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Re: Comments by Bayside Cares Concerning Appeal No.: A-1-HUM-22-0010 (City 
of Arcata, City of Arcata), Agenda Item F8a at Coastal Commission Meeting, 
November 18, 2022, Commencing at 9:00 a.m. 

 
Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission: 

“Substantial Issues” are raised by the above-referenced appeal by Bayside Cares of the 
Coastal Development Permit issued to the City of Arcata. 

 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE #1: There Was No Consultation with Fish & Wildlife 

After Three-Parameter Wetlands Were Disclosed, and that the Project Would Fill These 
Three-Parmeter Wetlands, Was Disclosed, in the Partially Recirculated DEIR. 

 
The original DEIR did not disclose the presence of three-parameter wetlands next to 

Jacoby Creek Road, and did not disclose that the Project would involve filling approximately 
2,650 square feet of these three-parameter wetlands.  

The original DEIR stated that no wetlands would be filled. (Please see excerpt of 
Partially Recirculated DEIR, attached as Attachment “A”, particularly underlined portions.)  

The City did not disclose the presence of three-parameter wetlands next to Jacoby Creek 
Road, and that the Project would involve filling approximately 2,650 square feet of these three-
parameter wetlands, until December 10, 2021 in the City’s Partially Recirculated DEIR.  

The City did not consult with the Department of Fish & Wildlife after it had finally 
disclosed the presence of three-parameter wetlands next to Jacoby Creek Road, and that the 
Project would involve filling approximately 2,650 square feet of these three-parameter wetlands, 
which it did not disclose until December 10, 2021 in the City’s Partially Recirculated DEIR. 

The City only consulted with the Department of Fish & Wildlife when the original DEIR 
incorrectly stated that no wetlands would be filled and that there were no three-parameter 
wetlands along Jacoby Creek road. 
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The Department of Fish & Wildlife submitted its comments on the original DEIR on 
August 31, 2021, four (4) months before the City disclosed that there are three-parameter 
wetlands next to Jacoby Creek Road, and four (4) months before the City disclosed that the 
Project would involve filling approximately 2,650 square feet of these three-parameter wetlands. 

Chapter 3, page 43, Section 1(b) of the Local Coastal Program states: “The review of 
these sensitive habitat areas and the identification of appropriate land uses and/or mitigation 
measures shall be in cooperation with the Department of Fish and Game.” [Now called the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife.] 

Since the City did not consult with the Department of Fish & Wildlife after 12/10/21, 
after it finally disclosed the presence of three-parameter wetlands next to Jacoby Creek Road and 
that the Project would be filling them, in its Partially Recirculated DEIR, there is a “Substantial 
Issue” as to the Coastal Development Permits issued to the County of Humboldt and to the City 
of Arcata, as the Local Coastal Plans were violated. 
 

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE #2: Increased Road Runoff from an Additional Mile 
of Impervious Surface Potentially Adversely Effects Coastal Wetlands, 
This Was Not Disclosed or Mitigated, and There Was No Consultation 

as to This Potentially Adverse Effect with Fish & Wildlife. 
 

The Project adds approximately one mile of impervious surfaces, including a 180’ 
diameter roundabout, sidewalks and bike paths. More impervious surface means more surface 
runoff water. The water will be running off a roundabout and roads traveled by motorized 
vehicles, so it will be contaminated with petrochemical components. The Project does not 
involve construction of a new storm drain system. The EIR recites that it is using the existing 
storm drain system, and there is no map or plan of the current storm drain system.  

As is apparent from the numerous comments in the administrative records, the area 
immediately adjacent to the APE floods every year, because the existing storm drain system is 
plugged up or otherwise inadequate to handle even the runoff water it receives, before the 
additional of a mile of additional impervious surfaces.  

As revised by the Partially Recirculated DEIR, the Project involves filling three-
parameter wetlands at the side of Jacoby Creek Road with a culvert and covering them to create 
a parking area. The water from these wetlands, together with the new, increased runoff water 
from the roundabout, then goes into the existing storm drain system, across the road, and into the 
Coastal Wetlands at the West side of Old Arcata Road.  

The EIR does not disclose that the contaminated runoff water from the roundabout, which 
will be much greater in quantity than what now exists because of all the added impervious 
surfaces, will run into the Coastal Wetlands. 

