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1.0 
Introduction 

1.1 CEQA Requirements 
Before approving a project that may cause a significant environmental impact, the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the County of Humboldt (“County”), acting as the 
Lead Agency under CEQA, to prepare and certify a final environmental impact report (“final EIR”). 
The contents of a final EIR are specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, which states that: 

The final EIR shall consist of: 

a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft; 

b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; 

c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR; 

d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

All comments addressing environmental issues received on the draft EIR during the public review 
period from April 11, 2025 to May 27, 2025 have been addressed in this final EIR.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a) states that in reviewing a draft EIR, persons and public agencies 
should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on 
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 
mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is 
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the 
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the 
project.  

Per CEQA Guidelines section15204(a), CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test 
or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. 
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Likewise, a lead agency also need not respond to general reference materials submitted in support of 
comments, comments that repeat those already considered, or comments that are clearly irrelevant.  

According to CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a), when responding to comments, lead agencies 
need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR, as also 
described in CEQA Guidelines sections 15088(c) and 15132(d). 

CEQA Guidelines section 15204(c) states that reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on 
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to section 15064, 
an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15088 requires the lead agency to provide a written proposed response to 
a public agency on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an EIR. 
Written responses to comments have been prepared to address comments on the project and have 
been sent to the commenting agencies and organizations.  

CEQA Guidelines 15095(a) also requires that the lead agency file a copy of the final EIR with the 
appropriate planning agency of any city, county, or city and county where significant effects on the 
environment may occur. A copy of this final EIR is available for review at the following locations: 

1. Humboldt County Planning and Building Department, 3015 H Street, Eureka. 

2. McKinleyville Public Library, 1606 Pickett Rd, McKinleyville CA  

3. County Planning and Building Website:  

https://humboldtgov.org/2564/McKinleyville-Town-Center-Master-Plan 

1.2 Purpose of Public Review  
CEQA Guidelines section 15200 indicates that the purposes of the public review process include the 
following: 

 sharing expertise; 

 disclosing agency analysis; 

 checking for accuracy; 

 detecting omissions; 

 discovering public concerns; and 

https://humboldtgov.org/2564/McKinleyville-Town-Center-Master-Plan
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 soliciting counter proposals. 

In compliance with CEQA public noticing requirements, Humboldt County prepared a draft EIR 
for the proposed project that was circulated for public review from April 11, 2025 to May 27, 2025. 
The County received comments from 25 organizations/individuals.   

1.3 Final EIR 
This final EIR has been prepared to address timely comments received on the draft EIR in the 
manner specified in the Notice of Completion/Availability and, together with the draft EIR, 
constitutes the complete McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR. This final EIR is 
organized into the following sections: 

 Section 1 - introduction to the final EIR; 

 Section 2- list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the draft 
EIR, written comments on the draft EIR and the responses to those comments; and 

 Section 3- changes to the draft EIR made in response to comments on the draft EIR. Such 
changes clarify, amplify, or otherwise make modifications to the draft. 
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2.0 
Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

2.1 CEQA Requirements 
CEQA Guidelines section 15132(c) requires that a final EIR contain a list of persons, organizations, 
and public agencies that have commented on the draft EIR. A list of the correspondence received 
during the public review period is presented below. 

CEQA Guidelines sections 15132(b) and 15132(d) require that a final EIR contain the comments 
that raise significant environmental points in the review and consultation process, and written 
responses to those comments. A copy of each comment letter or other form of correspondence 
received during the public review period is provided, with each letter identified by a number at the 
top of the first page. Individual comments to which responses are provided are numbered along the 
right margin in each letter. Responses corresponding to the numbered comments are presented 
immediately following each letter. 

Where required, revisions have been made to the text or graphics of the draft EIR in response to 
comments. Comments that trigger changes to the draft EIR are so noted as part of the response. 
Revisions to the draft EIR are included in Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

2.2 Written Comments on the Draft EIR 
The County received written comments from the following agencies and organizations during the 
public review period: 

1. Patricia Col, April 11, 2025; 

2. Martha Henry, April 12, 2025: 

3. Armand Prieditis, April 12, 2025; 

4. Steven Thiele, April 12, 2025; 

5. McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee Meeting Attendees (April 23, 2025); 

6. Kelly Garrett, April 23, 2025; 

7. Kevin Creed, April 25, 2025; 
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8. Stacy Becker, April 26, 2025; 

9. Joyce Eggert, April 29, 2025; 

10. Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities and Environmental Protection Information 
Center, May 7, 2025; 

11. McKinleyville Community Services District, May 8, 2025; 

12. Eugene Baker and Ann Story-Baker, May 9, 2025; 

13. Jeanine Pfeiffer, May 14, 2025; 

14. Kevin Creed, May 21, 2025; 

15. Scott Shannon, May 26, 2025; 

16. Kate McClain, May 26, 2025; 

17. Mary Burke, May 27, 2025; 

18. Ashton Hamm, May 28, 2025; 

19. Emma Haskett, May 27, 2025; 

20. Bonnie McGregor, May 27, 2025 

21.  Greg Pierson, Pierson Company, May 27, 2025; 

22. Transition McKinleyville, May 27, 2025; 

23. Douglas and Michelle Kamprath, May 27, 2025; 

24. Concerned McKinleyville Residents, May 27, 2025; 

25. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, May 27, 2025; 

26. B. Douglas, May 20, 2025; 

27. Patti Stuart, May 19, 2025; 

28. Laura Norin, May 14, 2025; and  

Comments and responses to comments on environmental topics are provided on the following 
pages. 
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2.3 Master Responses to Comments 
A number of common issues were raised by commenters about the project and/or analyses 
contained in the draft EIR. Rather than provide a written response to each such comment as part of 
the response to individual comment letters/emails, Table 2-1, Comments and Master Responses, 
includes a list of common comments and responses to those comments. Responses to common 
comments in individual comment letters reference back to the applicable master response in Table 
2-1 where applicable. A good-faith effort has been made to reflect the overall content of common 
comments. In some cases, responses to common comments made by individual commenters 
elaborate on the responses in Table 2-1.  

Table 2-1  Comments and Master Responses 

# Comment Response 

1 A number of commenters expressed 
concern about the 
guidance/regulations in the Q-Zone 
Ordinance. Representative examples 
of such concerns are that the Q-Zone 
Ordinance: 1) would allow too much 
development and population 
growth/the planned residential density 
is too high; 2) does not provide 
sufficient public input/oversight over 
review and approval of future 
individual development applications; 
3) would allow development that is 
inconsistent with the McKinleyville 
Community Plan, particularly with 
respect to conserving wetlands; 4) 
does not contain sufficient design 
guidelines/sufficient design review 
process; and 5) was prepared without a 
sufficient public process. _ 

 

These comments are acknowledged. However, 
these comments are about the project description 
rather than comments about the analysis of 
potential environmental impacts of the 
development allowed by the Town Center. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15121 states: “An EIR 
is an informational document which will inform public 
agency decision makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible 
ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe 
reasonable alternatives to the project.”   

As described in Draft EIR Section 4.0, Project 
Description, the Q-Zone Ordinance was 
developed through a five-year public process 
conducted by the McKinleyville Municipal 
Advisory Committee and Humboldt County 
Planning and Building Department. The Q-Zone 
Ordinance is intended to establish a regulatory 
program to establish a town center for the 
community of McKinleyville as envisioned by the 
McKinleyville Community Plan, a component of  
the Humboldt County General Plan. In this 
context, the Q-Zone Ordinance constitutes the 
“project description” for CEQA purposes. That 
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is, the draft EIR was prepared to evaluate the 
potential physical environmental impacts of 
developing the Town Center consistent with the 
development guidance in the Q-Zone Ordinance. 
The draft EIR does not propose development, 
nor did it influence the content of the Ordinance.  

Per CEQA Guidelines section 15088(a): 

“The lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the 
draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead 
Agency shall respond to comments raising significant 
environmental issues received during the noticed comment 
period and any extensions and may respond to late 
comments.”  

CEQA Guidelines section 15204 provides 
additional insight into the scope/content of 
comments that require responses:  

“(a) In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies 
should focus on the sufficiency of the document in 
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the 
project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most 
helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to 
avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At 
the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy 
of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably 
feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the 
project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental 
impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA 
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commentors. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide 
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all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good 
faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” 

To be clear, comments on the Town Center 
Ordinance, are  not comments requiring a 
response as part of the response to comments for 
preparation of the FEIR.  However, the 
comments on the Q Zone prepared for the town 
center are part of the record and will be 
considered as part of the final recommendation 
by the MMAC, and the Planning Commission 
and then potential adoption of the Town Center 
by the Board of Supervisors.  

The Q-Zone Ordinance established development 
standards related to building height, lot coverage, 
pedestrian and bicycle connections, Central 
Avenue reconfiguration and the configuration of 
Hiller Avenue, but did not establish maximum 
thresholds for the number of potential residents 
or the amount of commercial development that 
could occur as a result of this ordinance. In order 
to quantify the potential impacts associated with 
development of the Q Zone estimates of the 
number of residents and the amount of non-
residential square footage were made based on 
the size of buildings allowed, the fact that parking 
is only allowed in a common parking area for 
non-residential development and the fact that the 
town center does not require development of 
additional streets.  The projected development 
capacity for the project site is identified in Table 
4-1, Projected New Mixed Use Town Center 
Development Capacity.,  

Several commenters stated that the forecast 
development capacity and/or population growth 
for the project is too large. It should be noted 
that based on the analysis in Table 3-1, Existing 
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Zoning and Development Capacity, residential 
development capacity and population growth 
under existing zoning regulations is substantially 
greater than allowed under the Q-Zone 
Ordinance as identified in Table 4-1,  

Regarding comments questioning whether the Q-
Zone Ordinance is consistent with the  wetlands 
protection policies in the McKinleyville 
Community Plan there are two factors. First is the 
change in the definition of wetland and second is 
whether the Community plan as written allows 
relocation of wetlands.  Currently the 
McKinleyville Community plan defines a wetland 
as an area containing any one of three parameters 
associated with wetlands.  Part of the proposal is 
to modify the Community Plan to use the more 
common definition of wetlands requiring hydric 
soils, water and wetland vegetation. The acreage 
of single parameter wetlands has been identified 
in the DEIR.  This change is a policy decision by 
the Board of Supervisors and if approved this 
would result in a change in the Community Plan 
to allow this definition to be used in the Town 
Center.  If this were to happen this would not be 
inconsistent with the Community Plan.  

The second comment comes from the 
perspective that all wetlands are protected and 
must remain in place.  Comments to this effect 
are not supported by the policies of the 
McKinleyville Community Plan.  Wetland Policy 
14 reads as follows: 

On existing parcels, development within Wetland Areas 
shall be permitted where the least environmentally 
damaging alternative of development techniques is employed 
and where mitigation measures have been provided to fully 
offset any adverse effects. Mitigation measures for 
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development within Wetland Areas shall, at a minimum, 
include those prescribed by the administration of the Open 
Space & Grading ordinance 

This policy is clear that the Community Plan 
seeks to protect wetlands, but in the event they 
must be relocated and mitigated for, that is 
permissible.  The Town Center Q Zone 
establishing criteria for relocating wetlands and 
setting aside a mitigation area is thus consistent 
with the provisions of the Community Plan.   The 
draft EIR includes analysis in Section 6.0, 
Biological Resources, which identifies impacts on 
wetlands resulting from the proposed change in 
wetland definition. 

2 Several commenters expressed 
concern about the proposed “road 
diet” for Central Avenue. 
Representative examples of such 
comments are that the proposed 
redesign of the road would: 1) worsen 
existing congestion on Central 
Avenue; 2) cause motorists to further 
avoid using Central Avenue through 
the Town Center area, thereby causing 
congestion on surrounding streets; and 
3) hinder emergency vehicle access.  

Other associated comments addressed 
the content, analysis and/or 
improvements in the “Traffic 
Operations Study for the 
McKinleyville Town Center Project” 
included as an appendix to the draft 
EIR. 

The public process that developed the proposed 
Town Center ordinance sought to fulfill the goals 
and policies of the Community Plan.  The 
primary related goal is in section 2351, goal 2: 

To develop an area of mixed land uses which encourages 
bicycle and pedestrian travel yet allows for convenient and 
safe automobile access. 

The primary policy is in McKinleyville 
Community Plan section 2352, policy 6: 

The Town Center Area shall identify implementation 
alternatives associated with a Central Avenue pedestrian 
crossing. The alternatives should contain solutions which 
ease pedestrian traffic, including longer time frames at the 
crosswalk light, funding mechanisms for a pedestrian 
bridge over Central Avenue, and traffic calming measures 
as illustrated herein. 

The policy objective of the Town Center 
Ordinance is to slow traffic on Central Avenue 
through the Town Center, and by expanding the 
area devoted to pedestrian and bicycle travel 
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those modes of travel would be safer and more 
desirable, and by reducing lanes, provide a shorter 
path of travel for pedestrians to cross the street.   

The proposed roadway modifications would 
affect operations of the subject section of Central 
Avenue. As of 2020, effects of a project on 
operations of roadways, particularly as measured 
by traffic delays, otherwise known as “level of 
service”, is not a component of analysis to be 
considered under CEQA. Rather, the focus of 
analysis for transportation impacts of proposed 
development is vehicle miles traveled. 
Consequently, the draft EIR does not address 
environmental impacts associated with changes in 
Central Avenue traffic operations, either directly 
or indirectly, and no further response is required.  

As described in Master Response #1, comments 
regarding the Central Avenue road diet design or 
function are comments on a portion of the 
overall project description. The decision on any 
changes to Central Avenue will be a policy 
decision by the Board of Supervisors with 
recommendations from the MMAC and the 
Planning Commission. 

The County undertook the Traffic Operations 
Study for the McKinleyville Town Center Project 
to inform the public about operational traffic 
effects of implementing the proposed road diet. 
Because the draft EIR is not required to address 
these effects, responses to associated comments 
are also not required. The County has no plans to 
construct the improvements identified in that 
study. Therefore, the improvements are not part 
of the project description.  
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3 Several commenters disagreed with the 
statement in draft EIR Section 2.5, 
Areas of Known Controversy, that no 
known areas of public controversy 
regarding the project have been 
identified to date. These commenters 
noted that the proposed road diet for 
Central Avenue has been a source of 
controversy.   

It is acknowledged that the road diet for Central 
Avenue was of public concern during the County 
process to craft the Q-Zone Ordinance. The text 
of Section 2.5 did not explicitly state this specific 
concern, but rather referenced the fact that a 
range of considerations were raised by the public 
as part of this process, the Central Avenue road 
diet among them. To specifically address this 
comment, the text of Section 2.5 has been 
changed. Refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the 
Draft EIR.  

SOURCE: EMC Planning Group 2025  
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Page 1 of 1 

From: 
To: 
Date : 

Pabicia Co l 

CEOAResponses 

Friday, Aprtl 11, 2025 1:30 :24 PM 

I Caution: This email was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when 
dicking links or opening attachments . 

] 1 2650 multi family housing units on the roads in this town .. are you dreaming. Fix the 
infrastructme before you start adding. 
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Letter 1 – Patricia Col 
1. The commenter states that 2,600 multi-family housing units would be too much for local 

roadways and that infrastructure should be fixed first. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address an environmental 
topic, and no further response is required. 

  



Letter 2 - Martha Henry 

Page 1 of 1 

I 

2 

3 

From : Ma rk H'enry 

To: CEOAResponses 
Su bject: Deir 

Date : Saturday, Apr~ 12, 2025 11:15:23 AM 

I Caution: TI1is email was sent from an EXTERNAL source , Please take care when 
clicking links or opening attachments . 

I am a res ident ofMckinleyville and live on Mckinleyville Ave. I am concemed that limiting 
car travel on Central "' ill cause increased traffic on Mcki.nleyville. We cuffently have a large 
volume of traffic during commuting: times in am and pm. Limiting car travel during the day 
" ill cause fu1ther congestion during quieter periods . 

Additional concems are Fisher, Hiller and Railroad do not have complete sidewalks or bike 
lanes to Centra l thus impeding safe travel on these primary connector roads. Additionally, will 
there be a tram for disabled people and those wishing to stay dry during om long rainy season. 
The cuffent bus schedule is insufficient to provide adequate transpo1t through the town center. 
Suffic ient transp01t would encourage people to avoid driving. 
Thank you for yom time. 
Ma1tha Hemy 
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Letter 2 – Martha Henry 
1. The commenter is concerned that limiting car travel on Central Avenue will increase traffic on 

McKinleyville Avenue and increase congestion. 

Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address an environmental 
topic, and no further response is required. 

2. The commenter identifies a lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on Fisher, Hiller Road and 
Railroad Avenue and lack of connectivity from these roads to Central Avenue.  

Comment noted. The Q-Zone Ordinance provides direction for improving bicycle and 
pedestrian connectivity to Central Avenue by including enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
on both roads and on Central Avenue. The Ordinance also identifies requirements for internal 
site pedestrian and bicycle facilities that will help integrate the site with such improvements on 
the noted roadways.  

3. The comment asks whether tram service will be provided and that the current bus schedule is 
insufficient to support the project 

A tram service is not proposed as part of the project. However, as noted in Section 4.0, Project 
Description, and further described in Section 13.0, Transportation, a transit center is planned 
within the project site that would function to substantially improve transit access, with the co-
benefit of reducing individual vehicle travel and reducing associated environmental effects, 
including generating air emissions and greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs).  

