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November 10, 2022 

 
VIA E-MAIL  
 
Coastal Commission, 
North Coast District Office 
NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov 
  

Re: Comments by Bayside Cares Concerning Appeal No.: A-1-HUM-22-0026  
 (City of Arcata, Humboldt County), Agenda Item F8b 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 County of Humboldt. 

 
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE #1. The Project Does Not Protect Public Safety. 

Chapter 3, page 1 of the Local Coastal Program, states: “the Coastal Act requires that all 
development be subject to standards designed to protect natural and cultural resources, as well 
as to protect public safety.” 

The Project will potentially create hazards of serious injury or death to pedestrians and 
bicyclists, in violation of the Local Coastal Program, with no standards designed to avoid these 
safety hazards. This is documented in the letter from traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, 
which was attached as Exhibit “C” to Bayside Cares’ Appeal and is attached as 
Attachment “A” to these comments. 

There is no contrary evidence to what Daniel T. Smith states, either in the EIR or in the 
Staff Report. The Staff Report only notes that the City “intended” the Project to improve safety, 
calm traffic and to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians, and that it would be designed to 
meet ADA standards—which is not the same as being designed to protect public safety, and to 
avoid the dangers described in Mr. Smith’s letter. What the City “intends” is not evidence that 
safety will be improved, not decreased, or that the roundabout design will not create potentially 
great risks of collisions between bicyclists, pedestrians and motor vehicles.  

Nothing in the EIR or in the Staff Report discloses the potential safety hazards and 
substantial potential for increased collisions between motor vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians 
which are identified by traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith. No measures to mitigate these safety 
concerns are set forth in the EIR or Staff Report. 

mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov


November 10, 2022 
California Coastal Commission 
Page 2   
 
 

A. Danger of Collisions between Bicyclists, Pedestrians and Motorists Created 
by the Roundabout 

As traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, Jr., states in his letter attached as Attachment 
“A”, (which letter was attached as Exhibit “C” to Bayside Cares’ Appeal), the roundabout 
portion of the Project creates dangers of collisions between bicycles and pedestrians, by putting 
bicycles and pedestrians together on a narrow, shared path.  

As traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, Jr., states in his letter attached as Attachment “A”, 
(which letter was attached as Exhibit “C” to Bayside Cares’ Appeal), the roundabout portion of 
the Project also creates dangers of collisions between motor vehicles and bicycles by mixing 
bicyclists with motor vehicles in the roundabout, particularly because motorists will be focused 
on negotiating the roundabout, rather than on looking out for bicycles. There is the potential for 
collisions between bicyclists and pedestrians because they will be sharing the same narrow path. 

The danger of collisions between which dangers were disclosed or analyzed in the EIR, 
and there are no mitigation measures against these dangers.  

The existing intersection, without the roundabout, is safer for bicyclists than the 
roundabout, and the safety of the existing intersection could be improved with only minor work. 
As stated by traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, in his letter February 3. 2022 letter (attached as 
Attachment “A”, which was attached as Exhibit “C” to the Appeal):  

 
“In the existing situation, clear bikeable shoulders extend up to the 

intersection in the northbound direction of Old Arcata with a clear path outside 
the Old Arcata northbound traffic lane across it ahead of the STOP line on 
westbound Jacoby Creek.  In the southbound direction of Old Arcata, bicyclists 
have a bikeable shoulder clear through the intersection.  On Jacoby Creek, which 
has defined bikeable shoulders farther east, on the last 200 feet to the intersection 
in both directions, the shoulder limit is undefined and there is poor pavement 
quality.  This condition could be improved without building the roundabout.”  

 
 The traffic engineer describes a particular danger to bicyclists of collisions with 
motor vehicles and with pedestrians, created by the choices they must make, because of 
this particular roundabout design:  

 
“In the proposed roundabout design, northbound bicyclists have an 

undesirable choice.  The must merge (perhaps abruptly if unfamiliar with the 
route) from the bikeable shoulder into the northbound traffic lane on Old Arcata, 
through the roundabout in mixed and crossing traffic before regaining the 
bikeable shoulder at the intersection with the branch of Old Arcata serving the 
Post Office and the pump station.” 

 
“Or, they can go up a ramp, making an abrupt reverse S turn to a path 

shared by pedestrians and bicyclists that leads circuitously around the east side of 
the roundabout.” 

 



November 10, 2022 
California Coastal Commission 
Page 3   
 
 

“On the way around it, they cross Jacoby Creek Road on a crosswalk that 
is roughly halfway between the roundabout and the branch of Old Arcata serving 
the Post Office.  For a bicyclist deciding whether to enter the crosswalk, there will 
be uncertainty whether a motorist approaching westbound on Jacoby Creek and 
signaling for a right turn is turning into the Post Office segment and hence not a 
threat or is turning into the roundabout and is one.” 

 
“This same dilemma faces pedestrians headed southbound into the 

crosswalk.  Southbound cyclists who currently have a clear bikeable shoulder 
through the intersection will have to make a choice whether to ride through the 
roundabout in mixed traffic or ride around the west side of it on a shared path 
with pedestrians.  Although the transition from the shoulder to the traffic lane is 
less abrupt than in the northbound direction, the narrowness of the lane as it 
continues southward means that the cyclist will have to fully occupy the traffic 
lane instead of traveling to the right of motor vehicle paths.  If the cyclist chooses 
to use the shared path, the transition is via abrupt reverse S curve at the last 
private driveway north of the roundabout or an even more abrupt reverse S curve 
at the ramp closer to the roundabout itself.  On the whole, it seems more likely 
than not that the roundabout will be more detrimental to cyclists than the existing 
situation.” 

 
B. Increased Points of Potential Conflict Increase the Potential for 

Collisions. 
 

The roundabout design creates potential for collisions between bicyclists, motor vehicles 
and pedestrians, because it includes a number of potential conflict points between them. 
Immediately adjacent to the roundabout as designed, there are two private driveways, 
ingress/egress to the Post Office and ingress/egress to the Bayside Community Hall (grange) 
parking area. 