The City did not consult with the Department of Fish & Wildlife concerning this potential 
adverse effect on the Coastal Wetlands, as required by the LCP. It did not consult with Fish & 
Wildlife on this potentially adverse effect and did not even disclose this potential adverse effect. 

The amount of runoff water going into the Coastal Wetlands will be greatly increased 
when the area floods, as it yearly does. With a mile of more impervious surfaces, the flooding 



can be expected to be even more severe, bringing a great deal of more contaminated water into 
the Coastal Wetlands.  

The water may also be contaminated with raw sewage. In addition, the Arcata City Code 
requires homeowners to bear the entire cost of replacing defective sewer laterals themselves. As 
set forth in the administrative record, the cost can exceed $25,000. If the homeowners do not pay 
this considerable sum for replacing their sewer laterals, sewage will be added to the road runoff 
water going into the Coastal Wetlands.  

Because the Project will be filling wetlands, and because the filling of wetlands and 
insertion of a culvert in the wetlands next to Jacoby Creek Road as part of the Project, directly 
sends contaminated road runoff water to Coastal Wetlands and to the Humboldt Bay, and 
also occurs in an area the FEIR acknowledges contains endangered red legged frogs and special 
status plants, the City and CALTRANS were required to consult with the Coastal Commission 
and with the Department of Fish & Wildlife concerning the wetland filling, the contaminated 
road runoff water going into the Coastal Wetlands and Humboldt Bay and mitigation of these 
adverse effects.  (See, e.g., Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2017) 2 
Cal.5th 918, 936.) 

The Local Coastal Program requires mitigation of adverse effects on wetlands to be “in 
cooperation with the Department of Fish and Game” (now called the Department of Fish & 
Wildlife), so this Project violates the Local Coastal Program, as well as the CEQA. (Public 

Resources Code § 21003; CEQA Guidelines, § 15080.)  

CONCLUSION 

On the basis of the foregoing, together with the administrative record, Substantial Issues 
exist as to Bayside Cares’ appeal of the Coastal Development Permit issued to the City of 
Arcata.  

Very truly yours, 
 
      STOKES, HAMER, KIRK & EADS, LLP 
 
           Chris Johnson Hamer 
          By: ______________________________ 
      Chris Johnson Hamer  
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From: Bert Colbert
To: NorthCoast@Coastal
Cc: EBT - Kristi Colbert, RN, BSN
Subject: Bayside Road Improvement Project
Date: Saturday, November 5, 2022 10:19:37 AM

Dear Coastal Commission Members,
We have lived in Bayside since 1989. Our home is on old Arcata Road with our driveway in
front of our house directly facing the road. We are 4 houses north of the proposed roundabout. 
During the 30+ years that we have lived here, we have seen numerous accidents at the corner
of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road. This includes vehicle collisions and vehicles
leaving the roadway and ending up in people’s yards.
The most recent a few months ago, involved a vehicle traveling at a higher rate of speed down
Jacoby Creek Road and taking out the stop sign at the corner by the post office. Then -the
vehicle continued across Old Arcata Road, left the roadway airborne and ended up in the yard
between two homes. The stop sign traveled through the air and landed up in a tree of one of
these homes. That stop sign could have impaled somebody. 
 The Old Arcata Rd speeds have also increased with people often driving in excess of 50
MPH. We have been involved in numerous public comment sessions & in person meetings
with the City of Arcata planning department regarding these proposed road improvements. In
my opinion, the city of Arcata staff made every effort to take into account public input and
overwhelmingly the roundabout was preferred. The majority of us living right on old Arcata
Road who are the most impacted – – are fully in favor of a roundabout at the corner of Old
Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road. Roundabouts work!!  The opposition to this – – the
group calling themselves Bayside Cares– – is largely made up of homeowners who do not live
directly on the road and do not face the potential impacts that a roundabout or three- way -stop
sign intersection would bring. We believe a roundabout is the only traffic calming solution
that will work with the road improvement plan. A three -way-stop sign intersection will:
1) Back up traffic past our house all the way to Jacoby Creek school.
2)  Pose a higher safety risk for people crossing an intersection on a radius corner.  
3) Traffic traveling north from the Bayside cutoff would soon hit stopped traffic waiting to go
through that intersection. Someone is going to get hit from behind and have severe injuries or
be killed. 
We were just in Germany in August. Everywhere we went, including very small rural villages,
had roundabouts! Why? Because roundabouts work to slow down traffic and cut down on air
pollution as opposed to coming to a complete stop. 