 

  



Letter 3 - Armand Prieclitis 

F.rum: 
To: 

bj~ 
~ = 

P.'JJT:llr:d Pn:rlllli 

~ 

l Caution;: Tiris email, ·:as sent from 3iili IDITERNAL source. Pleas-e tak,e care , ,hfn 
cliclcirng liinks or opening 1JJtittchroems. 

,,,-otdd propose designing a city · .· r modeled ailer an Itallim pia2ZaJ. Toe idea. is to create a 
i.ribrarr . ped.estri.111~fiiendEy- hub ~t fosters Illllllmity .~teraction, ~ ~ re 3illd culhrniJ 
events . . lflere me : o:me of tlie des-ign feantrei:, cJb.1rn.otens'ttc of rucJh a pi.'lZZ31. 

:l P'edes:h "rrn.-Ou.ly Ceuhra~ Sqm111e 

• 1Cobibles:kme o:r p.1tte1. ned pa1,·e:me-nt m. the ae:ater , 1ith bell hes. fimntarins and 
greene!)'. 

• -o ,ratrs: aUoned, bu with ·, "ted.;aacess: fo:r iem.ergeo.cr rehides. md.d1elii.rerytntcb at 
cksignated times. 

• Ootd1@01 • ~• ting for caires: and:rest3!l.ml!Dts spill.in,g mto fue: , qirw-.e. P_et~1Es: the t~vmhip 
uld p 01,1:de co . ed tdbo:r meas r locall htmmes.sses ( 1llilred or r ,11-d1 \.v.llth 

he..aitm fo: ' ,vmter months. 

- · Smtl'(illl!D.ding 113w1ilings nitb.1'.:lh.ed-Tu- e Spa.r,e 

• Gmuud Ooo:r : Eestairmmts cafes g ta:rns, bo diiqu.e shops, mdl small grocery stores. 

• l)pptt Rom : Apa:rtme , ~ or bootique hol:ells, ito ensure . ctii..·ty at all hmms,. 

• .\1111:hitedu.:r.al ti;.-1.e: Classaic ltaliaal! elem.e; fil'ie ill"dhed c0Jorm31des:, iterr otta roofs, 
3illd balconies,, 1liih 101.11rer boxes,. 

l. Pu1Jlie Ameuilies: & Limdmm k<s 

• A central :fournrain m· st. tne as a focal :po.int 

• Stting 16gb.: o:r bnte1 m fur e . aiiing mnbmooe. 

• Performance s.paice fur ]i,;,re n:rusi , l:1llidre ' or festivals. 

• Shaded :ureas \.'irith itrees o: . pergolas fur comfort. 

Appe.i,1 of an It.ali.in Pii i z.za-Siyle City 1Cenier 

• 'li/tbt-a111.t or.i.i,J Atm.o.sph.e e - Eri.oow:ages people to gather dine. and :intera: 
fostering · Olllllllmity boruh. 
• Boo t to Loral Business,e.s - High foot traffic benefits, Festmmmts. shops, . 
slFeet V'el:ldo:rs. 
• .\estb.en r . .:\ppeal - The charming, Emopean-msp:irlied. design aittr tmuis,ts .md. 
reside • alike. 
• Reduc,e-d. :. uise & Pollurtion. - A car--fuee zone means cleaner air 3illd a quieter 
enr,;,riro:n:m.ent 
• F.lenhle Eir,emt • pace - The square c-.alli host funne:ri Dlfilkem conoo , and 
seasonal! f; tiivrll!lls. • 
• hin-ea f •d , nfe'h· - Fe xier cars mem fewer acciden:b.., making it :amily-fiiendly. 

Here m;e wme ideas fo:r a phased nnplemen131ti ll! plan: 

Phac~e J. : Pillimmng ,& Corrunumty Engagement 1(16-J.:? month ) 
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con't. 

• Public workshops & surwys to gather input on design preferences and concerns. 

• Traffic. & feasibility studies to assess pedestrianization impact on surrounding roads. 

• Conceptual design; from urban plannerslarchitects, with cost estimates. 

• Pilot ewms (e.g., a monthly "car-free day" or temporary matket) to test public interest. 

Phase 2: Iufrash11cture & Small-Sc.ale Changes (1-2 years) 

• Couwrt one street or block into a pedestrian zone (start small). 

• Add bike lanes, benches, and planters to improve walkability. 

• Upgrade utilities (lllldergro\llld wiring, better lighting) for a cleaner look. 

• Encourage businesses to add outdoor seating ( offer incentives like space heaters and 
covered spaces). 

Phase 3: 1\Iajor Construction & Landscaping (2-3 years) 

• Pan the cenn·al square "~th cobblestones or decorative concrete. 

• Install a fountain, performance stage, or public art piece as a centerpiece. 

• Espand pedesn·ian zones to adjacent streets, restricting car access further. 

• Build peripheral parking garages (if needed) to offset lost stree.t p.'Ukiug. 

Phase 4: final Touches & Programming (Ongoing) 

• Host regular ewuts (farmers' marke.ts, concerts, festivals) to drive foot traffic. 

• Add seasonal decorations (holiday lights, flower displays). 

• Monitor & adjust based on feedback (e.g., more shade, better signage). 

Funding could come from municipal bonds, state/federal grants for urban revitalization 
projects, and a special tax district. Local businesses could also pay for naming rights, 
developers could contribute to public spaces in exchange for building permits, and 
crowdftluding for residents (e.g., "buy a brick" for paving the plaza). 

The idea is to start small, (e.g., one blocked-off street) to prove the concept before major 
investment, use temporary materials (like removable bollards) to test changes before 
permanent constrnction, a:1d highlight economic benefits (increased property values, tourism) 
to gain political and business backing. 

Italy, of course, has dozens of exan1ples of such successfol piazzas. Here are some: Piazza de! 
Campo, Siena, Piazza Maggiore, Bologna, Prato della Valle, Padua, Piazza Navona, Rome, 
Vigevano's Piazza Ducale, Piazza delle Erbe, Verona, and Piazza Cordusio, Milan. 

I hope this note finds sou1e positive receptiveness. 

Regards, 

Dr. Armand Prieditis 

1305 Conifer Ct. 

McKinleyville., CA 95519 
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Letter 3 – Armand Prieditis 
1. The commenter makes recommendations for designing the Town Center in the style of an 

Italian piazza.  

Comment noted. The comment does not address an environmental topic, and no further 
response is required. Also refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. 

  



Letter 4 - Steven Thiele 

lfirom: 
To~ 
li>ate: 

stev:eo 1l:tde 
rn:yi.R 

Caution: This em;riJ \\135 sent :from an EXTERNAl.0 source. Please take care when 
clicking links or opening attachments. 

1 Fm A :resident of orth.em Humboldt County .. 
] pr~ose A d.vic Tm\111 HaU dm.vntown with mix residential and oommercial zones ogetber, 
because the area is too di.verse for part:rcip.ws to divide mto separately. 
S :even G. Thiele 
P.O. Box.2S93 
1 • .kKmieyville, CA. 95819 
Steveng;ethiele@gmajl oom 

Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR 

2-17 EMC Planning Group 
August 22, 2025 



Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses  2-18 EMC Planning Group 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR August 22, 2025 

Letter 4 – Steven Thiele 
1. The commenter proposes a civic town hall with a mix of residential and commercial zones 

together. 

Comment acknowledged. The comment does not address an environmental topic, and no 
further response is required. Also refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. 

 

  



Letter 5 - Attendees at the April 23, 2025 McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee 

Meeting 

1Questions:: 

Co1m1ments from MIMAC 

DEIIR Publl'ic Comm1ent Meeting 
4/ 23/ 2025 

1. Twila Sa nchez :: Did t he Traffic S udiy eva lluate futur,e condliti,ons vlth the pmJect? 

2, Bonnie OHver: Di:dl t ile Traffi c Sit!udv pmvjdle a reduction iin trips based on t he fom s. on 

pedest rian, bicycle a d pu brc t ransportation ocmtai ed in tfhe plan? 

3, Pat Kaspa irii: While t ile CEOA anallysis, using V T iis less tlhan signuncant~ how w·11 the 

operational impacts identified iin tihe traffic study be addr,essed? 

4. Bonnie MacGr,egor:: rnd the Transpo rtati,on assumptions, ind ude com p1let,e builld out? 

5. Co!lin Hs~: Are t'he, recommended iimprovements iin t ile, Traffic study part of t he project as. 

hey are ot addressed in t he EIR. 

6. Name no Given: Why were 1Jhe intersections of ckinleyvme and Washington not 

modeled? 

7. IN a me no given: Comment on tih e Traffi c S u dV, Con ce med that the study does not shm•,1 

de,gradlatiion oftlle Rail road/Cent ral iin ers,edion when there is schooll raffic using t hat 

int,erseonon and the School iis contemp!lating addiing a other grade, o the Middl!e Schooll. 

8 . Name no given. Comment on the traffic study. Does. not 1-1.rant to see I.OS[) a · any 

int,e rseoti on. 

9. Name no given: Comment on Road Diet Cannot narrow Ceintrall Avenue, due to need to 

maiintain utilities, iin t he road . 

10. Manny?:: Love trees,, Like Cen ral Avenue, Iii e it iis, l'i e roundabouts, but do no . wan to see 

tlh e, road diet 
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Com1m1ents from MMAC 
DEIR Publlic Co,m1m1ent Meeti·ng 

4/ 23/ 2025 

Comments. on DEIR 

A. Kien Free: 

a. l he DEIR is inconsiIst,e,n in irts t reatment of Ge,n ral A:venue. l able 4.3 shows 

landscaping in the media of Ce ntral A:venue, but page B .22 of t ile IJIEI R nd er 

Eme•irge,ncy Aocess says Ge,n ral i.villl have two throu1gh lanes and a oen .er t um lane. 

b. ln t he•Summary of Significant impacts and itigation Measures in Table 2-1 on page 

2-4,. tJh e Air Quality Impacts 5-1 and 5-3. depend on oontracto rs. ~eff-po!iiding. 

Con ractors will not do this. 

c. l he a dditi,onal t raffic on cKinlleyville Avenue and Rai llroad A:venue from he p mjeot 

will resu Ii in decrease p rope rtv ·va I:ues. 

B. K,eltf Ganrett: See Attached Letter Su bmitted at t he meeting. 

C. Colin Fis ,e: The aj ority of the Traffic Nojse is. associated with t he speed of a vehicle. I did 

not see in he• DEIR vhere r,ed . oed speeds were assodiated wiith rn itigatin:g the noiIse along 

Rail roa di .Avenue. 

D. Bonnie •. acGr,egor: 

a. Parks and Recr,eation was identified as a Le:Ss. t han S!ignificant Impact w;it h a huge 

amount of new development proposed. 

b. l he2,680 new uni s would genera e an additional 6,000 people. The• densiity needs 

to be r,educed. 

E. Chriistia ess mer: Opposed t o the Road Diet ed ians and Sohoo!I R!oad are not 

rn aiin ained and the mediians on Ce ntral Avenue willl not be maintained. l he plan has. been 

rus hBd and needs. to be thoughtfully considered. 

F. Kelley Ganr,etlt:: l he popullation of 6,000 peop!le per iin .17 sq are miiles ,equates to 55 units 

per a ore. Too many peoplle wiltihout creating ad,diti.onal space fo r re,oreation. 
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Letter 5 – Attendees at the April 23, 2025 McKinleyville Municipal Advisory 
Committee Meeting 
1.  Ken Free (should be Kevin Creed) 

a. Comment a – the commenter states that the treatment of Central Avenue in Figure 4.3 is 
inconsistent with the description on page 13-22. 

Central Avenue will include two through lanes and a continuous left-turn lane. Figure 4.3 
in the draft EIR has been modified to reflect this configuration. Refer to Section 3.0, 
Changes to the Draft EIR.  

b. Comment b – Mitigation measures for air quality impacts 5-1 and 5-3 depend on 
contractors policing themselves. Contractors will not do this. 

The noted mitigation measures require developer to meet specific performance 
standards. Mitigation measure 5-1 is enforceable by the County as part of its plan check 
process prior to approving building permits. Mitigation measure 5-3 is enforceable by the 
County as part of its standard mitigation monitoring obligations.  

c. Comment c – The additional traffic on McKinleyville Avenue and Railroad Avenue will 
decrease property values. 

The comment does not address an environmental topic. No response is required. 

2. Kelly Garrett – the commenter identified that detailed comments were submitted in a separate 
letter. The separate letter is included in this final EIR as Letter 6. Please refer to that letter and 
the associated responses to comments. 

3. Colin Fiske – the commenter state that traffic noise is associated with vehicle speed and the EIR 
does not address reduced speed as a mitigation for the traffic noise impact on Railroad Drive. 

Traffic calming measures were considered as a possible mitigation approach for the unavoidable 
traffic noise impact identified on Railroad Drive. A traffic calming mitigation was not included 
for several reasons. Traffic calming is intended to reduce vehicle speeds, typically to improve 
bicycle and pedestrian safety. Reducing speeds can also reduce noise from vehicles, as the 
primary source of traffic noise from such vehicles is tire friction as a vehicle travels along a 
roadway. The posted speed limit on Railroad Drive is 25 miles per hour. This is a low-speed 
limit common to neighborhood collector streets that inherently would limit traffic noise from 
tire friction. Second, a multitude of variables affect the extent to which traffic noise can be 
reduced by employing traffic calming features. These include, but are not limited to: existing 
speed limit on a roadway, type(s) of traffic calming measures employed, mix of vehicle types 
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using the roadway, distance between calming features, and effects of calming measures on traffic 
acceleration/deceleration, etc. In some cases, use of traffic calming measures such as speed 
bumps can actually increase the volume of air emissions from vehicles by causing drivers to 
decelerate before a bump and accelerate after crossing the bump.  

In short, highly detailed analysis would have been necessary to determine an appropriate 
type/mix of traffic calming measures that would have required to effectively reduce traffic noise 
without potentially increasing air emissions, and the nominal speed reduction that might be 
possible through employing such measures, if any, would not likely have a measurable noise 
reduction benefit given the low-speed limit on Railroad Drive already limits vehicle noise levels.  

4. Bonnie McGregor 

a. Comment a – parks and recreation impacts were identified as less-than-significant with a 
huge amount of new development proposed. 

As part of the CEQA process, potentially significant impacts associated with physical 
environmental change are to be evaluated. An increase in demand for a public service or 
public facility (e.g., parks) itself is not a physical environmental change that could give 
rise to a potentially significant impact. Rather, physical environmental change could 
result from constructing new facilities needed to meet the increase in demand. Potential 
environmental impacts from actions needed to meet the increase in park demand from 
the proposed project are addressed in draft EIR Section 16.6, Parks and Recreation.   

b. The commenter states that 2,680 units would generate 6,000 people. The density needs 
to be reduced. 

Refer to the Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific 
issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

5. Christian Messmer – the commenter is opposed the Central Avenue Road diet and states that 
the plan has been rushed and needs to be thoughtfully considered. 

Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

6. Kelly Garrett – the commenter states that additional recreation space is needed for a population 
of 6,000.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. Refer also to draft EIR Section 16.6, Parks and 
Recreation The comment does not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No 
further response is required.    



Letter 6 - Kelly Garrett 

Page 1 of 3 

To the M,e1rnbers o,f the IMcKinlleyvlllle Mlllnicip,al Adiviso•I)' C•om1mittee 
and Partiicipati;ng1 IPubliic, 

My 11ame is K,elley Garr,ett; .and I am he ·e today as a. ooncerned commun1ity 
member to, comment on the Draft Environmentail Impact Report (DEIIIR) for 
the 1Mc1K;inl1eyville Town Ceriter - specifically its impli:cabions for rollling ba:ck. 
we lland pn:,i-teotions wjUhin the Towni Center area.. 

The DEll'IR repre.se:11ts a sign1irficant departur,e ·rom the environmental 
pr,ot.ectio-ns es.tablished in the McKinleyvilllle Comm1unity PIllari ,(MCP), 
p,.articularly 1r,egarding ttie conservation o,f wetl.ands .. l1t al:So fails o r•eflect the 
clear pulbl'c sentiment expressed in ~he 2020 Town Cent,er Survey [1·]. 

Section 26021(1) ,of the MCP affim1s ·that McKinleyvil~s wil ll maintain its rural 
character within Urban Areas by protecting s.treams, ri1pa11ar111 corridors, 
greenbetts, wetlands, open spaces, a ,,d piarks [[2]. Section 3422,(13) further 
llimits all,owable uses in wetlands to low-impact activities such as w ildliife 
manag:ement,. natur•e studly- and res.to-ration [3,]. In additi:on, Section 3422(7), 
protects even marginal weHa11ds .by defining them b.asedl on a single 
parameter - 'typica Illy the presence of hyd r,01phy!ic vegetation [3]. 

Thes,e policres reflect U,,e ,community's longstanding1 comm1itment to 
ecolog ica I preservation. The IMCP s up,po1ris the protection .and pass iv,e us,e 
,of weUtands, no~ imtensive development in 0 111 ad.~acent to them. 

l he results of Uus 2020 Town Centeir Survey re1inforce this commitment [11]1:: 

• 54.8:% ,of respondents s.t.rongfy disagreed with reduclng1 wetland 
buffs rs to allow devel,o pm:e nt 

• 29.9% strongly agreed that wetlands with'n the Town Center sh,ould 
rem aiin urid eve loped. 