 
As traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, Jr., states in his letter attached as Attachment “A”, 

(which letter was attached as Exhibit “C” to Bayside Cares’ Appeal): 
 
“Another part of the improved safety claim is that roundabouts decrease 

conflict points.  But in this case, there are two private driveways on the west side 
of Old Arcata, one in the stripped portion of the north separator island, one that 
causes the raised portion of the south separator island to be split with a stripped 
section in between.  There is the Post Office access portion of Old Arcata, one 
end of which intersects within the stripped opening of the north separator island; 
the other of which intersects Jacoby Creek just to the east of the raised portion.  
Two private driveways intersect Jacoby Creek near the roundabout within the 
stripped portion of the easterly separator, one of which is commercial, island and 
also a lengthy portion of the Bayside Community Hall parking area that has 
continuous mountable curb access along the stripped portion of the easterly 
separator island.” 
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“If, as it appears, the intent is to continue to have full movements 
access/egress at all of these points, they constitute additional conflict points that 
would constitute additional conflict points that compound operational and safety 
issues associated with the roundabout.  If the intent is to limit some or all of these 
points to right turn in/right turn out, this could trigger severance damage 
payments, which is akin to a taking of right of way.” 

 
 Daniel T. Smith, Jr. notes in his second letter, attached as Attachment “B”, which was 
attached as Attachment “D” to the Appeal, that recently there were three injury or fatality 
collisions at or in the close proximity of roundabouts in the Arcata vicinity involving motor 
vehicles with bicyclists or pedestrians, two along Old Arcata Road itself and another near the 
roundabout at the intersection of Spear Avenue, St. Louis Road and West End Road.  While the 
causation analysis of these accidents has not yet been completed, their occurrence makes obvious 
that the lack of analysis of the history, causation and severity at the intersection of Old Arcata 
Road and Jacoby Creek Road is a major flaw in the justification of the roundabout feature of the 
Project.   
 

C. The City’s Emergency Response Vehicle Will Not Be Able to Negotiate the 
Roundabout. 

 
The Staff Report states that “The proposed lanes are standard widths, which can 

accommodate emergency vehicles.” 

This is not true. It will not accommodate the City of Arcata’s primary emergency vehicle, 
which does not have dimensions of a standard emergency vehicle. Traffic engineer Daniel T. 
Smith, Jr.  also notes in his second letter, attached as Attachment “B”, which was attached as 
Attachment “D” to the Appeal, that the Arcata Fire Department’s Critical Emergency Response 
Vehicle, a quint, will not be able to negotiate the roundabout, further endangering public safety. 

As explained in his letter based on the latest photo of the entire vehicle fleet operated by 
the Arcata Fire District posted on the District’s web site, the District operates a unique type of 
fire vehicle known generically as a “quint”.  A quint combines the functions of an aerial ladder 
truck and an engine (“pumper”) truck.  The vehicle operated by the Arcata Fire District is a 2001 
American LaFrance 3-axle quint with an overall width of 10.25 feet (instead of the 8.5 feet width 
of a normal design truck), a relatively short wheelbase of 21.5 feet but large overhangs front and 
rear.  The front overhang is 8.5 feet to the front bumper and about 12.5 feet counting the 
overhang to the ladder platform.  The rear overhang from the center of the rear axles is 16 feet.  
Its maximum steering angle is 39.3 degrees. Traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, Jr., states, that 
“these unique dimensions make this fire apparatus a design vehicle of particular concern at any 
roundabout.” 

 
There is no analysis in the Environmental Impact Report whether this critical emergency 

response vehicle can negotiate the proposed roundabout successfully and at satisfactory 
emergency response speed. There is no analysis of the potential adverse effects on both public 
safety and traffic flow, if the quint cannot negotiate the proposed roundabout, or if the quint can 
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only negotiate the proposed roundabout at extremely slow speeds, backing up traffic and other 
emergency response vehicles such as ambulances and other fire fighting vehicles. 

 
D. Logging Equipment and Other Oversized Vehicles Will Not Be Able to 

Negotiate the Traffic Circle. 
 

The Staff Report does not address whether the proposed roundabout will accommodate 
oversized vehicles, including oversized logging equipment.  There is to be logging by the City of 
Arcata on Jacoby Creek Road, necessarily using the intersection where the roundabout is 
proposed. Attached hereto as Attachment “C” is the notice sent by the City of Arcata’s forester 
concerning the City of Arcata’s plans to log an area on Jacoby Creek Road. Loaders and other 
over sized equipment are necessary in logging operations. 

 
Traffic engineer Daniel T. Smith states in his February 3, 2022 letter that the roundabout, 

as designed, will not accommodate oversized vehicles, but all the other roundabouts on Old 
Arcata Road can accommodate oversized vehicles. So--if an oversized vehicles comes onto Old 
Arcata Road, it will be blocked once it encounters the roundabout, leading to traffic backups and 
creating a risk to public safety, particularly emergency vehicle access to the Project area. 

 
E. The City Provided No Evidence that the Roundabout Will Improve Public 

Safety. 
 

As traffic engineer, Daniel T. Smith, Jr., notes in his attached letter: 
 

“The environmental documents contain no formal analysis of documented 
accident experience and causation justifying provision of a roundabout. Claimed 
need is purely anecdotal reports and hypothetical conjecture that building a 
roundabout here would improve safety when there is no evidence that there is a 
safety problem that would justify such a drastic measure.” 

  
“Nowhere does any version of the EIR or related documents, such as the 

Project Study Report, establish that there is a fundamental need for the 
roundabout feature by operational analysis (level-of-service), nor is adequacy of 
the roundabout as proposed, demonstrated through this form of analysis.” 

