts to less than significant. It is also important to note, that the
alternative designs contain project elements which are infeasible such as the location of an
outdoor recreation area in a three-parameter wetland and a stormwater drainage basin in an area
with inadequate infiltration capacity (see Figures 1 and 2 above).
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 67-Remy, Moose, Manley LLP (12-11-17)
Response to Comments 67.1
The commenter requests extension of the public comment period for the Draft EIR to be
extended to January 15, 2018.
As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of this Final EIR, the City of Arcata Planning
Commission voted unanimously to extend the public comment period on the Draft EIR to
January 15, 2018. The City of Arcata Community Development Department submitted a letter to
the State Clearinghouse on December 19, 2017 requesting the extension of the public comment
period to January 15, 2018. A letter was received by the City of Arcata from the State
Clearinghouse on December 27, 2018 stating that the review period for the Village Draft EIR has
been extended to January 16, 2018 (see Appendix 2). As such, the review period for the Draft
EIR ended on January 16, 2018. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 68-WCIA (12-11-17)
Response to Comments 68.1
The commenter submits statements in support of the proposed project. The commenter states
that the Village project would help the larger housing effort in the County by adding quality
affordable beds to the current housing inventory. These comments are noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.
No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 69-Jules (12-12-17)
Response to Comments 69.1
The commenter references the following Project Objective: “Assist the City with implementation
of the General Plan Housing Element goals by providing more housing units for students and
returning single-family homes for ownership opportunities.” The commenter questions how the
proposed project will return single-family homes back to owner occupancy. The commenter
further asserts that the density of people and the associated noise and traffic is likely to decrease
the quality of life for a large number of people thus encouraging even a lower owner occupancy
rates close to the proposed project.
The above stated Project Objective is intended to highlight that a student housing project, such as
that proposed by The Village, can have an effect related to returning some degree of singlefamily housing back to owner occupancy. This Project Objective does not assume, nor is it
intended to suggest, that an actual one-to-one increase in owner occupied housing would occur
with implementation of the proposed project, rather it acknowledges that an increase in owner
occupancy rates in the City could potentially be achieved. However, it should also be noted that
individual private property owners may wish to keep single-family residences as rental units or
sell the properties. This situation exists today and would continue to exist with or without the
proposed project. The commenter is also referred to Response 15.5.
Pursuant to CEQA, lead agencies, in this case the City of Arcata, must analyze potentially
significant adverse impacts of a project to the physical environment. The term “environment”
means the physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed
project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance. The “environment” includes both natural and human-made conditions
(refer to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). Effects, such as increase in rental pricing, or
returning single-family rental units to owner occupied units are solely social or economic in
nature do not constitute an effect (i.e., impact) to the physical environment. State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical change resulting from the project
directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. Public Resources Code Section 21082.2 states
that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to,
or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence." No
further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.2
The commenter questions if 800 students occupying the project site constitutes population
growth. The commenter also raises similar issues as in Comment 69.1, and questions if the actual
owner occupancy increase would actually occur in Eureka and/or Mckinleyville.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 8 (Other CEQA Considerations) of the Draft EIR.
Specifically, page 8-1 of the Draft EIR states that the project does not propose to provide
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housing for non-student residents in the City or the surrounding area that could induce
population growth.
The project includes all necessary improvements to the existing infrastructure, and no excess
capacity that could induce growth will be provided. As indicated by comments from the
representatives of the various public service agencies in the project area, the development of the
proposed project would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities (such as new fire or police stations). There are no features of the project that would be
expected to cause secondary or growth-inducing impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would
not be growth-inducing.
With regards to attracting students outside the City of Arcata due to existing housing constraints
in the City, the commenter is also referred to Responses 15.5 and 69.1. Providing student
housing is consistent with the City’s General Plan Housing Element and specifically to provide
housing for students that are not currently living in Arcata. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.3
The commenter questions the population growth and elementary schools impacts in the event the
proposed project is ultimately transitioned into multi-family residential after 20 years.
With regards to the commenter’s question of what happens if the project applicant no longer
manages the property as student housing and the site transitions to a different type of use (i.e.,
multi-family), the City nor the project applicant can speculate on such a future scenario. The
applicant anticipates that the proposed project will be used in the capacity described and
evaluated in this EIR for a minimum of 20 years, likely longer. It would be entirely speculative
to forecast if any potential future sale or lease of the project would occur, when it would occur,
and under what conditions a sale or lease would occur. Under such a scenario any “new” user
would be required to comply with the City’s General Plan and Municipal Code standards. An
EIR need not speculate about the effects of contingent future events relating to a project. When
future actions that may follow from a project are uncertain, the EIR need not address the
environmental consequences that might result. Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City
& County of San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1058. The commenter does not
provide any information about the ability for local elementary schools to accommodate increases
in enrollment. The question raised by the commenter is speculative in nature and such
discussions are specifically discouraged pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. No
further response and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.4
The commenter questions why the Draft EIR states that the project facilities can be expected to
have a life span of approximately 50 years. The commenter questions whether most quality
housing or hotels last longer than 50 years.
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This statement in the Draft EIR was not specifically intended to provide an accurate estimate of
the actual lifespan of the project. It is most certainly possible that the proposed housing
structures will last well beyond 50 years. The estimation of the project life span was primarily
included in the Draft EIR for the purpose of calculating construction greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. As discussed in the Chapter 2 (Revision to the Draft EIR) of this Final EIR:
“Since the BAAQMD does not have thresholds of significance for construction GHG
emissions, the approach used by the SCAQMD is used for the project which amortizes
construction emissions over the anticipated lifetime of the project (50-year period for the
proposed project) (SCAQMD 2008, Pg. 3-8).”
The SCAQMD typically uses a project life span of 30 years, but due to the type of construction
proposed by the applicant, a project life span of 50 years was determined to be more appropriate.
No further response and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.5
The commenter states that private off campus dorms are much closer to the host campus (most
within 0.1 mile) and the project would need to offset impacts of the greater distance 0.5 miles. It
should be noted that a specific industry standard to site student housing from a campus does not
exist; however, staff agrees that housing located close to campus which promotes pedestrian and
bicycle modes of transportation are most desirable. Further, the commenter’s assertion that a
0.1-mile distance threshold should be used or the project should offset impacts by “5 times” is
not supported by substantial evidence.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 incorporates statutory provisions, which define "substantial
evidence." Specifically, subsection (g), Public Resources Code section 21082.2 provides that the
determination of significance shall be based upon substantial evidence in light of the whole
record before the agency. This may include materials that are not part of the environmental
document, but that are known to and have been considered by the agency. Public Resources
Code section 21082.2 states that: "argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative,
evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts
which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not
substantial evidence." Substantial evidence is defined to include “facts, reasonable assumptions
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.”
Courts have ruled that, in the CEQA context, substantial evidence is enough relevant information
and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a
conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Here the commenter has not
provided any supporting information, cited references, or facts to support the assertion that the
project should be sited closer to HSU or provide equivalent mitigation offsets based on the 0.5
distance from campus. A distance of 0.5 miles is a comfortable walking distance for most
residents, and the project includes many features to encourage walking and biking to campus.
Further, the environmental impacts of the Project, including those that relate to its distance from
HSU, are fully analyzed in the EIR and the commenter does not state otherwise. No change to
the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.6
The commenter questions if HSU has assessed the following objective, “Alleviate the added
demand on Arcata housing stock resulting from Humboldt State University’s projected
enrollment growth and housing demands.”
As discussed in the HSU Student Housing Master Plan prepared by Brailsford & Dunlavey
(2017), HSU has a housing capacity of 2,047 students, which only provides housing for
approximately 23% of the student population. As noted in the City’s Housing Element, the offcampus student population is estimated to be 3,600 individuals. This project would provide
modern, purpose-built housing for 800 students that will help to meet the demand for student
housing in the City. The commenter is also referred to Response 15.5. No change to the Draft
EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.7
The commenter states that many residents below the Village project site don’t want to see the tall
buildings and all the lights at night. The commenter inquires whether the large open fields could
be eliminated in order to move the buildings closer to 101 “thus resulting in a less looming over
us appearance.”
With regards to the scale of the proposed structures and potential aesthetic impacts, the
commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. With regards to the potential impacts
of lighting from the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and
83.2. Both issues were also fully addressed in Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comments 69.8
The commenter questions what evidence there is that most residents will travel 0.5 miles on
foot/bike to a campus in cold/rainy climates. The commenter also questions that if most
residents will walk or bike to a campus, wouldn’t that have a significant negative impact on
roadways and intersections. The commenter requests that this expectation be examined for
feasibility given the distance and climate and that the increases in biking/walking needs to be
better analyzed in the traffic study.
The City of Arcata General Plan and Community Greenhouse Reduction Plan promote smart
growth development strategies which locate residents near their primary destination to encourage
alternative modes of transportation such as biking and walking. As discussed on Page 3-21 of
the Draft EIR, the General Plan contains the following policy promoting the development of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities:
Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities): Create a complete interconnected
bicycle and pedestrian circulation system. Increase the percentage of person-trips via
walking and bicycling. Provide a pedestrian and bicycle system which serves commuter
as well as recreational travel.
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In addition, the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan (2010) establishes one primary goal
which is to “Work towards achieving 50% of all trips that begin and end in Arcata being made
by non-motorized modes by year 2020.” As discussed on Pg. 2-1 of the Plan, the 2000 Census
reported that 20% of trips in Arcata were done on foot or bike. The Plan acknowledges that
although this percentage is high, residents and the City feels that Arcata is capable of raising
these trips to 50%. The City of Arcata has included such policies in relevant planning
documents with a clear understanding that the climate in Humboldt County can have lower
temperatures and rainfall during the winter months. Although, some future residents of the
proposed project may be less inclined to walk or bike when weather conditions are unfavorable,
it would be difficult to argue that locating off-campus student housing within 0.5 miles of a
college campus would not encourage alternative modes of transportation. Further, commenter
provides no factual support for the assertion that it would not, and absent any such evidence, the
EIR is not required to and in fact is prohibited from speculation under CEQA.
As described in Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR (Figure 3B on Pg. 3-8), the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan identifies several planned trails at and adjacent to the project
site that would connect the site to existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities to the north, west, and
south. As described on Pgs. 3-30 and 3-31 of the Draft EIR, the project proposes to construct
pedestrian and bicycle improvements that will implement the Plan and result in connecting the
project site to the St. Louis Road overcrossing to the north, Maple Lane to the west, and Todd
Court to the south (see Figure 3E [Non-Vehicular Circulation] in the Draft EIR). In addition, the
project will provide indoor and outdoor bicycle parking well in excess of the City’s Land Use
Code requirements, will operate a car and bike share program, and proposes installation of a new
bus stop to serve the project. These features of the project will comply with the following
objectives in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan which are intended to implement the
primary goal of the Plan:







Objective A: Implement the pedestrian and bicycle master plan
Objective B: Complete a network of bikeways that are feasible, fundable, and that serve
bicyclists’ needs, especially for travel to employment centers, schools, commercial
districts, transit stops, and institutions.
Objective C: Complete a network of walkways that serves pedestrian needs, especially
for short trips to employment centers, schools, commercial districts, transit stops, and
institutions.
Objective D: Maintain and improve the quality, operation, and integrity of bikeway and
walkway facilities.
Objective E: Provide short- and long-term bicycle parking in employment and
commercial areas, in multifamily housing, at schools and colleges, and at transit facilities.
Objective F: Increase the number of bi-modal bicycle-transit and skateboard-transit trips.

The pedestrian and bicycle improvements proposed by the project will provide connectivity to
the existing trail systems in the project area, Humboldt State University, and to regional trails in
the Humboldt Bay area including the Annie and Mary Trail and the Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata
to Eureka segment. It is anticipated that this increased connectivity will encourage residents to
walk or bike to HSU instead of driving. The Village project would be one of the few projects in
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the City of Arcata that is substantially consistent with the City’s Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan and the goal of substantially increasing non-motorized trips.
As discussed on Page 3-21 of the Draft EIR, the Traffic Study completed by W-Trans (Appendix
L to the Draft EIR) evaluated the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements for the
proposed project. In addition, the level of service (LOS) analysis done for the Traffic Study
considered delays for pedestrians, bicyclists, and buses crossing the study intersections. The
study concluded that the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements are inadequate to
serve the proposed project. To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the
Arcata General Plan Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan
(2010), and the recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR), the proposed project will construct new pedestrian/bicycle
improvements as described above. The commenter is referred to the discussion on Pages 3-14
through 3-23 of the Draft EIR concerning the transportation improvements recommended in the
Traffic Study to reduce potentially significant traffic impacts at the intersection of Sunset
Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard and Foster Avenue/Alliance Road. The comment does not present
new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.9
The commenter inquires as to what the impact would be on public safety, noise levels and traffic
to those surrounding neighborhoods with low owner occupancy. The commenter further requests
that the project applicant create a security plan for surrounding neighborhoods and questions if
HSU campus police have been consulted.
Regarding increased public safety, noise levels and traffic levels that surrounding neighborhoods
with low owner occupancy would be exposed to as a result of the proposed project, the
commenter assumes that the project in and of itself would result in a significant change in owner
occupancies; however, the commenter does not provide substantial evidence supporting this
claim. The question raised by the commenter is unsupported, speculative in nature, and such
discussions are specifically discouraged pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.
The commenter is referred to Responses 69.1 and 69.5.
As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the future residents of the project, the
commenter is referred to Responses 69.23, 69.34, and 87.1. As it relates to impacts to law
enforcement services, the commenter is referred to Section 2.3 (Public Services) of the Draft
EIR. As discussed in Section 2.3 (Public Services), a review of the project by the Police
Department determined that the department has the capacity to provide law enforcement services
to the project and maintain acceptable service ratios with existing facilities and personnel.
Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, a project will have a significant impact on the
environmental if it would: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of, or need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public service….”, in this
case Police service.
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In addition, the Police Department has requested that the applicant prepare a Security Plan with
the purpose of reducing the need for local law enforcement services. The requirement to prepare
a Security Plan for the proposed student housing community has been included as a condition of
approval for the project by the City of Arcata. It should be further noted that HSU police and the
Arcata Police Department have a mutual aid agreement and conduct department to department
consultation as the need arises.
As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR, potential impacts of the proposed
student housing (e.g., noise from residents, additional service calls for law enforcement, etc.)
will be minimized through the following measures identified in the Operations and Management
Plan prepared for the project (Appendix C of the Draft EIR):


“Resident Assistants” will reside on each floor of the proposed buildings who will be
responsible for supporting, counseling, and mentoring their fellow students.



On-site management will be available 24 hours/day, 7 days/week, including property
employees and resident assistants in each building.



Leases will provide for community “quiet hours” which will be from 11:00 p.m. to 8:00
a.m. each day.