•· Over &6%, prioritized ,open space ar; d tirails - uses that a liign with 
wetland ,conservation. 

• The top comm1tmiity priiorHy for uridevelop,ed areas was. an 
r<undeveloped nature pres,erve, with trails," und!e-r.scori r,,g llroadl public 
p·reference for maintai ning1 the nah.1 re I! state of these spaces. 
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In contr,ast, the DEIR and pr,o,posed Q-Zone Regulations. wo,uldl: 

• !Replace tlhe, MCP1s more pmtective sging1le parameter wetland 
definib1rn11 wi~h the less pmt,eclive federal! thrree-pa1rameter standarrol 
[4]. 

• Allow the filling of up to 5,.4 acre-s of wetla nids - ,a direct 
contrndiction oi MCP Seotion 3422,, which restricts ,all new 
dev,elopme111t iin wetlands to 'low-impac't, n atur,e-based u1s,es 1[3, 4]. 

llhe,s,e pro,po,sals are not only inoonsistent w1ith the MCP but also w1i11th, U1re 
community's clearly stated values. The MCP was developed through 
extensive p urblic in purt and reflects long1~standi ng local priorities, AUe1ring U: 
ii1n ·th is way risks. eroding public 'trust in the plan n ing1 plliocess ,, pa.rticu larly as . . . 

the changes appear ddven by development irdernsts ra~her than 
comm unity bene1it. 

Moreover, p1i,ecemeal ,amendments lllilke ibhese can weaken the cohere-nee 
and authorify of the Community 'P lan over Hme. Amending the MICIP fo,r a 
single pmject may s,et a p1recedent t1hat undermi11"1es environmental and land 
use standards across future dle,velopments.. It ri1sks ,creating a p,.atte m of 
"spot amendments'j that reshape ~he Plla111 to fit specific developments ~ 
rather than ensu ·ng, developments ,conform to the Plan. 

The magnitude of the pr,clposed chang1es wa.rra11ts .a full 1 standalone updcde 
to th,e Co mmu n1iity !PIiia n, wi't11 r-o bust public ,engag,e1ment - 1n10,t a q ui,et 
amendment through the DEIIR process alone. 

Under the Callforniia Enviironmental Qua ify Act (GEQA), conflicts between 
a proposed project and applllicabll!e plans must b,e disdosed, .analyzed, a ndl 
reco ncill,ed [ 5]. The DEIR does not fu I.nil this 1req ui re,me nt. 

F o,r these re.asons, I respectfu1lll1y request that the M MAC make a · obion 
di r,ecting the County to: 

1. ExipMcitly acknowl,edge the.se po1llicy con fl ic'fS, i ni the IF inal 
Envi,r,onme,ntal Impact Report. 
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2. Prese!rve the MCP':S orig1iinal weHand dlefinitiions .a :d the allowable· 
uses for developmrent witlli rn well.ands in th•e l"own Center. 

3. ff changes are 1,o be oons~dered, i itiiate ,a tra.nsp.arent! 
comm unity- led process to fo:rmal lly update the Community Plan -
with full I public participation. 

Thank you for your U me a ndl thoug httu II co nsider.ati,on. 

S in.ootely, 
Kel l1ey 1Garr•e,tt 

IRe,frerence.s 

11• McKinleyville Town Center Survey Summary Report (2020), 
Hun:miboldt Oo unty Plan niiing1 and 11B ui Id ing Department. 

2. McKinleyville Community Planr Section .2602(11),, Humboldt County 
Generali Pllan, Adopted 2002 .. 

3. McKinleyville• Community PlanJ. Section 3422(7) and <(13)1 Humboldt 
County General Plan, Adopted 2002. 

4. D-raft Environmentat Imp.act Report for the McKinleyvill,e Town Center,. 
Section 6 and Appendix A, Humbolldt County Planning and Building 
Department, 2024. 

5. California .Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, §•151I2.5,(dl)r 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research. 
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Letter 6 – Kelly Garrett 
1. The commenter states that the draft EIR represents a significant departure from the protections 

for wetlands established in the McKinleyville Community Plan and that departure is not 
consistent with the public sentiment in the 2020 Town Center Survey.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1, including the clarification that the draft EIR does not 
define any component of the proposed project. The draft EIR evaluates the environmental 
effects of implementing the Q-Zone Ordinance as proposed.  

2. Amendments like these (the proposed Community Plan amendment), can weaken the coherence 
and authority of the Community Plan over time. Amending the MCP for a single project may set 
a precedent that undermines environmental and land use standards across future development. 
The Community Plan should be updated with robust public engagement.   

Comment noted. The comment does not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft 
EIR. No further response is required.    

3. Under CEQA, conflicts between a proposed project and applicable plans must be disclosed, 
analyzed, and reconciled.  

Refer to the response to comment #2 above. An amendment to the Community Plan would not 
be needed if the wetland definition in the Q-Zone Ordinance was consistent with the 
Community Plan. Impacts of amending the wetlands definition in the Community Plan are 
analyzed and reconciled as described in draft EIR Section 6.0, Biological Resources.  

4. The commenter provides a recommendation that the McKinleyville Municipal Advisory 
Committee make a motion to direct the County to take a series of actions, including to preserve 
the wetland definition in the McKinleyville Community Plan.  

The comment does not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further 
response is required.    

 

 

 

 

 

 



Letter 7 - Kevin Creed 

Page 1 of 6 

4/25/2025 ( pdated comments) 

4/21/2025 

To: Jlol'ln Ford 

Di ,ector of PlaInning & B1.1iil.ding 

Cou rty of Humboldt 

30115 H Stlfieet Eureika, CA 95501 

IFmm: KevJn Creed 

MdKinLeyviUe residen 

Re: Comm ents on Draft EIR for McKinteyviill,e Tm-vn Ge1ner 

Summary 

I am presenting my comm ems on issues in the d EIR not ing t t,e dooument page numlbe1r to 
which I am referring. I thIink tlhere are serio1.1s deficiendes and unreas,onalble miit iga· ion 
aIlte1nnat1ives. The most signiificant issues are s1.1mmaritZ!ed below and are not adequatelly 
addressed lby t lhe daft EIR. MoIr,e detaHed assessments alfie pres,ented f1.1nlher down. 

New c,ommmnts are urndleruned anidl in bold toot. 

,. Cenrtral Avenue reconlfiguration: Thiis proposal is flawed for the folllowJng reasons: 

2 

3 

4 

The reooirnfiguratJion 1,; outd foIrce excess trafifiic on to McKinl,eyvi Ile Avenue and 
RaHroad, conseq 1.1e11Uy exposiing residences along tl'lose s Ir1eets to an 
increase in noise and toxiic air ,emissions;. 
ifhe permanent incmased traffic noise and emiissions wirn allso l'lave a 
neg.at ii\fe eff,ect on pmpertyvallues aIlong McKinlleyviUe Avenue and along 
Rai lroad . 
The County and the EIR oonsI ltanit have deemed the permanent incr,eased 
traffic noiise as impact 11-2 and •s iIgnif icant and Unavoiidablle'' (see page 111-

H), and as sucl'I, have defacto deem ed iit a.ccepitabte buuo wl'lom, tl'le 
uesidents along those sueets? 
,o ne llane tiraffic each way,. bounded by physical bairrniera!Landscap ing to th e 
l'iight, would prevenlt drivers. fromi pulling ove , to yield to emier:~ency 
v1ehicles., thus delarying: th e res.ponse ,of emel'.gency person1nelt W1ithout a 
co:nrtJinuous te,ft hand iturn lane fn contrast m ~eft lhand mm pockern),, th e 
,em ergencyveihiclles, especially fir,e trudks wm.1 d not have a ary through. 
(No e: The Arcata Fi 1e District McKiinlleyv"ll i.e stat ion Iresponded to 1375 (3 .8 
per day) incident r,esponses in 2:024~ lnconsis:~ency ·ni EIR on Cenrtra 
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4 
C.Ollll.1t . 

A:ve1iu..1e reconmilguration was cla 1Hiied by IDirec11:or Ford arll: the ,4.f.23, MMA.C 
meeting~. fhe Mo lanes 01f t affic and on1e center 11:um Lanie should al[ ow 

emerge,ncy vehicles. to pass uaffie, Bu1, nonetheless, 1he reconUgm:aUon 

5 

6 

will compllicate amid possibly delay emer:@ncy responses., 
l h e d om in o effect of the re,001 • figu railii on o f Central is ,exasperated by t lhie fact 
th art tlher,e is no stt,eet to the east of Cerma [ that rn ns pa ml[eil to Cemrn t t lhat 
v Olli id be a viable alternate nonh/so th mu e tlhmuglh town , IliJis was not 

noted in the EIB, pedh1aps. becau,se iit is outside the botmda1ry of the prr,oject. 
Howev:e:r, the iimpact of the r,econfi gurntion iis compounded by this fact a1nd 
sho utd be n ot ,ed. 
l h e bike !lanes do not need o be wider to be safer. Rather t lhe priolity slhol!Jl.d 
be to physii ca lily sep,araite th em from the ri1glht !lane of t raffic;. a large co nor,ete 
cmb & pitons WOl!J d be effectiive; landscaping separation is not necessary. 

•• Sec11:lons, 2..JS alilld 2-6, 
These sections indicate ' Nlo know areas of pl!Jblic contmversy regarding the 
pmj ect 1h ave been id ent iified to date.'' .. and . ''Tlhe Ool.11 nty is not awa1fie of any 
issl.11 es tlo be reso l:Ved. ,. respectiiVBily. "fh ese two s,t . 11:e me lilts pa rticu la r,Ly 
·toge11:t1e,1 are noll: the least bit crediblie. Any project of th is ma.~ni l!Jde and 
natl.II re in lherentlly pm due es co mmversy and unresolved issl.11 es at tlh,e outset 
and beyond. !For example, reconf iguring Oentral Aven e do n to on e !lane of 
traffic ea clh way. Is t lhe Oounty actl.lla y suggest ing that 1 DO% of MoKinleyvillle 
reside:nrts agree on tlhis aipprnach? 

- It became ot1ear alt tihe ,4123 MMAC meeting 1hat th1ere ~s c,ontroversai:y 
and unresolved issues .• 1iherefore•, tlhes,e sll:atiements, shot1ld be removed 
from 11:lilie 1dEIR. 

•• lmpa1ct 5.3, A r Quality : Operat!ion o·f Construc11:ion Equipment Would Expose 
Sensitive Recepto irs 11:0 Toxic Air Contaminan11:s . Significant Impact 

l lhe mit igation m easm e, lliste,d fortlhis impac is wlho~ly inadeq l!J arte,. lacks 
effiect1ive and independent oversight fo r comipliance and leaves res idents along 
R.a ilmad and McKiinleyviUe, Avenue Viulnernble to l!Jncheclkled diesel ,emissions 
fmm constrl!Jct ion eq1 ipmem. 

o Perhaps a miUgaUon al1tematiw is to have a minimum pereemage, e.g. 25%, 
011 the dill~<Ds:mrbing cons:1tmcU01n ea1dpme111 ·rn be emee:r·r1ca1u motor drhcen. 
thus avoid i1ng the dles,ell emi s:s im,s. Pe lhap,s. the Cou1nty c • n o bta n ,granr • s, to 

dlemo ·this ap,p,mach ais prno·r·-1ot~·concept ,.,, there is enough lead time to dlo 
.s.o.. ]he EIB should be upda1et1 with some rieasonablUy effec11;1w allltemaUves 
Q1f m~1tigation, see detailed oomment below. 

•• Landscape tlmplementalion and Mainll:enance Costs 

9 
irhe dEIR. and t lhe draft McK Town Center Ordinance do Nim address whatthe 
source of th e f11nding s,ouroe is for Ibo h t lhe iinitia l installlat iion of an the 
planned lan else aping, nor tlhe s,ou rce of fiund· nig for the ongoing m aintena nee. 
l h e Col.linty and/or deveiloiper cannot mal~e the ,ermneous ass1Umption t lhat 
MCSD is going m be respons ible for t lhese costs. Andi. i•t· 11:lil,e Coun'ty 
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10 

9 
c.on't . 

comm its • o the ma i nten a nee they mu s:t ad h.e lie to that comm ir1tment. It i s, 
important t!o address this, in 11:he d EIR because a fa lure to maintain 

lands.caping is a more :sigoificanr~ negaitive ]mpa.ct, e.g .. aes~hetics., tib<m 
no 11anidlscaping at aH. 

Tihe draft EIIR for this fH'Oj eclt has serious flaws and unsubstantiated assumpt ons lthiat 
need to be correclted. 

Detailed Ass.essmenilt 

Page 1-'9 

I fl the :List of Eib breiu'iatiofls the Cl5>'l,8:l:J~ta nt l"l,as ~i sted 'Bay Afea Aii I' Qua !:ity 
~1anaget1neflt 13:i:nriet,. B:kB BAA-Qt 1B' 'lf-ihieh is 1o·bl15Hy iHappHea:bl,e, anel ha·..-e fail.eel to HS:t 
ifele'..-a;r~,t ageHey i .. e .• Nonl'I, Cosst UHified Aiir P6ll1ut;iofl Gorttrnt IJ;istlfi.et . lFhis is, sl15iPfl'f, 
uHpmfess:i 15ifl,al \fi'ortk. M skes me t:h,i n:k thaif' t:heey ju st: el5f)~aSfed le:xt ff.mm se me e1the,· 
:ifre !.ee,;1ant de1eument. ~1ai!ceg me 'lf~-onder :.ffl'l,at e1t he;r comers oir p15m proofing re.aeli;ng has 
:been .fion e.._ 

My erron eous assumprtion. This is expllained turthe Olil1 in 11:he dEIR. 

Page 2-3, Secti,ons 2.5 and 2 . .i6 

These secti10 ns irn d1i cat e. ''No know areas of public ,oontrnvers.y ueg:a1rd1i ng the project 
lhave been identified m dat;e.' .. and, 'lhe County is not aware of any issues to lbe 1r,esolved., 
1r,espectivety. l hese two st atem en s panicuLa~ly together am not t he Ilea st 1bit c red·bte. Any 
project of thii s m agnitu d•e and natme inh erenUy prod 11.1oes controversy and 11.1meso tved 
iss.ues at the outset and lbeyon od. f or exa mpl,e, 1reconf i,gu ing Oen t rail Avern 11.1e down to om e 
llarn e of t rafifii c ,each '!.Vay. Is the County actuaUy suggestii ng th at 100% of McKin LeyviUe 
l'•esi dents agree on th is a1p p:roach? 

It became clear at 1;hre 4/23 M MIAC meeting th<H the re is co ntrove roary and unresolved 
]ssue~s. therefore., these statements should be removed ~rom the dEIR. 

Page 2 4, Tab le 2•1, Summary of Sigt111i'fd calil1t I mpac lts a 111d Mir i,gatlon M easu11es 

lmpac t5 ... 3 Air Quality : Orperar ion ofiColillsUuctlolill Equipment'Wouldl !Expose 
Se 111s liltive R1eoe ptors Ito loxi" c Air Con am i na , Its Si,gn ifi cant Im pact 

Mitigaition 5-4: AU cornsuuctiion pta1ns sha l include the foUowirng requirements to i-,ed 11.1oe 
TAC emissions durtlngconstn.Jctiiorn: a. ldl.ing ot constrnctiorn ,equiprnent and heavy-duty 
dieseil trudks w'illl lbe avoided where reasiibte, and if idling is neoessary,. iit willl not ,ex,oeed 
thr,ee minut,es; and lb. Allconsnuctioneq 11.1iiprnentwilllibe maintained and pmpei-Lymned in 
aooo1rd anoe wirtlh manufact11.1r1er1s specif ications and will be checked by a oenif ied visibl.e 
emissions ,eva uatorr. 

Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR 

2-29 EMC Planning Group 
August 22, 2025 



Page 4 of 6 

w 
c:on't. 

11 

Tihese ml igation measures ara doomed t!O failure fo , the, following: reasons,: 

Lack of imdepe11deflt ov,ersight to monitor compllia1nce .. It iis u11r,easonabl,e ttnat t he 
variious oontractors will effectiively seU-police. in the fi eld w ith stop watches. Th ey 
are go1i11g to be comoentratim,g 011 the job at hand. 
La ck of act iiVe r,e.~ latory oversight by N CUAPCD. Ttn is comment is not a megatii\i"e 
statem ent against the ai r distr1ict but rathe:r reflects ttne rea lity of ttne s1ituatiori. lhe 
air district does not permitlregulat,e self-propelled O011stmct io11 equipment, e.g. 
graders, bacl<hoe:s, ,etc. At best they can obs,erve ,exhaus • emissi1ons from 
equipmeflt make a t ra1ined pm,f,essio11al assessmellt as w whether or not a spec ific 
pie.ce of equipmemt is, emitting an ,e)(!oess of particulat,e matter based om the 
observed opacity of exhaust . But , in order for this to eve11 happen someone wou cl 
have to ca ll the air dist1rict with a complaintlcomcem abou • the emiissio11s. Then an 
air district imspecto'F would have to visit t he sit,e (which may mot be he same day or 
next ... a l imited number of Iinspe.ctors can on ly reasonably cover so much tel'lritory 
i11 so much Oime),. And .. even then,. if tlhe im spector determ ines, an excess quantity 
of exh aust emissions, the air district can only 1issue a Notiioe of Viiolation for 
'Nu·sance Emiss1ions', mot a NIOV for toxic air contaminants violat ion. 
Part B of the provisioms, that is ,equipment is properly tuned w meet 

manufactuirier's specirficatiions as determ ined by a 'certiified visible emissions 
eva uator.' Which begs ttn e questii on who is thiis indM dual employed by? 
It sounds l1ik.e a m itligation with an inherent confli ct of imerest bu ilt ·n. 
Ttnus, leav·mg tlhre residents along RaIi~road, McKinleyviillle Avenue and paIrt of Hi ller 
susceptible to unmit igated, serious impacts from the oonst ruction equipmeflit 
emissions. 