 
The City has not demonstrated that the roundabout as proposed would have adequate 

capacity to serve year 2041 volumes, or that it would even be adequate to serve current traffic 
volumes. The City makes a prediction that the current intersection would not have capacity to 
serve year 2041 volumes. Yet it makes no prediction that the roundabout would have capacity to 
serve 2041 volumes, or even present volumes. 

 
Daniel T. Smith, Jr. notes in his second letter, attached as Attachment “B”, which was 

attached as Attachment “D” to the Appeal, states: 
 
“In the EIR, in the “Purpose and Need” section of the Project Description 

states as follows: 
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“The Project is intended and designed to serve current City population.” 

 
 Yet curiously and inconsistently, within the same Purpose and Need 

section, it attempts to justify the roundabout by citing a very poor Level-of-
Service (“LOS”) prediction for the current Jacoby Creek/Old Arcata intersection 
configuration and control based upon a Caltrans study estimated volumes for Year 
2041.” 

 
“--Yet nowhere, not even in the related Project Study Report, does the 

Project documentation ever demonstrate that the roundabout as proposed would 
have adequate capacity to service Year 2041 volumes or even current year 
volumes.”  

 
“The EIR documents are also inconsistent in dismissing alternatives that 

involve adding improved traffic control (3-way STOP or Traffic Signal) to the 
current intersection alignment, stating that all-way STOP and Signal warrants are 
not met.  However, there is no evidence that the EIR considered the 2041 volumes 
predicted by Caltrans in making these warrant assessments.  The City could 
obviously add all-way STOP control as soon as traffic growth results in these 
warrants being met.” 

 
The Local Coastal Program prohibits the approval of any Project which does not comply 

with the Local Coastal Program. (Chapter 1, pg. 1, section 1.10) 

Chapter 3, page 1 of the Local Coastal Program states: “the Coastal Act requires that all 
development be subject to standards designed to protect natural and cultural resources, as well as 
to protect public safety.” [Emphasis added.] 

There are no standards in this Project to protect public safety. Public safety is endangered 
by this Project, as described in detail above, and in the attached letters from traffic engineer, 
Daniel T. Smith, Jr.  There also is no evidence-based justification for the roundabout feature of 
the project, which will cause such a radical modification of the intersection and area. 

SIGNIFICANT FACT #2:  The Project Will Have Adverse Effects on  
Historical Resources Which Are Not Mitigated. 

 
Section 3.18 of the Local Coastal Program requires mitigation measures if historic 

resources are adversely affected by the Project. (Chapter 3, pg. 26, section 3.18) 

 The Project adversely affects historic resources and, in violation of the Local Coastal 
Program, the Project includes no mitigation measures.  

The Staff Report analysis assumes as true facts which are untrue. The Staff Report also 
does not consider the factors which must be considered, when considering the effect of a project 
on the historic integrity of historic properties. 



November 10, 2022 
California Coastal Commission 
Page 7   
 
 

First, the Staff Report claims that the Project will have a less than significant impact 
on historic resources because the Project activities will be confined to the public right of 
way with no encroachment onto any private parcels. 

This exhibits a fundamental misunderstanding of the meaning of a public right of way—
as well as a fundamental misunderstanding of the elements which are required to be considered 
when evaluation the effect on a historic property.  

A public right of way is simply an easement--- which is the right to use part of a private 
parcel of land for a public use. By definition, the public right of way encroaches on private 
parcels. (Parks v. Gates (1921) 186 Cal.151, 154.) 

The public right of way runs over the private parcels on which many historic structures 
are located. In other words, the private right of way shares parcels of land with the historic 
structures. 

As stated in Bayside Cares’ appeal, there are a large number of historic structures on the 
parcels over which the public right of way runs or in the vicinity of where the public right of way 
runs.  Even the report of historic resources obtained by the City of Arcata and referenced in the 
EIR acknowledges that there are properties in the vicinity of the Project which are either in the 
National Register or eligible to be listed in the National Register. Bayside Cares’ appeal lists 
with specificity a large number of properties eligible for the National Register and/or the 
California Registry of Historic Places.  

As set forth on pages 45 through 49 of the National Register Bulletin, which is lengthy, 
and found at the following link, https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-
15_web508.pdf, a historic structure is no longer a historic structure unless its “Integrity”, and 
“Integrity” means that it must maintain its Setting, Feeling and Association. As stated in the 
National Register Bulletin:  

 
 “The physical features that constitute the setting of a historic property 
can be either natural or manmade, … including such elements as:  

“Relationships between building and other physical features and open 
space.” 

“These features and their relationship should be examined not only 
within the exact boundaries of the property, but also between the property 
and its surroundings.” 

The huge, urban roundabout with 5 overhead lights and blinking pedestrian lights and 
signs, bike lanes and sidewalks, will greatly modify and modernize the Setting of all the historic 
structures in its vicinity, removing the over 75-year old present intersection and adjacent open 
space with features very much not historic, and will destroy the historic Setting of this large 
number of historic structures. 

https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/upload/NRB-15_web508.pdf
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 Likewise, the Feeling of the area surrounding these many historic structures will be 
radically modified and modernized. 

The National Register Bulletin states: 

 “Feeling” is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense 
of a particular period of time. It results from the presence of physical 
features that, taken together, convey the property’s historic character. For 
example, a rural historic district retaining original design, materials, 
workmanship and setting will relate the feeling of agricultural life in the 19th 
century.” (p. 45) 

Again, the huge, urban roundabout with 5 overhead lights and blinking pedestrian lights 
and signs, bike lanes and sidewalks, will greatly modify and modernize the Setting of all the 
historic structures in its vicinity, removing the over 75-year old present intersection and adjacent 
open space with features very much not historic, and will destroy the historic Setting of this large 
number of historic structures, and will likewise destroy the historic Feeling of the historic 
structures.  

This is particularly the case with the Old Jacoby Schoolhouse, which is immediately 
adjacent to where the huge, urban roundabout with 5 overhead lights, blinking pedestrian lights, 
bike lanes and sidewalks is planned. 