With implementation of the Operations and Management Plan, the potential for the proposed
project to generate impacts will be minimized compared to typical multi-family units in the City
that provide housing for HSU students.
As it relates to traffic impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix
L of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.19. As it relates to noise impacts from the proposed
project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.41 and 83.1.
It should also be noted that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial
evidence; therefore, comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section 15204(c) of
the State CEQA Guidelines further states: “Reviewers should explain the basis for their
comments, and, should summit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based
on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of comments. Pursuant to Section
15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Here,
the commenter has not provided such supporting evidence. No further response and no change to
the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.10
The commenter questions if there are enough covered bicycle parking slots at HSU and what
security measures will HSU put in place to deter bicycle thefts.
Pursuant to CEQA, the City of Arcata must analyze potentially significant adverse impacts of a
project to the physical environment. The term “environment” means the physical conditions
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which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air,
water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. The
“environment” includes both natural and man-made conditions (refer to State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15360). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that there must be a physical
change resulting from the project directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply. Anti-bicycle
theft measures or programs will not result in a direct physical impact on the environment;
therefore, such programs are not discussed in the context of the Draft EIR.
The proposed project is providing bicycle parking spaces greater than four times the City’s
minimum requirement. Similar to vehicular parking spaces, the proposed project, as with other
projects in the area, is required to supply the necessary parking on-site to meet applicable City
Land Use Code requirements. Cumulative development within the City of Arcata would require
the appropriate number of bicycle parking slots pursuant specific conditions required at the time
of development. In addition, HSU maintains a Campus-wide Master Plan that includes
provisions for adequate bicycle parking, with HSU maintaining implementation responsibilities,
not the City of Arcata. Therefore, an assessment of available bicycle parking facilities and antibicycle theft security measures at HSU and other areas in the Arcata area that students and
residents would bicycle to is considered outside the scope of this CEQA document. No further
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.11
The commenter raises concerns regarding filtration of leaked auto fluid and pet fecal matter
being adequately mitigated with holding ponds and filtration and if the pollution would run
straight into the bay during storm events.
See Response 15.21. The commenter is referred to Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality)
of the Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.2-20, the increase in development and impervious surfaces
as a result of the proposed project and the associated increase in stormwater runoff will likely
increase the presence of sediment and urban pollutants in stormwater runoff. Stormwater
drainage facilities for the development are required to be designed to meet both State and local
stormwater regulations which are focused on maintaining or improving a site’s pre-development
runoff characteristics. In order to help guide its communities to meet the MS4 low impact
development (LID) requirements, Humboldt County developed the Humboldt Low Impact
Development Stormwater Manual (HLIDSM). Since the proposed project will create and
replace more than one acre of impervious area, it is subject to the hydro-modification
requirement of the HLIDSM. As described in the Preliminary Stormwater Management Report,
compliance with State and local stormwater regulations will be achieved by the on-site
management of stormwater through low impact development (LID) site design measures
including tree planting, soil quality improvement and maintenance, rain/rock gardens, native
plantings, bioswales, impervious area disconnection, and an underground infiltration basin. The
proposed stormwater improvements will reduce the volume and rate of run-off and provide for
greater infiltration, evaporation, and runoff quality treatment without violating any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements.
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To further minimize sources of polluted runoff, the project proposes landscaping with a variety
of native species, which will require significantly less fertilizer and pesticide treatment. The
rules of the proposed student housing community will also not allow repair of vehicles on-site,
with the exception of car washing in a designated location that will allow for the infiltration of
wash water. Additionally, with required adherence to Section 9.64 (Grading, Erosion, and
Sediment Control) of the Arcata Land Use Code (Pgs. 6-23 - 6-30), the City’s Drainage Master
Plan, the Construction General Permit, and the Phase II Small MS4 General Permit, the project
would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. These measures would also
serve to minimize water quality impacts associated leaked auto fluid and pet fecal matter. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.12
The commenter requests that the planting of native species be required. Comment noted. As
noted in the Preliminary Landscape Plan and Preliminary Stormwater Report prepared for the
project, it is proposed to plant a variety of native species at the site. Implementation of the
Landscape Plan and Stormwater Report has been included as conditions of project approval. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.13
The commenter request that the final EIR require recommended improvements to reduce
flooding to the west. As noted on page 4.2-24 of the Draft EIR (Section 4.2 [Hydrology and
Water Quality]), the design of the proposed improvements must demonstrate that after providing
the detention required by the MS4 permit requirements and the HLIDSM, the City’s stormwater
infrastructure will have adequate capacity to convey the overland flow of stormwater that enters
the ditch on the western boundary of the project site. This will ensure that stormwater flows will
not negatively impact residents to the west. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.14
The commenter requests an analysis of the City’s existing stormwater infrastructure in the final
EIR. As noted on page 4.2-24 of the Draft EIR (Section 4.2 [Hydrology and Water Quality]),
these improvements would occur as part of the City of Arcata Long-Term Drainage Maintenance
Program, which includes the drainage ditch on the western boundary of the project site (Site #14
in the mapping [Sheet 3 of 10] for the City’s Long-Term Drainage Maintenance Program).
Implementation of this program will allow the City to conduct as needed maintenance activities
including removing obstructions from drainage swales and culverts to restore capacity and
reduce localized flooding. This program also includes improvements to existing drainage
infrastructure such as widening and relocating drainage swales, culvert replacement, grading to
alter drainage patterns and reduce seasonal flooding, and stream bank stabilization. A Mitigated
Negative Declaration was adopted by the City of Arcata for the Drainage Maintenance Program
in March 2017 (SCH# 2017022003).
As noted under Response 69.13, the design of the proposed improvements must demonstrate that
after providing the detention required by the MS4 permit requirements and the HLIDSM, the
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City’s stormwater infrastructure will have adequate capacity to convey the overland flow of
stormwater that enters the ditch on the western boundary of the project site. As a result,
stormwater flows leaving the site to the west would not exceed pre-project conditions and,
therefore, not contribute to potential off-site flooding to the west. Implementation of the LongTerm Drainage Maintenance Program by the City, which includes the drainage ditch on the
western boundary of the project site, would serve to enhance existing stormwater flows. This
program is implemented annually throughout the City as needed by the City’s Public Works
Department. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.15
The commenter inquires as to the timeline of the City improvements noted in Section 4.2
(Hydrology and Water Quality). The commenter is referred to Response 69.14. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.16
The commenter questions if the proximity of the disturbed, elevated portion of the site to the
wetlands on the western boundary of the site would preclude it from benefitting from the full
protection and management as a wetland.
As noted in Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the proposed project is subject to the
requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). A Construction General
Permit (CGP) will be required to be obtained for the proposed project. The SWRCB CGP will
require the preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which documents
the stormwater dynamics at the site, the best management practices (BMPs) and water quality
protection measures that are used, and the frequency of inspections. BMPs are activities or
measures determined to be practicable, acceptable to the public, and cost effective in preventing
water pollution or reducing the amount of pollution generated by non-point sources.
Implementation of the SWPPP will ensure that water quality and the onsite wetland habitat are
protected during construction activities.
The proposed project has been designed to completely avoid onsite wetland habitat. In addition,
the proposed overflow pipe for the infiltration basin will be setback approximately 40 feet from
the wetland area on the project site. This complies with Section 9.59.060.B.8 of the Arcata Land
Use Code, which allows stormwater basins within 25 feet of wetland boundaries. The City of
Arcata General Plan PEIR (Pg. 6-8) also concludes that compliance with the Resource
Conservation and Management Element Policies of the General Plan, which are implemented
through the Arcata Land Use Code, will reduce potential impacts to wetlands to a less than
significant level. As designed and in compliance with the requirements of the Arcata Land Use
Code, the proposed project will not directly or indirectly impact the delineated two- and threeparameter wetlands on the western edge of the project site. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
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Response to Comments 69.17
The commenter questions if exclusive student housing is actually allowed per verbiage of the RH
zone district. This comment does not raise a significant environmental concern or question the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The RH zoning district is applied to areas appropriate for various
types of multi-family housing, including duplexes, townhouses, and apartments. The allowable
density ranges from 15.01 to 32 units per acre. The RH zoning district is consistent with and
implements the Residential - High Density land use classification of the General Plan. The City
of Arcata considers the function of student housing to be similar and consistent with the multifamily housing, 10 or more units use identified in Land Use Code Chapter 9.24 RH (Section
9.24.030 - Residential District Allowable Land Uses, Table 2-4). No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further comment is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.18
The commenter states that the final EIR should address the impacts to the surrounding land
owners associated with the proposed deviations from the land use code. The commenter
specifically highlights the Type “B” Planned Development Permit to allow exceptions to the
development standards in the RH zoning district (Section 9.24.050) and the minimum private
recreation space requirement (Section 9.42.130).
This Draft EIR evaluates environmental impacts of the project as proposed, including with
granted approval of the proposed exceptions to the Land Use Code. As such, it reflects the
City’s independent judgment and analysis necessary to evaluate the potential impacts associated
with the Type “B” Planned Development Permit request sought by the project applicant. Refer to
Chapters 1 through 10 of the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.19
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR fails to fully assess the impacts to drivers of bicycles
and foot traffic significantly increases as a result of the project. The commenter further states that
an alternative should be included that evaluates a fully funded roadway improvement alternative.
The City will continue to provide traffic enforcement consistent with other roadways in the City.
It should also be noted that speed limits have been set for area streets in order to promote safety,
consistent with the design of the various roads and their adjacent land uses. Safety impacts from
vehicles are controlled by enforcement of the City Police Department, as well as by the setting of
the speed limit and other warning signs for a particular road taking into account its physical
configuration and users (i.e., pedestrians and bicyclists). Any concerns will be addressed in
partnership with neighborhood residents and the City Police Department.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR consider a “range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Furthermore,
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) states that the range of alternatives required in an
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EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3), the
“EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative.”
Due to potential funding constraints, the actually timing and ultimate funding of Mitigation
Measure 3.1a cannot be ensured by the City or the project applicant. As such, the significant and
unavoidable determination is appropriate. Since the ultimate implementation of the mitigation
measure is unknown, the evaluation of a project alternative that assumes the mitigation is funded
is not appropriate. As described in the Draft EIR (3-23) the results of successfully implementing
Mitigation Measure 3.1a is known and appropriately identified as less than significant. No
change to the Draft EIR is required. To the extent the commenter is asserting that the applicant
should be required to fund the improvements, the City is constitutionally limited from imposing
such a requirement because there must be a sufficient nexus between the impacts of the Project
and the required mitigation. (CEQA Guidelines §§15041(a), 15126.4(a)(4).) The Project, alone,
is not responsible for the impacts to the roadways.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states that an EIR should be prepared with a sufficient
degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information that enables them to make a
decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. Further, the courts
have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full
disclosure. Therefore, while comments received on the Draft EIR may show disagreement
regarding the severity of the proposed project’s impacts as related to traffic and traffic safety
impacts, the City and its consultants provided an analysis based on the thresholds identified
within the Draft EIR for traffic and provided appropriate mitigation measures to reduce impacts.
No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.20
The commenter is referred to Response 69.19, specifically the discussion of State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).
The commenter suggests that the EIR should consider a greater or lesser range of alternatives or
additional specific alternatives not included in the DEIR. First, the CEQA Guidelines provide
that an EIR should identify the alternatives that the lead agency considered but rejected as
infeasible during its scoping process and should briefly explain the reasons for its determination.
(CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c).) The Draft EIR provides this information regarding the
alternatives that were considered and rejected during the scoping process. The CEQA
Guidelines also state that an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project,
and that an EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained
and whose implementation is remote and speculative. However, it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public
participation. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for
examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. With the
Draft EIR, under Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis), each of the selected alternatives is described,
evaluated, and compared to the proposed project. In accordance with the State CEQA

City of Arcata

3-358

The Village Final EIR

Guidelines, the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR include those that 1) could accomplish
most of the basic objectives of the project and 2) could avoid or substantially lessen one or more
of the significant effects of the project.
The Draft EIR also discusses the alternatives eliminated from the detailed analysis, again
providing a summary explaining why the alternatives were eliminated from further discussion.
As it relates to the off-site location alternative, the commenter is referred to Response 15.28. In
addition, for those alternatives selected for further evaluation, the ability of each alternative to
reduce potential impacts is discussed. The Draft EIR identify that the alternatives chosen for
each analysis were developed to avoid or substantially reduce the significant impacts associated
with the proposed project. The Draft EIR provides a discussion on the comparison of the
impacts for each alternative and further presents this comparison in a matrix format. The use of
a matrix format is expressly authorized by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, (d), which
statues "a matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of
each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison." Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis)
of the Draft EIR consists of a detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts of each
project alternative, including a separate discussion of each environmental issue area for each
alternative, and provides sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
analysis in comparison with the proposed project. While an EIR must "include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison
with the proposed project" (See State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, (d)), "[t]he discussion
of alternatives need not be exhaustive."
The four (4) alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR are considered part of the CEQA
administrative record and are incorporated by reference into the Final EIR. Comments on the
merits of the proposed project, including the adequacy of the EIR and its alternatives evaluation
will be accepted by both the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council during future
noticed public hearings on the proposed project.
Response to Comments 69.21
The commenter makes predictions that the proposed project will create a division between
neighborhoods, including the lowering of property values. This is a statement of opinion that
provides no substantial evidence in support of the conclusions. The commenter is referred to
Responses 69.1 and 69.5. As it relates to the compatibility of the project with adjacent
neighborhoods, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2.
With regards to local concerns of diminishing property value as a result of the proposed project,
the actual determination of the property value effect is difficult since so many variables can
affect the sale price of a residence. In the appraisal process, the appraiser looks at “comparable”
units that have recently sold in a similar area of the development. The actual property value
effect on housing units cannot be known until the first unit is sold after implementation of the
project. However, even if property value changes were to occur following implementation of the
project, the changes would not rise to the level of “physical changes” as defined by the State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. Further, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides
guidance on consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or social effects of a
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project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain
of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or
social changes.” As it relates to urban decay, the commenter is referred to Response 15.5.
The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is
required and no further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.22
This comment does not raise a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. With regard to student housing in the RH district, the commenter is referred to
Response 69.17. It should be noted that the merging of lots are permitted by the City of Arcata
Land Use Code. Whether lot mergers occur or not, residential projects must meet the density
requirement of the zoning district. As discussed on page 2.1-8 of the Draft EIR, the RH district
allows a density of 15.01 to 32 units per acre and the Village project proposes 23.5 units per
acre. The environmental impacts of the proposed 7-lot merger are addressed in Chapter 1
through Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.23
The commenter makes predictions about the proposed project regarding the behavioral patterns
of students and the transition of owner occupied housing to student rental properties. This is a
statement of opinion that provides no substantial evidence in support of the conclusions. In
response to the commenter’s questions, the commenter is referred to Response 69.1 regarding
single-family housing. As with any nuisance that could potentially occur throughout the City,
residents of the City of Arcata can contact the Arcata Police Department and submit a formal
complaint. If necessary, law enforcement will be dispatched to assess and mitigate the
circumstance surrounding the complaint and coordinate directly with The Village “RAs” to
reduce the frequency of nuisances should they consistently occur outside the permitted “quite
hours” established in accordance with the Operations and Management Plan. Absent specific
evidence to the contrary, CEQA does not require that lead agencies assume non-compliance with
the law. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.24
The commenter is referred to Response 30.2 which addresses the concerns by the commenter.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft
EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.25
As noted under Response 69.21, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides guidance on
consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or social effects of a project shall not
be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and
effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes
resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes.” With regard to single-family versus dormitory-style housing, the commenter is
referred to Response 69.1 through Response 69.25. The Draft EIR has fully evaluated the
potential environmental impacts of the project listed by the commenter. No change to the Draft
EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.26
The commenter provides commentary on lacking communication with HSU staff. This comment
does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for
the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.27
The commenter is referred to Response 69.1 through Response 69.25. The comment does not
present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft
EIR and does not address an environmental-impact related concern. No change to the Draft EIR
is required.
Response to Comments 69.28
The commenter provides commentary on rental leases, provisions of rental agreements, and the
behavior patterns of students. Issues described by the comment do not rise to the level of a
physical impact on the environment. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft
EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.29
As noted on page 2.3-7 of the Draft EIR, although the proposed project will result in additional
service calls and place a greater demand on fire protection services, it will not result in the need
for the construction of new fire protection facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios. The
Arcata Fire District currently has sufficient facilities to adequately serve the population within its
District but will need to obtain additional sources of funding (e.g. parcel tax, grants, etc.) to
maintain its current service level in the future. Impacts were therefore determined to be less than
significant. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.30
The commenter disagrees that the Arcata Police Department can adequately provide law
enforcement services to the proposed project. The commenter is referred to Responses 69.9 and
69.23. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.31
The transportation and circulation impacts associated with the proposed project have been
identified and assessed by qualified professional traffic engineers in accordance with accepted
industry standards, including standards promulgated by the City of Arcata and the State of
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). As noted in Response 69.19, due to potential
funding constraints, the actual timing and ultimate funding of Mitigation Measure 3.1a cannot be
reasonably ensured by the City or the project applicant. The Draft EIR acknowledges a
temporarily diminished LOS would be experienced at the identified study intersections until such
time Mitigation Measures 3.1a is fully implemented. Should the City of Arcata approve the
proposed project, the City will be required to cite its findings and adopt a statement of overriding
considerations. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.32
The commenter is referred to Response 69.29. Primary funding for the Fire Department is
through property taxes and assessments. The Fire Department also has other sources of funding
including grants. Property taxes generated from the proposed project would result in increased
property tax revenues that will assist in offsetting increased costs associated with Fire
Department services. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.33
The commenter request that the Arcata Police Department be consulted again to reconsider their
assessment as described in the Draft EIR. Staff supports the Police Department’s thorough
review of the proposed project, its findings and recommendations. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.34
The commenter makes predictions regarding the behavioral patterns of students and the resultant
degradation of local parks. This is a statement of opinion that provides no evidence, much less
substantial evidence, in support of the conclusions. As noted above and throughout various
responses to this comment letter (Letter 69), comments that are speculative in nature do not rise
to the level of substantial evidence and CEQA specifically discourages speculation. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.35
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would result in an increase in the
population in the project area would also result in a small increase in the demand for other public
services, including public health and library services (see page 2.3-10 of the Draft EIR). As it
relates to the potential impacts on public services, the commenter is referred to Section 2.3
(Public Services) of the Draft EIR. As discussed in this section, impacts were found to be less
than significant. At is relates to the need for student housing and population growth, the
commenter is referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.36
The commenter expressed a disagreement with the conclusion that the project’s impacts would
be less than significant for the following CEQA significance thresholds related to Aesthetics:
“Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings”;
and “Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect the day or
nighttime views in the area.”
As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. In addition, the project will be subject to
the City’s Design Review process, which is intended to consider visual impacts of new structures
and consistency with the General Plan Design Element policies related to multi-family housing
design. Through the Design Review process, the City has the ability to recommend revisions to
the project design that will provide greater consistency with the policies in the General Plan
Design Element and reduce potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed project. Compliance with
zoning and permitting standards can establish the absence of a significant impact for issues
regarding the visual effects of project design, which are normally governed by such
standards. Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 572, 593 (design review process
served to establish that project would not degrade visual character of area despite contrary views
of project opponents).
It is important to note that State CEQA Guidelines require that decisions regarding the
significance of environmental effects addressed in an EIR be based on substantial evidence and
recognize that other evidence suggesting a different conclusion may exist. The Draft EIR
provides a comprehensive evaluation of the project’s environmental impacts in compliance with
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines and in accordance with professionally accepted
methodology for the evaluation of environmental resources, including aesthetics, light and glare
impacts. This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis
beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. The comment, however, is noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 69.37
The commenter provides commentary regarding fair share contributions toward traffic
improvements. Issues described by the comment do not rise to the level of a physical impact on
the environment. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.38
The commenter states that the route to the Westwood stores has incomplete roads and dangerous
crosswalks at Alliance. The commenter also states that both the Maple Lane/Stromberg and the
Hilfiker route to stores need significant improvements in order to safely accommodate
additional, bikers, walkers, parked cars (from overflow parking) and increased car drivers.
Lastly, the commenter states that these mitigations are not analyzed or funded nor or in the
future, yet are critical to the success of the neighborhood and the Village.
Sidewalks currently exist along Maple Lane and Stromberg Avenue to the Westwood Shopping
Center and pedestrian traffic will be directed to utilize this route from the proposed
development’s Maple Lane trail outlet. Thus, a sidewalk is not required to be installed on
Hilfiker Drive as a result of the proposed project as a safe and direct connection to an existing
walking route currently exists along the south side of Stromberg Avenue which connects directly
to the existing crosswalks at Alliance Road and the shopping center.
A new pedestrian activated flashing signal is being designed for the previously installed
pedestrian island crossing at Alliance and Stromberg as part of a funded new Safe Routes to
School (SR2S) project to be constructed later this year by the City. The SR2S project will also
include accessible ramps and cross walk striping along Stromberg Avenue to facilitate safer
school crossings in the Westwood neighborhood.
The existing crossing at Alliance and Hilfiker exceeds minimum site visibility distance standards
for the posted speed limit (25 mph) and was installed for access to the adjacent bus stop. There
is currently sidewalk on the west side of Alliance between Hilfiker and Stromberg and on one or
both sides of Alliance all the way into town. Additional sidewalk installation will be reviewed
on a case by case basis when new construction occurs at properties along Hilfiker. In the nearterm access will be via existing sidewalks on Maple Lane and Stromberg Ave.
Response to Comments 69.39
The commenter recommends that the proposed project should have its own bus stop or shuttle.
As listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) but stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers
free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’
program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to
campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further
response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 69.40
The commenter states that current unimproved routes are not suitable for such a large increase in
all modes of traffic without significant improvements and state that meeting greenhouse goals at
the expense of public safety is not acceptable.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to traffic safety the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.20. As it relates to compliance with
the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan, the commenter is referred to Response 2.4. HSU
and the City encourage alternative transportation. The City seeks to allow flexibility in all
transportation modes including cars, bikes, peds, and transit. The proposed improvements that
the project will construct will permit continued safe travel for all modes as well as a reduction in
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by residents to the campus and other areas by creating more nonmotorized options. The City is interested in improved access across State Highway 101 as well.
Rather than constructing new crossings that would result in additional capacity and more cars,
we are focusing on improvements that include striping, signage, filling sidewalk gaps and
lighting at the existing Caltrans-owned and maintained pedestrian accessible crossings at 11th,
14th, and 17th Streets, Sunset Avenue and the St. Louis Rd overcrossing. These facilities are
spaced approximately half a mile apart or less. These improvements are intended to help
implement Objectives B and C of the Arcata Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 2010 which
seek to complete a network of bike and pedways throughout the City which will assist in meeting
the City’s modeshift goals. As it relates to the project’s compliance with the Arcata Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Reduction Plan, the commenter is referred to Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas
Emissions) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.15. The comment is noted for the record and will
be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.41
The commenter requests the acoustical analysis be re-analyzed to summarize expected noise to
neighbors, which includes the erratic, unpredictable, prone to short deviations noise generated by
people. This includes slamming car doors, screeching wheels, loud talking, fighting, or laughing.
The Draft EIR addressed potential noise from operations of the proposed student housing project
on page 2.9-9 through page 2.9-10. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Village Student Housing
project would have an Operations and Management Plan to ensure potential noise impacts would
not occur to surrounding residential neighborhoods from the future residents. The measures in
the Operations and Management Plan include having “Resident Assistants” that would reside on
each floor of the proposed buildings to be responsible for supporting, counseling, and mentoring
their fellow students; on-site management that would be available 24 hours/day, 7 days/week,
including property employees and resident assistants in each building; and leases that provide for
community “quiet hours” which will be from 11:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m. each day. Implementation
of the Operations and Management Plan would minimize noise generated from the project site
and ensure that noise levels are less than the student rentals in the area. With regard to any noise
complaints, the Arcata Police Department may be contacted, as is the case throughout the City.
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Absent specific evidence to the contrary, which commenter does not provide, CEQA does not
require that the lead agency assume non-compliance with law, or other mandatory requirements.
Additionally, it should be noted that noise associated with parking lots is typically not of
sufficient volume to exceed community noise standards, which are based on a time‐averaged
scale such as the City’s equivalent noise level (Leq) standards. Although the instantaneous
maximum sound levels generated by a car door slamming, engine starting up and car pass-bys
may be audible to adjacent noise‐sensitive receptors, the resultant noise levels would not exceed
the City’s daytime, evening, and nighttime standards of 55, 50, and 45 dBA Leq respectively.
The City also has standards for instantaneous daytime, evening, and nighttime noise standards of
75, 75, and 70 dBA Lmax, respectively. Typically, parking lot noise levels associated with car
doors slamming, car starting, and car idling occur for only a few seconds, and can be up to 63
dBA at 50 feet and 69 dBA Lmax at 25 feet. As such, these noise levels would not exceed the
City’s Lmaxstandards at any time period.
Sound levels of speech typically range from 33 dBA at 48 feet for normal speech to 50 dBA at
50 feet for very loud speech. These potential noise levels would also not exceed the established
City standards. Sound levels attenuate (decrease) at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance.
Common areas where people would congregate and have the potential to generate the most noise
would be located more than 100 feet from the closest sensitive receptors. At this distance, worstcase noise levels would attenuate to 44 dBA and would not exceed City standards.
Operation of the trail would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the Arcata General Plan or noise ordinance, since no additional
vehicular traffic or other operational noise would be generated. Pedestrians or bicyclists using
the trail may have conversations or bicyclist may utilize warning bells periodically to avoid
conflicts with other trail users and thus generate noise. However, at 100 feet from the source, this
noise level would not be significant (33 dBA to 50 dBA at 50 feet).
Based on typical noise levels generated by parking lots and people, combined with
implementation of the Operations and Management Plan, worst-case project noise levels would
not be significant. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.42
The commenter makes unsupported predictions regarding air quality conditions creating a
situation where students move to nearby housing rather than live on-site. This is a statement of
opinion that provides no substantial evidence in support of the conclusions. As noted above and
throughout various responses to this comment letter (Letter 69), comments that are speculative in
nature do not rise to the level of substantial evidence and CEQA specifically discourages
speculation. Further, to the extent the commenter is arguing that analysis of impacts from the
highway on the future project resident’s is necessary, such analysis of the existing environment
on the Project is not required. CBIA v. BAAQMD. Commenter’s opinion regarding the merits
of the project will be provided to the decision makers. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.43
The commenter questions the source of heavy metals and requests that additional off-site soil test
of non-contaminated areas be tested to confirm that heavy metals did not come from background
concentrations.
Following standard industry practice, a background literature review was conducted as part of
the Phase I and Phase II environmental site assessments conducted on-site. Based on the review
it was concluded that the metal concentrations appeared to be representative of background
levels in near-surface soil for the Arcata area (Shacklette and Boerngen, 1984). The metal
concentrations detected at the site generally fall within the published background ranges, and
none exceed the highest background concentration cited in the literature. Further, the
concentrations of metals detected below the site do not vary greatly in magnitude and are evenly
distributed across the site, which suggests they are background in nature. Groundwater sampling
did not contain detectable concentrations of these metals at the site.
Pertinent documents related to the Draft EIR have been cited or referenced in accordance with
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15148. Information contained within these referenced
documents was utilized in development of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. A lead
agency, in this case the City of Arcata, or the project applicant is not required under CEQA (or
other widely accepted industry environmental impact assessment practices) to “test”, “re-test” or
“validate” prior technical papers prepared by qualified experts and industry professionals or
other related planning documents and studies to verify their findings or conclusions. The City
has the discretion to rely on the findings, analysis, and expert opinions of its environmental
experts. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.44
The commenter requests the reference related to the background concentration of heavy metals
in the Arcata area. The commenter is referred to page 2.10-24 in Section 2.10 (Hazards and
Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR, subsection References, which contains the following
citation:
Shacklette, H.T. and Boerngen, J.G. 1984. Element Concentrations in Soil and Other
Surficial Material of the Conterminous United States. U.S. Geological Survey
Professional Paper 1270, 105 p.
Response to Comments 69.45
The commenter asks if the applicant has outlined their policy regarding the management of
animal waste products. The applicant has acknowledged that pets will be allowed in at least one
of the buildings. Potential impacts to sensitive species from pets were addressed in Section 4.3
(Biological Resources) (Pgs. 4.3-17 and 4.3-18). It was noted that the keeping of household pets
will have to comply with all applicable City regulations, including licensing and leash laws.
This statement does not raise a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments 69.46
The commenter questions if the sewer fees are proportional to the anticipated impact and further
questions of the developer is cutting a deal with the City.
The City of Arcata has established developer impact fees that are assessed based on the actual
demand placed on the City’s infrastructure. In addition, if a project’s demand exceeds the
capacity of existing City sewer infrastructure, the project applicant is required to provide the
improvements prior to construction, or if the necessary improvements are programmed within
the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), a fair-share cost is calculated based on the
project’s ultimate system demand.
These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 69.47
The commenter raises repetitive comments and issues and is referred to Response 69.31. The
commenter is also referred to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response
10.8 for a comprehensive cumulative discussion of traffic impacts. The comment does not
present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft
EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.48
The commenter expresses agreement with the comments from the Coalition for Responsible
Transportation Priorities (Commenter Letter 2-CRTP [11-10-17]). The commenter suggests
that these comments state that the EIR does an inadequate job capturing impacts of increased
pedestrian/cyclists to impacted roadways which may result in reduced safety for all modes of
transportation.
It is not clear that this specific statement is made in the comments received from CRTP;
however, the commenter is referred to Response 2.6. The commenter is also referred to
Responses 15.20 and 69.8.
Response to Comments 69.49
The commenter questions whether the analysis in the EIR captures the potential role of pet waste
as a source point for runoff. The commenter is referred to Responses 69.11 and 69.45. The
comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.50
The commenter questions whether there is a smaller property closer to HSU that would be
suitable for high density housing. The commenter also questions the universities plans for
providing additional housing. The commenter is referred to Responses 15.28, 69.19, and 69.20.
The comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 requires the consideration of a range of reasonable
alternatives to a proposed project. The purpose of the alternative analysis, according to State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), is to describe a range of reasonable alternative projects
that could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the proposed project and to evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. The State CEQA Guidelines further require that the
discussion focus on alternatives capable of eliminating significant adverse impacts of the project
or reducing them to a less than significant level, even if the alternative would not fully attain the
project objectives or would be more costly.
The range of alternatives evaluated in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires
the evaluation of alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” An EIR need not consider
alternatives that have effects that cannot be reasonably ascertained and/or are remote and
speculative. Alternatives considered must include those that offer substantial environmental
advantages over the proposed project and may be feasibly accomplished in a successful manner
considering economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. In accordance
with the State CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives considered in this Draft EIR include those that
1) could accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and 2) could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project.
The Draft EIR also discusses the alternatives eliminated from the detailed analysis, again
providing a summary explaining why the alternatives were eliminated from further discussion.
While an EIR must "include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project" (See State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6, (d)), "[t]he discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive."
As noted on page 6-5 in Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR, an offsite location
would not necessarily avoid significant environmental impacts as it is likely vacant or
underutilized property within the City’s Planning Area would contain environmental constraints
and may actually result in other unknown significant impacts that would themselves be avoided
by the proposed project. Based on this evaluation, the Offsite Location Alternative was
eliminated from further review. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.51
The commenter states that Low Density Residential Development Alternative would fit better
with the general character of the neighborhood. The comment does not present new significant
information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. As noted in
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Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis), the Low Density Residential Development Alternative was
eliminated from further consideration. As stated on pages 6-5 and 6-6 of the Draft EIR:
“The Low Density Residential Development Alternative would develop the project site for
the maximum density allowed under the City of Arcata planned designation/zoning of
Residential Low Density (RL) which allows residential densities up to 7.25 units per acre.
This alternative would allow a maximum of 77 residential units on the 11-acre project
site that would provide housing for approximately 162 residents.
This alternative would provide typical single-family residential development and would
not meet several of the key project objectives including, but not limited to: 1) assisting the
City with implementation of the General Plan Housing Element which identifies a
significant lack of student housing in the City; 2) maximizing student housing within
walking distance of Humboldt State University; 3) get the most out of infill development
opportunities to reduce urban sprawl and create sustainable communities; and 4) boost
student performance and success rates through a purpose-built and programmed student
housing community. This alternative would also not provide the indoor and outdoor
amenities that are proposed as part of the project. This alternative may reduce traffic
and wastewater impacts, but not to the degree that transportation improvements and
upgrades to the City’s wastewater treatment plant would no longer be necessary. Based
on this evaluation, the Low Density Residential Development Alternative was eliminated
from further review.”
As it relates to the project’s compatibility with the adjacent neighborhoods, the commenter is
referred to Responses 30.2 and 62.2. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.52
The commenter states that the same critiques from the CRTP comments need to be applied to the
reduced size alternative. The commenter also states that since the full-size Village also falls
short on funding needed improvements, isn’t it better to get more money towards functionality in
transportation. Comment is noted for the record. The comment does not present new significant
information or require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. For responses to
the CRTP letter, the commenter is referred to Responses 2.1 through 2.14. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.53
The commenter questions whether the Village will pay standard sewer capital connection fees.
The commenter is referred to Response 69.46. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 69.54
The commenter refers to a discussion from Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR
and asks that if two story buildings are considered more consistent with current houses, why
aren’t the 3-4 story structures identified as not being consistent with surrounding single-family
residential structures. The concern raised by the commenter is acknowledged and addressed on
page 6-37 of the Draft EIR. As noted, the Traditional Multi-Family Development Alternative
(Alternative 4) would be less visible from surrounding viewsheds since it proposes structures
that would be two stories instead of four stories. Two story apartment structures would provide
greater aesthetic compatibility with surrounding single-family residential development than the
structures planned by the proposed project. However, Alternative 4 does not meet some of the
most important objectives of the project since it would not:






Boost student performance and success rates through a purpose-built and programmed
student housing community;
Create a strong sense of community through open space and indoor and outdoor
recreational facilities within the development;
Maximize student housing development within walking distance of Humboldt State
University to reduce impacts of traffic and parking on local roads and significantly
reduce carbon footprint;
Get the most out of infill development opportunities to reduce urban sprawl and create
sustainable communities; and
Make the best use of student housing development to sites in close proximity to
Humboldt State University in order to create linkages between residential and
educational spaces.

This alternative would not meet the purpose and objectives of the project related to developing a
purpose-built and programmed student housing community, providing open space and indoor
and outdoor recreational facilities within the development, and maximizing the remaining infill
development opportunities in the City in close proximity to HSU. The comment is noted for the
record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.55
The commenter requests reiteration of the current City policy which heavily values providing
student housing. The comment does not present new significant information or require new
analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR and does not question the adequacy of
environmental analysis. As discussed in Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR
(Pg. 2.2-7), this project will assist the City in meeting its Regional Housing Need Allocation of
363 housing units for the 2014-2019 period. Section 3.3 (Summary of Future Housing Needs) of
the Arcata Housing Element (2014) identifies the following student housing needs:


On- and off-campus housing is needed. The demographic trends may reflect the student
population housed in Arcata, the off-campus population is estimated to be 3,600
individuals.
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Need additional off-campus student housing opportunities to relieve pressure on singlefamily housing market.

As discussed in the HSU Student Housing Master Plan prepared by Brailsford & Dunlavey
(2017), HSU has a housing capacity of 2,047 students, which only provides housing for
approximately 23% of the student population. As noted in the City’s Housing Element, the offcampus student population is estimated to be 3,600 individuals. The proposed project would
provide purpose-built housing for 800 students that will help to meet the demand for student
housing in the City and has the potential to relieve pressure on the single-family housing market.
The City of Arcata has the discretion to adopt such policies promoting the development of
student housing. The policy listed above was included in the recent General Plan Housing
Element update and the public was able to provide comments on the policy at that time. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.56
The commenter disagrees with the proposed project less than significant impact finding related
to Aesthetics. The commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics), specifically page 2.6-14 of
the Draft EIR (Impact Evaluation Criteria). The City of Arcata has utilized State CEQA
Guidelines (Appendix G) for significance criteria throughout the Draft EIR. To address potential
aesthetic impacts, the following thresholds were used:





Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to: trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.
Create a new source of substantial light of glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