Pe,rhaps a mit gation al ernative is to have a minimum peroentage. e.g. 25%. 
of the dirt-dlsli:urbing: consuuction egruipmen11 to be ellectricall motor driven. 
thus avoiding ~he dies.ell emi ss ions, Pe ldbap,s the county canr o Main gm ots to 
dlemo this ap,proach as proof-of-concept ... there ]s enough lead time to do 
So.. 

Pages 2~4 w 2-117, Impacts 6~11 to '9-.2. Note: I am not quarfied to accmateily assess these 
Iimpacts and, therefore tlhre abse11oe of any comme1nr :s from me does not ,equa1:e to a11 
a'bsenoe of def iciencies iin t11e assessments and/or mitigation s. 

Page 2-17, Impact 11-1, Temporary Noise lncraas.e f11om Construc!liion A.ctivities 

Mitigat ion Measure 111-1 iis u11i-,easonalbl,e amd i11sufficie11t ·11 the same manne:r as 
Mit igatri on Mea sur,e 5-4. 

Amid llilkie Mitigation Measure 5-4, the dEIR does not list wihat manner of recourse negat iiVelly 
aftfect!ed Ir,eside111ts have. whom are they supposed to calUor reso ut1ion t lhat has their we.ti 
being as the wp prrioriity versus the prnject progress. 
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Pa~e 2-18, Impact 11-.2. Serious. Permalil,elilt fm'ffic Nois1e level Increases at Existi g 
Se1i1sl11tive Receptors on Ra ilLroa.d Dr1i111e 

The do c1.1me nt ind icat!es.. 'No certain feasible m mgalti on' alilid a lil un m ir ig:ated Serious 
and Ulilavo dlable delernmin . ltiolil. 

m· s det,erm inatii on is. not trne lbecau se the ca 1J se of the traffic noise level in crease • s that 
with t he r,econf i~urati1on of Centra l Avenue, drivers a1re going to use Mcl<iinieyville Aven1.1e 
and Raiillroad as. the alternate route to avoiid the traffic mess on Cent ral Avenue. 

This is not on y an increase iin noise poUuliion and impact to 1r,es1idenoe b1Jt it would allso 
add an inor,ease i vehiid es emiiss ions to wh ich res.idenoe allong MciKiin ieyviUe Aven1.1e and 
Railroad wo1.1 d lbe exposed. 

And, the inorease in traffic a'longthese ro1.1t!es wo 1.1 d foreseeab~y and reasonal::i'ly have a 
negative impact ontihe resi de11ts' home vallu e and resalle o ppo rt1.1n ii y. 

The effect irve m l igation m easure sh ouid be Iii st,ed to Not reconfi g1.11re Central Avenue down 
to one lane of t raffiic ,eaclh way. But the dEIR avoids addressing thiis obvio1.1s mitigati10:n 
m easure. 

Tilhe tra1ffic analysis, should be ex1tendedl ,o • lilrclude Mcf:Cii , leyville Avenue soutlh ,o 

Washington, alonigwashin:gton to Sclt)ool lRoadl so t:lhart the dllEIIR accurately relilects, the 
aggre,ga11e increase in traffic noise impact to residlen:Js,, Tilhis additional length of 
roadway is, m1Jclh les.s, tlhaUhe stretch of McKlnleyyiHe Avenue from Railroad to Murrary 
Road , hat as included in he traffic as:sessm,en'ts. 

Llk,ewis,e. !this mme fmmr School Road and along'Was,hington and McKinlewille 

Avenue ]s ~ores.e,eabty going to be a p,reterred route for cons,truction related vehicles 
because U: is, a short connection between th,e freeway to the 10WD1 center andl avoids, 
central Avenue. Iil:lus it is reasonable to have the EIR adttooss the added name, noise 
and emissions, especI1ally dmiililrgthe cons,t! ucltion phase. 

I ,expect my w lfiitten comments to beoome pan of the offii ciall pmj ec 1recmds. per C EQA and 
Brown Act requi1r,ements.. And,I too k. forward to a tim ely w lfiitten response. 

Thanlk you 

IR:. Kevii n Cir,eed 

kcreed 1 ssz@gma it,co rn 
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C: MoKinteyvme Ml!.miciipaR Advisony Committee: cob@co.h1.1mbo~dt.ca.us 

County Su pewisor St,ew Mladrorn e s madron e@co.lh um bo ldt.ca .us 

EMC IPtanning mup. Ron Sissem Senioli Priincipat 

Sjssem@em cpl.a □□ i □ g,com 

AiCata Rr,e Arotectinn Di st liii ct: rma cd on ald@arcatafj re, o rg 

IHu m ooldlt ooufilty Sherriiff's o moe. h so@co, bu mbo ldt ,ca, us 

MoKinteyvme Commun iity Sewiices Diistnic.t: Pat Kaspari General. Manageli. 
mcsd@m ck1i n le;ivi uec.sd.,co m 

Nlmt lh Coast JLoumat Thadeus Gmen son , tha d@no rthcoasJjj ou ma Leo m 

Mad River u ni cm: Jadk D urlha m edito r@m aid riveru □ ion ,com 
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Letter 7 – Kevin Creed 
1. The commenter identifies that the Central Avenue road diet (“reconfiguration”) would force 

traffic onto McKinleyville Avenue and Railroad Avenue, thereby exposing residents along those 
streets to increased noise and toxic air contaminants.  

 The traffic study investigates vehicle delay changes that are projected as a result of adding 
project traffic to the local roadway network. Determining the number of new vehicle trips and 
their distribution onto the local road network is a prerequisite to evaluating vehicle delay and 
changes in traffic congestion, commonly known as “level of service”. Level of service changes 
are not considered potential impacts under CEQA. The traffic study was prepared solely for 
informational purposes at the request of the McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee.  

Traffic generation and distribution information included in the traffic study and can be used in 
combination with traffic noise data found in draft EIR Table 11-1, Project Contribution to 
Future Traffic Noise Levels, to evaluate changes in traffic noise on McKinleyville Avenue south 
to School Road. Table 11-1 includes data which supports the conclusion that traffic noise 
impacts from the project on McKinleyville Avenue north of Hiller Road are less than significant. 
This is due to the fact the +4 dB traffic noise increase from the project would not cause future 
traffic noise levels to exceed 60 dB. Refer to the analysis on page 11-17 of the draft EIR for the 
criteria used to determine the significance of traffic noise impacts.  

Traffic volume information included in the traffic study shows that future traffic volumes from 
the proposed project on McKinleyville Avenue south of Heartwood Drive (the southernmost 
intersection on McKinleyville Avenue evaluated in the traffic study) of interest to the 
commenter would be no greater than the future project volumes on McKinleyville Avenue north 
of Hiller Road. In fact, the volumes are forecast to be about 11 percent lower during the AM 
peak traffic hour and 8 percent lower during the PM peak traffic hour than on the segment 
north of Hiller Road. Therefore, the project traffic noise increase on the road segments of 
interest to the commenter would be no greater (and very likely lower) than on the section of 
McKinleyville Avenue north of Hiller Road, or a maximum of +4 dB. The traffic study data also 
shows that future traffic volumes without the project on McKinleyville Road south of 
Heartwood Drive would also be no greater than for the segment of McKinleyville Drive north 
of Hiller Road. Consequently, associated traffic noise volume would or no greater than 55 dB as 
shown in Table 11-1 for McKinleyville Avenue north of Hiller Road. The +4 dB traffic noise 
increase from the project, when added to the 55 dB traffic noise level without the project, would 
not exceed 60 dB on the southern segment of McKinleyville Avenue to Washington Avenue to 
School Road of interest to the commenter. The associated project traffic noise impact would be 
less than significant. 
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Toxic air contaminants from traffic are primarily a concern when the source is heavy-duty diesel 
trucks. As described in draft EIR Section 5.0, Air Quality, the proposed project is not expected 
to generate a significant volume of new heavy-duty diesel truck traffic trips under operational 
conditions. 

2. The commenter notes that traffic noise and emissions will lower property values.  

The comment does not address an environmental topic. No response is required. 

3. The commenter asks to whom the significant unavoidable traffic noise impact identified for 
Railroad Avenue is acceptable. 

The draft EIR does not deem this impact to be acceptable. The determination that an 
environmental impact is significant and unavoidable requires the lead agency, in this case 
Humboldt County, to make a statement of overriding considerations that explains the reasons 
for approving a project despite such an impact. This statement typically takes the form of 
identifying how the economic, social, legal or technological benefits of a project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental impact. Only by making this finding may the unavoidable 
impact be considered acceptable from a CEQA perspective. See CEQA Guidelines section 
15093, Statement of Overriding Consideration.   

4. The commenter states that without a continuous left hand turn lane designed into the Central 
Avenue road diet cross-section, emergency vehicle response could be impeded.  

Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. County staff has since clarified that 
the depiction of the proposed Central Avenue road cross section in Figure 4-3, Planned Central 
Avenue Cross-Section, should be modified to show that the middle lane of the cross-section 
would be a continuous left-hand turn lane rather than a landscaped median with left-turn 
pockets. Refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR, where a revised version of Figure 4-3 is 
provided.  

5. The commenter states that problems with reconfiguring Central Avenue will be exacerbated by 
the fact that there is no road parallel to Central Avenue on the east that would be an option to 
travel on Central Avenue. 

Comment noted. The comment does not address an environmental topic. No response is 
required. 

6. The commenter suggests that bike lanes do not need to be wider to be safer, but rather should 
be separated from traffic.  
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Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address 
specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

7. The commenter notes that Sections 2-5 and 2-6 of the draft EIR indicate that there are no areas 
of known controversy regarding the project and no issues to be resolved, but this is not the case. 
The commenter references as reconfiguring Central Avenue as a source of controversy.  

Refer to Master Response #3 in Table 2-1.  

8. The commenter suggests that the mitigation measure for impacts associated with reducing 
construction equipment toxic air contaminants is inadequate and lacks enforcement oversight 
and describes a mitigation alternative that requires 25 percent of construction equipment to be 
electrically powered.  

The commenter is referencing mitigation measure 5-4, which requires that developers prepare a 
construction management plan that includes best management practices for reducing toxic 
contaminant air emissions from construction equipment. The measures are taken from 
regulatory guidance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and California Air 
Resources Board. Local air districts, including the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 
often reference similar factors as means to assure that construction TACs are minimized.  

To add oversight as suggested by the commenter, mitigation measure 5-4 has been refined to 
identify responsibilities for assuring that the management practices are implemented or 
accounted for. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. The County Department 
of Planning and Building is responsible for monitoring implementation of mitigation measures 
as described in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that must be prepared for the 
project and approved by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors as one of the resolutions 
that will be considered during the public hearing(s) to be held to consider whether or not to 
approve the proposed project. The Mitigation Monitoring Program will be available to the public 
as part of the Board of Supervisor’s project consideration package prior to the first Board 
hearing on the project.   

The recommendation for alternative mitigation is acknowledged, as it is clear that electric-
powered construction equipment would produce fewer toxic air contaminants. This 
recommendation can be considered by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors as part of its 
deliberations to certify the EIR prior to making a decision to approve or disapprove the project.  

9. The commenter states that neither the draft EIR nor the Town Center Ordinance address 
landscaping installation or maintenance costs and that without maintenance, aesthetic impacts 
are possible.  



Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses  2-36 EMC Planning Group 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR August 22, 2025 

An EIR is not required to address funding for constructing or installing improvements 
associated with a proposed project, nor funding for maintaining project improvements. Funding 
for public or private improvements is a project implementation consideration except where such 
funding is required as part of a program adopted by a local agency that is designed to lessen a 
project’s contribution to a cumulatively significant environmental impact. In such cases, the 
funding would be required pursuant to a uniformly applied policy or regulation adopted by the 
local agency that functions to mitigate the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact.  

10. The commenter states that mitigation measure 5-4 is doomed to failure for reasons noted in the 
comment. 

Refer to the response to comment #8 above.  

11. The commenter states that mitigation measure 11-1 is unreasonable and insufficient because it 
does not provide recourse for negatively affected residents. 

Mitigation measure 11-1 has been changed to require that project applicants identify a 
construction noise coordinator who can be contacted by the County and/or local residents in 
any case where construction noise is deemed to be in violation of the construction best 
management practices identified in the mitigation measure. Refer to Section 3.0, Change to the 
Draft EIR.  

12. The commenter states that the draft EIR conclusion for Impact 11-2 that the traffic noise 
increase on Railroad Avenue would be unavoidable is not true - the cause of the noise increase is 
more traffic on Railroad Avenue due to drivers avoiding Central Avenue due to the planned 
road diet improvements. This would also increase exposure to vehicle emissions.  

As described in draft EIR Section 11.0, Noise, the analysis of potential traffic noise and traffic 
associated air quality impacts on sensitive residential receptors, including sensitive receptors 
along Railroad Drive, is based on the volume of new vehicle trips projected to be distributed 
onto local roads at project buildout. The commenter does not provide evidence for concluding 
that traffic volumes on Railroad Drive would increase relative to those identified in the draft 
EIR due to trips diverted from Central Avenue due to driver choices. It would be speculative to 
determine if and to what degree the Central Avenue road diet might or might not change the 
behavior of drivers such that the distribution of vehicle trips onto Railroad Drive would increase 
relative to the analysis in the draft EIR. CEQA Guidelines section 15145, Speculation, notes that 
if a particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, this conclusion should be noted and the 
discussion of the impact should be terminated.  

13. The commenter identifies that the effective mitigation to traffic noise increases on Railroad 
Drive would be to not reconfigure Central Avenue down to a single lane in each direction. 
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Refer to the response to comment #12 above.   

14. The commenter suggests that the scope of the traffic analysis be expanded to include 
McKinleyville Avenue south to Washington Avenue, and Washington Avenue to School Road 
to accurately reflect the aggregate increase in traffic noise along these roads and to note that this 
may be a preferred route for construction vehicles to access the site.  

Refer to response to comment #1 above.  

Regarding construction traffic noise changes on the road segments of interest to the commenter, 
the draft EIR evaluates short-term construction noise effects for on-site construction activities 
starting on page 11-15. Construction noise impacts were determined to be less than significant 
with implementation of mitigation measure 11-1, which includes limiting the period of 
construction to the hours of 8:00 am to 5:00 pm. The project site would build out over many 
years. Construction traffic noise would be intermittent and would be of limited volume during 
the construction period for individual future projects. Construction traffic may utilize a range of 
routes to access the site, which suggests that construction traffic volumes on the road segments 
of the interest to the commenter would likely be even more limited and occur over a limited 
period of the day when construction activity is taking place. Volumes would be substantially 
below the project buildout volumes described above where traffic noise increases from the 
project were already found to be less than significant.  

  



Letter 8 - Stacy Becker 

l 

lfirom: 
To:: 
Subject: 
li):at~ 

~BeckP [ 

fRMReswmses-
d(jn'Jev.-ille TO'i'll'l Cerlta' Zi::iling ~ment 

Sau-day, April 26, lO~,B:,49:14 Ml 

I Caution: This emti.11 \\ras sent from an EXTERN.Al..-solllfCe. Ple.ase take care when 
chc:king links or opening attachments. 

Reg::mlillg the "road dliet ' portion of this Em.: YES! I mve ibeen a McJK:inleyvi.lle resident for 
23, years and Central has always been more of a freeway than a toi.w.-cen.tered, pe,de trian­
frieudly road. This road tends to be a :major criti.que of many - lend.mg downto\\1ll. 
McK.iinieyviUe if "strip maiil" feel Ohamher efforts have helped- maturing and blooming 
tree , flower baskets, all good for d!ecorati friendly touches but oothing would maire more 
of a dlifferenoe than implemenrt:ing the ohruons, suggested by thl plan. Imagine a town oeofer 
road that allow school children crossmg \\-rith@t a fleet of schoo . staff and p.aren.ts acting as 
crossing guards_ ._ 

Stacy Broker kKinleyvdle CA 
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Letter 8 – Stacy Becker 
1. The commenter states support for the Central Avenue road diet design. 

See Master Response 1.  No response required.  

  



Letter 9 - Joyce Eggert 

Aplil29,2025 

Attn: Long Range Plann ing Division, 
Planning and Building Department 

1 I very much disagree with the idea of reducing Gentral Avenue in McKinleyville 
to on'ly 2. lanes. This plan would further delay downtown traffic that is already 
slow due to several traffic signals. I am in my ?Os and live several miles away 
from the shopping center. There is no way other seniors nor myself can walk 
miles from home to shop and then retu m carrying purchases. 