In the immediate vicinity of the intersection of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road, 
where the Project would construct a huge, urban roundabout with 5 overhead lights, there are 
two (2) buildings listed in the National Register and four (4) properties, including the 1882 
Temperance Hall, which are eligible to be listed in the National Register. The Project does not 
disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting, context and significance of these 
six (6) historic structures, nor does the Project mitigate these adverse effects in any manner.  

The roundabout is proposed to be constructed directly in front of the Old Jacoby Creek 
Schoolhouse, which is listed in the National Register as well as in the California Registry of 
Historic Places. The EIR does not disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting 
and historic feeling of the Old Jacoby Creek School House, nor does the EIR propose to mitigate 
these adverse effects in any manner. 

The huge, urban roundabout, with its 5 overhead lights, is also to be constructed next to 
the Old Grange, a California Registered Landmark found eligible for the National Register. The 
Project does not disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting, context and 
significance of the Old Grange, nor does the Project mitigate these adverse effects in any 
manner. 

The huge, urban roundabout, with its 5 overhead lights, is also to be constructed next to 
the Temperance Hall, which has been found eligible for the National Register. The Project does 
not disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting, context and significance of the 
Temperance Hall, nor does the Project mitigate these adverse effects in any manner. 
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The huge, urban roundabout, with its 5 overhead lights, is also to be constructed in close 
vicinity to the Orr House at 2332 Jacoby Creek Road, which is listed in the National Register. 
The Project does not disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting, context and 
significance of the Orr House, nor does the Project mitigate these adverse effects in any manner. 

On the parcels of real property over which the public right-of-way easement runs, which 
will be in close proximity to the sidewalks and bike paths to be constructed as part of the Project 
and in close proximity to the roundabout to be constructed as part of the Project, there are eight 
(8) 19th century and early 20th century properties that were determined by historian, Susie Van 
Kirk, in 1974, to be eligible for the National Register: 1750, 1752, 1734, 1703, 1428 and 1171 
Old Arcata Road, 12146 Anvick Road, and the 3 C’s Barn in the Bayview Conservation Area. 
The Project does not disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting, context and 
significance of these eight (8) historic structures, nor does the Project mitigate these adverse 
effects in any manner. 

Also on the parcels of real property over which the public right of way runs, which will 
be immediately adjacent to the sidewalks and bike paths to be constructed as part of the Project 
and in close proximity to the roundabout to be constructed as part of the Project, there are 
twenty-six (26) more structures that historian, Kathleen Stanton, found to be of sufficient age to 
be considered for the National Historic Register: 1775, 1766, 1696, 1570, 1560, 1550, 1546, 
1500, 1440, 1420, 935, 945, 963, 971, 991, 1149, 1129,1215, 1230,1285, 1641,1651, 1671, 1727, 
1759 and 1785 Old Arcata Road. The Project does not disclose or consider the adverse effects on 
the historic setting, context and significance of these twenty-six (26) historic structures, nor does 
the Project mitigate these adverse effects in any manner. 

 The Project is proposed to be constructed in the area historically known as “Bayside 
Corners”, where Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road meet, roads and an intersection which 
are themselves rich in local history. The U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards recognize 
roads, streets, circulation systems and open space as critical landscape features in a historic 
setting.  This is a 75-year old intersection, not a “modern intersection”. It was built in 1946. 
The intersection is itself historic, having been built immediately after WWII, as part of the 
historic logging and housing boom in Humboldt County. 

The Project does not disclose or consider the adverse effects on the historic setting, 
context and significance of the historic roads and intersection historically known as “Bayside 
Corners,” nor does the Project mitigate these adverse effects in any manner. There is such a high 
density of historic structures in the vicinity of the Project that it is worthy or preservation as a 
historic district, as is stated by historian, Kathleen Stanton. 

The roundabout is a large, modern feature that is an intrusive element to the historic 
environment by its sheer size and accompanying features which include five street lights, 
medians, numerous signs and directional arrows, blinking lights for pedestrians, and a massive 
amount of concrete. It will cause the high beams of Northbound traffic in the roundabout to glare 
into the windows of the historic structures. It will displace the existing intersection of Jacoby 
Creek Road and Old Arcata Road, which has had its present configuration since 1946, and 
which is a critical landscape feature in a historic setting, under U.S. Secretary of the 
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Interior’s Standards. It will eliminate open space, and bring motor vehicle traffic much closer 
to these historic structures, with its attendant sounds and smells. 

The Project eliminates much open space and brings traffic to within 35 feet of the 
Temperance Hall structure itself, and within 79 feet of the Old Jacoby Creek School House 
structure itself, and bringing traffic over the very lots of land on which these two historic 
structures are situated. 

The Project destroys the historic setting, context and significance of these historic 
structures, including construction of the large, urban roundabout with 5 overhead lights, the 
elimination of existing open space near these structures, bringing traffic over the parcels on 
which these structures are situated, as well as light pollution. 

Second, the Staff Report claims that the Project will have a less than significant 
impact on historic resources because the Project will not entail removal of any physical 
feature of any historical resource or potential historic resource considered character 
defining or necessary for the resource to convey its historical significance. 

Again, this displays Staff’s fundamental misunderstanding of how to judge potential 
adverse effects of a Project on historic properties, which must include an assessment of the 
Project’s potential effect on Setting and Feeling, as discussed above. As also discussed above, 
“Setting” and “Feeling” includes physical features including open space, the existing 
intersection, the distance between the historic buildings and the intersection known historically 
as “Bayside Corners.” 

The existing open space, as well as the existing rural intersection constructed in 1946, are 
to be removed and replaced with a large, modern roundabout that is an intrusive element to the 
historic environment by its sheer size and accompanying features which include five street lights, 
medians, numerous signs and directional arrows, blinking lights for pedestrians, and a massive 
amount of concrete. The roundabout will bring traffic much closer to the historic structures, 
removing much of the existing space between the road and the structures, and further 
modernizing the Setting and Feeling of the historic properties. 