The commenter is further referred to pages 2.6-15 through 2.6-24 of Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) for
a detailed analysis of proposed project based upon the above referenced thresholds of
significance. As noted, based on City of Arcata design guidelines, Land Use Code requirements,
and the proposed orientation of site facilities, a less than significant impact would occur.
However, it is also acknowledged that the two-story reduced alternative would result in less
visual impacts that the proposed project. The fact that this reduced alternative would have less
aesthetic impacts does not raise the proposed project’s aesthetic impact findings to significant
and unavoidable. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is also
referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.57
The commenter included a section of a paragraph from the Draft EIR (Pg. 6-39) in the comment
that discusses the potential noise sources from Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family
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Development Alternative) related to the Proposed Project. The commenter questions how the
Traditional Multi-Family Development alternative (176 units) could produce the same level of
noise as the Proposed Project (240 units), considering the average age of the students as
documented in the HSU housing study. The commenter suggests that even if age can’t be
considered, it seems logical that 370 people will create less noise for neighbors then 600 or 800
people.
The discussion from the Draft EIR that is included in the comment is from Pg. 6-39, and is part
of a larger paragraph which states the following:
“Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative proposes residential development,
which is typically considered to be a noise-sensitive land use, as opposed to a land use
that generates significant noise levels. Potential noise sources generated during longterm operation of the Traditional Multi-Family Development Alternative are the same as
the Proposed Project, including noise produced by the residents (e.g., conversation,
music, etc.) within and outside of the proposed structures, traffic noise, stationary
equipment noise (e.g. HVAC units), and mobile equipment noise (e.g., lawn mowers).
Due to the smaller scale of the development, noise generated during construction and
operation of this alternative would be reduced as compared to the Proposed Project.”
This discussion clearly concludes that Alternative 4 (Multi-Family Development Alternative)
would result in reduced noise compared to the Proposed Project, due to the smaller scale of
Alternative 4. In addition, this discussion does not attempt to compare the noise levels from
Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family Development Alternative) to the 600-bed (Alternative 3
- Reduced Size Alternative). The section of this paragraph included in the comment omitted the
last sentence of the paragraph, which contains the conclusion related to noise “levels.” The
section of this paragraph included in the comment only referred to potential noise “sources” from
Alternative 4. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.58
The commenter included a section of a paragraph from the Draft EIR (Pg. 6-41) in the comment
that discusses the traffic impacts of Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family Development
Alternative) related to the Proposed Project. The commenter questions why the Traditional
Multi-Family Development Alternative included in the Draft EIR would impact the Sunset area
more than the 800- or 600-bed student hotel. The commenter expresses agreement that a
Statement of Overriding Considerations should also be considered for this alternative, but
questions why there is a difference in the assumed traffic patterns. The commenter also asks if
Alternative 4 would also only have vehicle access out Saint Louis and questions why is would
impact Sunset more.
The discussion from the Draft EIR that is included in the comment is from Pg. 6-41, and is part
of a larger paragraph which states the following:
“Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would require mitigation for the payment of
a fair share contribution to improve nearby intersections. However, the fair share
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contribution would be less than the Proposed Project, due to the reduced number of vehicle
trips that would be generated under this alternative. Since the Traditional Multi-Family
Development Alternative would generate additional vehicle trips in the Sunset Area of
Arcata, it has the potential to contribute to cumulative traffic impacts in combination with
the other approved/planned projects (i.e. Sunset Area housing projects) listed in Chapter 7
(Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the EIR. However, the contribution of this alternative to
cumulative traffic impacts would be less than the Proposed Project. This alternative may also
require adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations for traffic impacts due to the
uncertainty of when some of the transportation improvements recommended in the W-Trans
Traffic Study (Appendix L) will be constructed.”
This discussion states that Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family Development Alternative)
would result in fewer vehicle trips than the Proposed Project. In addition, this discussion does
not attempt to compare the traffic from Alternative 4 (Traditional Multi-Family Development
Alternative) to the 600-bed (Alternative 3 - Reduced Size Alternative). No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 69.59
The Draft EIR provides a discussion regarding adjacent proposed and pending projects within
Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis). Analysis of cumulative impacts requires estimation in
many cases, because specific quantification of impacts is not always possible, due to variations
in the status and timing of projects and environmental conditions that may exist when cumulative
projects are developed. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 states that “[w]here a lead
agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not “cumulatively considerable,”
a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis for
concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable” (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(a)). This section goes on to note that the discussions of cumulative impacts
should be guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130(b)).
The commenter may disagree with the conclusions of the Draft and Final EIR; however, per
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15144, drafting an EIR necessarily involves some degree of
forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best
efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151
states that an EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences.
As such, the Draft EIR addresses impacts that might compound or interrelate with those of the
proposed project. The Draft EIR provides a list of reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects
considered for the City of Arcata. Please refer to page 7-2, of the Draft EIR. This list provides
the name of the proposed project, the lead agency/jurisdiction, and the size of the project. This
list consists of three (3) multi-family residential projects, buildout of the 2004 Master Plan for
Humboldt State University, a community health center, and a residential care facility.
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With regards to the timing of recommended traffic improvements, the commenter is referred to
Response 19.1 and 15.19. Additional improvements that could be identified through project-byproject reviews could identify additional roadway improvements needed based on the actual
specifics of the cumulative projects and timing. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.60
The commenter provides an opinion relative to the aesthetic values of the Craftsman’s Mall
versus the proposed project. The comment does not present new significant information or
require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 2.6
(Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR, the project site has little aesthetic value with the presence of two
warehouse buildings, two residential units, and several smaller metal and wood structures used
for storage. The site is also used for the storage of vehicles, storage containers, mobile homes,
and construction and scrap materials. The majority of the site contains compacted gravel
surfaces and very little vegetation with the exception of the undeveloped western portion of the
site. Numerous photos of the project site are provided in the Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR (see
Figures 2.6A - 2.6N) which document the low visual quality of the site. Because the site is
currently in a blighted condition, the proposed development is determined to ultimately improve
the overall appearance of the site. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No change
to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.61
The commenter states that the lighting impacts to residential night-time views for the Village
haven’t been adequately addressed in the analysis. The proposed project’s lighting impacts have
been fully addressed on Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is
required. As it relates to potential lighting impacts, the commenter is also referred to Responses
15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2.
Response to Comments 69.62
The commenter disagrees with the findings of the cumulative noise analysis. The cumulative
noise analysis appropriately concluded that based on the anticipated cumulative traffic levels,
noise impacts are not considered cumulatively considerable. Cumulative projects are addressed
and mitigated on a project-by-project basis. This is a statement of opinion that provides no
substantial evidence in support of the conclusions. As noted throughout the various responses to
this comment letter (Letter 69), comments that are speculative in nature do not rise to the level of
substantial evidence and CEQA specifically discourages speculation. The comment is noted for
the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.63
The commenter provides commentary and opinions regarding HSU participation in funding the
transportation improvements. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the
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City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 69.64
The commenter questions if restriping is the cheapest transportation improvement possible. The
commenter asks how and when the developer will contribute to the more expensive unfunded
projects. The commenter also asks who determines the fair share contribution. The fair share
cost or payment is based upon the percentage of project traffic at the particular intersection
and/or road system. In this case the noted improvements in Mitigation Measure 3.1a will be
ultimately funded by the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Collection Program once established by
the City of Arcata. The proposed project’s fair share contribution is 37 percent of the total cost of
the improvements, or $911,900. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 69.65
The commenter includes a section of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program on Pg.
9-2 of the Draft EIR. The section included in the comment is the second bullet in Mitigation
Measure 3.1b (On-site Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements), which describes the proposed trail that
would occur along the northern property line of the project site and provide access to the Cityowned Janes Creek Meadows Open Space Area and ultimately to Maple Lane. The commenter
states that mitigations do not include any improvement along Hilfiker, Maple to Stromberg, or
the Stromberg/Alliance or Hilfiker/Alliance crosswalks. The commenter states that these routes
to the Westwood stores need to be addressed in the Traffic Study and included as near-term
funded mitigations. The commenter states that without improvements to these routes, it will not
be safe for pedestrians, cyclists or motorists to have increased foot/bike grocery access through
these incomplete roads and inadequate crosswalks. Lastly, the commenter states that the lack of
easy grocery store access will force students to drive to get groceries, thus undermining the
presumed success of a low car to resident facility.
These comments are similar to the comments in Comment 69.38. As such, the commenter is
referred to Response 69.38. As discussed in this response, sidewalks currently exist along Maple
Lane and Stromberg Avenue that provide pedestrian access to the Westwood Shopping Center.
As such, improvements are not required along Hilfiker Drive. A new pedestrian activated
flashing signal is being designed for the previously installed pedestrian island crossing at
Alliance and Stromberg as part of a funded new Safe Routes to School (SR2S) project to be
constructed later this year by the City. The SR2S project will also include accessible ramps and
cross walk striping along Stromberg Avenue to facilitate safer school crossings in the Westwood
neighborhood. The existing crossing at Alliance and Hilfiker exceeds minimum site visibility
distance standards for the posted speed limit (25 mph) and was installed for access to the
adjacent bus stop. There is currently a sidewalk on the west side of Alliance between Hilfiker
and Stromberg and on one or both sides of Alliance all the way into town. Additional sidewalk
installation will be reviewed on a case by case basis when new construction occurs at properties
along Hilfiker. In the near-term access will be via existing sidewalks on Maple Lane and
Stromberg Ave. Based on the existing and proposed infrastructure, there will be adequate nonvehicular access for the future residents to access the Westwood commercial area.
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Response to Comments 69.66
The commenter asks when the public will be informed on the details of the Statement of
Overriding Consideration. The Final EIR, response to comments, and mitigation monitoring and
reporting program will be available for public review a minimum of 10-days prior to the noticed
Final EIR adequacy hearing at the City of Arcata Planning Commission. Should the Commission
determine that the Final EIR is adequate and the proposed project as conditioned and mitigated
meets all necessary City requirements, the project would be presented to the City Council for
action (project approval or denial) at which time the City’s supporting CEQA Findings of Fact,
including the Statement of Overriding Considerations will be available to the public. The
documentation will be included as part of the Council Agenda Packet for the public hearing item
and available approximately 3 days prior to the noticed hearing.
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Response to Comment Letter 70-LWV (12-12-17)
Response to Comments 70.1
The commenter submits statements in support of the proposed project. These comments are
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 71-MacRaith (12-12-17)
Response to Comments 71.1
The commenter provides recommendations for conditions of approval for the Village project,
including reducing the height and number of beds. These comments and recommendations do not
question the adequacy or findings of the Draft EIR. Although, these comments will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration, staff refers the
commenter to Responses 15.21, 30.2, 30.3, 39.6, 44.3, 62.2, 69.65, and 83.2, for additional
information. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 72-Schaefer (12-12-17)
Response to Comments 72.1
The commenter requests that the project be denied and says that it’s ugly. The commenter
disagrees with statements in the City’s staff report and states that the project is too tall and would
cause parking problems. The commenter is referred to Chapter 1 through Chapter 10 of the
Draft EIR. As indicated throughout the analysis all impacts related to the proposed project are
considered less than significant or can be reduced to a less than significant level with the
appropriate implementation of recommended mitigation measures. As a result, staff has made the
determination that the proposed amendment would not be detrimental to the public interest,
health, safety, convenience or welfare of the City. As noted in Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic), all traffic impacts are considered less than significant; however, given funding and
timing of Mitigation Measure 3.1a, a short-term significant and unavoidable impact would occur.
It is important to note that under the City’s zoning ordinance, development must comply with
specific, enforceable standards such as minimum lot size, maximum building height, minimum
building setback, and a list of allowable uses. The City’s zoning is codified in the Arcata Land
Use Code and describes numerous zone classifications and development standards for each. Each
of these zones identifies allowable uses and sets standards such as minimum lot size, maximum
building height, and minimum front yard depth, among others.
As described in Section 9.72.070 (Planned Development Permit) of the Arcata Land Use Code, a
Planned Development Permit is required for any residential development on sites one acre and
larger. This project proposes to apply for a Type “B” Planned Development Permit to allow
exceptions to the development standards in the Arcata Land Use Code including the height
standard in the RH zoning district (Section 9.24.050) and the minimum private recreation space
requirement (Section 9.42.130). Otherwise, the project complies with the development standards
in the Land Use Code.
As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the commenter is referred to Responses
30.2 and 62.2. As it relates to the adequacy of parking for the project, the commenter is referred
to Response 30.6. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 72.2
The commenter states that the project will cause traffic congestion at the Sunset/LK Wood
intersection and provides personal observations about traffic safety at this intersection. As it
relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft
EIR), and Responses 10.8, 15.19, and 15.20. The comment is noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 72.3
The commenter provides an opinion that a smaller project is more suitable for the site. The
comment does not identify a new environmental issue or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR for a discussion
of the alternatives to the proposed project. The alternatives analyzed include smaller project
designs that contains a reduced number of units and beds. The comment is noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 72.4
The commenter provides an opinion the LEED certification being sought by the project is
inadequate; however, provides no evidence to support the assertion. The comment does not
identify a new environmental issue or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR
is required.
Response to Comments 72.5
The commenter states that the project is ugly, too tall, adds traffic congestion and danger, lack
adequate parking, uses too much energy, and fails to conform to Arcata’s charm. The comment
does not identify a new environmental issue or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As it
relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the
Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it
relates to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 1.2, 6.2, and 15.20. As it relates to the project’s
compliance with the City’s off-street parking requirements, the commenter is referred to
Response 30.6. As it relates to the energy conservation measures proposed by the project, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.24.
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 73-Stewart (12-12-17)
Response to Comments 73.1
The commenter submitted the above information about Humboldt County housing data while
giving public testimony to the City’s Planning Commission at the December 12, 2017 hearing.
The commenter provided this information to emphasize the need for housing in the City of
Arcata, especially affordable housing. The commenter stated that the proposed project would
provide a greater supply of housing which could potentially make housing more affordable in the
City. The commenter expressed general support for the project and stated that the Draft EIR was
well written. The commenter suggested revisions to the project such as including a convenience
store and allowing family units as well.
The comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. These comments are noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No further response
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 74-Woodward (12-12-17)
Response to Comment 74.1
The commenter state that the value of the proposed Village project is based on a set of
assumptions that need to be questioned and evaluated and provides a list of assumptions. The
assumptions discuss parking, traffic, housing needs, other locations for student housing including
the HSU campus, supply of industrial space, enrollment at HSU, population growth, and whether
local investors and developers could build more student housing.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The issues raised in this comment letter are partially duplicative of
issues raised in Comment Letter 39 received from Ms. Woodward on November 29, 2017. As
such, the commenter is referred to Responses 39.1 through 39.13. As it relates to parking, the
commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter
is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide
Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As is relates to
other locations for the project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives) of the Draft
EIR and Response 15.28. As it relates to the supply of industrial space, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR, Appendix D (Industrial Market
Analysis) of the Draft EIR, and Response 62.4. As it relates to population growth and the need
for student housing, the commenter is referred to Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the
Draft EIR and Responses 15.5 and 15.6. These comments are noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No
further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 75-Caltrans (12-13-17)
Response to Comments 75.1
The City appreciates Caltrans participation in the environmental review of this project. The
Caltrans comments express general agreement with the recommendations of the Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study, which analyzes the cumulative transportation impacts that can be
anticipated from six proposed projects within less than three-quarters of a mile of one another.
Caltrans expresses agreement with the Traffic Study conclusions that the project can be
mitigated to have less than significant transportation impacts with mitigation incorporated.
Caltrans states that each of the 240 units proposed with house three to four residents of legal
driving age, where most multi-family structures assume closer to two drivers per unit. Caltrans
states that their determination of less-than significant transportation impacts include, in part, the
following: 1) the collection of fair share fees from as many as six of the identified development
proposals having the ability to contribute a meaningful sum to improvement costs; and 2) the
proximity of each of the site to the HSU campus and the likelihood of many trips choosing active
modes of transportation (walking and bicycling).
The remainder of this comment concerns Caltrans’ review of the TIS and its recommendations
regarding the City’s collection of traffic improvement fees and the improvements within the City
for which the fair share fee is to be collected. As earlier in the comment Caltrans agreed with the
conclusions in the EIR, the remainder of the comment regarding the TIS does not concern the
Project or the sufficiency of the EIR’s analysis.
The City concurs with Caltrans’ evaluation in its December 13, 2017 letter, and anticipates
preparing an Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) plan collaboratively. Regarding the “G St
flyover” concept, the northbound 101 on-ramp should continue to be accessed, but local traffic
access to Sunset could potentially be directed to west side of freeway (north G St) if it helps with
traffic flow/balance. The west side improvements will be designed to continue to accommodate
STAA turning. The northbound G Street roadway serves as one of the southbound 101 on-ramp
entrances at present.
As noted above, Caltrans suggests that the traffic studies estimate for potential intersection
improvements at LK Wood/Sunset is too low. The City Engineer suggests that the potential
future improvements at LK Wood/Sunset can be constructed based on the City’s previous history
with similar construction projects at US 101 facilities. The City concurs, generally, with the
Study’s estimate of approximately $3.2M based on the similar improvements that the City
developed at US 101 and Giuntoli on- and off-ramps, with an increase for inflation considered.
The City will work collaboratively with our stakeholders, HSU and Caltrans, to apply for any
funding available for these improvements. The work will likely be able to be constructed
without significant impacts to existing traffic with careful planning and phasing similar to the
other roundabouts the City has constructed within Caltrans right-of-way and within the City.
The existing intersection site topography is also well shaped based on our preliminary designs
for the conversion to a modern roundabout.
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Response to Comments 75.2
Caltrans states that encroachment permits will be required for work within the Caltrans right of
way and that project oversight from Caltrans’ Project Management may be required based on the
cost and complexity of the work proposed at the Sunset Ave/US 101 interchange. Caltrans states
that this will require City cooperation and coordination with Caltrans throughout the project
development process and provides a list of the steps in the process that will require coordination.
These statements concern the need for encroachment permits and consultation for the City’s
construction of the improvements contained within the TIS and do not raise a significant
environmental concern or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
Response to Comments 75.3
Caltrans states that the estimated number of trips to be generated by the Village project may be
reduced from the figures cited in the Traffic Study if the applicant would be willing to reduce the
number of vehicle parking spaces that are provided for resident parking in addition to making
adequate provisions for on-site bicycling parking and off-site bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure.
As noted in Response 2.2, the Traffic Study uses the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
trip generation manual for trip generation calculations, which is an industry standard and
accepted by the State and the County. As noted in Response 30.6, the number of vehicle parking
spaces proposed for the project exceeds the City’s minimum requirement but is less than the
maximum. In addition, the project proposes to provide 505 bicycle parking spaces, which is
greater than four times the City’s minimum requirement. As noted in the Draft EIR (Pg. 1-18),
the project proposes pedestrian/bicycle improvements will result in connecting the project site to
the St. Louis Road overcrossing to the north, Maple Lane to the west, and Todd Court to the
south. These improvements will provide connectivity to the existing trail systems in the project
area, Humboldt State University, and to regional trails in the Humboldt Bay area, including the
Annie and Mary Trail and the Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata to Eureka segment. It is anticipated
that this increased connectivity will encourage residents to walk or bike to HSU instead of
driving. These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 75.4
Caltrans states that the project should include adequate storage for bicycles for each occupant
and that the Arcata Planning Commission or Traffic Safety Committee should ensure either
adequate secure bicycle storage/parking is provided at ground level or within the individual
residential units.
As noted on pages 1-17 of the Draft EIR, the minimum number of bicycle parking spaces
required by the City’s Land Use Code for the project is 120 (50% of the minimum number of
vehicle parking spaces required). Each floor of the proposed four-story buildings will have 20
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bicycle parking spaces. This will provide 80 spaces per building and 320 indoor bicycle parking
spaces total. The project also proposes to provide 185 outdoor bicycle parking spaces which are
required to be covered. As such, the project proposes to provide 505 bicycle parking spaces,
which is greater than four times the City’s minimum requirement.
The proposed bicycle parking for the project will be required to comply with Section 9.36.060
(Bicycle Parking) of the Arcata Land Use Code, which contains design requirements for bicycle
parking. These requirements contain minimum design standards and state that each space shall
be conveniently located for intended uses. As noted above, the project proposes to provide 20
bicycle parking spaces on each floor of the proposed residential structures. Each floor of the
residential structures will contain a lobby that will be accessed by elevators and stairs. The
indoor bicycle parking spaces proposed for the project will be located near the lobby and will be
easily accessible by the future residents. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 75.5
Caltrans states that they support the recommendation of the Traffic Study to establish a bicycle
connection between the site and Eye Street and that the recommendation is consistent with the
Complete Streets Act of 2008. Caltrans also recommends that if Eye Street were ever improved
to City standards, the City should work with the property owner to remove the emergency access
gates. Caltrans state that greater connectivity of City streets (fewer cul de sacs) has the potential
to reinforce low travel speeds and helps to limit the amount of congestion on arterial streets.
These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the City
of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response
is necessary.
Response to Comments 75.6
Caltrans states that the establishment of uninterrupted bicycle route to HSU by opening day of
the project is a significant component of transportation mitigation for the project. Caltrans
expresses agreement with the Traffic Study recommendation to have the applicant construct a
portion of the planned trail along the railroad right-of-way from a public connection onto St.
Louis Road to the connection onto Sunset Avenue. Caltrans suggests that the City should ensure
that the Canyon Creek development contributes their fare-share for the cost of the trail
construction even if payment is made in arrears for trail construction completed concurrent with
the first of the proposed new housing development along Eye Street.
As stated on Pgs. 3-21 and 3-22 of the Draft EIR, the project includes an approximate 675-foot
section of the Arcata Rail with Trail along the eastern edge of the project site from the northeast
corner of the site to the southeast corner. In addition, the applicant will work with the City to
develop an approximate 200-foot section of the Arcata Rail with Trail from the southeast corner
of the site to the northern end of Todd Court. This section of the trail will be developed through
parcels 505-042-003 and -022. As recommended in the W-Trans Traffic Study (Appendix L of
the Draft EIR; Pgs. 61 and 64), and by the City of Arcata, pedestrian and bicycle traffic will be
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directed toward Eye Street and Todd Court until such time that this section of the Arcata Rail
with Trail is completed to Sunset Avenue. The proposed on-site pedestrian/bicycle
improvements have been included as Mitigation Measure 3.1b for the proposed project (see Pg.
3-23 of the Draft EIR). No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 75.7
Caltrans encourages the City to work with the applicant and the Arcata and Mad River Transit
Service (A&MRTS) to assess the feasibility of establishing a transit stop within walking distance
of the project. Caltrans states that an acceptable walking distance to transit service is generally
considered to be within one-quarter mile.
As listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) bus stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). The location of the bus stop is
anticipated to be located within one-quarter mile of the project site. Humboldt State University
offers free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack
Pass’ program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service
to campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 75.8
Caltrans states that their 2015-2020 Strategic Management Plan identifies specific goals for
increases in non-automobile modes of travel by the year 2020. Caltrans states that consistent
with the SMF principles, the City can ensure that this project minimizes transportation impacts
by employing the following strategies:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

allowing for a high density of dwelling units;
plan for a diversity of land uses by promoting housing, jobs, and retail;
improving the project design, including street connectivity and pedestrian facilities;
ensure the close proximity of destinations to facilitate non-motorized travel;
limit the distance to transit;
allow development to occur at a scale where large numbers of people can walk or bike to
work or school;
7) consider demographics in the planning process; and
8) offer Travel Demand Management incentives.
Caltrans offers to participate with the City and with HSU to develop, implement, and monitor
Travel Demand Management (TDM) measures that would help to minimize transportation
impacts but also help to meet the State’s environmental and sustainability goals.
The proposed project will incorporate several of the Travel Demand Management (TDM)
measures recommended by Caltrans. As noted in Response 2.7, the unbundling of parking from
rents has been included as a condition of approval by the City for the project (Condition D-15).
Currently, City staff is looking into changing parking zones in the project neighborhood to
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prevent parking impacts on streets adjacent to the project site. As stated on Pg. 1-18 and 1-19 of
the Draft EIR, the applicant proposes to implement a car and bike share program at the student
housing community for residents who do not have cars or bikes. The program is intended to
encourage carpooling, reduce vehicle miles traveled, encourage alternative modes of
transportation, and reduce the number of cars and bikes that are stored at the site. The project’s
implementation of these TDM measures will assist with implementation of the Smart Mobility
Framework plan as well as the City’s General Plan Transportation Element. No further response
is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 76-HSU (12-13-17)
Response to Comments 76.1
The commenter submits statements in support of the proposed project. These comments are
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 77-Jules (12-13-17)
Response to Comments 77.1
The commenter asks whether the Phase I ESA prepared for the project site by Blue Rock
Environmental, Inc. was included as part of the Draft EIR. The commenter also asks where to
find the data for the water and soil tests conducted by Blue Rock Environmental, Inc. The
commenter references a section of the Draft EIR that states that some of the groundwater
samples from the project site contain varying concentrations of arsenic, chromium, and/or copper
that exceeded either the California Drinking Water Primary MCL or PHG. The commenter asks
what remediation is recommended to deal with these contaminants. The commenter suggests that
comparative soil tests from adjacent unpolluted sites be conducted to strengthen the statement
that the metal concentrations detected on the project site are representative of naturally occurring
background levels. The commenter suggests that the metal concentrations at the site may be
from past sources of pollution such as tepee burners.
As noted in Section 2.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR, the Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) and Phase II Investigation Report prepared by Blue Rock
Environmental, Inc. were included as appendices (I and J, respectively) to the Draft EIR. Copies
of these documents have been available at the City of Arcata Community Development
Department (736 F Street) and on the City’s website (https://www.cityofarcata.org/704/MajorDevelopment-Projects) since the beginning of the public comment period (October 30, 2017) for
the Draft EIR. The water and soils test data is included as an attachment to the Phase II
Investigation Report (Appendix J).
The section of the Draft EIR referenced in the comment letter was from the Environmental
Setting portion of Section 2.10 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The sentence that was
included in the comment letter was from a discussion of the groundwater sampling results from
the Phase II Investigation Report prepared by Blue Rock Environmental, Inc. This sentence was
part of a larger paragraph which stated the following:
“The groundwater sample from boring B-2 did not contain detectable concentrations of
arsenic, chromium, or copper, and this sample experienced successful filtering in the
field to remove sediment from the sample. The groundwater samples from borings B-3,
B-4, and B-5 contained varying concentrations of either arsenic, chromium, and/or
copper, some of which exceeded either the California Drinking Water Primary MCL or
PHG. However, these samples experienced failure of the inline sediment filters in the
field that resulted in turbid groundwater emplaced in nitric acid preserved sample
containers. The low pH environment in the sample container has the potential to liberate
metals from a solid to dissolved state. The presence of metals in groundwater samples B3, B-4, and B-5 is therefore interpreted to be primarily an artifact of sampling and
analysis processes and are unlikely to represent actual groundwater conditions. The
sample from boring B-2, which experienced successful filtering, is interpreted to be
representative of site conditions (Appendix J, Pg. 7).”
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As noted in the Phase II Investigation Report, the groundwater sample from boring B-2 was
considered representative of actual groundwater conditions at the project site, which did not
contain concentrations of metals above regulatory screening levels. As such, no remediation was
recommended for the project site in the Phase II Investigation Report.
With respect to the request for comparative soils tests to be conducted on unpolluted sites to
strengthen the conclusions of the Phase II Investigation Report, the commenter is referred to
Responses 69.43 and 69.44. The comment does not present new significant information or
require new analysis beyond that completed for the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
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Response to Comment Letter 78-EPIC (12-14-17)
Response to Comments 78.1
The commenter believes that encouraging dense development is necessary to relieve population
pressures placed on forests and open space areas. The commenter suggests that the proposed
project could further improve Humboldt County by helping to protect at-risk open space and be
conditioned to purchase development rights or lands in fee to be held by the City for at-risk open
spaces.
Arcata’s Genera Plan and Land Use Code direct that new development should promote the
retention of open space, but does not mandate that urban developments, particularly infill
projects that do not result in a direct conversion of open space resources, be required to provide
off-site mitigation in the form of conservation easements or fee titles.
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(4)(A) and (B) , there must be an essential nexus (i.e.
both a connection and rough proportionality) between a mitigation measure and a project impact.
Mitigation measures must be feasible, fully enforceable, and it must be reasonably foreseeable
that a mitigation measure will directly resolve an identified impact within a timeframe that is
relevant to the project (thus creating a nexus). Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15364,
‘feasible’ is defined as ‘capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, legal, social, and technological
factors.’
For the City to require an off-site conservation easement or purchase of development rights by
the project applicant, a direct physical impact to open space resources would have to occur. In
this case, the project as proposed will not result in the direct conversion of open space lands.
The Draft EIR does acknowledge the proximity of existing residential neighborhoods as well as
the Janes Creek Meadows open space area to the north and emphasizes that care must be taken
so lighting does not extend beyond the project site. The proposed project is subject to Section
9.30.070 (Outdoor Lighting) of the Arcata Land Use Code, and the recommendations of the
International Dark-Sky Association (IDA), 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 (see Draft EIR page 2.624).
The commenter does not raise an environmental issue or concerns with the adequacy of the Draft
EIR; however, suggestions raised by the comment are noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 79-Mostafavi (12-14-17)
Response to Comments 79.1
The commenter expresses support for the proposed project, however, is concerned regarding
traffic impacts to the surrounding neighborhood. The commenter suggests that secured bicycle
parking, a bike repair station, and additional vehicle parking be provided.
As it relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft
EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it relates to the adequacy of vehicular parking, the
commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to the adequacy of bicycle parking, the
commenter is referred to Response 2.6. The commenter does not raise an environmental issue or
concerns with the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, suggestions raised by the comment are
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
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Response to Comment Letter 80-Pelletier (12-14-17)
Response to Comments 80.1
The commenter does not support the proposed project and believes that it will have negative
environmental impacts in terms of aesthetics, traffic, noise, and increased population.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 1 through Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. As indicated
throughout the analysis all impacts related to the proposed project are considered less than
significant or can be reduced to a less than significant level with the appropriate implementation
of recommended mitigation measures. As noted in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), all traffic
impacts are considered less than significant; however, given funding and timing of Mitigation
Measure 3.1a, a short-term significant and unavoidable impact would occur.
The Draft EIR fully and appropriately analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter
is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it
relates to potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft
EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it relates to potential noise impacts, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1. As it relates to
the need for student housing and population growth, the commenter is referred to Section 2.2
(Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.5 and 15.6. The comment is noted
for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 80.2
The commenter is concerned that the project does little to address affordable housing for students
and this project will be directed at a wealthier population of wealthier students. It is important to
note, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides guidance on consideration of social and
economic effects: “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project
to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.”
The commenter is referred to page 2.2-7 in Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft
EIR. As discussed, the proposed project will assist the City in meeting its Regional Housing
Need Allocation (RHNA) of 363 housing units for the 2014-2019 planning period. There are
also several other approved/planned projects in the northern central portion of the City of Arcata
which are listed in Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the EIR. These projects propose
to provide approximately 700 additional residential units to provide housing opportunities within
the City.