The idea that the majority of the community is in favor of this plan is false. It is 
an expensive waste of taxpayer mon~y to revamp Central Avenue. I doubt 
significant numbers of the McKinleyviUe population want to walk to shop,. and 
few would actually do so. I don't foresee anyone wanting to wal'k along Central1 

Avenl,Je in the wind and rain. The inconvenience will r,esutt in stores ending up 
wJth less business,, not more. 

This idea should definitely appear on a ballot so that everyone can get the 
chance to express their opin ion of this boondoggle by voting . 

. ·c::-v.,~ 'c.~-­
Jbyc~ Egge~ Cl 

McKinleyville resident 
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Letter 9 – Joyce Eggert 
1. The commenter disagrees with the idea of reducing Central Avenue to two lanes as proposed as 

part of the road diet design and feels the idea should appear on a ballot. 

Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address 
specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

  



Letter 10 - Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities and Environmental 

Protection Information Center 

Page 1 of 7 

May?, 2025 

CRTP~ _j: 
Coalition for Responsible e pl C, 
Tra sport tio Priorities 

Humboldt C-oooty Planning and B'uilding Department 
Long Range Pl.mning 
3015 H Street 
Emeka CA 95501 

via email: 
cc: 

CEQ.Aresponses co.humboldt. ca.us 
jfo:rd@co.hrunboldt.ca.11S, 

RE: Draft l\lcKinlepille, Town Center Emiroumeut1l Impad Re,por 

Dear Humboldt County Planning and Brn.tding Department: 

The Coahtion for Resp011S1b e Tnrnsportahon Priorities. (CRTP) and the Environmental 
Proteoti.on Infonnation Center (EPIC) appreciate the opportunity to comment on the 
McIGnleyville Tm.vu Center Zoning Amendment Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
We recognize and appreciate both fhe extensi.ve public. process and the significant in'1Testm.ent of 
staff time that h.n,·e ed to the develo,pm.eo.t of the Zoning Amendment, and we support ma!lly 
aspec of d, including the designation ofthe majority of the Tolili.rn Center for ~ed uses the 
focus on Vi.rallrable and bike.able design and pedestrian-friendly street frontages the signm.cant 
parking policy reforms and the new street designs for bike and pedestrian safety. 

Our comments. herein are focus:ed on impro,ri.ng the amuracy, completeness and defensi.bility of 
the DEIR 

l. Tille EIR must deady state that the ,r,oll!nty will uot pursil!le tJ1e, traffif. study's 
rerommemled infrasfil:urtu1:-e, rillau.ges, ,or must r,eassess imparts. 

Appendix E o the DEilt is the Traffic Operations Study for the Mc.Kinleyville Tourn Center 
Project 'tra!ffic study'). The sole purpose of this study is to predict future conges.ti.on at certain 
iintersec:tions i.u the vicioi.ty of the Town Center, as. measured by vehi.cr far level of ervice (LOS) 
and recommend infrastrucrure changes at those interseeitions to reduce 1. ehic.ular delay. 

\ ehi.cula.r congestion is no longer coosid.ere.d an environmental imrpact under CEQA, and LOS 
impacts ar;e not considered in the main body of the DEIR. However, the traffic study is in.duded 
as an appendix, and is relied upon m certain DEIR assessment.,, incfodmg fhe assessments. of air 
quality energy, noise and transportati.oo impacts. It is undear whether these impact assessmeut:s 
use as. inputs the traffic study s analysis of current c.oodi.tions., projected future conditions or 
projected future conditions li'i.rith "mi.tiJ:1:alion' from the studv's recomm.ended delay-reducing 
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iinfra.nmcture dhmlges. Pl!.lhlic strotements ftom. comit} i s.iinoe fhe FeleiMe of fheD • ha\·e 
1 aisserte.d • • it:he rraffic mrdy~s reoommendedl mfras:tmcrure cmmga. are no : m of lhe C.EiQA 
rnn~l "project md arie not mialyzed .in 1lhe DEIR, lmt olheqm lie statements. ha ·e srt::ro .., y .- • ed. 

ilia the cmmty iintends il:o constmct these chm~-ait some point 

If the county .inrends to oo:nstmc tile il:raffi :sb.ufy·'' , recoil:lII:lended. .i.nli:ru;.tmctme changes then 
theJ :are cleru:11 .m of the '"·:project ' fur C:HQA i()l . . oses, .. • iE.QA dtaines: a :projeot M , it:he ,r hdle 
of an aoti n , ii the potem:i.ai] fl r either a diii:,ec :pb.ys,ical. cJba.nge :in ·lhe ,eJHiramment, or a 
reiMon.'lb.ly oreseeable mdiirec :pb:y.sicaJI cbarage. The lirnffic stud:y's reconm1ended • • • , mture 
chfillges wrnrdd clearly be a direc: ~ u:lt of the deri.relop - t of it:he T 11 m Center pm-suant il:o il:he 
Zoning Ame.n1lll:lent. Tue unt} must ·lh . efore e:·it:her dearly commi1t oo il:o constmctthe , .ffi.c 

• . , '' . recmmnended. :infuirmuctnre ch~~ or nm assei:s them :in lhe Effl.. Planning to, 
oons:lmc • e dbanges bat puttint; ofl'malj'SJ!s: t ai fh1hrre time wrnrdd be a dear cme ofpn hibited 
CEQA iecemealing. 

\ ·re :strong]] • urge l:he cotmtj' il:o il:ake the opti ll! of co:m:miliing· n t t nsbuct • ore changes 
becau~e the}, ·od:: oonb:ru:y to flie objecti. :es. of the pmjec Stated objeotives: i.nclude designing· 
Central A emie to ';ease pedestrim and bicycle · , ; , c m lutling i, , • • g mearur.es: and 
dengnmg .inl:ersedi. ns streets. itvithiin. the Town C, .. r to facilitate ped 1lrim m ,;rement, 
prni.ri.de biq crcle 1:med:iom, il:o con:uneroial ~ and tram~t :sro ri (p.4!-l (!I e SIE'!l]} Red!rring 
oongeslion by d'eiinition resulits .. in moreased ·elricldar , ·llhe oppos ·re of mrl:llic caillming.. 
Fmtl:HmD.ore the proifi ~ -recommended by flie , •. ffic s:IDdy a11 po.se • me lei. . of 
increased fr to bicycle and pedestrim travel: 

•· Tue tr: S!tti:dyriecommends inteniection i~ilizati. ns and rmmdlabouts as .•• :nu~.stion 
relief .asme:s, H r e , afely a : ' ting bicyclis I pedes • a 
roun.dabou1ts, rieqmres: :fecatmes. W.-e pedestrian hybrid beaicolli;. :m.d e]y. co:mmod:ri:ing 
th e: ·use:ES, at s.igmilized iint~n.s requires reabnies llilie b.~ e tum .res, 'n right on 
red ' rul~, and longer oros.smg limes: fur ped1es1iriailli;:,"r---ill featmes. whim me ~ ely to 
incre. se ri.rehionlu d\el!~ . If ignali:zed iintecsecl:ions: •• r roomdaboo are designed il:o 
1»iroirmize: . rebionllai:r d\el!ay-, th .. 1efore, thq \.\ill not hai. e SL]) h :fe~tm~ and will oo be safe 
fu r mq 'Tlists and pedeg I ,· ~ --

•· Tue • ·• s,hi:dyriecommends: hm.1 pocJre "mu:ll s]ip, lanes a se i-ernl .. interseotiom,_ Twn 
po~ efa :increase pedestrim croosmg- di.cstanre m1d require . :d1ditioml mi."'t.lllg .z ~. 
be:b.veen bicyole and CM/Imel traffic~ S.Jriip ]mes b.l,re ailll of these effects: a.cs. well a 
incre.aBiing ~ -:speeds d'ecre.mimg i:h:r,,..er atte:ntni·enes.as,_ lBoth. feaifirmes, ·, ,mf.e the}" 

decre:.ase i.rehiouJ!ar d\el!~ , aFe inbeFently dmgeJJ 1m for l:ik.ycllists and pedestrians. -

for ex.mJ:P e J:ilU!g et ,al _ 0, c ofrigb.t-:b!lm chaml~ on pede5triaD. safe at sigml!lliz;ed 
:iml!r5ed:iio· .~ \:rd: .Amlry.illl & ~ ,;-e;n.mm B _ 
https;:I v. ·.sctmc.edirect.comlscie,nce. ' • labsfpJiil SOOO .4!:57519 03802. 
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•· Toe tr - ~ttl.dy Fecomm.ends enruJll! 'lhe Cenlrn:I. A . renue lime reduction n rth of 
Heam ooo. Dri!i.re in --rd.er to, increase - ehicl! · capaci .. r to, • .. • nth. Jin. contrast,, CRTP 
mppo~-d! !ll:lfil:l}' • kKinleyi.rille Fesidents adl ocated! fur~e ,el!·e ml continuation 
ofithe lane redu.ctioo tlrrougbout McKin11eyville. The amiei s· . . designre.mlits .. in 
hi§b.er-speed! tra-ffic md. ]onger :pedestrian oros:1.ing- distJmDes 'II riJh less :safe b~e 
infirnslmcb.me and i3ill} l.iimiitation on fu-e Ifill!:: redncli.o:n. ;v.ill allin ' "e • s to 

ntiimre. 

These recoillilIBl:lded :infmsl:mctme ch.-mges rem] :partly from the fa • that the traffic s • 'y does 
not consider hl icle pedestrim o:r 1:rnJ:ll;it LOS. Q1mtlit} of Service, or [evell of traffic stress 
(LT . )- ,only 'l.rebiculm- I.OS. ]f other modes. of tramipo tion bad n co· ;deJ:edl,, it wmdd hini~ 
been no for example, • ait :pedesl:rims meruiy· o:ften ha re to \-vru1t through more th11iI1i one mll. 
ignal cycle illf s:iignalrized inter.seotions on C.entral Avenue, a conmtio:n. \-1tidh if applied to 

,re.bides ;,.oOllll!d rem.Lt in S F. 

In fud m adopWJ£" a · ,rehirntl!m:- LO , • cmrmt} s 1General Pilan Po]iq ._ PS also :states fusll!t 
"1..e ·rel of Sen · ce impr \rements. for utomohiles fumil!d not m:hrersel:y· ilffect level! of en.ice 
ill!Il 1. r Qtm.llii , of Sen~re for olh mod.1e;;, of o:ampo ti~ ifpossibie,~ ill! st ard no met by 

trnrflk stm:tiy s: prn_po.sed dhan~ . Even fuce traffic study itself reoomm-enrls chrnngirng mi}' 
poli .-. • to a1!low more 'l.rehiou1:air delay in thee 'Io m Cien:ter illfFea, to, .·, • .ewe afety and create a 
m re ped.estrian-mendl.1 em1iir.OOID1-ent (see p.18). 

l e th-ere.fore ill!gariin. tro:ngty· mge fue COWl.l) to, colilDli.t .in fhe BIR. wt to nstmct 
:irnfra.:m1r1c , , , .. dmmges reco : ed! 'bj tire · , , , ·• study. However .if fue cotmij d.oes: int • to 
• mime os:e ihmges o:r m to comm.ii oo to, ·then ·Ibey are c-leady part of fue p rojecf· for 

CE~ • pmpooes and their • nn be filk1lyzed!. These .·, · acts. are di:ff'erent .in narnre ithan 
those already analyzed in the ·, JR, n-eoes1.iltaiting substllillfial bqes to the dootll'.nent :ro:r 
ex:ample, CEQ.~ euidance is. de:..ar that ·Bmldin!ll"nBtv romlways, aidd!mg roa.d.11 ·ai}• capac·t, in 

nge:rted areas, or adding ro.aich.-1'1l}' capacity fo m:-eas where co:nges,tion i'll, ,expected in fue fu , , , . 
typi ally ii.n-duJc.e.s addition.,l ve, ·o1e tra ·el. Therefore, if these c.a1_Pacity:-increasing r.h,rn~ illfFe 
:irncmded in the 'Jo\-mCent . project, fbeE.JiR':s. ·ebiole llll!les ,. ·eled 1MI) as.sessment 
be re1.ris.1t~ as tirep.roj,ect.;;. ~ ie • ·el1 to induce ad1ditio:Dllll \ IT. Fm:tha:mo: , :irn.]igbt of the 
amt, hazards dmcu.ssed abo1,;;re . Em. :i.1'01Ll1d also hllive to. re\ri'll·t its assessment of wibetb.er per 

1CEQ.~ Gtliitl~]ines Oheok!1.ist fue project ;i.ronld "'""su ·ail, .increase [transportatio:n.] 
baz:airds, due to a d~ign. feature~ r deore-.me fue perfuanmoe o.r ietyof[bicyole - •• I 
pedecfilrian] facili • es. 

Fi, ally. "11 ·en te tru rr · c · id:y-:ir 

t G,;r.,e,m;i;i s 10:filiice ,o:if P.fmmimg an Re.i&1rdb. ·-'¥ ;· 0. $ . l'eclmi.oo J\m~ E1.rru.ui;.tian Tramportati 
Jfmpa-ru :im. O.EQ..i\. See, http.s:.l11ci.ca.go,;.'docs. 01 80416.-'743 I edmicm Am:i,;orv 4.16. U:.pdf. 
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•• The s1udy states that traffic vohnnes "'were assiigued to project ar,ea ro.ad'!.va)' based on 
exiistmg travel patterns. ' Existing travel patterns will deartly change as the Town Center 
project is buiilt out o thi.s. assumption is ft ndamentally flawed. 

•• The s1udy uses the Hnnruboldt Couo.ty Travel Dffllalld Mode . to estimate trip generation, 
but s ch models ;u;e notoriously bad at accounting for factors sooh as induced travel or 
travel evaporation, 3 both core features of tr~ortation behavior re ated t.o changing land 
use and :itnftastn cture. The study ap;peam not to indlllde an)' coosidera1ion, for example 
ofphmnedpublic transit unprm.ements or transportation demand rnan.agemeo.t measures, 
in.chided iin the Town Center Zoning J\mend!ments. In fact the study ad.mi.ts t.hat the 
model iis. 'somewhat insensitirve to road!way desiign and context" (p.8) . 

•• The slndy analyz:es onl.y peak hour vcll:i.Cl!llar traffic meaning that any proposed changes. 
;u;e focused on temporary \l"cll:i.Cl!llar delays occurritng during a "ffY smaii perio.d of time 
on any gi1. en weekday. The srndy does not assess traffic conditio at any other tiilnes in 
order to offer other poss ibilitii for priori ti.zing infrastru.cture ru\ estmen • . 

2. The l1'llilid e miles t:ra'i,·e-Jetl 1(\ IT) analysis in the DEIR. is not nedible .. 

The DEIR r;elies on the Hm.nbo]dt County Travel Dem.and Model to assess VMT impacts. As 
noted above such models. are knmvn to ful when it cOllles to predicting induced tra\l·el and travel 
evaporation m response to changes m vehiCl!lfar capacdy and othe,r infi:astructure and/or land use 
ohanges. Furtihem1oi;e the re.suit of the \/JvIT analysiis-asserti.ng that the per capita \/JvIT iin the 
TmvnCenterwouldbe 3.3 (]es tban20% ofthe couo.tyw:ideaverage) and theperempJo:yee 
VIvIT would be 2.2 (15% of the cotmty\'iride average}-are exitremely dubious.. 

It is patenUy dear that per capita \1'11T \•aries siignificantily iin dil'ferent areas of the cmmfy. 
Research ge,ne,raJly finds that VMT is 1mver in both more densely developed areas areas, with a 
mix of uses, and near town or city centers,,4 all of which wm i1d suggest that the cotm.fy slowest 
\ ff wmlld be follllld near downtown E1!1.ffika.. It is. also wi.thout doubt t.hat fi1tme McKmleyvil.le 
Town Center darelopmeo.t \Viill have lower VlvIT than the countywide avernge, given the plan for 
higher density and a milxture of m es in the Town Genter. However, a :fii.\e- to six-fuld difference 
iiupe.r capiita VMTbern--een the To\Vll Center and the count)•\v:ide a\erage trains creoolity.5 

3 See for examp e \I o.ll.-.er et 1 ., 02 0 Induced travel. in the enviromnenta.l re,>iew process, Trampo:rta.lion Research. 
Record: s:/liomnal:s.sa e b.comfdoil 10.11 77 /03,6 l 9'8120 923365 . lExa!!!-p : " . .. Inn,· de:mmd models. o not 
typir:.!lly mr:rude .ill. ,of the feedback loops necessJ!l!Y to-accmarfe y predicit the induced 1:1-a,;·el effec . " 

See fm examp e Buehle1·, _on, Deter.m· ;:!!l!lb, oftrampo:rtmode C o·c,e: 3. COO!llpanso:n ofGe:mi,arny 31!:d tJb.e US: 
Jom:m.al ,of Tran sport Geog,:aph ' 19': 
btfps://r:i.teseerx.ist.p su.edu/document?1epid=:repl&tvpe=pdf&doi.=47 c5 8200b85b f5a3db_ h879'cfi' 5b5 h 4c8e00.55 . 
~ F,oo- co:mpm.son, a i:~ national analy-~s found a difference of a·bout 3 % i.n pe:r capita VMI between ,coo-e wham 
counties ;m,d c,o:m? etely rur.a.l.ooimties in the US. go e al., 2024, The impact of wban. fmm ,on lhe-Y,e alim:i,s i? 
b elr\\reen ·vellr·c e-miles brave.led and. aru: pollutia , 'Jranspo:m.lionResearch I ten:l.isci.plinaiy iPerspecti\res _,8: 

http:r Vn.n.Y scWnsedirnctcom'5wse/AAslg1nii'S25 20 l 26' 24Q02J44 
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Another ra::.ent document produ.c.ed for the oounty, the HumboJdt County VMT ' mdy by Fehr & 
P,eer , u.sed c:ommerdal n1obile phone Jocation data :o estimate VM:T m different parts of the 
cmmty, andfouodarangeohesiden.tial percaplita \ l'MTfrom 13.7 iinEmeka upto27.9 in 
FemdaJe. \\i1hile the data lll.Sed for the Fehr & Peers study, like the traveJ demand model aJso 
smfer from. limitatio and \i;reaknesse.s and direct comparisons wou!ld be inadvlisaible the resuh 
of the Fein & Peers 5,fiudy eems omewhat more a,edible tb.111 the DEIR' 5, results. 