Third, the Staff Report claims that the Project will have a less than significant 
impact on historic resources because the Project will have no effect on view of Arcata Bay 
or the forested foothills. 

Arcata Bay and the forested foothills do not constitute the Setting or create the Feeling 
around the historic structures. The 75-year-old rural and historic intersection, and open space, 
particularly between the historic properties and road, create the historic Setting and historic 
Feeling around the historic properties. The visual character of the area---the historic Setting and 
historic Feeling-- will be destroyed when a large, modern roundabout with its accompanying 
features, including include five street lights, medians, numerous signs and directional arrows, 
blinking lights for pedestrians, and a massive amount of concrete, is constructed. The roundabout 
will also bring traffic much closer to the historic structures, removing much of the existing space 
between the road and the structures, and further modernizing the Setting and Feeling of the 
historic properties. 
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The Staff Report itself admits: “...the proposed roundabout and other improvements will 
affect the visual character of the area to some degree.”  

The Staff Report quotes the EIR as saying that the historic setting has already changed 
because, “In 1946, the historic Old Arcata Road/Jacoby Creek Road intersection was 
reconfigured into a modern, sweeping curve through Bayside Corners.  The Project, therefore, is 
not proposing to replace the original, historic, intersection, but rather a modern intersection 
reflecting modern highway and design the does not contribute to the significance of the three 
historic resources.” 

The intersection built in 1946 is over 75 years old and is itself, historic, built right after 
World War II, during the lumber boom and housing boom in Humboldt County. Many historic 
structures built around 1946 are in the vicinity of the roundabout and the rest of the Project. And 
the intersection is intrinsic to the historic setting and feeling of all of these historic structures. 
There are far more than 3 historic structures, and structures which are 75 years old were built 
during an important time to Humboldt County history and are themselves historic. 

The Staff Report also quotes the EIR as saying that many late 19th and 20th century 
buildings have already been lost and new buildings constructed within the last 30 years. This 
correctly portrays the area as mostly new buildings, which it is not. As set forth above, there are 
such a large number of historic properties in the area of the Project, that it is eligible to become a 
Historic District. 

Fourth, the Staff Report claims that the Project will have a less than significant 
impact on historic resources because “the proposed roundabout includes the smallest 
feasible footprint, and the revegetation of the roundabout’s center island will soften the 
visual effect of the hardscape feature. 

This is not true. The City constructed the largest roundabout it could, which is still within 
the public right of way. It is larger than all other roundabouts on Old Arcata Road. 

The center island of the roundabout cannot be planted with vegetation because it will be 
constantly run over by oversized vehicles, including logging trucks. Vegetation would also 
further impair visibility of motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians to avoid collisions with each 
other.  

Fifth, the Staff Report claims that the Project will have a less than significant 
impact on historic resources because EIR states the lighting will be designed to meet city 
standards, which limit maximum wattage/lumens and require shielding to protect wildlife 
and nighttime views.  

The mere presence of the five large overhead lights and several flashing pedestrian lights 
will still potentially detrimentally affect the historic Setting and historic Feeling of the historic 
properties. 
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SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE #3: There Was No Consultation with Fish & Wildlife  
After the City Disclosed the Presence of Three Parameter Wetlands, and After the City 
Disclosed that the Project Would Fill These Three-Parameter Wetlands, in the City’s 

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 “D”, 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 disclosed the 
presence of three-parameter wetlands next to Jacoby Creek Road, or after it disclosed 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. 

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, 
when it finally disclosed the presence of three-parameter wetlands next to Jacoby Creek Road 
and that the Project would be filling them, which disclosure occurred in the City’s  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 #4: Increased Road Runoff from an Additional Mile 

of Impervious Surface Potentially Adversely Effects Coastal Wetlands. 
 

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 
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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 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.  

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.)  
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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 County of 
Humboldt.  

Very truly yours, 
 
      STOKES, HAMER, KIRK & EADS, LLP 
 
           Chris Johnson Hamer 
          By: ______________________________ 
      Chris Johnson Hamer  
 
CJH/ja 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment A: Letter from Daniel T.  Smith, Jr., Traffic Engineer 
Attachment B: Letter from Daniel T. Smith, Jr., Traffic Engineer 
Attachment C: Logging Notice from City of Arcata Forester 
Attachment D: Excepts from Partially Recirculated DEIR 
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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

mailto:bert.colbert@gmail.com
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:colbert4@sbcglobal.net


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

mailto:dedinilee@gmail.com
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov


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. 

mailto:mldelany@gmail.com
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Bente.Jansen@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:Bente.Jansen@coastal.ca.gov


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: Kathleen Stanton
To: Jansen, Bente@Coastal; NorthCoast@Coastal
Subject: A-1-HUM-22-0026 Old Arcata Road Improvement Project with ROUNDABOUT
Date: Friday, November 11, 2022 2:43:45 PM
Attachments: HistoricBaysideCorners_Draft2.pdf

11/11/2022

Dear Commissioners,
The ROUNDABOUT portion of this road Project is poorly sited at the juncture of Arcata’s
city limits and the rural residential region in Humboldt County’s planning jurisdiction known
as historic Bayside Corners. 
Allowing this portion of the Project to remain presents a Substantial Issue regarding whether
the Project would adversely impact the character of the Arcata community and its visual
resources.
 
LCP section 4-0201 states: “Much of the character of the Arcata Community is derived from
the architectural styles of buildings in the City and the relationship of these buildings to each
other.  
Particular attraction is provided by buildings of historic interest, and government action is
necessary to protect these structures.”

LCP section 4-0202 5 includes the following provision: “Promote visual environments
which are of high aesthetic quality and variety and which, at the same time, are considerate
of each other.” 

These are Mandates by the Coastal Commission to protect the historic buildings and their
Setting and Viewsheds associated with the many National Register listed and eligible
buildings located at Bayside Corners. 