City of Arcata

3-412

The Village Final EIR

This proposed private development project, like other private multi-family projects, will
ultimately provide lease opportunities to students based on market demand and future economic
conditions. Since the project will assist the City’s in meeting the RHNA, the proposed project is
not considered result in a significant population and housing impact.
The concerns raised by this comment do not involve issues that result in a physical impact on the
environment or identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change
to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 81-Bachemin (12-15-17)
Response to Comments 81.1
The commenter believes that there will be negative impacts related to biology, the environment,
traffic and public safety. Specifically, the commenter objects to a response provided by the City
Engineer and a representative of the applicant to Planning Commissioner question at one of the
public hearings.
The comment is not directed at the Draft EIR. The concerns raised by this comment do not
identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of
the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 81.2
The commenter requests the City to ensure that upgrades to infrastructure (sewer and
transportation) negatively impacted by the proposed development are adequately funded. The
commenter also requests that provisions for requiring green building techniques are included
prior to the property being rezoned.
The concerns raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. As it relates
to wastewater and transportation impacts, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.16 and
15.19. As it relates to the energy conservation measures proposed by the project, the commenter
is referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.24. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission
and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 81.3
The commenter refers to 17 photos attached to letter that purportedly show negative impacts
related to the City’s stormwater system and runoff, pedestrian access/improvements, emergency
access and public safety. However, the photos are not specifically labeled or described.
The comments are unclear as to how these photos provide evidence of negative impacts and do
not constitute substantial evidence. For further information regarding substantial evidence, the
commenter is referred to Response 69.5.
The commenter is referred to Response 15.21. Impacts to water quality from stormwater runoff
is discussed in Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality). Pollution from residential
stormwater, which in addition to silt, can carry hydrocarbons, heavy metals and various
chemicals, is addressed (Pg. 4.2-19 and 4.2-20). In addition, a Preliminary Stormwater
Management Report was prepared for the project (Appendix N of the Draft EIR). Stormwater
runoff and pollution will be controlled through the use of Low Impact Development (LID)
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features, and drainage will comply with State and local stormwater regulations. The DEIR found
that water quality impacts will be less than significant. Further, the proposed project is not going
to impact stormwater volumes along Eye Street, because the project site drains towards the west.
Maintenance of the City’s stormwater system occurs in accordance with the City’s 1997
Drainage Master Plan and the City of Arcata Long-Term Drainage Maintenance Program
irrespective of the proposed project.
In regard to pedestrian and emergency vehicle conflicts, the commenter is referred to pages 3-28
and 3-29, in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR. As described on page 3-13 of
the Draft EIR, vehicular access to the project site will be provided from St. Louis Road and one
gated emergency access to Eye Street that will also allow pedestrian/bicycle access. The access
proposed to Eye Street will serve as a reciprocal emergency access only and not allow cutthrough traffic from the development to Eye Street. As a result, only minimal vehicular traffic
would be associated with this gated emergency access. No significant hazards or incompatible
uses were identified in the Draft EIR (p. 3-27 and 3-28), nor were any impacts to emergency
access identified (p. 3-28 – 3-29). The commenter is also referred to Response 15.20. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
The letter does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
imply that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. The narrative contained in the comment
letter does not result in an unidentified impact on the environment. No changes to the Draft EIR
are required.
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Response to Comment Letter 82-Bucquet (12-15-17)
Response to Comments 82.1
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the scale and mass of the proposed project. As it
relates to land use compatibility, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and
Planning) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred
to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. No change to
the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 82.2
The commenter feels that the amount of beds that would be provided is too high given other new
area developments and the resultant growth in population is happening too fast. As noted in
Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR (see page 2.2-7), in relation to the City of
Arcata’s resident population of 18,374 (DOF, 2017), the potential increase from the proposed
project (~800 persons) would be approximately 4.4%. Furthermore, as described in Chapter 7
(Cumulative Analysis) of the Draft EIR, cumulative development within the Sunset Area will
provide 700 units of a variety of housing types including single-family residential, apartments,
senior housing, and student housing. These projects will provide housing for approximately
1,478 residents. In relation to the City of Arcata’s residential population of 18,374 (DOF, 2017),
the increase from these projects (~1,478 persons) would provide a moderate increase in
population (~8.0%). These projects will be developed over the next several years and are not
anticipated to induce substantial population growth in the City of Arcata. Arcata has a
significant demand for additional housing, and these projects will assist the City in
implementation of the Housing Element by providing needed housing types including senior
housing, student housing, and single-family residential units. As it relates to population growth
and the need for student housing, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.5 and 15.6. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 82.3
The commenter provides unsupported speculation regarding owner-occupied versus studentoccupied housing related to the proposed project. The Draft EIR notes that the provision of
student housing can have an effect related to returning some degree of single-family housing
back to owner occupancy. The analysis undertaken as part of the Draft EIR does not assume, nor
is it intended to suggest, that an actual one-to-one increase in owner occupied housing would
occur with implementation of the proposed project, rather it acknowledges that an increase in
owner occupancy rates in the City could potentially be achieved. However, it should also be
noted that individual private property owners may wish to keep single-family residences as rental
units or sell the properties. This situation exists today and would continue to exist with or
without the proposed project. The commenter is also referred to Response 15.5. No change to
the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comments 82.4
The commenter expresses concerns related to increased traffic and the tendency of drivers to roll
through stop signs and to exceed the 25-mph speed limit. As it relates to potential traffic impacts,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8, 15.19, 19.1,
and 30.4. The City will continue to provide traffic enforcement consistent with other roadways
in the City. It should also be noted that speed limits have been set for area streets in order to
promote safety, consistent with the design of the various roads and their adjacent land uses.
Safety impacts from vehicles are controlled by enforcement of the City Police Department, as
well as by the setting of the speed limit and other warning signs for a particular road taking into
account its physical configuration and users (i.e., pedestrians and bicyclists). Any concerns will
be addressed in partnership with neighborhood residents and the City Police Department.
Response to Comments 82.5
The commenter believes that it will have negative environmental impacts in terms of traffic,
noise, and parking.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 1 through Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. As indicated
throughout the analysis all impacts related to the proposed project are considered less than
significant or can be reduced to a less than significant level with the appropriate implementation
of recommended mitigation measures. As noted in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), all traffic
impacts are considered less than significant; however, given funding and timing of Mitigation
Measure 3.1a, a short-term significant and unavoidable impact would occur. As it relates to
potential traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the
Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and
Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it relates to potential noise impacts, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1. As it relates to the adequacy
of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6.
The Draft EIR fully and appropriately analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed project.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR
is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 83-Gilbride (12-15-17)
Response to Comments 83.1
The commenter expresses concerns regarding noise generated during construction activities and
noise associated with the ingress and egress of vehicles in the parking lot and foot traffic along
Maple Lane. Noise impacts are described in evaluated in Section 2.9 (Noise) of the Draft EIR.
See Response 69.41. As noted on page 2.9-9 of the Draft EIR, potential noise sources generated
during long-term operation of the proposed student housing community include noise produced
by the residents (e.g., conversation, music, etc.) within and outside of the proposed structures,
traffic noise, stationary equipment noise (e.g. HVAC units), and mobile equipment noise (e.g.,
lawn mowers). Residential development is typically considered to be a noise-sensitive land use,
as opposed to a land use that generates significant noise levels.
Existing residential uses surrounding the project site already exist in an elevated noise
environment due to the close proximity of US 101 (Draft EIR page 2.9-10). Based on the
existing elevated noise environment and the type of land use proposed by the project
(residential), it is not anticipated that the proposed project will significantly increase existing
noise levels or exceed Arcata General Plan and Land Use Code noise standards. In addition, as
noted page 2.9-10 of the Draft EIR, the project applicant has prepared an Operations and
Management Plan that contains a variety of measures that will be effective in reducing potential
noise impacts to surrounding residential neighborhoods from the future residents (refer to Draft
EIR Appendix C). No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Regarding the commenter’s concerns relative to the increase in noise associated with temporary
construction activities and the duration of overall construction, compliance with the requirements
contained in the Arcata General Plan Noise Element (Policies N-5d and N-5e) and the Arcata
Land Use Code (Section 9.30.050[D][2]), will minimize potential noise impacts from short-term
construction activities. It is also important to note that construction activities by nature are shortterm and, therefore, will cease upon completion of the project. The temporary increase in noise
in light of the City’s General Plan policies and Land Use Code would be less than significant. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 83.2
The commenter states that off-site light intrusion would occur. The commenter is referred to the
discussion under Finding 2.6.4 on page 2.6-22 in Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR. As
noted, the Draft EIR acknowledges that sources of light and glare would potentially impact
immediately adjacent off-site areas.
The project proposes outdoor lighting 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 (IDA), which includes standards for fixtures, shielding,
wattage, placement, height, and illumination levels. To comply with these requirements, lighting
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for the project will be the minimum lumens necessary, directed downward, shielded, and
pedestrian level when feasible.
In addition, the Draft EIR further acknowledges that increased illumination from headlights
would be likely to impact neighboring residential areas, and particularly, the single-family homes
adjacent to the project along Eye Street and Todd Court, south of the project site. As required by
Section 9.34.050 (Landscape Location Requirements), perimeter landscaping is required for all
surface parking areas to provide screening for adjacent streets and properties. Trees and shrubs
are proposed to be planted within and on the perimeter of the parking areas which will screen
views from surrounding properties and minimize the impact of headlight glare.
Compliance with the City’s design guidelines and Land Use Code standards will ensure the
proposed project will not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area. The commenter is also referred to Response 30.3. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 83.3
The commenter raises privacy concerns with regards to the height of the proposed project and
that the photo-simulated view (Figure 2.6U) provided in the Draft EIR did not account for the
hillside and therefore, does not accurately represent the visual impact of the project. In addition,
the commenter is concerned that the proposed project will block sunlight and the loss of natural
light will cause indoor mold.
See Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. With regards to Figure 2.6U, the photo-simulation has been
updated to more accurately reflect the elevation of the proposed project from Maple Lane. Refer
to the attached updated Figure 2.6U and Attachment 1.
The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a daily long-term shadow impact on
immediately adjacent uses. In an effort to address the commenter’s concern regarding the
propagation of indoor mold as it relates to reduced sunlight exposure staff notes the following4:




Mold is found both indoors and outdoors. Mold can enter your home through open
doorways, windows, vents, and heating and air conditioning systems.
Mold in the air outside can also attach itself to clothing, shoes, bags, and pets can and be
carried indoors.
Mold will grow in places with a lot of moisture, such as around leaks in roofs, windows,
or pipes, or where there has been flooding. Mold grows well on paper products,
cardboard, ceiling tiles, and wood products.

In addition to the above information from the Center for Disease Control (CDC), available
literature related to mold growth and propagation from the California Department of Health
(CDPH) was reviewed. Based on the review of this information, neither source cite shade as a
significant precursor to indoor mold and, as noted above, the cause and ultimate source of indoor
mold growth are many. Given these varying conditions, it cannot be reasonably assumed that the
4

https://www.cdc.gov/mold/dampness_facts.htm. Accessed February 20, 2018.
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proposed project would create a condition that would result in accelerated growth of indoor mold
beyond conditions as they exist today. The comments, however, are noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration. No further response is necessary.
Response to Comments 83.4
The commenter raises concerns of the increased risk of flooding of homes along Maple Lane and
Stromberg Avenue. Flooding and other water quality impacts are discussed and evaluated in
Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. The commenter is specifically
referred to Draft EIR pages 4.2-23 and 4.2-24 regarding the proposed stormwater system and the
existing flooding conditions on the western edge of the project site. As stated on page 4.2-23:
“Stormwater drainage facilities for the development are required to be designed to meet
both State and local stormwater regulations which are focused on maintaining or
improving a site’s pre-development runoff characteristics. In order to help guide its
communities to meet the MS4 low impact development (LID) requirements, Humboldt
County developed the Humboldt Low Impact Development Stormwater Manual
(HLIDSM). Since the proposed project will create and replace more than one acre of
impervious area, it is subject to the hydro-modification requirement of the HLIDSM.
Based on the proposed stormwater system design (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), the site
will drain west via storm sewer and open swales to an infiltration basin in the southwest
corner of the site. The basin will overflow to the lower, western portion of the site to the
City’s existing stormwater infrastructure.
The HLIDSM requires that the post-project runoff rate shall not exceed the estimated
pre-project flow rate for the 2-year, 24-hour storm. For the Preliminary Stormwater
Management Report completed by Manhard Consulting (Appendix N), existing and
proposed runoff hydrographs were modeled using Hydraflow for the 2-year, 24-hour
storm and 100-year, 24-hour storm. The results of the model show a pre-project, existing
conditions 2-year, 24-hour storm peak flow rate of 5.717cubic feet per second (cfs) and a
post-project peak flow rate of 5.100 cfs. The proposed stormwater system reduces the 2year 24-hour storm peak flow rate and therefore does not require detention. For the 100year, 24-hour storm event, the post-development peak flow rate is 14.09 cfs which is also
less than the pre-development peak flow rate of 14.89 cfs.
The stormwater system is designed to control the volume and flow rate of run-off so to
not exceed the pre-development conditions so the drainage pattern of the project site and
area will not substantially contribute to flooding on or off-site.”
As noted on page 4.2-23, the residential properties along Maple Lane and Stromberg Avenue
have been previously impacted by flooding on the western portion of the project site. Due to the
existing flooding issues at the site, the City of Arcata will require the applicant to conduct an
analysis of the existing City stormwater infrastructure from the western edge of the project site to
the intersection of Maple Lane and Stromberg Avenue. The analysis will determine the as-built
design and capacity of the existing stormwater infrastructure and recommend improvements to
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reduce the localized flooding that occurs on the residential properties to the west of the project
site. The improvements may include a small enhancement wetland basin adjacent to the existing
wetlands at the site. The infiltration basin overflow pipe would drain to this feature, and the
enhancement wetland would control the release of stormwater from the site to ensure it does not
exceed the capacity of the City’s infrastructure. The design of the proposed improvements must
demonstrate that after providing the detention required by the MS4 permit requirements and the
HLIDSM, the City’s stormwater infrastructure will have adequate capacity to convey the
overland flow of stormwater that enters the ditch on the western boundary of the project site.
The analysis of the City’s existing stormwater infrastructure and any improvements
recommended for reducing existing seasonal flooding on the project site would occur as part of
the City of Arcata Long-Term Drainage Maintenance Program, which includes the drainage
ditch on the western boundary of the project site. Implementation of this program will allow the
City to conduct as needed maintenance activities including removing obstructions from drainage
swales and culverts to restore capacity and reduce localized flooding. This program also
includes improvements to existing drainage infrastructure such as widening and relocating
drainage swales, culvert replacement, grading to alter drainage patterns and reduce seasonal
flooding, and stream bank stabilization. No change to the Draft EIR is required and no further
response is necessary.
With the proposed on-site stormwater system and improvements to the City’s existing
stormwater infrastructure, the existing flooding on the western boundary of the site will be
reduced by the proposed project and implementation of the City’s Drainage Maintenance
Program. The commenter is also referred to Response 15.22.
Response to Comments 83.5
The commenter states concern relative to traffic at the US 101/Sunset Avenue interchange and
cumulative traffic conditions in the area due to several developments planned or underway.
With regards to the US 101/Sunset Avenue interchange area, improvements noted in Mitigation
Measure 3.1a, which includes the referenced roundabout at the Sunset/LK Wood intersection,
would serve to alleviate congestion at US 101/Sunset Avenue and ultimately maintain an
acceptable level of service (LOS) at this location. In addition, all proposed improvements
identified in Mitigation Measure 3.1a, when implemented, would result in less than significant
cumulative traffic impacts. The commenter is also referred to Responses 10.8 and 15.19. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 83.6
The commenter expresses concerns related to overflow resident parking in the surrounding
neighborhoods. The commenter is referred to the detailed breakdown of parking requirements
mandated through City’s Land Use Code. A summary is provided below (refer to pages 1-17
through 1-18 of the Draft EIR):
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With the 240 residential units proposed by the project, a minimum of 240 and a
maximum of 480 parking spaces could be required. The project proposes 369 off-street
parking spaces for vehicles. This number of vehicle parking spaces exceeds the City’s
minimum requirement but is less than the maximum.



As noted above, a 240-unit residential development would require a minimum of 240
vehicle parking spaces. Based on this requirement, the minimum number of bicycle
parking spaces required for the project would be 120. Each floor of the proposed fourstory buildings will have 20 bicycle parking spaces. This will provide 80 spaces per
building and 320 indoor bicycle parking spaces total. The project also proposes to
provide 185 outdoor bicycle parking spaces which are required to be covered. As such,
the project proposes to provide 505 bicycle parking spaces, which is greater than four
times the City’s minimum requirement.



The project proposes to provide 369 vehicle parking spaces which would require 18
motorcycle parking spaces. The project proposes 20 motorcycle parking spaces which is
greater than the City’s minimum requirement.

In addition to the parking plan noted above, in an effort to minimize overall parking demand onsite and in the surrounding neighborhoods, the proposed project also includes implementation of
several pedestrian/bicycle trails to encourage non-vehicular travel to and from Humboldt State
University, as well as car and bike share program to encourage carpooling (see page 1-18). As
listed in Attachment D of the Planning Commission Agenda Packet for the February 27, 2018
meeting, the applicant shall develop an Arcata & Mad River Transit Service (AMRTS) but stop
in a location approved by the City Engineer (Condition D-6). Humboldt State University offers
free, unlimited bus rides to students on City and County bus systems through the ‘Jack Pass’
program. This will allow students to easily utilize their ‘Jack Pass’ for continuous service to
campus during school hours and to local community, retail, recreational and entertainment
venues in the evenings and on weekends. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 83.7
The commenter expresses concerns of increased public use along the proposed
pedestrian/bicycle path from the project site to Maple Lane and ultimately to downtown Arcata.
Also noted by the comment is the potential for increase noise and crime associated with the
increased foot traffic along the proposed pedestrian/bicycle path. The concerns raised by the
commenter do not require a change to the Draft EIR; however, the comments will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration. Although the
commenter does not raise a new significant environmental issue regarding the analysis
undertaken or the adequacy of the Draft EIR or its findings, staff offers the following responses
to several of the issues raised in the comment letter.
Operation of the trail would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the Arcata General Plan or noise ordinance, since no additional
vehicular traffic or other operational noise would be generated. Pedestrians or bicyclists using
the trail may have conversations or bicyclist may utilize warning bells periodically to avoid
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conflicts with other trail users and thus generate noise. However, at 100 feet from the source, this
noise level would not be significant.
With regards to crime, studies from across the country reveal that recreational trails are a
reflection of the area in which they are located, regardless of their urban, suburban or rural
settings. Crime statistics and direct communications with law enforcement agencies (CA, CO,
DE, NC, NY, MA, WA) confirm that bike/pedestrian paths do not bring crime into the
neighborhoods in which they are located.5 Conversely, many crime statistics and studies indicate
that the rate of crimes on and along path/trail corridors is less than in adjacent areas. This is
often attributable to the increase in the number of recreational users, where the influx of people
brings new watchful eyes into the area.
Response to Comments 83.8
The commenter notes that wetlands exist on the project site and does not believe the project is
not appropriate or environmentally responsible to build where wetlands exist. The commenter is
referred to Section 4.3 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR (page 4.3-20 and 4.3-21).
As noted, the project proposes to develop the elevated, disturbed portion of the project site and
will occur outside of the boundaries of the delineated wetlands. In addition, as described in
Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the EIR, as part of the stormwater system for the development, an
infiltration basin is proposed to be constructed in the upper, southwest corner of the site. The
proposed overflow pipe for the infiltration basin will be setback approximately 40 feet from the
wetland area on the project site. This complies with Section 9.59.060.B.8 of the Arcata Land
Use Code, which allows stormwater basins within 25 feet of wetland boundaries. As a result, no
impact to wetlands will occur with implementation of the proposed project. No change to the
Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 83.9
The commenter expresses concerns regarding property value declines as a result of the proposed
project. This statement does not raise a new significant environmental concern or question the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.
It is important to note that the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is not an economic
protection statute. Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines contains the Initial Study
Environmental Checklist form which does not include urban (or neighborhood) decay impacts.
However, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) provides guidance on consideration of social
and economic effects:
“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on
a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.”