.We are asking that you reject the Bayside Cares group appeal and move forward with the City
of Arcata‘s project as proposed with the roundabout. 
Sincerely,
Bert & Kristi Colbert
1759 Old Arcata Rd, Bayside, CA 95524
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From: Lee Dedini
To: NorthCoast@Coastal
Subject: Old Arcata Road Improvement Project in November 18, 2022 meeting
Date: Wednesday, November 9, 2022 1:58:25 PM

California  Coastal Commission,
   My wife and I live in the community of Bayside and ride our bikes often in the area of the
proposed road improvements on Old Arcata Road. We support the development of a
roundabout and feel it will greatly improve public safety. 
   We, along with the vast majority of the community, encourage the Coastal
Commission to follow the staff recommendation and find "No Substantial Issue" for
both appeals (Appeal No. A-1-ARC-22-0010 and Appeal No. A-1-HUM-22-0026).
   Thank you, Lee and Jill Dedini, Bayside
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From: Marc Delany
To: NorthCoast@Coastal; Jansen, Bente@Coastal
Subject: Delany Appeal Appeal No. A-1-HUM-22-0026 (City of Arcata, Humboldt Co.)
Date: Friday, November 11, 2022 11:25:52 AM

Bente Jansen 

Coastal Commission

North Coast District office 

1385 Eighth Street

Suite 130

Arcata, CA 95521

707-826-8950 ext. 5

 Bente.Jansen@coastal.ca.gov. 

 RE: Appeal No. A-1-HUM-22-0026 (City of Arcata, Humboldt Co.)

Dear Coastal Commission,

For the reasons set forth below I believe the Coastal Commission should review this project
for consistency with the Local Coastal Plan under Section 30330 of the Coastal Act. Please
include the following with my appeal.

There have been two “Lead Agencies” throughout most of this project. There can only be one
per project. I see there are really two projects, one within the City of Arcata city boundaries
for pedestrian and bike improvements. Arcata is listed as Lead Agency for this. The other
project is a highway improvement project proposed by the consulting engineer, Omni Means,
mid project presentation circa 2016. Caltrans claims to also be the “Lead Agency” for this
highway improvement project using STIP funds. Under CALTRANS, NEPA review is
applied, including NHPA and Environmental Justice Protections for state and federal historic
resources. The Arcata project only contemplates using CEQA criteria. Projects cannot be
segmented to reduce (or increase) the potential approval.

The current APE for the project was determined and provided through the CEQA process as
contracted for by the City of Arcata. NEPA review also includes economic impacts analysis,
and subjective criteria when evaluating impacts on historic resources. Without the corrected
APE used as the basis of CEQA (or NEPA) review, the actual impacts, and impacted
properties and communities are incorrect.

With two competing Lead Agencies, no one agency is fully responsible.

Many others and I have had no elected representation in this process to date, violating
fundamental civil rights and other protections. 
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It is appreciated if the Coastal Commission would review this project for the above, and for
the included specific “Chapter 3” requirements cited below.

I would appreciate the opportunity to appeal before the commission next week, or at the next
opportunity. If the CC agrees there are 2 distinct projects here, the “roundabout” project is the
project objected to, if the NEPA review is, in fact, completed.. The Pedestrian and Bike
Improvements wholly within the City of Arcata has not completed NEPA review as required
at this time and may not be “ripe” for appeal at this date.

To my knowledge Caltrans has not completed NEPA review, including an economic analysis
of potential impacts. The SHPO process seems to have begun, then stopped.

CMZ requires state review of federal, state and local consistency in planning per 15 C.F.R.
923.15 process. Under Section 30330 the review of federal laws and regulations, testimony
received at (all?) public hearings and coastal commission deliberations, the plans, maps,
photos, E.I.S. and other documents for consistency with Regional, Federal and State
requirements of the Local Coastal Plan. Inaccurate and erroneous mapping, DE-APE, and
other defects generated in planning a local project by the state or local government and
agencies.