Furthermore, Bayside has been recognized by the City of Arcata General Plan 2020 as a
SPECIFIC PLAN AREA to be surveyed and listed as a NEIGHBORHOOD
CONSERVATION AREA or Historic District.

Arcata General Plan POLICYH-4 
NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION AREAS (NCAs) AND SPECIFIC PLANS
Objective. Designate the Central Arcata, Arcata Heights, Bayview, and Bayside areas as
Neighborhood Conservation Areas and assure that new construction, modifications or
alterations of noteworthy structures, 
and significant changes to other structures are harmonious with the existing character of
these neighborhoods.

H-4f 
Specific Plan Districts. 
The following Specific Plan Districts, with boundaries shown in Figures HP-b and HP-c, are
hereby established:
1. Bayside Specific Plan District.
Specific Plans prepared for these Districts will include preservation measures for historic
and noteworthy structures.

The City of Arcata has IGNORED this General Plan mandate as well as the “Preservation

mailto:kathleenjstanton@gmail.com
mailto:Bente.Jansen@coastal.ca.gov
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov



 


 
 
Per the staff report and the city of Arcata’s historic consultants, “the proposed roundabout and other 
improvements will affect the visual character of the area to some degree.” 
 
Bayside cares feels that the roundabout will destroy the scenic quality of this landmark and bayside 
corners and disqualify it for historic district status. 
 
The truth remains that the roundabout portion of this project is not sited and designed to protect 
significant cultural resources or historic viewsheds and is not visually compatible 
 
With the rural residential character of bayside corners and the surrounding area. 
  







 
 
L to r: 1941 old grange and 1882 temperance hall. 
 
Both buildings are eligible for the national register of historic places and contributing resources to the 
proposed historic district. 
 
The roundabout will come withing 35 feet of the front of the temperance hall which is an elementary 
school. 
 
 
 







 
 
This is the 1887 Monahan dexter house and old post office. 
 
It is a city of Arcata landmark and a contributing resource to the proposed historic district. 
 
 
 
 







 
 
This is the 1904 old Jacoby Creek school that is listed on the national register of historic places. 
 
It is a contributing resource to the proposed historic district 
 
 
 
 







 
 
This is the alignment of the original Old Arcata Road and its historic connection with the 1904 school bell 
tower. 
 
The roundabout is planned for this location and will come within 35 feet of the front facade of the 1882 
temperance hall on the right. 
 
This historic viewshed will be destroyed with a roundabout in this location. 
  







 
 
 


 
 
Old Arcata Road and the southern boundary of the project area.  
 
This is a very scenic and historic transportation corridor that is a character defining feature in historic 
bayside. 
 
A massive roundabout is a modern, intrusive feature that does not fit this historic setting. 
 
 
 







 
 
Historic bayside corners  
 
View looking west towards the city of Arcata’s vast conservation area which borders the west side of the 
project area. 
 
The intersection of two rural roads: Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road will be destroyed with a 
roundabout here. 
 
The proposed roundabout is 180 feet in diameter and will be one of the largest in the city. 
The rural setting for the numerous historic landmarks at bayside corners will be altered and their 
significance diminished with the construction of a massive, asphalt & concrete roundabout with 5 
overhead lights, flashing signage, road stripes, rumbly botts dots and raised island. 
 
 







 
Within a few hundred feet of the proposed roundabout is the 1876 Lawlor Connors Wilson house which 
is in the coastal zone and listed on the national register of historic places. 
 
It is a contributing structure to the proposed bayside corners rural historic district. 
 
A roundabout will adversely affect the setting for this important landmark. 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
This is the old 19th century Flanigan & Brosnan lumber mill site showing the old railroad berm in the 
background where the cookhouse and sawmill stood. 
 
This is an important historic archaeological feature on 13 acres in the coastal zone that is designated as a 
national register historic property. 
 
The integrity of significant historic and archaeological cultural resources must be protected which 
includes their historic setting and viewsheds per the coastal act and the secretary of the interior’s 
standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  







 
 
This 13-acre historic site is in the coastal zone and listed on the national register of historic places and 
adjacent to the proposed roundabout. 
 
A massive roundabout adjacent to this property would be an adverse effect to a significant, rural 
cultural landscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
Historic bayside corners 
View looking south on Old Arcata Road 
 
This historic viewshed will be destroyed by the roundabout 
 
 
 







 
 
Historic bayside corners 
View looking north towards Jacoby Creek Road 
 
This historic viewshed with the landmark 1904 Jacoby creek schoolhouse (listed on the national register 
of historic places) will be destroyed with a massive roundabout. 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
 
Historic bayside corners 
 
Juncture of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road 
View looking north showing the proposed site of the roundabout 
 
This historic viewshed showing the landmark  1887 Monahan dexter house/old post office to the north 
will be destroyed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Measures” of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards that protect the Setting, Viewsheds,
Feeling and Association of National Register properties like those found at Bayside Corners.

Given LCP Policy 4-0201 & the Arcata General Plan Policy H-4f the Roundabout must be
removed from the Road Project as inconsistent with established preservation standards and
law governing the Coastal Commission and the City of Arcata. 
The Project permit as proposed must be denied.

Thank you,

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



 

 
 
Per the staff report and the city of Arcata’s historic consultants, “the proposed roundabout and other 
improvements will affect the visual character of the area to some degree.” 
 
Bayside cares feels that the roundabout will destroy the scenic quality of this landmark and bayside 
corners and disqualify it for historic district status. 
 
The truth remains that the roundabout portion of this project is not sited and designed to protect 
significant cultural resources or historic viewsheds and is not visually compatible 
 
With the rural residential character of bayside corners and the surrounding area. 
  



 
 
L to r: 1941 old grange and 1882 temperance hall. 
 
Both buildings are eligible for the national register of historic places and contributing resources to the 
proposed historic district. 
 
The roundabout will come withing 35 feet of the front of the temperance hall which is an elementary 
school. 
 
 
 



 
 
This is the 1887 Monahan dexter house and old post office. 
 