5

A North Adams Bicycle/Pedestrian Path: Questions, Concerns, Fact and Answers. August 2015.

City of Arcata

3-440

The Village Final EIR

With regards to local concerns of diminishing property value as a result of the proposed project,
the actual determination of the property value effect is difficult since so many variables can
affect the sale price of a residence. In the appraisal process, the appraiser looks at “comparable”
units which have recently sold in a similar area of the development. The actual property value
effect on housing units cannot be known until the first unit is sold after implementation of the
project. However, even if property value changes were to occur following implementation of the
project, the changes would not rise to the level of “physical changes” as defined by the State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.

City of Arcata

3-441

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-442

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 84-Jules (12-15-17)
Response to Comments 84.1
The commenter requests references to an academic paper or body of research that shows building
student housing increases owner-occupancy rates and home affordability. In addition, the
commenter requests information as to how that paper or research “drives city policy and
planning objectives referenced in the DEIR.”
The analysis in the Draft EIR was not based on any particular paper or body of research
regarding that topic. Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR discussed the project
in relation to certain goals and policies of the City’s Housing Element (2014), which identifies
the following future housing need (section 3.3): “additional off-campus student housing
opportunities to relieve pressure on single-family housing market.” The rational for this finding
is included in the discussion of that section of the Housing Element. The Housing Element was
duly and legally adopted through a public process subject to its own CEQA review. For further
information regarding this issue, the commenter is referred to Response 69.1.
The comment does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor
does it imply that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. The narrative contained in the
comment letter does not result in an unidentified impact on the environment. No changes to the
Draft EIR are required.
Response to Comments 84.2
The commenter requests references to an academic paper or body of research that shows having
a low bed/parking ratio and increasing traffic congestion results in fewer cars and more use of
alternative modes of transportation. In addition, the commenter requests information as to how
that paper or research “informs City of Arcata policies and planning objectives referred to within
the DEIR for The Village.”
Similar to the comment above, the analysis in the Draft EIR was not based on any particular
paper or body of research regarding this topic. The City’s General Plan Policy T-1a states that
“in order to provide a realistic and cost-effective balance between travel modes, the City shall
emphasize investment in alternative modes (bikeways, etc.) as a priority over increasing
vehicular capacities of streets.” This is a decision the City made as part of its long-range
planning and General Plan adoption process. As noted in Chapter 3 (Transportation/Traffic), all
traffic impacts are considered less than significant; however, given funding and timing of
Mitigation Measure 3.1a, a short-term significant and unavoidable impact would occur. The
commenter is also referred to Responses 2.4 and 15.19.
The letter does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
imply that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. The narrative contained in the comment
letter does not result in an unidentified impact on the environment. No changes to the Draft EIR
are required.
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Response to Comment Letter 85-Martin (12-15-17)
Response to Comments 85.1
The commenter states that they have watched in the audience at previous Planning Commission
meetings as Planning staff has steered Commission members away from considering smaller
versions of this project, saying that Commissioners should focus on the project as proposed (i.e.
full size) because that is what best fulfills the goals of the project. The commenter states that
planning staff’s overriding goal for the project seems to be to maximize the number of housing
units on this site, and questions where is the goal of protecting the character of the adjacent
neighborhoods, and the quality of life of the people who live in those neighborhoods. The
commenter states that they bought their home in the adjacent neighborhood because it was quiet
and uncrowded and not zoned for high density student housing. The commenter suggests that
protecting the character of Arcata's neighborhoods and the quality of life of the people who live
in them should be one of the most important goals the City has. The commenter states that the
project is not only proposing to re-zone the site, it is also proposing an exception to the zoning to
allow the buildings to be taller than the high-density residential zone allows. The commenter
asks if others would want 800 students 200 feet from their house or in their neighborhood.
The concerns raised by this comment do not involve issues that result in a physical impact on the
environment or identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The commenter provides opinion
regarding the merits of the proposed project. The commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2,
and 62.2. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 86-Sensanto (12-15-17)
Response to Comments 86.1
The commenter questions whether AMCAL will maintain the property as student housing or
ultimately liquidate the property.
The applicant anticipates that the proposed project will be used in the capacity described and
evaluated in this EIR for a minimum of 20 years, likely longer. It would be entirely speculative
to forecast if any potential future sale or lease of the project would occur, when it would occur,
and under what conditions a sale or lease would occur. The commenter is referred to Response
69.3. The question raised by the commenter is speculative in nature and such discussions are
specifically discouraged pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145. No further response
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 86.2
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR has not addressed the traffic implications of creating a
causeway between Eye Street and St. Louis Road and the resultant congestion, noise, or safety
impacts.
The commenter is referenced to page 3-13, in Chapter (Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR.
As described, vehicular access to the project site will be provided from St. Louis Road and one
gated emergency access to Eye Street that will also allow pedestrian/bicycle access. The access
proposed to Eye Street will serve as a reciprocal emergency access only and not allow cutthrough traffic from the development to Eye Street. As a result, vehicular related noise or traffic
congestion would not occur with this gated emergency access. No change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 86.3
The commenter questions the housings mandated quite hours beginning at 11 a.m. when the
City’s ordinance bases quite calculations at 10 p.m.
Section 9.30.050 of the Arcata Land Use Code sets forth the maximum allowable exterior and
interior residential noise levels from stationary noise sources. The maximum allowable exterior
residential noise levels are 55 dB Leq between 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., 50 dB Leq from 7 p.m. to 10
p.m., and 45 dB Leq from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. The maximum allowable interior residential noise
levels are 45 dB Leq between 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., 40 dB Leq from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m., and 35 dB Leq
from 10 p.m. to7 a.m.
The proposed project is required to abide by Section 9.30.050. Regardless of whether the student
mandated “quite hours” begin at 11 p.m. or later, the City’s above referenced Land Use Code is
the controlling factor for regulating internal and exterior stationary noise sources. As
demonstrated in the EIR at p. 2.9-9 to 2.9-12, the Project would not cause interior or exterior
noise levels at the adjacent residential uses to exceed these standards, regardless of when internal
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“quiet hours” begin for purposes of the Operations and Maintenance Plan. No change to the
Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 86.4
The commenter states that the Draft EIR has not adequately addressed the issue of periodic
student foot traffic and the associated noise impacts on neighboring properties and properties
along Village routes. The commenter states that late-night noise levels should be considered for
impacts on surrounding residences. As it relates to potential noise impacts, the commenter is
referred to Responses 69.41 and 83.7. As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the
future residents of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.23 and 69.34.
No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 87-Jules (12-19-17)
Response to Comments 87.1
The commenter states that two Arcata City Council members visited the Westwood
neighborhood and discussed concerns with the residents about the Village project. The
commenter states that they are trying to bring attention to the potential social impacts of
imbedding a 600-800 persons dorm into a neighborhood consisting of roughly 50% student
rentals. The commenter states that they realize that “assumed bad student behavior” doesn’t fit
well into the parameters of CEQA or permit issues.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. It is important to note, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a)
provides guidance on consideration of social and economic effects: “Economic or social effects
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a
chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or
social changes.” As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the future residents of the
project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.23 and 69.34. The comments are noted for
the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for
further consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.
Response to Comments 87.2
The commenter states that considering that the commission would need to recommend rezoning
to RH, merge 7 lots, and extend the height limits to accommodate the proposed student housing,
they think it is fair to consider both the visual and social compatibility of the Village to
surrounding neighborhoods.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts of the project, the
commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to social impacts, the
commenter is referred to Responses 69.1, 87.1, and 87.5. The comments are noted for the record
and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 87.3
The commenter provides a letter from 2013 that was sent to the Humboldt State University
Athletics Department concerning a residence on Cropley Way that had been host to large parties
involving students on the Track and Cross Country and Football teams. The commenter states
that the letter describes how ineffective calling the Arcata Police Department can be for dealing
with established party houses. The commenter states that contacting coaches at HSU has been a
more effective means of dealing with established party houses. The commenter states that more
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than the Police Department or HSU coaches will be needed if 600-800 students were located in
their neighborhood. The commenter states that large scale student housing is incompatible with
their neighborhood.
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to law enforcement services that will be provided to
the proposed project, the commenter is referred to pages 2.3-7 and 2.3-8 of the Draft EIR. As
discussed, a review of the project by the Police Department determined that the department has
the capacity to provide law enforcement services to the project and maintain acceptable service
ratios with existing facilities and personnel. In addition, the Police Department has requested
that the applicant prepare a Security Plan with the purpose of reducing the need for local law
enforcement services. The requirement to prepare a Security Plan for the proposed student
housing community has been included as a condition of approval for the project by the City of
Arcata. As described in Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR (Pg. 1-19), potential impacts
of the proposed student housing (e.g., noise from residents, additional service calls for law
enforcement, etc.) will be minimized through the following measures identified in the Operations
and Management Plan prepared for the project (Appendix C):


“Resident Assistants” will reside on each floor of the proposed buildings who will be
responsible for supporting, counseling, and mentoring their fellow students.



On-site management will be available 24 hours/day, 7 days/week, including property
employees and resident assistants in each building.



Leases will provide for community “quiet hours” which will be from 11:00 p.m. to 8:00
a.m. each day.

With implementation of the Operations and Management Plan, the potential for the proposed
project to generate impacts will be minimized compared to typical multi-family units in the City
that provide housing for HSU students.
As it relates to the scale and compatibility of the project, the commenter is referred to Responses
15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 87.4
The commenter expresses the preference that off-campus housing be located within 0.1 miles of
HSU and states that this would reduce traffic/transportation impacts and concentrate students
near the network of support (HSU).
This comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to alternative locations for the project, the commenter
is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.28. The
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comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 87.5
The commenter provides a link to articles on a local blog site (Lost Coast Outpost) about two
stabbings that occurred after the attached 2013 letter was sent to the coaches at HSU.
As noted in the comment letter, “assumed bad student behavior” does not fit in well with the
parameters of CEQA or permit issues. Pursuant to CEQA, lead agencies, in this case the City of
Arcata, must analyze potentially significant adverse impacts of a project to the physical
environment. The term “environment” means the physical conditions which exist within the area
that will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. The “environment” includes both
natural and man-made conditions (refer to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). Effects, such
as the issues that have occurred from large parties in your neighborhood, are solely social or
economic in nature and do not constitute an effect (i.e., impact) to the physical environment. In
this Final EIR document, the lead agencies focus is to respond to substantive comments about the
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR for the Village project. No new
environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental impacts were
raised in the comments; therefore, no further response is required in the context of this
document. The comments, however, are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of
Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 88- Ng (12-21-17)
Response to Comments 88.1
The commenter states that they have been keeping tabs on the meetings regarding the proposed
project and are confused about the objectives of each meeting and feel that they are meandering.
The commenter requests to know if there is anything they can review that will help them to
understand the project and review process. The commenter thanks staff for their hard work. The
commenter states that they do not support the proposed project but are in favor of more student
housing that is affordable.
These statements do not raise a significant environmental concern or question the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. As a result, no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. The commenter is directed
to the City’s website for access to the Planning Department Staff Reports that have been present
to the Planning Commission (http://arcataca.iqm2.com/Citizens/calendar.aspx) and the Draft EIR
and Appendices (https://www.cityofarcata.org/704/Major-Development-Projects). These
documents are also available for review at City Hall (736 F Street) during normal business hours.
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Response to Comment Letter 89-Monahan (12-22-17)
Response to Comments 89.1
The commenter does not support the proposed project and believes that the project will result in
unwise infill. No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of
environmental impacts were raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is necessary.
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No
change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 90-Jules (12-23-17)
Response to Comments 90.1
The concerns raised by this comment do not involve issues that result in a physical impact on the
environment or identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The commenter provides unsubstantiated
opinion regarding the merits of the proposed project. The commenter asserts that the number of
proposed beds (800) and that the reasoning behind the 800 bed-count is not considered “correct”
for the site or perhaps inconsistent with the City’s General Plan
Relative to the commenter’s concern about general plan consistency, zoning and how the project
on-site calculations were determined, it is first important to note how the City of Arcata regulates
and implements land use decisions. A general plan, in this case the Arcata General Plan and
Local Coastal Land Use Plan (2000), sets forth long-term goals and policies that the community
uses to guide development decisions. Although the City’s general plan establishes standards for
the location and density of land uses, it does not directly regulate land use.
Zoning, on the other hand, is regulatory. Under the zoning ordinance, development must comply
with specific, enforceable standards such as minimum lot size, maximum building height,
minimum building setback, and a list of allowable uses. Zoning is applied lot-by-lot, whereas the
general plan has a community-wide perspective. The City’s zoning is codified in the Arcata Land
Use Code and describes numerous zone classifications and development standards for each. Each
of these zones identifies allowable uses and sets standards such as minimum lot size, maximum
building height, and minimum front yard depth, among others.
If a landowner proposes a use that is not allowed in that zone, as is in the case of the proposed
project, then a change of zone (rezoning) is required for that use to occur. The City of Arcata
Planning Commission and City Council requires public hearings before property may be
rezoned. It is important to note that the Planning Commission or Council is not obligated to
approve requests for rezoning and must deny such requests when the proposed zone conflicts
with the general plan.
As noted in Draft EIR Section 2.2 (Population and Housing), the project proposes a General Plan
Amendment and Zoning Reclassification to change the designation/zoning of the project site
parcels to Residential High Density (RH). The RH designation and zone allows residential
densities from 15.01 to 32 units per acre and the following types of multi-family residential
development: mobile/manufactured homes, duplexes, townhouses, planned developments, group
residential, and apartments (Arcata General Plan Table LU-2). Furthermore, based on 240 units /
800 beds in four 4-story buildings, the gross density for the project is approximately 21 units per
acre and the average net unit size is 1,245 square feet. The density of units proposed by the
project (21 units per acre) is just under the mid-point (23.5 units per acre) of the density range
(15.01 to 32 units per acre) allowed by the proposed RH designation and zone.
As such, the overall calculation to determine the maximum (or minimum) use of the site is
directed by the City’s General Plan land use and Land Use Code, both of which are required to
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be internally consistent with one another pursuant to California land use and planning law
(Government Code Sections 65000-66037).
The comment letter is noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 91-Scharnberg (01-09-18)
Response to Comments 91.1
The commenter provides introductory remarks to the commenter letter and applauds the City for
wanting to restructure the Craftsman’s Mall site. The commenter also describes issues that have
occurred in the Janes Creek Meadows subdivision, some of which were caused by activities
occurring at the Craftsman’s Mall site. The commenter expresses concern about the proposed
project.
The issues raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 91.2
The commenter states that the project may have the blessing of the University, but it is not
affiliated with the school. The commenter suggests that this means that no oversight, including
consequences for poor behavior can be imposed. The commenter also states that there seems to
be no evidence so far that the RAs will be trained in crises counseling. The commenter states that
the development may have ‘secure’ bike racks, but does HSU?
The letter does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
state that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to the management of the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to the Operations and Management Plan (Appendix
C of the Draft EIR) and Response 87.3. The comments are noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during
the deliberative process. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 91.3
The commenter states that if the project is limited to student housing, that means that at 1/2-3/4
of the students will be under 21 which is the age limit for both alcohol and recreational cannabis
use. The commenter states that it is unlikely there will be rigorous monitoring of underage use.
The letter does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
state that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to the management of the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to the Operations and Management Plan (Appendix
C of the Draft EIR) and Response 87.3. As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the
future residents of the project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.23 and 69.34. The
comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No further
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Response to Comments 91.4
The commenter states that the size of the development is totally inappropriate to management of
traffic congestion, especially at peak commute times which coincide with the start of classes. The
commenter also states that emergency evacuation will be a nightmare, especially if fire fighters
or police are trying to get in at the same time.
The letter does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
state that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to traffic congestion the
commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata
Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19. As it
relates to emergency access, the commenter is referred to pages 3-28 and 3-29 of the Draft EIR.
As discussed, the project’s ingress/egress and on-site circulation are required to meet the
requirements of the City Engineer, Arcata Fire Protection District and Arcata Police Department,
which ensures that new development provides adequate access for emergency vehicles. The
project has been reviewed by these City departments, and their requirements have been included
in the proposed project design. As noted in the Operations and Management Plan prepared for
the proposed project (Appendix C of the Draft EIR), a property-specific Emergency
Preparedness and Disaster Recovery Plan will be prepared for the development, and each
member of the property management team will be trained in how to respond in an emergency or
disaster. This will include coordination with the Arcata Fire District and Police Department, and
consistency with existing City emergency response plans. The requirement to prepare and
implement an Emergency Preparedness and Disaster Recovery Plan has been included as a
condition of approval for the project. The comments are noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for consideration during
the deliberative process. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 91.5
The commenter states that the development and management of the project is by an outside
company who claims to have great experience in student and student-based housing. The
commenter states that the City promotes a localvore policy, and there are competent developers
here who understand the concerns of the citizens.
The issues raised by this comment do not identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No further response is
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 91.6
The commenter states that the developer has requested an exemption on the height of the
buildings which they consider a bad precedent. The commenter states that the exemption may
violate the solar rights of the JCM residents on the side closest to the project.
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The letter does not identify an inaccuracy with the analysis contained in the Draft EIR nor does it
state that the Draft EIR or its findings are inadequate. As it relates to the potential aesthetic
impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. It
is also important to note that a Shadow Analysis was conducted for the project which was
included as Attachment C.4 to the Planning Department Staff Reports presented to the Planning
Commission. The analysis demonstrates that the surrounding residential neighborhoods would
not be shadowed by the proposed project. The Shadow Analysis is available on the City’s
website (http://arcataca.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=1926&Inline=True).
The comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No further
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
Response to Comments 91.7
The commenter provides several suggestions for changes to the project including:
1) Scale back the project by 50%. One half the number of students. Permit the development
in two stages, conditional on the success of the first stage (50%) and hold hearings after
the first stage has been completed and running for two years. Solicit public comment
again. The open area not yet developed can have simple landscaping.
2) Make it a development open to the public as ‘affordable housing.’ The JCM project had a
minor glitch due to the behavior of one resident, but overall is a great success. Restricting
the project to single use has repeatedly proved to be a bad policy, and anyone who has
lived in or near ‘the projects’ elsewhere will tell you this is a social failure. My grad
school class in the 60s with John Kenneth Galbraith on Urban Social Policy stressed this
heavily even back then.
3) Deed the project to HSU so it is affiliated with them. The City could even own the land
and lease the buildings to HSU on a 99-year lease.
The commenter submits several recommendations for project changes. These statements focus
on the merits of the proposed project and are therefore considered outside the scope of CEQA.
As it relates the alternatives analyzed for the proposed project, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.19 and 69.20. The
comments are noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration during the deliberative process. No change to
the Draft EIR is required and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter 92-Schuyler (01-12-18)
Response to Comments 92.1
The commenter states that they live in the Stromberg/Alliance area and are concerned about the
size of the project, especially in light other significant large projects either planned or under
construction now. The commenter provides a list of the approved/planned projects in the Sunset
area of Arcata and states that they will result in 1,600 new residents into one area of the City.
The commenter states they are aware of the need for more student housing and describes issues
that have occurred in other cities they have lived in that experienced large development and
growth. The commenter describes several small developments under way in the City and states
that the Parkway Apartments on Union still has property that could be developed. The
commenter states that they are not against development and speculate about actions that will be
taken by future Planning Commissions that will change the dynamics of the City. The
commenter references Brentwood, California as an agricultural area that was developed leading
to increases in traffic, fuel consumption, and cost. The commenter restates that the project is too
big for Arcata and suggests that the project be changed to a two-story apartment complex with
400 beds that has ample parking and space for a small grocery.
No new environmental issues or a deficiency in the Draft EIR’s analysis of environmental
impacts were raised by the comment; therefore, no further response is necessary. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City
Council for further consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR
is required.
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Response to Comment Letter 93-McCaleb (01-15-18)
Response to Comments 93.1 through 93.4
The commenter provides statements regarding the merits of the proposed project, suggests an
alternative location for the project, and opines as to the ultimate intention of the applicant. The
concerns raised by this comment do not involve issues that result in a physical impact on the
environment or identify a deficiency in the Draft EIR. As it relates to alternatives to the proposed
project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6 (Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and
Responses 69.19 and 69.20. As it relates to the off-site location alternative, the commenter is
referred to Response 15.28. The comment letter has been noted for the record and will be
provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration
as part of the deliberative process. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft
EIR is required.