Fmthemmre, we object to the rue of the 001.m.tywide average as the baseline for V11.-IT analysis. 
As both the DEIR .rn.d the Fehr & Peers, sh1dy s,how, and as sugges ted by a farge body of 
academic re.search., there i.s significant variation m per capiita VMf in different parts of the 
county wdh different development patterns. A couotywide ai\ erage th.at oonl)b:i!nes, such :wideJy 
varying numbers results in a Pelaiti\fely me.amngiess figure. A more defunsib]e approach wou d be 
to compare future Town Gerner VlM:T with current Vlvff iin t!he Mc:Kinleyv lie ar,ea not the 
cmmtywjde ai\ferage. 

Finally smoe the VMT assessment 1i1'/3S also the basis for t!he DEIR' s greenhouse ga5, (GHG) 
nnpact assessment the GHG assessment must also be re\fisited. 

3. The IDEIR s noi~e impart analysis must ,r,ousidei· m,ffi.r ,r.almirog m; a mi.tigatiou 
measure bl!lt ml!lst mfe ol!lt buil~ling ~etlba:rk.s as mitigation. 

The DEIR. condudes that the proja::it s, noise impact on sen.siti\fe receptors, on Railroad Drive wm 
be igrufiraot and un.nmidable (Impact 11-2), as wcll ai5, Cllilllulati.vely ignificaot and 
unavoidable (p,.18-16). The concl][l.sion that the funpact is unai\ oiidaJble rehes on an assertion th.at 
there are no feasible :ootigations measures which could reduoe the impact below the level of 
significance. However, the DEIR. cons · ders, only three km.ds of :mitigation measme: soundwa.Jl5, 
'\p.1ie er' paving :mate:1fal5, aud extrn insulation (p,. l l -20). This analysiis fails to consider one of 
the most effecti\ie potential miitigation :measures: traffic calming. 

Road noise i5, typically dominat ed by the noise of tiires on pai\felllent, \Vhicb i5, proportional to the 
speed oftraffic .6' Slo\\-rer traffic produces signiifiamUy less noise. Road desiign featm which 
reduce vehi.de speeds are well known and oertrinJy fe.asible on Railroad Drive. Therefore, the 
DEIR. must requ:itre traffic calming on Railioo.d Drive as a mitigation me,asure for sigruficaot 
noise impacts. Traffic cal:m.in:g bould ailso be incorporated mto the required mitigation for 
lmpacit l l -3 traffic noise impacts to future ensiih\l-e reoeptors on Central Avenue . 

. Additionally, the DEIR s.uggests budding etbacks as mi.itigations measures for noise 1:mpaots 11-
3 and l l-4. Ho,11 e\fer, build.mg setbacks and frontages are specifically regulated in the Town 
Center Zoning .i\m.endment. .i\.dd,itiona.1 etbacks would signiificant1y modify the projecit by 
effu:::tii.vely reoocing de\ie1opment density and pushing buildings aviray from the side\\ralk 
negati\l'ely iJ:np,aotiing the pedestriau Peahn. and creatiing a mope car--domiioat-ed ]ands.cape. These 

t. See for examp e: brtpg;/ femjromnWtr"d!l:mootatjon 9Iis/f'osu5::::eJ:EMfogi,;gln2iw-sveo ·im ·l 
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ohanges. ,ili.rould undermine the projecit s objectives, \1-irucb can for ~ey features like "'hlgher 
deosirty housitng " 'a fhll range of cOilllllerdal. uses " 'pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods, and 
coilllllerdal areas, ' and 'b1Ullrul-scatle resi.cfeotia.1 arnd cOlllll!lerdal areas ' (p.4-10 et seq.). 

ethacks are therefore not an appropriate mitigation measure. 

Fi:Bally, the DlEIR. noise impact ~sment j based on the traffic study, which as discussed 
above has sigru.ficant flaws. It is udeai whether t!he nois.e assessment assumes the 
implementahon of the i.nfrasttuctur;e changes recomm.ended by the traffic study (p.11-17) which 
would mcrease tr:nlk c:apaci1y and speed, and therefore noise. 

4. The ('Ol!lDty"s CEQA tledug i!l.ltendons must be da:dfied. 

The DEIR states that ft1ture projects in 'substanti.al. compliance wdh the Zoning .4m.embnent 
\\ri.il recci\1e ministerial approval, and no nev.r CEQA documentation would be r;equi.red' if the 
de ·elopinent capaci1y is c.onsi.stent wifh the levels c.ontemplated in the BR. (p.4-21). While 
"'bering" is allowed under CEQA.,, irt does not excuse th-e lead <lgacy from adequmely analyzi.n.g 
reasonably f01esee.able significant en'l.rironmental effects of the project." Tiered projects arre not 
~mpt from CEQA docrnnentati.on, blllt rather their i.mpaO may be sub-ject to le.ss s.cmtiny only 
nth-ey have alr,eady ibeen contemplated m the ori.ginatl EIR... It is certainly possible to en\ris:i.on 
future project lin fhe Town Center area wrucih are consistent \Virtb the Zo:mng Amendment, or for 
whi.cb the Zoning .i\m.endmeut is inele\1ant but wh.i.ch ha\i'e specific impacits that are not foreseen 
or co:otemplated irn thls DEIR. The EIR. should clarify that tiering does uot ,e.\'!empt fuhlfe prnjeCi 
from CEQA entirely, and that projects \\ "lb impacts unforeseen in the pre.sent EIR. .we not subject 
to tiering. 

5. The\ IT greenhouse gas GHG), and aim· quality effocts o:fpaiting poJides should be 
adrnowte~lged in die DEIR. 

The DEIR acknow]edges, that the Zonmg .Amendment eliminat off-stmet parkmg reqmiremen 
for non-resident:iial uses (p. B -13). Thls is accmate. However, the Zoning .ii\.mendmeot also 
eliminates off-street pMking requwements for r. idential u.ses and irn f.aot includes a maximlllID 

parking ratio for residential uses (see Section 5.1.2 of the Zoning Amendment). 

The elimirnati.on of palllcing minimums and creation of new park:itng maxmmms,. along wi.th other 
parking 1eforms in the Zonitng .!\.meudment, are tra!llSportation demand measmes whioh wi.U 
likely reduce ilebi.rnlar travel, i.noe :residen.ti.atl parking <l\ ailabihty i.s strnngly conelated with 

7 CEQA Guidelmes 1 S 52(b) 
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14 , I ~e ohofo~. 8 This eff~t should be considererl in th_e DEIR. assessments of ailr quality iPM-10 
cont. l!lllpacts (p.) -18) 1iRv!ITunpaots (p.5-22), and GHGl!lllpacts (p.9-16). 

l5 

16 

6. TIile DEIR s ailte,m.:din•s analysis is flawed. 

The DEIR' statutorily 1eqnimi atltemati am.lysis considers. an option of reduced density .md 
itotensity of de\ielopmeot (Alternative 2) bu does not consider an analysis of i.ncre.ased density. 
Increasing densi1)•- whi1e fhrther i.n\iestrn.g in pedestria!lil and bicycle mftastrncture, improved 
transit service, and traffic cahning-is. a feasltlle option that would go even further toUrmd 
accomplishrn.g the projed s o:bjreotives. and as suc.h should be anaJ.yzed in the EIIR.. 

Fmibermore, the anal.y is. of .A.ltemati\l'e - the only ailtemati\ie c~idered aside from the No 
Project ailtemative-is deeply fla:1,i.ied . The DEIR asserts that Alternative _. \\'Otdd reduce VlvH, 
and therefore r,educe impacts to transportation, air quaility and other relaterl areas. Hov1re\ier as 
discusse above the rele\l'ant transportation metric is. U per capita, not O\'eraH \ ff, and 
lower development densiities are associated wifu higher per capiita VMT. ThlllS, Altemati\l'e 2 
would clearly increase transportab.on u.npacts, aJDd likely impao to an quality arud other :related 
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Letter 10 – Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities and 
Environmental Protection Information Center 
1. The EIR must clearly state that the County will not pursue the traffic improvements included in 

Appendix E of the draft EIR or must reassess impacts. The traffic study is not considered in the 
main body of the draft EIR, but is relied on in certain draft EIR assessments, including air 
quality, energy, noise, and transportation. It is unclear whether these assessments as based on 
future conditions that include the mitigations from the traffic study. If the County intends to 
construct the improvement identified in the traffic study, the draft EIR must evaluate the 
impacts of the improvements. 

As noted in Master Response #2 in Table 2-1, the traffic study was not prepared as a basis to 
address potential transportation impacts of the proposed project. It was prepared in significant 
part, to disclose the effects of the proposed road diets for Central Avenue and Hiller Road on 
traffic operations – that is, on changes in vehicle delays resulting from implementing the 
proposed road diet changes, and to identify traffic improvements (e.g., intersection signalization, 
roundabouts, etc.) that could mitigate increases in delay that are not consistent County policy.  

The EIR assessments to which the commenter refers do, in part, reference the vehicle trip 
generation and distribution projections prepared for the project that are included in the traffic 
study, but do not reference or rely on any part of the traffic study analyses related to changes in 
vehicle delay (e.g., level of service) projected to result from the road diets. Nor do the 
assessments rely in whole or part on the traffic operations improvements identified in the traffic 
study that are recommended to ensure that vehicle delay would not exceed acceptable levels with 
the contribution of new traffic from the proposed project to the local road network. 

Were the County to consider the traffic study improvements necessary as a means to address 
CEQA-associated impacts of the proposed project, which do not include vehicle delay/level of 
service, the improvements would be considered part of the project. In that case, it would be 
necessary to evaluate the environmental effects of constructing and operating these 
improvements. The draft EIR does not do so because the County is not proposing that the 
improvements be constructed. The McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee requested that 
a traffic operations analysis be conducted solely to understand the effects of the proposed road 
diet on traffic operations. The traffic study results were not intended to be a consideration in or 
a component of the CEQA analysis for the project.  

2. The commenter states that the County should not commit to constructing the traffic 
improvements identified in the traffic study because they would work contrary to the objectives 
of the project. The recommended intersection signalizations and roundabout improvements, as 
well as other recommendations regarding turn pockets and slip lanes would require features that 
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assure pedestrian and bicycle safety, but at the same time, those features would increase vehicle 
delay. If the improvements are solely intended to reduce vehicle delay, then bicycle and 
pedestrian safety could be compromised. 

Refer to the response to comment #1 above. The improvements recommended in the traffic 
study are not being proposed for implementation by the County. Consequently, the 
commenter’s concerns about pedestrian and bicycle safety would not be at issue.  

3. The commenter supports continuing the Central Avenue road diet (Central Avenue lane 
reduction) throughout McKinleyville. The current street design results in higher-speed traffic 
and longer pedestrian crossing distances with less safe bike infrastructure.  

Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #2. This recommendation can be considered by the 
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors as part of its deliberations in deciding to approve or 
disapprove the project. 

4. The commenter states that the recommended infrastructure improvements in the traffic study 
result partly from the fact that the traffic study does not consider bicycle, pedestrian or transit 
LOS, Quality of Service, or level of traffic stress (LTS) – only vehicular LOS. If other modes of 
transportation had been considered, it would have been noted, for example, that pedestrians 
already often have to wait through more than one full signal cycle at signalized intersections on 
Central Avenue, a condition which if applied to vehicles would result in LOS F. In fact, in 
adopting a target vehicular LOS, the County’s General Plan Policy C-P5 also states that “Level 
of Service improvements for automobiles should not adversely affect Level of Service and/or 
Quality of Service for other modes of transportation, if possible,” a standard not met by the 
traffic study’s proposed changes. Even the traffic study itself recommends changing county 
policy to allow more vehicular delay in the Town Center area, to improve safety and create a 
more pedestrian-friendly environment (see p.18). 

Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1.  

The commenter is suggesting that a quantitative analysis be applied to assess the quality of 
transportation modes other than motor vehicles. Such analysis would be relevant to the CEQA 
process only in terms of policy consistency, though would otherwise be useful information in 
helping to understand the project area’s transportation system if the project is implemented. The 
Humboldt County General Plan acknowledges the need for this type of analysis as indicated in 
Policies C-P5, C-P27, and C-S7. As noted by the commenter, there are numerous methodologies 
that could potentially be used for this type of analysis. However, there is no generally accepted 
standard for these analyses - local agencies have taken a range of approaches in applying them. 
To date, Humboldt County has not adopted standards or performance goals for multimodal 
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analysis. Further, the Q-Zone Ordinance provides plan level development direction and does 
not include detailed roadway designs. This limits the ability to apply these types of analyses.  

A major emphasis of the project is to encourage use of non-vehicle transportation options, and 
the project does include a number of physical improvements to further this goal as described in 
draft EIR Section 4.0, Project Description.  

5. The commenter urges the County not to commit to constructing the Central Avenue traffic 
improvements recommended in the traffic study. If the County intends to construct the 
improvements, the impacts of the improvements must be evaluated in the EIR, particularly the 
potential that the improvements could induce travel, thereby increasing vehicle miles traveled - 
an effect that is not considered in the draft EIR. Pedestrian and bicycle safety impacts of the 
improvements would also need to be evaluated.  

Refer to response #1 above. The County is not planning to construct the noted improvements.   

6. The commenter notes that if the capacity-increasing changes included in the traffic study are 
included in the Town Center project, the EIR’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) assessment must 
be revisited, as the projects are likely to induce additional VMT. Furthermore, in light of the 
safety hazards discussed above, the EIR would also have to revisit its assessment of whether, per 
the CEQA Guidelines Checklist, the project would “substantially increase [transportation] 
hazards due to a design feature” or “decrease the performance or safety of [bicycle and 
pedestrian] facilities.” 

See the response to comment #1 above. The recommended improvements identified in the 
traffic study are not part of the proposed project. There is no need to revisit other related 
analyses in the draft EIR.  

7 and 8. The commenter states that the traffic analysis is flawed because it:  

 states that traffic volumes “were assigned to project area roadways based on existing travel 
patterns.” Existing travel patterns will clearly change as the Town Center project is built out, 
so this assumption is fundamentally flawed; 

 uses the Humboldt County Travel Demand Model to estimate trip generation, but such 
models are notoriously bad at accounting for factors such as induced travel or travel 
evaporation, both core features of transportation behavior related to changing land use and 
infrastructure. The study appears not to include any consideration, for example, of planned 
public transit improvements or transportation demand management measures included in 
the Town Center Zoning Amendments. In fact, the study admits that the model is 
“somewhat insensitive to roadway design and context” (p.8); and  



Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses  2-52 EMC Planning Group 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR August 22, 2025 

 analyzes only peak hour vehicular traffic, meaning that any proposed changes are focused on 
temporary vehicular delays occurring during a very small period of time on any given 
weekday. The study does not assess traffic conditions at any other times in order to offer 
other possibilities for prioritizing infrastructure investments. 

Regarding trip distribution assessment, the comment pertains to the traffic operations analysis 
which, as noted previously, is not part of the CEQA analysis. The description of trip assignment 
in the traffic operations study is correct though is intended to refer to regional distribution (for 
example, the proportions of traffic ultimately destined to the north, south, east, west, and within 
McKinleyville). This regional assignment was also calibrated in consideration of output obtained 
from the Humboldt County Travel Demand Model. Project-generated volumes were then 
assigned at a finer-grained level to local streets in consideration of the circulation network that 
would exist in the future with implementation of the project. 

Regarding trip generation estimates using the County Travel Demand Model, this comment also 
pertains to the traffic operations analysis which, as noted previously, is not part of the CEQA 
analysis. As tools designed for use in high level and regional analysis, transportation demand 
models are generally based on the mix and density of land uses, as well as the capacity and 
connectivity of the roadway network, and these are the standard tools used in planning to 
evaluate projects such as the Town Center (as well as larger scale analyses such as general plans). 
As such, they are by their nature not highly responsive to detailed design elements. Since specific 
development projects are not proposed at this time and the nuances of particular future land 
uses could not be accounted for, the model was used for the trip generation estimate. While the 
project includes a transit center, the characteristics of the future transit service and the associated 
infrastructure are not currently known at a high level of precision. Transportation demand 
management is also difficult to quantify given the general nature of the analysis, since such 
programs need to be specifically designed based on the land uses they would serve.  