It is a city of Arcata landmark and a contributing resource to the proposed historic district. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
This is the 1904 old Jacoby Creek school that is listed on the national register of historic places. 
 
It is a contributing resource to the proposed historic district 
 
 
 
 



 
 
This is the alignment of the original Old Arcata Road and its historic connection with the 1904 school bell 
tower. 
 
The roundabout is planned for this location and will come within 35 feet of the front facade of the 1882 
temperance hall on the right. 
 
This historic viewshed will be destroyed with a roundabout in this location. 
  



 
 
 

 
 
Old Arcata Road and the southern boundary of the project area.  
 
This is a very scenic and historic transportation corridor that is a character defining feature in historic 
bayside. 
 
A massive roundabout is a modern, intrusive feature that does not fit this historic setting. 
 
 
 



 
 
Historic bayside corners  
 
View looking west towards the city of Arcata’s vast conservation area which borders the west side of the 
project area. 
 
The intersection of two rural roads: Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road will be destroyed with a 
roundabout here. 
 
The proposed roundabout is 180 feet in diameter and will be one of the largest in the city. 
The rural setting for the numerous historic landmarks at bayside corners will be altered and their 
significance diminished with the construction of a massive, asphalt & concrete roundabout with 5 
overhead lights, flashing signage, road stripes, rumbly botts dots and raised island. 
 
 



 
Within a few hundred feet of the proposed roundabout is the 1876 Lawlor Connors Wilson house which 
is in the coastal zone and listed on the national register of historic places. 
 
It is a contributing structure to the proposed bayside corners rural historic district. 
 
A roundabout will adversely affect the setting for this important landmark. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
This is the old 19th century Flanigan & Brosnan lumber mill site showing the old railroad berm in the 
background where the cookhouse and sawmill stood. 
 
This is an important historic archaeological feature on 13 acres in the coastal zone that is designated as a 
national register historic property. 
 
The integrity of significant historic and archaeological cultural resources must be protected which 
includes their historic setting and viewsheds per the coastal act and the secretary of the interior’s 
standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 
This 13-acre historic site is in the coastal zone and listed on the national register of historic places and 
adjacent to the proposed roundabout. 
 
A massive roundabout adjacent to this property would be an adverse effect to a significant, rural 
cultural landscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Historic bayside corners 
View looking south on Old Arcata Road 
 
This historic viewshed will be destroyed by the roundabout 
 
 
 



 
 
Historic bayside corners 
View looking north towards Jacoby Creek Road 
 
This historic viewshed with the landmark 1904 Jacoby creek schoolhouse (listed on the national register 
of historic places) will be destroyed with a massive roundabout. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Historic bayside corners 
 
Juncture of Old Arcata Road and Jacoby Creek Road 
View looking north showing the proposed site of the roundabout 
 
This historic viewshed showing the landmark  1887 Monahan dexter house/old post office to the north 
will be destroyed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



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

mailto:arcata@me.com
mailto:NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov


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



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
StreamGuys.com   

2212 Jacoby Creek Rd  
Bayside California 

95524 
 

 (707) 667-9479 
Fax (707) 826-1343 

 info@streamguys.com  
 
VIA E-MAIL 
Coastal Commission, 
North Coast District Office 
NorthCoast@coastal.ca.gov 
 
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: 
 
My name is Kiriki Delany, and I own the nationally historic registered property, “the Old Jacoby Creek 
Schoolhouse”, at 2212 Jacoby Creek, National Register #85000353. I am also a member of Bayside Cares, a 
group of concerned residents of the Project Area, who strongly oppose this Project. 
 
Specifically, I object to the harm that the round-about will cause to the historic resources. Cancel the round-
about portion of the project only, and ask for the City of Arcata to use the alternative option of the T 
intersection. It was also favored by the community process, yet it has not been presented to the commissions.  
 
I also have no elected official representing myself, nor the approximate 800 voters who live in the County 
further up Jacoby Creek Road. I do not believe its legal for the commissions to pass projects when there are no 
elected officials representing us. I implore the Coastal Commission to follow the law and make sure we have 
elected officials representing is in this project.  
 
The area of potential effect, (APE) and the project has been too narrowly defined, as being in the right of way in 
the road. However, this is not a factual statement. The road and traffic effects do not only affect the road. Of 
course, it also affects the properties that border the road. 
 
There has not been a traffic study, nor a noise study which is required by the Arcata code. Because the APE has 
been improperly defined, this commission, nor any of the previous commission have been able to benefit from 
the required studies. The approval for the project is coming before the necessary studies were completed. The 
City of Arcata does not follow its own laws, the laws of the state, or the California coast. I urge the Coast 
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Commission to force the city to comply with the law and deny the Coastal Development. 
 
The project is planned to severely alter the storm drainage and surface run-off, and there has been nothing to 
address the impacted Jacoby Creek and its protected Salmon. This is another major oversight. This project could 
be an opportunity to improve the ability for the Salmon to get through the Old Arcata Road. But currently there 
is no mitigation planned. This project will further affect the ability for the Salmon to reach further upstream.  
 
Because new construction will happen at the round-about, and because portions of this project are being funded 
by Caltrans, NEPA is in effect, and the national standards apply. This means that the viewshed, and the 
subjective impacts to the historical resources also need to be considered. It is a false statement to say that 
because this historic neighborhood has already been impacted, that the city does not need to mitigate or plan for 
the impact it will have to the historic resources. The project does need to protect our historic resources.  
 
The California Coastal Commission should not grant a coastal development permit for the above-referenced 
Project because the Project violates sections 3.18 and 3.29.1 of the Local Coastal Plan. Those sections of the 
Local Coastal Plan require, where new development will adversely affect archeological or paleontological 
resources identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures be required. 
 