In the case of the project before the commission, a confused history and description dominated
the process, beginning with a project segmented with two lead agencies for most of the past 5
years. One project, the Caltrans highway improvement at the intersection of OAR and JCR,
and another project, originally called the “Old Arcata Road Bicycle and Pedestrian
Improvement Project”. There, Caltrans is also lead agency for a project outside the City of
Arcata, a “roundabout” This is at the intersection of OAR and JCR. This area was recently
determined by Humboldt Planning and Building Department to be outside the City of Arcata.
It is 100% in the coastal zone and Humboldt County. The “Old Arcata Road Bicycle and
Pedestrian Improvement Project”, lead agency - the City of Arcata is North of the contested
project. In the past year changes in the lead agency were made, but it is unclear which agency
is fully responsible for the “roundabout”.

The late inclusion by consultant Omni Means Engineering substituted Alt 1 with Alt 2 in later
documents further confusing the project description, boundaries, NEPA requirements, and the
APE used by both Caltrans and the City of Arcata. Alt 1 intended to use the existing roadbed,
Alt 2, a “roundabout” was offered as an alternative to the proposed project. The addition, new
highway of the roundabout is outside the City of Arcata. No one on JCR can vote in any City
of Arcata election of representatives.

This resulted in the 900 plus residents living up JCR that will be affected by the “roundabout”
to be unrepresented by any elected officials, as ALL of JCR is outside the City of Arcata. This
came as a surprise to county planning. To date most affected property owners and those
residing outside of the City of Arcata have had a project imposed on the community with no
recourse to elected officials representing Bayside. This is a violation of CA Constitution,

Federal law, and why the Environmental Justice Act
[1]

 was passed into law, to protect
unrepresented communities from unwanted development. In this case both projects are within
the Coastal Zone. 

 

CHAPTER 3
COASTAL RESOURCES PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT POLICIES 



 
 
 

Section 30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas; adjacent developments 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of
habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade
those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

(Amended by Ch. 285, Stats. 1991.) 

 

Section 30241 Prime agricultural land; maintenance in agricultural production 

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural production to
assure the protection of the areas’ agricultural economy, and conflicts shall be minimized between
agricultural and urban land uses through all of the following: 

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where necessary,
clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. 

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas to the lands
where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by conflicts with urban
uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical and viable neighborhood and
contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban development. 

(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded by urban uses where the conversion
of the land would be consistent with Section 30250. 

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the conversion of agricultural
lands. 

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural development do not
impair agricultural viability, either through increased assessment costs or degraded air and water
quality. 

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions approved
pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime agricultural lands shall not
diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. 

(Amended by: Ch. 1066, Stats. 1981; Ch. 43, Stats. 1982.) 

 

Section 30241.5 Agricultural land; determination of viability of uses; economic feasibility
evaluation 

(a) If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue pursuant to subdivision (b) of
Section 30241 as to any local coastal program or amendment to any certified local coastal program
submitted for review and approval under this division, the determination of "viability" shall include,
but not be limited to, consideration of an economic feasibility evaluation containing at least both of



the following elements: 

(1) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for the five
years immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an
amendment to any local coastal program. 
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(2) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, associated with the
production of the agricultural products grown in the area for the five years immediately preceding
the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an amendment to any local coastal
program. 

For purposes of this subdivision, "area" means a geographic area of sufficient size to provide an
accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of agricultural uses for those lands included in the
local coastal program or in the proposed amendment to a certified local coastal program. 

(b) The economic feasibility evaluation required by subdivision (a) shall be submitted to the
commission, by the local government, as part of its submittal of a local coastal program or an
amendment to any local coastal program. If the local government determines that it does not have the
staff with the necessary expertise to conduct the economic feasibility evaluation, the evaluation may
be conducted under agreement with the local government by a consultant selected jointly by local
government and the executive director of the commission. 

(Added by Ch. 259, Stats. 1984.) 

 

Section 30244 Archaeological or paleontological resources 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources as
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be
required. 

 

Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of
public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along
the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those
designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department
of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Section 30252 Maintenance and enhancement of public access 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the
coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial
facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of
coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development, (4) providing
adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise
office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload
nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition
and development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new



development

 

Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts 

New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion,
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and
cliffs. 

(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air
Resources Control Board as to each particular development. 
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(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. 

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which, because of their
unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses. 