It is noted that the model does account for “internal capture” trips. By introducing residential, 
office, and retail development in the Town Center, there would be increased job and shopping 
opportunities for McKinleyville residents and workers to meet many of their needs locally. As a 
result, while existing residents may currently need to travel to Arcata or Eureka to access various 
services, the availability of new services in McKinleyville would enable future Town Center 
residents and employees to use modes other than personal vehicles, as destinations could be 
more conveniently accessed by walking, bicycling, or transit.  

With respect to concerns regarding the model’s ability to account for induced travel demand, 
this phenomenon is associated with major roadway capacity improvements that may influence 
traveler choices on when and how often to drive their automobiles. The proposed project 
includes no such major roadway capacity increasing components, and in fact is supportive of 
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strategies such as a future road diet that will reduce roadway capacity. Accordingly, there are no 
anticipated effects on induced demand associated with the project. 

Regarding analysis of peak hour traffic volumes, the comment pertains to the traffic operations 
analysis which, as noted previously, is not part of the CEQA analysis. The commenter is correct 
that such an approach focuses on the project’s effects on traffic patterns during two select peak 
periods. However, this approach is the standard methodology for conducting transportation 
impact analyses in Humboldt County, throughout California, and nationally, and is required to 
assess General Plan LOS criteria. Since the a.m. and p.m. commute hours are when the road 
network is most heavily used, this approach is intended to provide insight into the levels of 
vehicle delay that would be expected during these periods. 

9.  The commenter objects to the use of the countywide average as the baseline for VMT analysis. 
As both the draft EIR and the Fehr & Peers study show, and as suggested by a large body of 
academic research, there is significant variation in per capita VMT in different parts of the 
county with different development patterns. A countywide average that combines such widely 
varying numbers results in a relatively meaningless figure. A more defensible approach would be 
to compare future Town Center VMT with current VMT in the McKinleyville area, not the 
countywide average. 

The countywide average was used as the baseline for the VMT analysis based on best practices 
and available guidance. The Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, 
Governor’s Office of Planning Research, 2018 (referred to as the Technical Advisory), identifies 
travel demand models as one of the tools to use in evaluating VMT. For residential projects, the 
Technical Advisory recommends comparing projects to a citywide or regional average, while the 
regional average is recommended as the baseline for office projects. As the commenter indicates, 
conditions do vary considerably throughout the county, but this is part of the rationale of using 
the countywide average as a point of comparison – the intent of SB 743 is to identify locations 
that would result in relatively efficient trip patterns and would result in reduced levels of VMT 
onto the regional network. In Humboldt County, those locations are typically where existing 
development patterns are densest, including communities such as Eureka, Arcata, and 
McKinleyville. Comparing the project’s forecast VMT per capita to the Humboldt countywide 
average appropriately recognizes these location-based efficiencies in a manner that is consistent 
with SB 743 and guidance contained in the Technical Advisory. 

The Humboldt County VMT Study referenced by the commenter was completed in July 2024, 
after the modeling for the VMT analysis for the draft EIR was conducted. The study uses a very 
different approach than a travel demand model, as it is based on “big data” collected via apps 
used in mobile devices. As a result, the data reflect real-world travel patterns, while travel 
demand models are based on population, land use data, and the characteristics of the roadway 
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network. While the VMT Study provides valuable insights into current travel patterns in 
Humboldt County, and is currently used to evaluate impacts for development projects, it only 
reflects travel patterns under existing conditions and is not a travel forecasting tool. Further, 
much of the existing development in the vicinity of the Town Center is single-family residential, 
as well as retail development on parcels along the Central Avenue corridor. Given that the Town 
Center project would be substantially different as a result of the increased density and additional 
commercial uses, the use of current day “big data” VMT metrics would be unlikely to accurately 
reflect future trip patterns associated with the proposed project.  

Regarding the use of an appropriate level of geography for a baseline, the Humboldt County 
VMT Study includes examples of how its recommended approach can be applied to assessing 
project level VMT, and the examples in unincorporated Humboldt County use the countywide 
average as the baseline. The use of the countywide average as the baseline in the Town Center 
draft EIR is consistent with this approach. 

10. The commenter states that since the VMT assessment was also the basis for the GHG 
assessment, if the VMT assessment changes, the GHG analysis must be revisited 

Comment noted. The component of the GHG analysis that relies on the VMT analysis is 
concerned only about whether the VMT per capita impact of the project is less than significant 
or less than significant with mitigation, not the absolute VMT per capita value. The draft EIR 
determination that the VMT impact is less than significant remains valid. Therefore, no changes 
to the GHG analysis are required.  

11. The commenter identifies that the noise analysis in the draft EIR must consider traffic calming as 
a mitigation measure for the traffic noise impact on Railroad Drive but rule out setbacks as 
mitigation. 

Traffic calming measures were considered as a possible mitigation approach for the unavoidable 
traffic noise impact identified on Railroad Drive. A traffic calming mitigation was not included 
for several reasons. Traffic calming is intended to reduce vehicle speeds, typically to improve 
bicycle and pedestrian safety. Reducing speeds can also reduce noise from passenger vehicles, as 
the primary source of traffic noise from such vehicles is tire friction as a vehicle travels along a 
roadway. The posted speed limit on Railroad Drive is 25 miles per hour. This is a low-speed 
limit common to neighborhood collector streets that inherently would limit traffic noise from 
tire friction. Second, a multitude of variables affect the extent to which traffic noise can be 
reduced by employing traffic calming features on a roadway. These include, but are not limited 
to: existing speed limit on a roadway, type(s) of traffic calming measures employed, mix of 
vehicle types using the roadway, distance between calming features, effects of calming measures 
on traffic acceleration/deceleration, etc. In some cases, use of traffic calming measures such as 
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speed bumps can actually increase the volume of air emissions from vehicles by causing drivers 
to decelerate before a bump and accelerate after crossing the bump. In short, highly detailed 
analysis would have been necessary to determine an appropriate type/mix of traffic calming 
measures that would have required to effectively reduce traffic noise without potentially 
increasing air emissions, and the nominal speed reduction that may have been possible through 
employing such measures would not likely have had a measurable noise reduction benefit given 
that the low-speed limit on Railroad Drive already limits vehicle noise levels.  

12. The commenter notes that the noise assessment is based on the traffic study, which is flawed, 
and it is unclear whether the noise assessment assumes implementation of the Central Avenue 
improvements recommended in the traffic study. 

The noise assessment does not assume implementation of Central Avenue improvements 
identified in the traffic study. Refer to the response to comment #1 above.  

13. The commenter states that the County’s CEQA tiering intentions must be clarified as the draft 
EIR states that no new CEQA documentation would be required for future projects if their 
respective development capacities are consistent with those identified in the draft EIR. The EIR 
should clarify that tiering does not exempt future projects from CEQA entirely, and that 
projects with impacts unforeseen in the present EIR are not subject to tiering. 

Draft EIR Section 1.3, Type of EIR, summarizes the context for the potential to tier CEQA for 
future individual projects from the draft EIR, which functions as a program EIR. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15168(c), identifies how a program EIR may be used to determine whether 
future individual projects require additional environmental documentation. Section 15168(c)(1) 
states that additional CEQA documentation would be required for such projects if they would 
have effects that were not examined in a program EIR. Sections 15168(c)(2) and 15168(c)(5) 
state that no new environmental documentation would be required if such projects are within 
the scope of the project covered in a program EIR. Factors which determine whether a future 
project is within the program EIR scope include consistency with land use and overall density 
and building intensity, geographic area analyzed for environmental impacts, and covered 
infrastructure as described in the program EIR.  

On page 4-21, the draft EIR states no further environmental documentation would be required 
for future projects that are within the overall development capacity for the project site as 
identified in the draft EIR. This statement is intended to be analogous to the guidance in CEQA 
Guidelines sections 15168(c)(2) and 15168(c)(5) as noted above, as development capacity is a 
function of density and building intensity. It is agreed that future individual projects which are 
not consistent with the land use, overall development capacity or residential densities and/or 
building intensities identified in the draft EIR, or which may otherwise not have been foreseen 
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as part of the program of development identified in the Q-Zone Ordinance and evaluated in the 
draft EIR, could give rise to environmental impacts not addressed in the draft EIR. Such 
projects would require further environmental review, e.g., preparation of an initial study (or use 
of a similar checklist or screening tool) to determine whether new or more severe impacts than 
addressed in the draft EIR could occur. If so, a mitigated negative declaration or EIR may be 
required. 

It is important to note that the town center ordinance is specific about the types of uses 
permitted and those requiring additional permitting.  Permitted uses and the development 
associated with them do not require additional discretionary review, provided the development 
complies with the Town Center Ordinance and the projections in this EIR.  Such ministerial 
projects are exempt from additional CEQA review.  Projects requiring discretionary permits are 
subject to CEQA and may be adequately addressed by this EIR but may also require additional 
environmental review as discussed above. 

14. The commenter notes that the parking regulations in the Q-Zone Ordinance function as 
transportation demand measures which will likely reduce vehicle travel. The benefits of these 
regulations should be considered in the air quality, GHG, and VMT impact analyses in the draft 
EIR. 

Comment noted. It is agreed that the parking regulations do provide environmental benefit in 
the form of reduced air emissions, reduced GHG emissions, and reduced VMT. Based on 
uncertainty with regards to how the benefits from these regulations can be isolated and 
quantified, no attempt was made to do so in the associated sections of the draft EIR. Therefore, 
the associated analyses in the draft EIR are conservative. 

15. The commenter states that the draft EIR does not consider an increased density alternative. Such 
an alternative could go further towards achieving the project objectives and should be analyzed.  

The choice about the range of alternatives to be discussed in an EIR is at the discretion of the 
lead agency, in this case the County of Humboldt, subject to the following guidance provided in 
CEQA Guidelines section 15125.6(f), Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project:  

Rule of reason. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a 
“rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones 
that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that 
the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making. 
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The draft EIR is not flawed because it doesn’t evaluate a higher density alternative. An EIR is 
not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a project. The alternatives selected by 
the County are its effort to foster informed public participation and informed decision making.   

The primary consideration for selecting alternatives is whether they would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. An additional consideration is the extent to 
which an alternative reduces one or more significant unavoidable impacts of the project to less 
than significant versus lessening the significance of an impact that is already reduced to less than 
significant by implementation of mitigation measures. This “priority” on avoiding significant 
unavoidable impacts is based on CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a), which states in part: 

“Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and 
public participation”.  

“Significant impacts” here are impacts that have been identified as unavoidable. For the 
proposed project, the only significant unavoidable impact is traffic noise on Railroad Drive. 
Alternative 2, Reduced Project Scale, was defined based on its ability to substantially lessen or 
avoid the significant unavoidable impact and secondarily, to lessen the significance of significant, 
mitigable impacts. Defining alternatives based on their potential to “further accomplish the 
project’s objectives” as suggested by the commenter is not a criterion for selecting alternatives 
for analysis.  

The commenter’s desire that an alternative be evaluated that increases density would appear to 
also result in an increase in total residential development capacity. Increased development 
capacity has the potential to result in increased vehicle trip volume, including increased vehicle 
trip volume on Railroad Drive. This would have the potential of worsening the significant 
unavoidable traffic noise and would be contrary to the priority for selecting alternatives.  

16. The commenter states that the analysis of Alternative 2 is flawed because it concludes that the 
alternative would reduce total VMT and associated transportation, air quality and other impacts, 
when the appropriate metric for evaluating VMT impacts is VMT per capita, not total VMT.  

It is agreed that lower residential development densities tend to produce higher VMT per capita. 
Footnote 2 in Table 20-2, Reduced Project Scale Development Capacity, in the draft EIR, 
identifies the reduction in development capacity assumed for Alternative 2 to be 20 percent. The 
actual reduction is development capacity based, not development density based. However, the 
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text preceding the table does state that residential density is being reduced as part of the 
alternative – this is incorrect. The text has been modified to ensure consistency with the actual 
approach to defining the alternative – reducing development capacity versus reducing 
development density. Refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. Also, an error in Table  
20-1 has been identified. Total reduced scale residential development capacity should be 2,120 
multiple-family dwelling units, not 1,880 units, a reduction of 530 units relative to the proposed 
project, not 770 units as shown in the table. Changes to Table 20-1 are also identified in Section 
3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. The change does not materially affect the impact analysis for this 
alternative or the conclusion that it is the environmentally superior alternative.  
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May 8, 20.25 

Hlumboldt County Planning artd Building Department 
Long Range Planning Division 
3015 1H Street 
Eureika, CA 95501 
Sent via ema1II: CEOAr,&sponses@oo .. humboldt.ca.us 

RE: McKl1nleyvllle Town Center DEIR Comments 
SCH # 20240,31111 

o Whom it May Co:noern: 

On Ap 110, 2025, the McKinley 'Ile Community Services Disbiicl (MCSD or Distrl.cl) recelved a Notloe 
of Availability (NOA) for the Draft Erwfr,onmental Impact Report (D:EIR) from the Hu boldlt County 
Planning and Building Department (County or Lead Agency} for ll'le McKinleyville Town Cente:r Zoning 
Amendment (Project), State Clearing IHous,e # 2024031111. MCSD .appreciates the opportunity to 
provide feedback and understands ~he Lead Agency will accept comments through May 27, 2025 .. As 
the Agency that prov"des water, sewer, streetlights and Parks & Recreation services to t e community 
of McKinlleyv·IIe, MCSD has jurisdiction over the:se services and the related infraslructure, asoooiated 
wilh them. MCSIJ offers the follow'r,;g comments and recommendations in otJir role as Responsl'b:le 
Agency pursuan to the Califom;a Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Resources Coda, §21000 et 
seq. ). These comme111 s ar,e intended to minimiz.e Project impacts om pub:lic resouroes. 

ProJect Description 
he County ls proposing r,ezonlng aClions that wou d imp1ement the vision and pol1cies in the General 

Plan and the McKin!ayvillle Community Rlan for developing a Town Center in McKinleyvma. The 
McKinleyville Community Plan ldentifiies lhe Town Center location, wihlch is illustrated and described in 
the DEIR The rezoning actions. would: 1) change existing oning from a oombination of residential 
oommerci:al', and public facl1lily classifications to Mioced Use; and 2} apply 0-Zone oombinlng zone 
regulations that modiry the unde ying Mixed-Use regulations., and that are intended to facilitate 
development desig consistent \•Jilh tile Town Center vision. 

The Town Center site, is app:roximately 134 acres in size. New development capacity would be limited 
to vacant areas of the sile, nearly all of wh ch ar,e located west of Ce:ntral Avenue. As such, the !DEIR. 
focuses on environme11ta1 setting oondltlons ln lhe vacant area west of Central Avenue and the 
impacts of developing that area. Up to 2:650 multi-fa ily l"e$identiall dwelllng units, 632,800 square 
feet o retail/commercial buildii,g, a.nd 271 ,200 square feet of office building capacity is being 
assumed. Existing developed portions ,of the site could redevelop over time, bu1t it is assumed that 
such projects would not increase the e,x.isting numb-er of residential units andi/or amount of 
n.onresidential bui iin.g1 square footage on the subject sites. 

The proposed project also inoludes a genera! plan amendment that would modify the definition of a 
weUand found ln the MdKfn1eyville Community Plan ~o ensure l he defin'tion t>s consistent with definit1on 
in the General Plan. 

Once the County approves he rezo:ning and genera plan amendment actions, it would be possible 
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for the County to· ,consider appr cations for Undividuall projects wihn Ure site. Ait ~his time, tli.e County 
has been in discussions with Life ~lan Humboldt about its intent to develop a senior, aging-in-place 
pr-oject on about 15 acres of vacant lland !located soufh of Hmer Road. This 1ls the only Mreasooo.l]ly 
foreseeen,e~ lndlvldual project being oon:si'der,ed withiin the projeot site as known to the County as of 
the date of the IDEIR. In · ividua'I fbture proj;ects propooedl withln ~he site lhetam oonststentw.ith the 
proposed zoning wouldl not require UJrther CEQA review. Proiects which are not ,consistent may 
1requ[re furtii.er CEOA review,, subject to the discretion of the Hi1.1mboldlt County Director of Planning 
and Building. 

Potential llmpa.ct.s 
In general, the McKin!eyville CS'D is very supporbVe of'lhls project and feels !like ~he DEIR adequately 
addresses all potential! iimpaots from this impmta1nt add 'tiO!n to McKinteyville. MCSO offers lhe folloWJng 
comments i111 our r,ofe as Responsible Agency pursuant to 1he ·California Brwlronmental Quality Act 
(CEQA;. Pub. IResourC:e$ Code, §21000 etseq. ). 

Seotlo:n 114.0 - Water !Demand & Su t, 
The DiiS11rl:ct worked closely wl.th EMC Planning ·Group on this section oHhe os R. MCSID feels tile 
ana:11i{sis of potential impaots and tha miitigaoon measure presented in the Section, more Uian 
ad'equately address the potential effects of the proj,ect The Dis1rict has b.een work!ing with Liife Plan 
Humbddt 0:111 tine necessary waler system upgrades to service that project, and as stated in th:e DEIR, 
tne Ois~rict will work wiilh ·lhe owners ,of any future deve'lopment to address specific projed needs 
related to the water S\Jp;ply system. 