I own “The Old Jacoby Creek Schoolhouse”, a building in the National Register of Historic Places, also 
identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, which is immediately adjacent to the Project’s roundabout 
or traffic circle. The Old Jacoby Creek Schoolhouse will be quite adversely affected by the Project and nothing 
has been done to mitigate the adverse effects on my beautiful historic building, of the adverse effects on the 
neighboring historic property, also in the National Register of Historic Places and identified by the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, “Temperance Hall”, which is being used by Mistwood Montessori School.  
 
Having a large, urban roundabout constructed right in front of The Old School House, 2212 Jacoby Creek Road, 
apn 501-011-006, completely destroys the building’s historic  context and setting. A large, modern, paved 
roundabout is right next to the building, headlights will glare in the windows, traffic noise and vibration will be 
brought closer to the building, and the beautiful, rural feeling of the area in which it is now situated will be 
destroyed.  
 
It will also destroy the historic context and setting of the Temperance Hall, being used as Montessori School, 
which is also adjacent to the large, urban roundabout the Project includes. 
 
I have implored the city of Arcata at every step to reconsider the roundabout and instead choose the preferred T-
Intersection alternative that was presented to the public. Many of the involved citizens, as well as the 
consultants that produced reports for the project, considered this an equally, if not superior alternative.  
 
I believe the city has a conflict-of-interest issue at the heart of this project, and therefore the roundabout is the 
only option that is being presented by the community development director Dave Loya, because it is the option 
that will pay most money to the engineering firm, GHD. Joshua Wolf, the person in the City of Arcata most 
active in causing this Project to be considered and approved by the Arcata City Council, has at all times been an 
engineer employed by GHD, and as GHD’s employee, he designed the project and wrote the environmental 
documents.  
 
Everything to do with this Project was the result of a conflict of interest, and was done to enrich the engineering 
firm, GHD, and not to benefit the public. (Please see the Comment Letter from Chris Johnson Hamer, the 
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attorney for Bayside Cares.) The contracts concerning this Project are all void because they are the result of this 
conflict of interest. 
 
If this Project including the roundabout is approved, after I pursue all necessary appeals, I will be obliged to file 
a lawsuit, because I feel so strongly about the damage this Project is going to cause. My property and the many 
other historic properties in the area will all be irretrievably and permanently damaged in their historic context 
and setting. A large, urban roundabout will be constructed right next to these historic structures, there will be 
glaring headlights directly into the building, traffic will be brought many feet closer, and the historic setting and 
context will be utterly destroyed.  
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In 2015, the City of Arcata, passed an ordinance requiring that the historic structure, setting and context of my 
building, the Old Jacoby Creek School House, had to be preserved.  
 
In 2015 I was required to connect my historic building to the Arcata sewer system. In conjunction with the 
approvals the City of Arcata imposed the following pre-zoning conditions.  
 
For full reference please see attached 1458 Prezoning 2212 Jacoby Creek Road effective 6 20 2015 (PDF)_201505281010372175.pdf 
source: https://www.cityofarcata.org/DocumentCenter/View/440/1458-Prezoning-2212-Jacoby-Creek-Road-effective-6-19-2015-
PDF?bidId= 
 
 
“Future development shall provide special consideration to potential impacts to Cultural and Historical 
Resources on the site as the property is listed on the National Register of Historic Places – National Register 
#85000353 and has had archaeological investigations and tribal consultation/monitoring.  
 
“Future development shall also not significantly diminish the school’s historical structure, context or 
setting. The maximum percentage of site area to be occupied by structures, parking, driveways and pavement 
shall not exceed 60%.” 
 
In 2015, the City of Arcata clearly recognized both the historic building resources, and expressed sensitivity to 
native cultural resources potentially in the area.  
 
I cannot reconcile why, in 2015, the City of Arcata imposed these conditions on development of my historic 
property, and now the City of Arcata wants to construct a large, urban roundabout right in front of my property, 
that will most certainly have severe adverse impacts on the historic context and setting of my building, other 
historic buildings in the area including the Temperance Hall,  as well as having an adverse impact on  cultural 
resources.  
 
Is Arcata merely this hypocritical in how it treats the general plan and due process for property owners 
compared to their own projects? Yes, they are. But in this case, it is also seeming to be illegal.  
 
I don’t vote in Arcata, nor do I have any representation from them within the public process. I have standing 
that has been denied and ignored as an affected property owner.  
 
I humbly ask the California Coastal Commission to represent my interests as a county voter and deny the round-
about portion of the project.  
 
 
 
Please see the map the City used for its pre-zoning code changed. It clearly shows the entire portion of the 
round-about is 100% within County jurisdiction. I believe it is 100% within the county right to deny this permit.  
 
Please consider it, as the city can easily change their plans to the alternative T intersection, which will just as 
equally improve safety and at the same time, not further impact the properties and existing rural community.  
 
 

https://www.cityofarcata.org/DocumentCenter/View/440/1458-Prezoning-2212-Jacoby-Creek-Road-effective-6-19-2015-PDF?bidId=
https://www.cityofarcata.org/DocumentCenter/View/440/1458-Prezoning-2212-Jacoby-Creek-Road-effective-6-19-2015-PDF?bidId=
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The Mistwood School and the Old Jacoby Creek building are actively used by many citizens who will be 
adversely impacted. Think of the school children , as well as the office workers at StreamGuys, and the 
residential renters. They will all be impacted by the construction, as well as the proximity of the traffic from the 
round-about. Our access becomes more dangerous to enter the properties, as do activities like logging, which 
are significant due to the City of Arcata’s largest timber holding, in upper Jacoby Creek Valley. They will not 
be able to drive the trucks safely around the round-about. Why would this be allowed so close to a school?  
 
The Roundabout was simply chosen because GHD had its finger on the scale. This is highly improper.  
 
Please deny the application for a Coastal Development Permit for this Project.  
 
Thank you,  
 
 

 
Kiriki Delany 
President 
www.streamguys.com 
kiriki@streamguys.com 
1.707.667.9479 x251 
1.707.826.1349 fax 

 
 

 
  

http://www.streamguys.com/
mailto:kiriki@streamguys.com


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
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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 
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