 

Section 30254 Public works facilities 

New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to accommodate needs
generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this division; provided,
however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that State Highway Route 1 in rural areas of the
coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except
where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not induce new development inconsistent
with this division. Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a limited
amount of new development, services to coastal dependent land use, essential public services and
basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation,
commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other development. 

 

Section 30260 Location or expansion 

Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate or expand within existing sites
and shall be permitted reasonable long-term growth where consistent with this division. However,
where new or expanded coastal-dependent industrial facilities cannot feasibly be accommodated
consistent with other policies of this division, they may nonetheless be permitted in accordance with
this section and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1) alternative locations are infeasible or more
environmentally damaging; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public welfare; and (3)
adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[1] The Community Guide to Environmental Justice and NEPA Methods provides information for communities who want to assure that
their environmental justice (EJ) issues are adequately considered when there is a federal agency action that may involve environmental
impacts on minority populations, low-income populations, and/or Indian tribes and indigenous communities.

Federal Guidance on Environmental Justice
Executive Order 12898 (February, 1994) (PDF)(5 pp, 19 K), “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations” (EO 12898) directs each Federal Agency to “make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations,” including tribal populations.
The Presidential Memorandum accompanying EO 12898 emphasizes the importance of using the NEPA review processes to promote
environmental justice. It directs Federal agencies to analyze the environmental effects, including human health, economic, and social
effects, of their proposed actions on minority and low-income communities when required by NEPA.
The Memorandum calls for agencies to address significant adverse environmental effects on these communities in mitigation measures
outlined or analyzed in:

Environmental assessments (EAs)

Findings of no significant impact (FONSIs)

Environmental impact statements (EISs)

Records of decision (RODs)

Agency Guidance Related to Environmental Justice and NEPA
In light of Executive Order 12898, the White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued Environmental Justice; Guidance
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (December, 1997) (PDF)(40 pp, 2.3 MB). This guidance includes six principles for
environmental justice analyses to determine any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects to low-
income, minority, and tribal populations. The principles are:

1.      Consider the composition of the affected area to determine whether low-income, minority or tribal populations are present
and whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on these populations
2.      Consider relevant public health and industry data concerning the potential for multiple exposures or cumulative exposure
to human health or environmental hazards in the affected population, as well as historical patterns of exposure to
environmental hazards
3.      Recognize the interrelated cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that may amplify the natural and
physical environmental effects of the proposed action
4.      Develop effective public participation strategies
5.      Assure meaningful community representation in the process, beginning at the earliest possible time
6.      Seek tribal representation in the process

 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/downloads/community-guide-environmental-justice-and-nepa-methods
https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ceq-environmental-justice-guidance-under-national-environmental-policy-act
https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/ceq-environmental-justice-guidance-under-national-environmental-policy-act


From: Gordon Inkeles
To: NorthCoast@Coastal
Subject: OLD ARCATA ROAD RENEWAL PROJECT
Date: Thursday, November 10, 2022 10:34:53 AM

NOVEMBER 10, 2022

REGARDING THE OLD ARCATA ROAD RENEWAL PROJECT: 

We recommend that the Coastal Commission follow the staff recommendation
and find "No Substantial Issue" for both appeals (Appeal No. A-1-ARC-22-0010
and Appeal No. A-1-HUM-22-0026).
Note that staff have found that none of the contentions raise a substantial issue
as to the project's consistency with the certified Local Coastal Program and that
the City of Arcata and the County of Humboldt have provided a high degree of
factual and legal documentation that shows they have followed proper
procedure and met all applicable requirements to obtain approval for
development in the Coastal Zone.
Furthermore, note that the City of Arcata and the County of Humboldt have
complied with all proper procedures and met all requirements for overall project
environmental review, permitting, approvals, and public input and engagement.
Note that the extent and scope of this project is limited to an existing developed
roadway and the immediate adjacent right-of-way, and the project includes
protective mitigation measures that will ensure that there will be no significant
coastal resources impacted.