City of Arcata

3-472

The Village Final EIR

City of Arcata

3-473

The Village Final EIR

Response to Comment Letter 94-Woodward (01-16-18)
Response to Comments 94.1
The commenter states that they disagree with the conclusion that the problems associated with
the intersection at Sunset Ave/LK Wood Blvd cannot be mitigated, and that the need for student
housing in the 600-800 bed range is an overriding consideration. The commenter states that they
disagree with this from two perspectives which state:
1) There are ways to mitigate the problems at Sunset and LK Wood. It’s simply very
expensive, will take time, and funds from Caltrans and HSU to resolve, and isn’t in
anyone’s budget, including Arcata’s. Every effort should be to address how to mitigate
these traffic issues, and they should have to be fully addressed before the project is
approved by the Planning Commission.
2) No one appears to be talking about the traffic issues associated with students driving from
the Village, crossing at the bridge at St. Louis, and then driving up LK Wood to HSU.
There is also the presumption that students won’t bike or skateboard on that route, but
will take the bike path south to Sunset and then cross. Nor have I observed sufficient
discussion of the potential traffic jam on the west side of 101 at Sunset. Those students
on bikes and skateboards using the St. Louis bridge have to cross traffic on LK Wood to
reach the campus. It’s already a problem with current traffic, and is dangerous for both
students and drivers, particularly at night.
It is important to note that the project will not be approved by the Planning Commission. The
Planning Commission will be making recommendations to the City Council concerning the
CEQA EIR and discretionary permits for the Village project and the City Council will be taking
action on all of these items.
The commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR for a
discussion of vehicular and non-vehicular access, circulation and mitigation. As noted on page 320, the applicant will be responsible for paying fair share proportion of the several near-term and
future transportation improvements (refer to Mitigation Measure 3.1a on page 3-23 of the Draft
EIR). The improvements recommended in Mitigation Measure 3.1a many not be constructed
prior to the operation of the proposed project and there is a potential that significant traffic
impacts could occur until such time Mitigation Measure 3.1a has been fully realized. As a result,
a less than significant impact cannot be achieved until the future transportation improvements are
constructed. If the proposed project is approved, the City of Arcata will have to cite its findings
regarding this impact and adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. The commenter is
also referred to Response 15.18 and 15.19.
As described in Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, both the St. Louis Road
overcrossing (Intersections 1 and 2) and the Sunset Avenue overcrossing (Intersection 3-5) were
analyzed for potential traffic impacts in the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study completed by
W-Trans (Appendix L of the Draft EIR) for the Sunset area housing projects. As discussed on
Page 3-21 of the Draft EIR, the Traffic Study completed by W-Trans (Appendix L to the Draft
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EIR) evaluated the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements for the proposed
project. In addition, the level of service (LOS) analysis done for the Traffic Study considered
delays for pedestrians, bicyclists, and buses crossing the study intersections. The study
concluded that the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements are inadequate to serve
the proposed project. To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities) of the
Arcata General Plan Transportation Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan
(2010), and the recommendations of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L), the proposed project will construct new pedestrian/bicycle improvements that will
provide connectivity from the project site to surrounding trail systems to the north, south, and
west. The commenter is referred to the discussion on Pages 3-14 through 3-23 of the Draft EIR
concerning the transportation improvements recommended in the Traffic Study to reduce
potentially significant traffic impacts at the intersection of Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard
and Foster Avenue/Alliance Road.
The comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 94.2
The commenter references the Student Housing Master Plan Briefing Document (June 2017)
completed by Brailsford & Dunlavey for Humboldt State University. The commenter describes
some of the housing options discussed in the report which the commenter states includes leasing
all or a portion of the Village project as an interim measure while HSU rebuilds Cypress Hall.
The commenter recommends that the Planning Commission review the study to determine what
HSU has decided to do. The commenter suggests that the Planning Commission consider the
availability of the 142 single bedroom units at the Sunset Terrace project currently under
construction, which could be leased to HSU in the interim while they address their needs for
additional student beds. Since the section of the Brailsford & Dunlavey report provided by the
commenter is approximately 99 pages, it was not included with the above comment letter in the
Final EIR. This document can be obtained at the following link:
https://housing.humboldt.edu/sites/default/files/housing_master_plan.pdf
The comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for the record and will be provided to
the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further consideration as part of the
deliberative process No change to the Draft EIR is required.
Response to Comments 94.3
The commenter provides concluding remarks to the comment letter and states that they are not
convinced that the Planning Commission has sufficient information at this stage to make a final
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recommendation on the size of this project, and need to further investigate all the facets of this
issue. Lastly, the commenter states that they think the traffic study is potentially incomplete with
respect to the LK Wood/Sunset/St. Louis bridge issues and mitigation.
The comment does not present new significant information or require new analysis beyond that
completed for the Draft EIR. As it relates to the adequacy of the Traffic Study, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, Appendix L (W-Trans Traffic
Study) of the Draft EIR, and Response 94.1. The comment has been noted for the record and
will be provided to the City of Arcata Planning Commission and City Council for further
consideration as part of the deliberative process. No change to the Draft EIR is required.
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3.4 Planning Commission Meeting Comments
3.4.1 Planning Department Staff Reports
Below are the Planning Department Staff Reports that were presented to the City of Arcata
Planning Commission for the five meetings that were held during the public comment period for
the Draft EIR. These meetings occurred on:






November 28, 2017
November 30, 2017
December 5, 2017
December 12, 2017
December 19, 2017

The attachments to the Planning Department Staff Reports are not included in this Chapter and
can be obtained at the following link:
http://arcataca.iqm2.com/Citizens/calendar.aspx?From=1/1/2017&To=12/31/2017
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3.42 November 28, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Comments
At the November 28, 2017 Planning Commission meeting, verbal comments were received on
the Draft EIR for the Village Student Housing project. Verbal comments were received from 29
members of the public at the meeting. Several of the commenters also provided written
comments which are addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on the Draft
EIR) of this Chapter. A summary of the points raised by the speakers are organized below into
categories related to the sections of the Draft EIR. Under each category is a reference to where
comments are addressed in the Draft EIR or Final EIR.
Similar to the written comments addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on
the Draft EIR) of this Chapter, some of the verbal comments received are not directly related to
the environmental issues of the project, such as commentary or opinion regarding the merits of
the project, and are responded to in a lesser degree of detail.
Land Use & Planning


Density of the project and compatibility with surrounding single-family neighborhoods



Appropriateness of the proposed General Plan/Zoning Amendment to Residential High
Density



Loss of privacy for residential uses on the western boundary of the project site



Loss of light industrial space at the Craftsman’s Mall site and the displacement of current
tenants



Support for the project because it redevelops an underutilized industrial site



Behavior of future residents and social impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods



Inquiries as to whether the developer violates the City’s anti-corporation ordinance

As it relates to land use compatibility and the proposed redesignation/rezoning, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the loss of
privacy, the commenter is referred to Responses 30.2 and 30.3. As it relates to the loss of light
industrial space at the Craftsman’s Mall site, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use
and Planning) of the Draft EIR, the Industrial Market Analysis (Appendix D of the Draft EIR),
and Response 62.4. As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the future residents of the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.23 and 69.34. As it relates to
whether the applicant is a corporation, the commenter is referred to Response 7.2.
Population & Housing


Population growth from the project and the other Sunset area housing projects



Support for the project because it provides student housing



Questions as to the affordability of the proposed residential units
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As it relates to population growth and the need for student housing, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.5 and 15.6. As it relates
to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects, the commenter is referred to Chapter
7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 69.59. As it relates to the
affordability of the proposed residential units, the commenter is referred to Responses 24.6 and
39.7.
Public Services


Adequacy of public services to serve the project including police and fire

As it relates to impacts to police, fire, and other public services, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.3 (Public Service) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.7 and 69.9.
Aesthetics


Aesthetic impacts including the scale and height of the structures, the design of the
structures, and lighting spillover into adjacent neighborhoods

As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to lighting, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2.
Air Quality


Health impacts to the future residents from vehicle emissions from Highway 101

As it relates to air quality impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.7 (Air Quality) of the
Draft EIR and Response 26.2.
Noise


Noise impacts to the future residents from traffic noise on Highway 101 and Mad River
Lumber



Noise impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods from the project and its residents

As it relates to potential noise impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.9 (Noise) of the
Draft EIR and Responses 69.41 and 83.1.
Utilities and Service Systems
 Impacts to the City’s wastewater treatment plant and remaining capacity
 Adequacy of the City’s infrastructure (water, sewer, drainage) to serve the project site
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As it relates to impacts to the City’s infrastructure, the commenter is referred to Section 2.11
(Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.16 and 15.17.
Transportation-Traffic


Traffic congestion impacts in the Sunset area and near the HSU campus



Adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed for traffic congestion impacts



Traffic safety for vehicular and non-vehicular modes



Adequacy of infrastructure improvements for non-vehicular modes of transportation (e.g.,
sidewalks, bike lanes, etc.)



Recommendations for a greater focus on improvements for non-vehicular modes of
transportation



Adequacy of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (e.g., methodology, data used,
intersections studied, etc.)



Adequacy of onsite parking and offsite parking impacts in the neighborhoods adjacent to
the project site



Recommendations for unbundling parking from unit rents

As it relates to potential traffic impacts and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation measures,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19.
As it relates to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 1.2, 6.2, and 15.20. As it relates to the
adequacy of infrastructure improvements for non-vehicular modes, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 6.2, 24.2, and 35.3. As it relates to the project
measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 2.4 and 2.6. As it relates to
the adequacy of the Traffic Study, the commenter is referred to Appendix A (Comments on the
Draft Report) of the Traffic Study and Responses 2.2, 2.3, 2.8 through 2.14, and 31.2. As it
relates to the adequacy of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it relates to
the unbundling of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 2.7.
Hydrology and Water Quality


Flooding impacts on the western portion of the site and in the neighborhood to the west
of the project site

As it relates to potential flooding impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 4.2 (Hydrology
and Water Quality), the Preliminary Stormwater Report (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), and
Response 15.21.
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Energy Conservation


Recommendations for additional electric vehicle charging stations at the project site



Adequacy of the energy conservation measures for the proposed project

As it relates to the energy conservation measures proposed by the project, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) and Responses 15.24 and 37.1. As it relates to
potential greenhouse gas emissions impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.11 through 15.15.
Cumulative Impact Analysis


Cumulative impacts of the residential projects proposed in the Sunset area (e.g.,
population growth, wastewater treatment capacity, etc.)

As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects, the commenter is referred
to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 69.59.
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3.43 November 30, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Comments
At the November 30, 2017 Planning Commission meeting, verbal comments were received on
the Draft EIR for the Village Student Housing project. Verbal comments were received from 22
members of the public at the meeting. Several of the commenters also provided written
comments which are addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on the Draft
EIR) of this Chapter. A summary of the points raised by the speakers are organized below into
categories related to the sections of the Draft EIR. Under each category is a reference to where
comments are addressed in the Draft EIR or Final EIR.
Similar to the written comments addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on
the Draft EIR) of this Chapter, some of the verbal comments received are not directly related to
the environmental issues of the project, such as commentary or opinion regarding the merits of
the project, and are responded to in a lesser degree of detail.
Land Use & Planning


Density of the project and compatibility with surrounding single-family neighborhoods



Loss of privacy for residential uses on the western boundary of the project site



Requests for a Specific Plan to be prepared for the Sunset area of Arcata



Support for the project because it proposes high density student housing near the
Humboldt State University campus



Loss of light industrial space at the Craftsman’s Mall site and the displacement of current
tenants



Behavior of future residents and social impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods



Inquiries as to whether the developer violates the City’s anti-corporation ordinance and
prohibition on “big box” businesses



Inquiries as to what occurs if the project is converted to non-student housing after 20
years



Decreasing property values for the neighborhoods adjacent to the project site



Questions about the lack of involvement by Humboldt State University in the project

As it relates to land use compatibility, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and
Planning) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the loss of privacy, the commenter is referred to
Responses 30.2 and 30.3. As it relates to the preparation of a Specific Plan for the Sunset area,
the commenter is referred to Responses 12.1 and 12.2. As it relates to the loss of light industrial
space at the Craftsman’s Mall site, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and
Planning) of the Draft EIR, the Industrial Market Analysis (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), and
Response 62.4. As it relates to speculation about the behavior of the future residents of the
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Responses 69.23 and 69.34. As it relates to
whether the applicant is a corporation or big box business, the commenter is referred to
Responses 7.2 and 55.1. As it relates to the conversion of the development to non-student
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housing, the commenter is referred to Response 69.3. As it relates to impacts to property values,
the commenter is referred to Response 69.21. As it relates to the involvement of Humboldt State
University in the project, the commenter is referred to Response 24.1.
Population & Housing


Population growth from the project and the other Sunset area housing projects



Questions as to the affordability of the proposed residential units



Economic impacts to other rental units in the community



Housing impacts in the community from construction workers

As it relates to population growth and the need for student housing, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.5 and 15.6. As it relates
to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects, the commenter is referred to Chapter
7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 69.59. As it relates to the
affordability of the proposed residential units, the commenter is referred to Responses 24.6 and
39.7. As it relates to economic impacts to other rental units, the commenter is referred to
Response 15.5. As it relates to temporary impacts on housing availability from construction
workers, the commenter is referred to Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR.
Public Services


Adequacy of public services to serve the project including police and fire

As it relates to impacts to police, fire, and other public services, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.3 (Public Service) of the Draft EIR and Response 15.7 and 69.9.
Aesthetics


Aesthetic impacts including the scale and height of the structures, the design of the
structures, and lighting spillover into adjacent neighborhoods



Accuracy of the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane

As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to lighting, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2. As
it relates to the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 2 (Revision to the Draft EIR), Attachment 1, and Response 14.1.
Utilities and Service Systems
 Impacts to the City’s wastewater treatment plant and remaining capacity
 Adequacy of the City’s infrastructure (water, sewer, drainage) to serve the project site
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As it relates to impacts to the City’s infrastructure, the commenter is referred to Section 2.11
(Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.16 and 15.17.
Transportation-Traffic


Traffic congestion impacts in the Sunset area and near the HSU campus including the
obstruction of emergency evacuation



Support for the proposed roundabout design at LK Wood Blvd /Sunset Ave



Adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed for traffic congestion impacts including
the fair share contribution being paid by the Sunset area projects and the timing of
improvements



Traffic safety for vehicular and non-vehicular modes



Adequacy of infrastructure improvements for non-vehicular modes of transportation (e.g.,
sidewalks, bike lanes, etc.)



Recommendations for a greater focus on improvements for non-vehicular modes of
transportation



Adequacy of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (e.g., methodology, data used,
intersections studied, etc.)



Adequacy of onsite parking and offsite parking impacts in the neighborhoods adjacent to
the project site



Recommendations for fewer parking spaces on the project site

As it relates to potential traffic impacts and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation measures,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19.
As it relates to emergency access, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (TransportationTraffic) of the Draft EIR and Response 91.4. As it relates to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 1.2,
6.2, and 15.20. As it relates to the adequacy of infrastructure improvements for non-vehicular
modes, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the
Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 6.2, 24.2,
and 35.3. As it relates to the project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of
transportation, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR
and Responses 2.4 and 2.6. As it relates to the adequacy of the Traffic Study, the commenter is
referred to Appendix A (Comments on the Draft Report) of the Traffic Study and Responses 2.2,
2.3, 2.8 through 2.14, and 31.2. As it relates to the adequacy of parking, the commenter is
referred to Response 30.6.
Energy Conservation


Adequacy of the energy conservation measures for the proposed project
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As it relates to the energy conservation measures proposed by the project, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) and Response 15.24. As it relates to potential
greenhouse gas emissions impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section
2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.11 through 15.15.
Alternatives Analysis


Development of the Craftsman’s Mall site as a mixed-use project that provides live/work
spaces



Development of the Craftsman’s Mall site as an incubator for small manufacturing
businesses

As it relates to alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.19 and 69.20.
Cumulative Impact Analysis


Cumulative impacts of the residential projects proposed in the Sunset area (e.g.,
population growth, wastewater treatment capacity, etc.)

As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects, the commenter is referred
to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 69.59.
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3.44 December 5, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Comments
At the December 5, 2017 Planning Commission meeting, verbal comments were received on the
Draft EIR for the Village Student Housing project. Verbal comments were received from 9
members of the public at the meeting. Several of the commenters also provided written
comments which are addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on the Draft
EIR) of this Chapter. A summary of the points raised by the speakers are organized below into
categories related to the sections of the Draft EIR. Under each category is a reference to where
comments are addressed in the Draft EIR or Final EIR.
Similar to the written comments addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on
the Draft EIR) of this Chapter, some of the verbal comments received are not directly related to
the environmental issues of the project, such as commentary or opinion regarding the merits of
the project, and are responded to in a lesser degree of detail.
Land Use & Planning


Density of the project and compatibility with surrounding single-family neighborhoods



Appropriateness of the proposed General Plan/Zoning Amendment to Residential High
Density



Requests for a Specific Plan to be prepared for the Sunset area of Arcata



Inquiries as to whether the developer violates the City’s anti-corporation ordinance and
prohibition on “big box” businesses

As it relates to land use compatibility and the proposed redesignation/rezoning, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR. As it relates to the preparation
of a Specific Plan for the Sunset area, the commenter is referred to Responses 12.1 and 12.2. As
it relates to whether the applicant is a corporation or big box business, the commenter is referred
to Responses 7.2 and 55.1.
Population & Housing


Population growth from the project and the other Sunset area housing projects

As it relates to population growth and the need for student housing, the commenter is referred to
Section 2.2 (Population and Housing) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.5 and 15.6.
Aesthetics


Aesthetic impacts including the scale and height of the structures, the design of the
structures, and lighting spillover into adjacent neighborhoods



Accuracy of the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane
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As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to lighting, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2. As
it relates to the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 2 (Revision to the Draft EIR), Attachment 1, and Response 14.1.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Greenhouse gas emissions that will be generated by the proposed project

As it relates to potential greenhouse gas emissions impacts of the proposed project, the
commenter is referred to Section 2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR and
Responses 15.11 through 15.15.
Utilities and Service Systems
 Adequacy of the City’s infrastructure (water, sewer, drainage) to serve the project site
As it relates to impacts to the City’s infrastructure, the commenter is referred to Section 2.11
(Utilities and Service Systems) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.16 and 15.17.
Transportation-Traffic


Traffic congestion impacts in the Sunset area and near the HSU campus



Traffic safety for vehicular and non-vehicular modes



Recommendations for a greater focus on improvements for non-vehicular modes of
transportation



Adequacy of the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (e.g., methodology, data used,
intersections studied, etc.)



Adequacy of onsite parking and offsite parking impacts in the neighborhoods adjacent to
the project site



Recommendations for fewer parking spaces on the project site



Recommendations for unbundling parking from unit rents

As it relates to potential traffic impacts and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation measures,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19.
As it relates to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 1.2, 6.2, and 15.20. As it relates to the
project measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 2.4 and 2.6. As it
relates to the adequacy of the Traffic Study, the commenter is referred to Appendix A
(Comments on the Draft Report) of the Traffic Study and Responses 2.2, 2.3, 2.8 through 2.14,
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and 31.2. As it relates to the adequacy of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6.
As it relates to the unbundling of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 2.7.
Hydrology and Water Quality


Flooding impacts on the western portion of the site and in the neighborhood to the west
of the project site



Adequacy of the stormwater system proposed for the proposed project

As it relates to potential flooding impacts and the adequacy of the proposed stormwater system,
the commenter is referred to Section 4.2 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the Preliminary
Stormwater Report (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), and Response 15.21.
Alternatives Analysis


Support for adoption of Alternative 3 (Reduced Size) analyzed in the Draft EIR

As it relates to alternatives to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6
(Alternatives Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Responses 69.19 and 69.20.
Cumulative Impact Analysis


Cumulative impacts of the residential projects proposed in the Sunset area (e.g.,
population growth, wastewater treatment capacity, etc.)