This project is strongly
supported by the vast majority
of neighboring property owners
and residents who will be most
affected, as well as by the
majority of the Bayside
community.  The traffic entering Bayside via the Old Arcata
Road and Jacoby Creek Road intersection, where the roundabout will be
located, is currently posing a significant hazard to pedestrians, bicyclists,
children walking to school, dog walkers, and to the general community due to
excessive automobile speeds.  The community supports the development of a
roundabout and feels it will greatly improve public safety.  A small, but very
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vocal group called Bayside Cares is opposed to the project.  They have no valid
claims to stop the project, but instead are trying to stop it by any means
possible.  They would be best served by working with the City of Arcata and the
community of Bayside to make sure their concerns are addressed and to
support the successful completion of the proposed project that will greatly
benefit the entire community.

JACOBY CREEK SCHOOL is at
the center of this project. We have
dozens of small children walking in
traffic every day for lack of
sidewalks. Any further delays in
completing this project will put
them at significant risk. 

Sincerely,

GORDON AND IRIS INKELES
1641 HYLAND STREET
BAYSIDE, CA. 95524



To: California Coastal Commission 
From: Jude Power 
Re: Comment on Nov 18, 2022 North Coast District agenda items: New Appeals 8.a and 8.b 
 
 Dear Commissioners, 
 
I write today to encourage you to follow CCC staff recommendations to find “No Substantial 
Issue” for two related appeals:  A-1-ARC-22-0010 (City of Arcata) and A-1-HUM-22-0026 (City of 
Arcata, Humboldt Co.). 
 
What should have been a routine process has, sadly, become an opening for a small number of 
contrarians to once again attempt to impede a well-designed safety enhancement: the Old 
Arcata Road Improvement Project. CCC staff have found that there is “a high degree of factual 
and legal support” for the County’s and City’s findings that water quality will be protected 
during and after construction, and that the project is compatible with the character of the 
surrounding area. 
 
Importantly, a majority of community members strongly favor this project in its entirety, 
including the roundabout.  For example, on February 16, 2022, when the Arcata City Council 
voted to approve the project, MORE THAN THREE TIMES as many people spoke in favor of the 
project as against it (24:7, to be exact). The proportion of supporters has consistently been two 
to three times greater than opponents since the project was first proposed in 2017.  
 
The public record shows that the Arcata Community Development Dept. has encouraged, and 
received, input from residents inside and outside the city limits since this project was initiated, 
and that all comments have been examined and responded to in writing for the public to see. 
Those of us who live inside the project area want the increased safety it will provide, including 
the roundabout which will calm traffic that is becoming denser and faster as more people move 
to the Humboldt Bay Area. 
 
Specific to the concern that the roundabout will compromise visual resources, many 
community supporters have expressed the opinion that it will actually improve the visual blight 
of the existing intersection. The entry to Arcata for motorists coming north along Old Arcata 
Road will be far more attractive with a landscaped roundabout than it is with the cyclone 
fencing and gravel on the road right-of-way at this time. 
 
Please don’t cause this much needed project to be delayed any longer. Participants at State, 
County, City and community levels fully support it. 
 
 
Thank you for your service to California, 
Jude Power 
Hyland St. 
Bayside 95524 



From: Kathleen Stanton
To: NorthCoast@Coastal
Cc: Jansen, Bente@Coastal
Subject: A-1-HUM-22-0026 Old Arcata Road Improvement Project with ROUNDABOUT
Date: Thursday, November 10, 2022 12:51:48 PM

Dear Commissioners,
Historic BAYSIDE CORNERS in my professional opinion is eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places as a Rural Historic District.

The proposed Roundabout will be as big as any in the City of Arcata.  It is 180 feet in diameter with five overhead Light Posts, flashing signage, road stripes, rumbly Botts Dots and raised islands.  
This intrusive modern feature is not in keeping with the rural residential feel and historic significance of Bayside Corners which the Coastal Act protects. 

The approved development is inconsistent with the Visual Resources protection policies of the LCP because it is NOT in conformity with the character of the surrounding area. 

Bayside Corners is the juncture of two rural roads, Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road with FIVE Historic Landmarks in the immediate vicinity: 
 1904 Old Jacoby Creek School
  1882 Temperance Hall
  1941Old Grange Hall
1876 Lawlor Connors Wilson House
  1887 Monahan Dexter House

The Historic Setting and Viewsheds protect the integrity of these listed and eligible National Register properties.  
The Scenic & Historic Viewsheds in addition to the Historic Architecture contribute to the Historic Feeling and Association with the Past which the Secretary of the Interior protects for Federally funded road projects. 