As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects, the commenter is referred
to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 69.59.
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3.45 December 12, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Comments
At the December 12, 2017 Planning Commission meeting, verbal comments were received on
the Draft EIR for the Village Student Housing project. Verbal comments were received from 5
members of the public at the meeting. Several of the commenters also provided written
comments which are addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on the Draft
EIR) of this Chapter. A summary of the points raised by the speakers are organized below into
categories related to the sections of the Draft EIR. Under each category is a reference to where
comments are addressed in the Draft EIR or Final EIR.
Similar to the written comments addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on
the Draft EIR) of this Chapter, some of the verbal comments received are not directly related to
the environmental issues of the project, such as commentary or opinion regarding the merits of
the project, and are responded to in a lesser degree of detail.
Land Use & Planning


Density of the project and compatibility with surrounding single-family neighborhoods



Support for the project because it proposes infill development which helps protect
resource lands surrounding the City

As it relates to land use compatibility, the commenter is referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and
Planning) of the Draft EIR.
Population & Housing


Support for the project because it provides student housing



Questions as to whether the project will provide housing for non-students

As it relates to non-students residing at the development, the commenter is referred to Response
24.5.
Aesthetics


Aesthetic impacts including the scale and height of the structures, the design of the
structures, and lighting spillover into adjacent neighborhoods



Accuracy of the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane



Adequacy of the perimeter landscaping proposed for the project

As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to lighting, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and to Responses 15.4.1, 30.3, and 83.2. As
it relates to the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 2 (Revision to the Draft EIR), Attachment 1, and Response 14.1. As it
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relates to the adequacy of the perimeter landscaping proposed for the project, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR and Responses 30.3, 44.4, and 62.2.
Transportation-Traffic


Adequacy of onsite parking and offsite parking impacts in the neighborhoods adjacent to
the project site



Recommendations for fewer parking spaces on the project site



Recommendations for a car sharing program to be implemented as part of the project

As it relates to the adequacy of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6. As it
relates to the unbundling of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 2.7. As it relates to
car sharing programs, the commenter is referred to Chapter 1 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR,
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, and Responses 2.6 and 24.3.
Energy Conservation


Adequacy of the energy conservation measures for the proposed project

As it relates to the energy conservation measures proposed by the project, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 5 (Energy Conservation) and Response 15.24. As it relates to potential
greenhouse gas emissions impacts of the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section
2.8 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.11 through 15.15.
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3.46 December 19, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting Comments
At the December 19, 2017 Planning Commission meeting, verbal comments were received on
the Draft EIR for the Village Student Housing project. Verbal comments were received from 4
members of the public at the meeting. Several of the commenters also provided written
comments which are addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on the Draft
EIR) of this Chapter. A summary of the points raised by the speakers are organized below into
categories related to the sections of the Draft EIR. Under each category is a reference to where
comments are addressed in the Draft EIR or Final EIR.
Similar to the written comments addressed in Section 3.3 (Response to Comments Received on
the Draft EIR) of this Chapter, some of the verbal comments received are not directly related to
the environmental issues of the project, such as commentary or opinion regarding the merits of
the project, and are responded to in a lesser degree of detail.
Land Use & Planning


Density of the project and compatibility with surrounding single-family neighborhoods



Appropriateness of the proposed General Plan/Zoning Amendment to Residential High
Density

As it relates to land use compatibility and the proposed redesignation/rezoning, the commenter is
referred to Section 2.1 (Land Use and Planning) of the Draft EIR.
Population & Housing


Questions about whether the project will actually relieve market pressure on singlefamily residences in the City



Questions as to the affordability of the proposed residential units



Questions as to why the project is proposing 800 beds

As it relates to the project relieving market pressure on single-family residences in the City, the
commenter is referred to Chapter 2 (Revision to the Draft EIR) and Response 15.5. As it relates
to the affordability of the proposed residential units, the commenter is referred to Responses 24.6
and 39.7. As it relates to the number of beds proposed by the project, the commenter is referred
to Response 90.1.
Aesthetics


Aesthetic impacts including the scale and height of the structures, the design of the
structures, and lighting spillover into adjacent neighborhoods



Accuracy of the photo simulation of the proposed structures from Maple Lane



Shading impacts from the proposed structures
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As it relates to potential aesthetic impacts, the commenter is referred to Section 2.6 (Aesthetics)
of the Draft EIR and Responses 15.8, 30.2, and 62.2. As it relates to the photo simulation of the
proposed structures from Maple Lane, the commenter is referred to Chapter 2 (Revision to the
Draft EIR), Attachment 1, and Response 14.1. As it relates to shading impacts, the commenter is
referred to Response 91.6.
Transportation-Traffic


Adequacy of the mitigation measures proposed for traffic congestion impacts including
the fair share contribution being paid by the Sunset area projects, the timing of
improvements, and the need for a Statement of Overriding Considerations



Traffic safety for vehicular and non-vehicular modes



Adequacy of infrastructure improvements for non-vehicular modes of transportation (e.g.,
sidewalks, bike lanes, etc.)



Adequacy of onsite parking and offsite parking impacts in the neighborhoods adjacent to
the project site

As it relates to potential traffic impacts and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation measures,
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 10.8 and 15.19.
As it relates to pedestrian and bicycle safety, the commenter is referred to Chapter 3
(Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 1.2, 6.2, and 15.20. As it relates to the
adequacy of infrastructure improvements for non-vehicular modes, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR, the Central Arcata Areawide Traffic Study
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR), and Responses 6.2, 24.2, and 35.3. As it relates to the project
measures that encourage non-vehicular modes of transportation, the commenter is referred to
Chapter 3 (Transportation-Traffic) of the Draft EIR and Responses 2.4 and 2.6. As it relates to
the adequacy of parking, the commenter is referred to Response 30.6.
Cumulative Impact Analysis


Cumulative impacts of the residential projects proposed in the Sunset area (e.g.,
population growth, wastewater treatment capacity, etc.)

As it relates to cumulative impacts of the Sunset area housing projects, the commenter is referred
to Chapter 7 (Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR and Response 69.59.
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Chapter 4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Impact
Category

Mitigation Measure

The Village Student Housing Project
Responsible
Party

Schedule

Measure of
Completion

Chapter 2: Community Environment
2.1 Land Use and Planning
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.2 Population and Housing
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.3 Public Services
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.4 Recreation
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.5 Cultural Resources
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.6 Aesthetics
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.7 Air Quality
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.9 Noise
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
2.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
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Impact
Category

Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Party

Schedule

Measure of
Completion

Applicant and
City of Arcata

Prior to
issuance of
the certificate
of occupancy

Issuance of the
certificate of
occupancy by the
City of Arcata

2.11 Utilities and Service Systems
2.11.3: Require of
result in the
construction of new
stormwater facilities
or expansion of
existing facilities, the
construction of which
could cause
significant
environmental
effects.

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a. (Biological Survey).

2.12 Tribal Cultural Resources
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
Chapter 3: Transportation-Traffic
3.1: Conflict with an
applicable plan,
ordinance, or policy
establishing measures
of effectiveness for
the performance of

the Circulation
System taking into
account all modes
of transportation

City of Arcata

3.1a. Transportation Improvements

To minimize the traffic impacts of the proposed project, the
applicant will be responsible for paying a fair share
proportion for the following near-term and future
transportation improvements to the City of Arcata:


Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard Re-Striping
(Near-term)



Re-Stripe Alliance Road & Foster Avenue Approaches
(Near-term)



Roundabout at Sunset Avenue/LK Wood Boulevard
Intersection (Future)



Roundabout at Foster Avenue/Alliance Road
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Impact
Category

Mitigation Measure
Intersection (Future)

Responsible
Party

Schedule

Measure of
Completion

Applicant and
City of Arcata

Prior to
issuance of
the certificate
of occupancy

Issuance of the
certificate of
occupancy by the
City of Arcata

The “near-term” improvements were completed in Summer
2017. The “future” transportation improvements may not be
constructed for a decade or longer since the design of some
of these improvements need to be coordinated with Caltrans
and/or Humboldt State University. In order to fund these
transportation improvement projects, a Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fee Collection Program or equivalent will be
established by the City of Arcata. The estimated total cost of
these improvements will be approximately $3,627,700. The
amount of the total cost of the improvements that will be
funded by the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Collection
Program is $911,900. Of this amount, the Village Student
Housing Community project is estimated to be responsible
for approximately 37%. Detailed information about the
traffic impact mitigation fees is included on Pgs. 67-69 and
in Appendix E of the W-Trans Central Arcata Areawide
Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft EIR).
3.1: Conflict with an
applicable plan,
ordinance, or policy
establishing measures
of effectiveness for
the performance of

the Circulation
System taking into
account all modes
of transportation

3.1b. On-site Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements

To comply with Policy T-5 (Bicycle and Pedestrian
Facilities) of the Arcata General Plan Transportation
Element, the Arcata Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan
(2010), and the recommendations of the W-Trans Central
Arcata Areawide Traffic Study (Appendix L of the Draft
EIR), the proposed project will construct new on-site
pedestrian/bicycle improvements throughout the
development. This includes the following pedestrian/bicycle
trails:


City of Arcata

An approximate 675-foot section of the Arcata Rail
with Trail along the eastern edge of the project site
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Impact
Category

3.6: Conflict with
adopted policies,
plans, or programs
regarding public
transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease
the performance or
safety of such
facilities.

Mitigation Measure
from the northeast corner of the site to the southeast
corner.


An approximate 650-foot section of trail along the
north property line of the project site from the northeast
corner of the site to the northwestern portion of the site.
This trail will connect to the City-owned Janes Creek
Meadows Openspace area (APN 507-511-056) and
continue approximately 175 feet along the southern
boundary of parcel 507-511-056 to access Maple Lane.



Sidewalk and pedestrian trails throughout the project
site as illustrated on the Preliminary Landscape Plan
prepared by KLA Landscape Architecture.

Responsible
Party

Schedule

Measure of
Completion

Same as Mitigation Measure 3.1b (On-site Pedestrian/Bicycle
Improvements).

Chapter 4: Natural Environment
4.1 Geology and Soils
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
4.2 Hydrology and Water Quality
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
4.3 Biological Resources
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Impact
Category
4.3.1: Have a
substantial adverse
effect on any species
identified as a
candidate, sensitive,
or special-status
species.

4.3.4: Interfered
substantially with the
movement of any
native resident or
migratory fish or
wildlife species or
with established
native resident or
migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede
the use of native
wildlife nursery sites.

Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Party

Schedule

Measure of
Completion

Applicant
and City of
Arcata

Prior to the
issuance of
the building
permit

Issuance of the
building permit
by the City of
Arcata

4.3.1a. Biological Survey

The applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct a
focused survey for the protected wildlife species identified in
the NRM Biological Review (Appendix O of the Draft EIR;
Pg. 4, Table 1) as having potential habitat on the 1.4 acre
western portion of the project site, including amphibians and
nesting birds. Surveys shall be performed within 30 days
of the beginning of construction activity. If construction
is delayed for more than 30 days from the date of the
survey, and is to then commence during the nesting
season (March 1 to September 15) an additional survey
shall be conducted. If protected wildlife species are
observed at or directly adjacent to the project site, the
qualified biologist shall design appropriate project activity
buffer widths and operational restrictions. The survey shall
be completed and submitted to the City of Arcata
Community Development Department prior to issuance of
the building permit for the project.

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1a. (Biological Survey).

4.4 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

City of Arcata
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Impact
Category

Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Party

Schedule

Measure of
Completion

Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
4.5 Mineral Resources
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary
Chapter 5: Energy Conservation
Less than significant impacts – No mitigation necessary

City of Arcata

4-6

The Village Final EIR

The Village Student Housing Project Final EIR
APPENDICES
1

Revised Photos Simulation for the Village Project from Maple Lane

2

State Clearinghouse EIR Comment Period Extension Request

3

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis

5.1.ag

W & S Solutions, LLC

Date:

June 22, 2016

To:

Dalene J. Whitlock, Principal, PE, PTOE, W-Trans

From:

Jia Hao Wu, Yanping Zhang, Denis Wu, W & S Solutions, LLC.

Reference:

Technical Memorandum on VMT Procedure and Computations Draft

Subject:

A New CEQA Guidelines Based VMT Modeling for Six Project Sites in Arcata

Project Background
In this memorandum, W & S Solutions (W&S) discusses the new CEQA Guidelines based VMT modeling
services for the project sites in Arcata study area using the 2013 Eureka County traffic model (called the Model).
This model was provided by Caltrans District 1 in 2014 and is used to perform the VMT computations.

VMT Methodology
This modeling service is based on the new CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts regarding the
VMT estimation dated on January 20, 2016. The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is mandated
by SB 743 in 2013 to revise the CEQA Guidelines to eliminate the use of Level of Service (LOS) in determining
transportation impacts under CEQA. The second draft of the new CEQA Guidelines to implement SB 743 is
released for public comment on January 20, 2016. OPR's draft continues to use vehicle miles travelled (VMT) as
the appropriate measure of transportation impacts. In addition, the draft Guidelines include recommendations that
land use development proposed near transit facilities, roadway rehabilitation, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
projects should be considered to have decreased significant transportation impacts. These fundamental changes in
evaluating transportation impacts have created a significant amount of concern both in the development industry
and the environmental consulting industry.
The basic assumptions include the use of the demand forecasting model, the road networks and land use data for
2010 and 2040:
1. The 2040 network assumptions are the same as the 2010 road network assumptions as in the Model;
2. The land use data in 2040 are different from the 2010 assumptions;
3. The OD vehicle demand patterns in the Model are used to estimate the new demands based on additional
trips generated from and attracted to these six projects so that the trip patterns are consistent;
4. The new CEQA VMT thresholds are indicated as follows:
a. Residential: VMT/capita 15% below regional average in 2010
b. Office: VMT/employee 15% below regional average in 2010
c. Mixed Use: Internal trips are reflected in the Model.

Attachment: P. VMT Analysis Memo (1607 : The Village Student Housing Project)

Transportation Consulting Service

OPR states that for “Vehicle Miles Traveled and Land Use Projects”, a development project that results in vehicle
miles traveled exceeding these applicable thresholds of significance may indicate a significant impact. Generally,
development projects that locate within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop along an
existing high quality transit corridor may be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.
Similarly, development projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the project area compared to existing
conditions may be considered to have a less than significant transportation impact. A lead agency may use models
to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment
5776 Stoneridge Mall Rd. Suite 170, Pleasanton, CA 94588, USA
925-380-1320 (office) 925-326-2614 (fax) sales@wssolutions.us (email)
www.wssolutions.us (English) www.wu-song.com (Chinese)
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To summarize, the new CEQA guideline asks to compute VMT per capita or per employee for new development.
A per capita or per employee VMT 15% below that of existing development may be a reasonable threshold. Thus
W&S needs to compute all the average VMT per trip with a trip representing either a capita or employee for 2010
and year 2040 for each of the development sites and the whole region and compare to the 2040 without project
average VMT and the regional averages as well. It is noted that there are vehicle trips in 2040 without project
condition at these three TAZs where these six project sites are located. Here is the methodology for the VMT
computations and definitions for the total VMT and Average VMT used for each project and the whole region as
follows.
1. Identify the study area in terms of TAZs and total trips generated (trips out) and attracted (trips in) in each
TAZ
2. Find 2010 and 2040 vehicle OD demands and vehicle distances by AM and PM peak periods in the
Model
3. Compute the 2010 and 2040 without project VMT:
a. VMT_AM= Demand_AM*Distance_AM
b. VMT_PM= Demand_PM*Distance_PM
4. Compute the 2010 and 2040 without project average VMT:
a. Average VMT_AM=VMT_AM/Demand_AM
b. Average VMT_PM=VMT_PM/Demand_PM
5. Compute the 2040 vehicle OD demands with each of these projects to obtain total additional trips in and
out using Table 1: New OD Demand_AM and New OD Demand_PM using 2040 OD Demand_AM,
TripsIn_AM, TripsOut_AM and 2040 OD Demand_PM, TripsIn_PM, TripsOut_PM
6. Compute the 2040 with project VMT:
a. New VMT_AM= New Demand_AM*Distance_AM
b. New VMT_PM= New Demand_PM*Distance_PM
7. Compute the 2040 average with project VMT:
a. New Average VMT_AM=New VMT_AM/New Demand_AM
b. New Average VMT_PM=New VMT_PM/New Demand_PM

Six New Development Projects
The six development projects are shown in Figure 1 and trips for daily, AM peak hour and PM peak hour listed in
Table 1. These projects are located in:
1. The Village (Apartments)
2. Canyon Creek (Apartments)
3. Open Door (Medical Office)
4. Sunset Terrace (Apartments)
5. Twin Parks (Apartments)
6. Creekside (Single Family, Assisted Living)

5776 Stoneridge Mall Rd. Suite 170, Pleasanton, CA 94588, USA
925-380-1320 (office) 925-326-2614 (fax) sales@wssolutions.us (email)
www.wssolutions.us (English) www.wu-song.com (Chinese)
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based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revisions to
model outputs should be documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project.
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Figure 1: Study Area of 6 Projects with Land Use Data (Source: W-Trans)
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Table 1: Total Trips In and Out by Daily, AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour
Trip Generation Summary of Project Development

Land Use

Units

Daily

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Rate

Trips

Rate

Trips

In

Out

Rate

Trips

In

Out

240 du

6.57

1,578

0.51

121

24

97

0.62

150

97

53

74 du

7.73

572

0.54

40

8

32

0.79

58

38

20

30 ksf

36.13

1,084

2.39

72

57

15

3.57

107

30

77

142 du

6.93

984

0.52

73

15

58

0.67

96

62

34

40 du

9.15

366

0.58

23

5

18

0.99

40

26

14

89 du

9.52

847

0.75

67

17

50

1.00

89

56

33

2.66

266

0.14

14

9

5

0.22

22

10

12

562

319 243

Apartments
Canyon Creek
Apartments
Open Door
Medical Office
Sunset Terrace
Apartments
Twin Parks
Apartments
Creekside
Single Family

Assisted Living 100 beds
Total
Note:

5,697

410

135 275

du = dwelling unit; ksf = 1,000 square feet (Source: W-Trans)

These six project sites are all located in three TAZs (242, 247 and 235) in the modeling network as shown in
Table 2.
Table 2: Six Project Locations and Their TAZ IDs
ID

Development Site

TAZ

1
2
3
4
5
6

The Village Apt
Canyon Creek Apt
Open Door Com Health Ctr
Sunset Terrace Apt
Twin Park Apt
Creekside

242
242
247
247
247
235

Attachment: P. VMT Analysis Memo (1607 : The Village Student Housing Project)

The Village

VMT Computation Results

Based on the VMT computations, we obtained the following results:
1. 2040 without project trips and total and average VMT for each site: AM as shown in Table 3;
2. 2040 with project trips and total and average VMT for each site: AM as shown in Table 4;
3. 2040 without project trips and total and average VMT for each site: PM as shown in Table 5;
4. 2040 with project trips and total and average VMT for each site: PM as shown in Table 6.
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The CEQA guideline threshold states that a per capita VMT below 15% below 2010 existing condition is a
reasonable threshold for no significant impact. Table 8 shows CEQA thresholds for both AM and PM for 2040
and that all the project sites generate average VMT less than these CEQA thresholds. Therefore these projects are
of no significant impact.
Furthermore, the VMT based transportation impacts may be reduced by applying transportation demand
management to reduce vehicle trips, building new roads to shorten travel distances as long as it doesn't trigger
induced demand, and developing extensive mixed land use developments to a lot of intra zonal trips with no
significant impacts.
Table 3: 2040 Without Project Trips and Total and Average VMT for Each Site: AM

Table 4: 2040 With Project Trips and Total and Average VMT for Each Site: AM
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A comparison between without and with projects for 2040 is obtained as shown in Table 7 below. While we see
that the VMT Out and In increase by 30.76% (Out) and 25.43% (In) in AM and 38.17% (Out) and 40.22% (In) in
PM, the averages of VMT per trip are very similar. Thus there are no significant changes in average VMT per
capital. This may be due to 2040 having uncongested travel conditions and travel patterns and routes being similar
with these new developments. If in 2040 the road system is very congested, then there will be longer travel routes
with these higher VMT resulted from these additional trips. This would mean that average VMT per capital will
increase significantly.
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Attachment: P. VMT Analysis Memo (1607 : The Village Student Housing Project)

Table 5: 2040 Without 2040 Trips and Total and Average VMT for Each Site: PM

Table 6: 2040 With Project Trips and Total and Average VMT for Each Site: PM
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Table 7: Comparison between Without and With Project Results in 2040
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Attachment: P. VMT Analysis Memo (1607 : The Village Student Housing Project)

Table 8: CEQA Significant Criterion vs. 2010 and 2040 Ave. VMT for Each Project Site
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