Per your staff report, “…the proposed roundabout and other improvements will affect the visual character of the area to some degree…”. 

The Roundabout portion of the Old Arcata Road Project is NOT sited and designed to protect cultural resources, historic or rural Viewsheds and is NOT visually compatible with the rural residential character of Bayside Corners and the surrounding area. 

The introduction of a modern Roundabout would be the tipping point that threatens the integrity of our proposed Historic District where the sense of Historic Place, Feeling and Association with the past would be seriously compromised.
 
Roundabout development for historic Bayside Corners and this scenic coastal community is inappropriate and constitutes a SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE for further review. 

Respectfully submitted,

Kathleen Stanton, M.A.
Historic Resources Consultant
Bayside Cares

Please take a moment to look at our additional photographs in the attached link.
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1rRorTtiFM6UmgDWJQZO4uUuZ4CsNV4KOBJ1EyChvbww/edit?usp=share_link

SCENIC & HISTORIC BAYSIDE CORNERS
1904 OLD JACOBY CREEK SCHOOL LISTED ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

L TO R: 1882 TEMPERANCE HALL & 1941 OLD GRANGE

mailto:kathleenjstanton@gmail.com
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Bente.Jansen@coastal.ca.gov
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1rRorTtiFM6UmgDWJQZO4uUuZ4CsNV4KOBJ1EyChvbww/edit?usp=share_link


OLD ARCATA ROAD LOOKING SOUTH
SOUTHERN PROJECT AREA

SIMULATION OF PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT



From: Stanley Binnie
To: NorthCoast@Coastal
Cc: Kimberly Tays
Subject: Public Comment on November 2022 Agenda Item Friday 8a - Appeal No. A-1-ARC-22-0010 (City of Arcata,

Arcata)
Date: Sunday, November 6, 2022 5:59:20 PM

Note:  This public comment is submitted by Kimberly Tays via Stan Binnie’s iPad, as my
keyboard is not working.

Dear Commissioners:

I do not oppose the project under appeal, but I wish to point out persistent problems I have
observed over the past 17 years with mitigation measures or specific conditions set forth in
projects in the coastal zone of Humboldt County.  I hope by relaying my concerns, that more
specific conditions will be incorporated into this Coastal Development Permit (CDP).

In my opinion, the weak link in the CDP approval process is a lack of monitoring to insure
that conditions and mitigation measures set forth in permits are successfully met.  Bold
declarations are made in the application documents by the applicant(s) or their representatives,
but too many times I have seen projects completed where the mitigation measures and/or
specific conditions are not met.  (If requested, I can provide information on specific CDPs in
which this has happened.)

Below are the various problems I have witnessed with CDP conditions and/or mitigation
measures:
 
1.  Oftentimes, the mitigation goals set for landscaping are not met because: (1) the newly
planted native vegetation is not cared for and dies, (2) dead or dying plants are not replaced
with new plants, and (3) the plants end up being decimated, later on, by insensitive mowing or
vegetation removal activities along our roads and trails.

2.  If the native landscaping does not survive or thrive, the disturbed project area typically
becomes infested with the usual suite of invasive plant species that are harmful to Humboldt
County’s biodiversity.  Once those invasive plant species move in, and no effort is made to
eradicate them, the invasives eventually crowd out the native plants that tend to grow more
slowly and take more time to become established.

3.  Another problem I have seen with permitted landscaping projects in the coastal zone is that
when individual native plants die, the posts and fencing used to protect the young plants are
oftentimes left behind, creating visual clutter on the landscape.  And it appears that there are
no timely attempts made to remove the dead plants and replace them with new plants.  

4.  In regards to landscaping the Jacoby Creek roundabout, Exhibit 3 says: “Plantings would
be consistent with other City roundabouts and public right of ways.”  (See Section 2.5.7
Landscaping.)  Unfortunately, many of Arcata’s roundabouts are not very attractive or
interesting.  Some of them consist of a sole tree surrounded by a scalped lawn or are filled
with weeds.  I would like to see a landscaping plan that is more creative than what we see now
in Arcata’s roundabouts and for commissioners to ask the City to put forth a specific
landscaping plan that incorporates native plantings in the roundabout that support birds, bees
and butterflies and requires the plants to be  perpetually cared for so that they thrive and are

mailto:sbinnie1@icloud.com
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:kimkat067@gmail.com


visually pleasing.

5.  With regards to erosion control.  I have noticed that during construction activities, and once
road projects are completed, that wetland boundary protection or erosion control materials
(i.e., sediment cloth or orange fencing) oftentimes are not properly secured, maintained or
removed and end up tearing and/or breaking into pieces.  The improper use of these plastic-
based materials are contributing to the ever-increasing problems with plastics pollution in our
environment and waterways.

I am hopeful the Coastal Commission will put forth conditions or mitigation measures to
address my concerns and require that some sort of monitoring plan be implemented after the
project is completed to insure that the conditions/mitigation measures set forth in the CDP are
successfully met.

Thank you for considering my thoughts on this agenda item.

Kimberly Tays
(Resident of Humboldt County with an Arcata address)
Email: kimkat067@gmail.com

Sent from my iPad
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Jim Zoellick 
1766 Old Arcata Rd. 
Bayside, CA 95524 
 
November 8, 2022 
 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast District 
1385 8th Street, Suite 130 
Arcata, CA 95521 
 
Subject: Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project, Coastal 
Development Permit Appeals (A-1-ARC-22-0010, A-1-HUM-22-0026) 
 
 
Dear California Coastal Commission, 
 
My name is Jim Zoellick and I live at 1766 Old Arcata Road in Bayside, CA. I am a homeowner 
and have lived here for the last 23 years. My wife and I walk our dog daily in our neighborhood 
and I bicycle frequently in the area. We live three houses north of the Jacoby Creek Road 
intersection where the proposed roundabout will be installed, and we are huge supporters of the 
Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation Project, including the proposed roundabout.  As recommended 
by California Coastal Commission staff, we encourage you to find “No Substantial Issue” with 
the Appeals listed above (A-1-ARC-22-0010, A-1-HUM-22-0026) and deny these appeals. 
 
I cite the following reasons for finding “No Substantial Issue” and denying the appeals: 
 

1. As described in the Staff Reports, California Coastal Commission staff have found that 
none of the purported contentions raise a substantial issue as to the project's consistency 
with the certified Local Coastal Program.  In addition, the City of Arcata and the County 
of Humboldt have provided a high degree of factual and legal documentation that shows 
they have followed proper procedure and met all applicable requirements to obtain 
approval for development in the Coastal Zone. 

2. Furthermore, the City of Arcata and the County of Humboldt have complied with all 
proper procedures and met all requirements for overall project environmental review, 
permitting, approvals, and public input and engagement. 

3. In addition, the extent and scope of the proposed project is limited to an existing 
developed roadway and the immediate adjacent right-of-way, and the project includes 
protective mitigation measures that will ensure that there will be no significant coastal 
resources impacted. 

4. Finally, note that the proposed project is strongly supported by most neighboring 
property owners and residents, as well as by most of the larger Bayside community.  The 
traffic entering Bayside via the Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road intersection, 
where the roundabout will be located, is currently posing a significant hazard to 
pedestrians and bicyclists, and to the general community due to excessive automobile 
speeds.  Most of the community supports the development of a roundabout and feels it 
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will significantly improve public safety.  A small, but very vocal group is opposed to the 
project.  They have no valid claims to stop the project, but instead are trying to stop it by 
any means possible.  They would be best served by working with the City of Arcata and 
the community of Bayside to ensure their concerns are addressed and to support the 
successful completion of the proposed project that will greatly benefit the entire 
community. 

 
As a resident of California who lives immediately adjacent to the Coastal Zone and to the 
proposed Old Arcata Road Rehabilitation and Pedestrian/Bikeway Improvements Project, I urge 
you to find No Substantial Issue and to deny appeals A-1-ARC-22-0010, A-1-HUM-22-0026. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and for the work you do for the State of California to protect 
our coastal resources. 
 

 
Jim Zoellick 
 


	Correspondence Cover Page
	BaysideCaresF8a
	Comment re November 18 2022 Coastal Development Permit Appeal re Arcata JA.pdf
	ATTACHMENT A
	Attachment A (Excerpts from Part Recirc DEIR)

	Colbert
	Dedini
	Delany
	Inkeles
	Power
	Stanton
	Tays
	Zoellick