Sec ion 15.0 - Wastewater 
The IDistriict worked closal,y with IEMC F'lanning1 Group on this section of the 101;; R. MCSD feels. the 
analysis of potential impacts and the mitigation measure presented in the Section more tha1n 
adequately addiress ffle, potential eff:eots of the project The l[)Jst ct has been working wlt Ute Plain, 
Humboldt on the necessary wastewater syste111 upgrades to service that iproJ~ct, and as stated in the 
DEi R. the District will work wiih ~he owne:rs of any future development ~o address specific project 
needs related ro tile wastewater system. 

Section 16,7 - Pal1<s & Recreation 
MCSD feels llie analysis of potential 1impacis p:r'6Sented in the Section more 1han adequatelly adldlress 
the poten, ,·a1 eff€cts of the project. 1ihe District will continue to work wit the County on the• al location 
of Quimb,'1 funds generated from the Town Genter to further develop a1111d imprcwe the Parks in 
McKinleyv,llle. 

Section 16.0 - Transporiation 
The Distriict has e~ensive, water and sanitary s-ewer infrastructure under all the exJstllng1 roed1;, wi~hln 
~he Town Center boundary. Routine malntene1nce of these facmlies fireq111Jentiy requiires District 
vehide:S and persoll'nel to occupy one or more existing trave'l lanes on h.ese roads and detour 'liraffi.c 
around the wo:rn<. The lack of through roads in1 Mcl<in'leyville fre,qu:antly d!oos not aHow detours to 
ad].aoent roadways to get around ~he work and requires occupying travel 11anes on the ,exisiing lfOads 
indudi111g reversing1 the Row of travel 1in the 1l'anes or using turn lanes as travel lanes. 

J The Quimby Act,. which is withm the ubdivision Map Act, 1Mh1Jrizoo the lcgilfflfflVl;J l;iQdy Q a ,city OT CU!ffity to require 
lhe di::dicati.on of land or IO impose :fties. for park oc 1ocre11tiouil P:i.!IJI0'5e5 ,as ii c-on.diti.on tQ Ike l!lppWvnl of a tentative map 01 

paFCsl Sllbdivision ID!!]) if ~fled i:eql!lil'Elm~nts iwe, mel-
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The District is fully aware of the need to help f1U1r1iher enSJure ~he safety or pedestrians and bicy,ollsts 
along all the roads in MoKiin:leyville and is aware of the potentia!I conmcts between various mode-s of 
travel. l11tle IDlstnot does 1oot have concerns about the propos,oo improvements detailed in the DEii R ·for 
Hiller Avenue or tha other roads surrounding the Town Canter. We feel ~hase changes can be 
designed with minimal impact to Distl"ict aooess to our 1inf ras.truct1L1re and feel that the pro,posadl 
chang:es to, HIiier would make our work, and the P bllc's Interaction With our work. safer. 

The District [as, ow.ever, concerned wiilh the propose modifications to Central Avenue and potential 
iimpaots to the District's abllity to acoess and mainlain ouir water andl sewer f l"lfras1,uclure under Cenlrall 
Ave:niue, The District has two water mains that mn under Centra Avenue as well as a sanitarry sewer 
main ·lhat cair1ri:es much of the wastewater flow from the east side of McK]nleyviilte to our Wast,ewater 
Tr,eatment Plant on the 1;111est end of Hiller Avenue. Potable waite:r, 1refighting1 wa~er aind sanitary sewer 
!laterals come off the east and west sides of lhe associated maiins and oross Gen1ral Avenue to service 
the businesses and residences. 

Mu:ch of the existing commemial devel'opment along thfs ponlon o,f Central AVEinue oonslsts m 
restaura1nt:s and iasUood mmdhlses. Alithough lhe Dlsb'llct has a well-devebpedl !Fats-Olis-Grease 
(FOG} ll)rogram to reduce the 1impaots of these consti1tuents on lhe sanitary sewer system, this section 
of the sanitary sewer system requires (he most routine marntenance. Routilile m,aintenanoe consists of 
cleaning the,. sanitary sewer main a minimum of four times a yeair. When his work is, performed, tlhe 
rnsbicl's equipment ocoupies one travel la1ne ,of Central Avenue and traffic i:S directed around the work 
using the other eX!isting travel lane. 

It is unclear from "1Figure 4-3, Planned Central Avenue On:iss Section" where our sewer main rs 
located Wirth respect to the p qposed improvements, but the sewer maill likely crosses t.Jllde.r th.e 
easternmost proposed lalildscape, under !he Class 1 bikeway, under the next laridscape bu1ffer and 
under the no:rlhbound travel lla11e. This layout WO:Llld maike maintenance d iffioult and any repaiir,s 
requiring ~he e,x,cavation •Of the, sewer main woulidl mea,111 excavating 1hrrough t'hese features, l1n.c~easing 
the repair costs significanUy. 

R.outi1rne maintenance for the water eyslem consists of annual valve e~ercising. T his takes, plla.ce for 
one ·1.o ·iwo weeks of , e year. A,gaiin, the !District's vehicl'es oocupy one of the ~ravel lanes and the 
~raffle is diverted to the other lane. W1ith the loss or one t.raV431 lain- , !rat ,c will be dl\1-erl:ed to the center 
t•l.l1rn lane, assuming the~e is not a vegetated mediain as shown Qn the orO$$ $@Otion, in the DEIR 
A.gain, the cost for ~he repair or r~lacement of the water line under the bike la1ne or llands:oaping wm 
increase these ,costs dramatically, 

Given the 'II elihood that the Project would not be deemed to have Srg1n:ificant lmpa:cis using1 the· VMIT 
methodo ogy focr CEOA, the 1Mcl<i1nfeyville, Muri'icipal Advisory Committee (MIMIAC) requested a. more 
robust traffic study be perfom,e<J as part oflhe EIIR a111alysis, which the county agreed to 1pertorm. A:s 
stated in the DEIR in ~he lntrodiu:c,tion to Section 13: The key source of information used in this section 
/s the McKinleyvilfe Town Center Q-Zone (Humboldt County 2024) and analysis oonduoted by W­
Trams, the project (ransportail'on consultant. W-Trans also prepar:ed an operations analysis. That 
analysis is not uti1ized in this IEJR. However, il i-s inoluded In Appendix c ,for Jntonnational purposes, in 
pa.rt, to show how the County's planned mad diets for Central .Avenue end Htl/er Road would affect 
traffic flaw." 

Indeed, the Study did ma~e findings that ~under Future volumes with the addition o.f project trafflo, six 
of the eight study intersections will operate at a .level al setvioe worse than LOS C during one or both 
peak hours.." For four of the Impacted! intersections, Murray Roadl/M,cKinley,Alle Avenue, Murray 
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RoadlCenilral Avenue., Railroad Drtve/McJ<,inleyvi lle Avenue,, and Hiller Road/McKinleyville, Avenue the 
W-Trans Report reoommends traffic signa1s and/or roundabouts to achieve acceptabr.e Leve'ls of 
Service (LOS) and al of these recommenda1iions should be imp,1ememed at some time whether the 
propo,sed TO'wn Center project happens or inot 

The W~Trans Report recommends that a sou~hbound turn, po~et be added back l1n at the 
Hiller/Central Avenue rnrerseclion and that the two southbound lanes that are bei1ngi propose(J to be 
e iminated, be added back ln 100"<feet not1h of the intersection of Heartwood Drive and Central 
Avenue. It does nol: appear to be a g"Ood use of anybody's money to e'liminate two travel lanes, o:nly to 
add them baclk. in the future. 

nie Oist,rict i,s conoemed that liha County is not conforming to 1he, Generali Plan Circulalion Element 
that requires: • 

C-P3. Consideration of Transportation lmpacfs in Land Use Deoi'Sian Ma.king. Oec./slons to change or 
expend the land use .of a p,artJcular area shall include an analysis of the impacts to existing and 
propOSed transportation facilities anr:J services to minimize or avoicl significant operatfonal, 
environmental, &00nomic, and health-related consequenoes. 

C-P5. LElVel of Service Criteria. The County shall strive to maintain Level of Servloe C operation on a/! 
roadway segments and intersec-tlons .. . 

As stated in the W-Trcms Traffic Study·, ·lhe proposed changes to Cen~rall Avenue would not maintain 
the Level of Servfoe C •operatlon at six intersections, and two of those inter-section would be el1mirnating 
travel lla.nes with, lihe proposed ohanges. The report 1iu:nher recommends that these lla11$$ be added 
back in at a later date. TlhBit does notseem to, be a wl$e use of Public funding .. The IDis-triot highly 
encourages lhe County to determine lhow and when the pro;posoo improvements wm loo funded and 
oonstruciedl to conform to U,e Gen:era[ Plan and oonsider the imposiUon of llmpact Fees or ,other 
means to fu111d ttie recommended Improvements. 

I should be noted that an.oilier derailed leve:1 planning siudy as been perfonned for this section of 
Cemral Avenue and Is cited in the DEIR. Tihe Counfy's "MoKin'leyville Multimod'.al Connections 
ProJect," Ootober:2022, Mark Thomas, was a detailed plannfng and englneeiiing analysis focusedl on 
improving 'lhe safety and mulltimodal 'l!Jise of Central Avenue. This detailed study reoo:mmended 111'lat 
the two travell lanes and rentral tum lane be maintainecl but 1redooed to 11-feet wide and a multiuse 
tram be added to 1he west-.sid!e of Central Avenue between IRa:ilroad Drive to Bella Vista A.venue. If 
adopted, that proposed des·grn would address many of the District's oon.oerns expressed in this Jetter 
and wou'ld stilll grreaHy improve bicycle and pedes'tirian safety. 

The IDistriot would also disagree with the statement in Section 2. 5-Areas of Known Controversy in the 
DEIR that there a1r-e no known areas o,f p blic oonlroversy regarding the project The proposed 
change to, Cen~ral Avenue has been extremely oontroversial during the development of the Town 
Center Ordinanoe and conUnues to be so. The District would suggest that the, Central Av,enu:e 
proposed design contained in too DEIR should! not be implemented Wlithout further detailed analysis, 
desigllil, charrettes, public input and review of design a:ltematwes, lead,ng to a final design selection. 

Thank you for provicf ng the Ois~lict with an opportunity t.o respond. We hope this de'llneatlon of ,our 
conceii s regarding the potential impact on the operation of MdKln,leyvllle's m'Ui~icipal $ervices are 
useful to the DEIR prooess. 
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Sincerely, 

~7~-
James Biteman 
M CSD Board Presidenit 
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Letter 11 – McKinleyville Community Services District 
1. The commenter states that the draft EIR adequately addresses all potential impacts, that the 

McKinleyville Community Services District (MCSD) worked closely with the draft EIR 
consultant to address water demand and supply and wastewater issues, that parks and recreation 
issues are more than adequately addressed, and that MCSD is not concerned with proposed 
Central Avenue and Hiller Road improvements because they can be designed with minimal 
impact on MCSD access to its infrastructure.  

Comment noted. The draft EIR consultant acknowledges MCSD’s support and collaboration in 
addressing environmental issues associated with its role as a responsible agency under CEQA.  

2. The commenter states MCSD’s concern with the effect of Central Avenue improvements on its 
ability to access and maintain its water and sewer infrastructure under the road. 

Refer to Master Response #1 regarding the project description in the draft EIR, which includes 
descriptions of the planned Central Avenue and Hiller Avenue cross-sections. The comment 
does not address an environmental topic and no further response is required. MCSD and the 
County Department of Public Works will need to collaborate on the final Central Avenue design 
to address the commenter’s concern.  

3. The commenter states that the Central Avenue road improvements evaluated  in the operational 
traffic study included as an appendix to the draft EIR recommends improvements for the Hiller 
Road/Central Avenue intersection to compensate for the loss in volume with the lane 
reductions on Central and this does not seem to be a good use of money.  

The proposed project does not include plans to construct the improvements identified in the 
traffic study. The commenter’s recommendation to construct the improvements can be 
considered by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors as part of its deliberations to certify 
the EIR prior to making a decision to approve or disapprove the project. Refer to Master 
Response #1 in Table 2-1 regarding the comment about noted intersection improvements.  

4. The commenter notes concern that the County is not conforming to General Plan Circulation 
Element Policies C-P3 and C-P5, and suggests that the County determine if and when the 
improvements recommended in the traffic study be funded and constructed to conform to 
General Plan policies.  

Policy C-P3 requires the County to analyze decisions to change or expand land use to address 
impacts to existing transportation facilities and services to minimize or avoid significant 
operational, environmental, economic and health related concerns. Policy C-P5 states that the 
County will strive to maintain Level of Service C on all roadway segments and intersections.  
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The draft EIR addresses environmental impacts associated with the proposed Central Avenue 
and Hiller Road road diet improvements, consistent with Policy C-P3. The draft EIR is not 
required to address effects of land use decision on roadway operations or address associated 
economic effects. The draft EIR also addresses potential health risks of the proposed project. 
The traffic study included as an appendix to the draft EIR was prepared to address operational 
impacts of the proposed road diet improvements. As had been previously stated, operational 
effects of the project on the local road network are not a topic to be addressed under CEQA. 
The traffic study does conclude that a range of transportation improvements would be required 
to maintain Level of Service C on Central Avenue under post-project conditions. These 
improvements are not proposed as part of the project. The County has the discretion to 
consider if and when to construct the improvements and how to reconcile the potential 
inconsistency with Policy C-P5, and the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors has the 
discretion to weigh General Plan policy inconsistencies that may be posed by a proposed project 
against other social, economic, and/or environmental considerations as part of its deliberations 
to approve or disapprove the project. 

5. The commenter states that MCSD disagrees with the statement in Section 2.5 regarding Areas of 
Known Controversy because the changes to Central Avenue have been controversial. 

Refer to Master Response #3 in Table 2-1. 
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Humboldt County 
Planning and eu11dIng Llept_ 
Attn: Long-Rang Planning Div. 
3.015, H Street, EiJreka 95501 

RE: McKinl~yviHe Town Center Plan HEADING IN WRONG DIRECTION 

To Whom It M,ry Co,m:ern, 

:24C4 Blackbird Ave. 
Mct<inleyv il !e, 95519 

M.ay 9. 20:25 

Attached is a copy of a r ·spons to th invitation for comment on the DEIR for the McKinleyville 
Town C·enter Plan, submitted by two oth.er Mckin I yviille ireside·11ts .. My w1f• and I do not have a 

background in planning or d v lopment. but we have l ived here for 10 years, an.d totailly agree· 
with these comments. We moved here in part because we like the sma,II town atmosph~re, but 
both the entire "timn center"' concept as proposed, as well as the DEIR created to all ged ly 
preserve ex.i:sting c.ornmunitv s.ta:ndards as we ll as CEQA seem to fail lby des ign. It (th plan) 
appears to be a naked attempt to cash in by the ,c.1.ure t pro~rty m ners a.s. well a•s the County 
(w ich will rea lize new lncome from developer fees) . 

Rather, from our point of view, a dev loprnemtof this size and complexity will cause huge 
disrupti'on, nois , and y· ars of raffle ,imd pedestri~n dis loc{ltrc;m. Bottom line? None of the 
actors w o have come Lip with th.e -concept and the DEIR (a n eff.ort to mask a whol, series o 
projects and new c.om,t ruction as "plannedl") wi ll actuaUy hve here, or wil l have to pL1t up with 
t he d'lao:s. and ult1maite degradation of the natural arid socia l environment h r . Also, it seems 
that McKinlewille residents,. who do M t have a city co1.mdl to protect us from such 
e·nciroachme·nt, are being dumped on a,gain by a County bureau:cracy that does not want to deal 
with better organized constituencies in Eureka or Fortuna, for example. 

In summary; my w1f,e aind I object strenl.lously to t he degree of development outlined in the 
town cent -r pla11 !both residentia l and commelfcial), and are alarmed at the apparent 
intentional short-cuts and omiss.ions in t h DEIR that shouifd prot•ect the natura l environment 
and r ain th d nsity aspects of a smal l- own (0mmu111ity. Nor1e of l h local • e!iidents we talk 
to think this is a good idea, s.o WHO are you l istening to7' 

Regard~. 

£½~ 
Eugene Baker and Ann Stori,r-Baker 

Anachment/1 
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Letter 12 – Eugene Baker and Ann Story-Baker 
1. The commenter raises concerns that a project of the size and complexity proposed will cause 

huge disruption, noise, and years of traffic and pedestrian relocation, and that McKinleyville 
residents are being dumped on by the County.   

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1 regarding the project description. The comment does 
not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

2. The commenter states objection to the proposed degree of development and are alarmed at the 
intentional short-cuts and omissions in the draft EIR that should protect the natural 
environment and retain the density aspects of a small-town community.  

Refer to comment #1 above. The commenter does not identify any of the referenced short-cuts 
or omissions in the draft EIR. Therefore, no specific response to the comment can be provided.   

 

  



From: 

'" "" -DIHi! _ , 

Letter 13 - Jeanne Pfeiffer, PhD 

Page 1 of 5 

~ -~ !Pnn0ll1:tatd<tt011· tm1-cm:manmmwrn rs~l<ll>="""'=-•:" """ooe11D>J::m.1U.,_,.,, J11nr,.,,oi0Jm,..,.<1:J,..,...,orn1»aae.,..11>1<UJOm:11>msr.<1nWJ1ctrn""'"""' 
fl.tiltcanmer.b'HD:I~fleT°""1ca...OOR:~~lad:d~~lbli fr,tngtojllll rr.t ft~TIJffflcmt," ~ Jlt.vl 

~ . MJ,'ti,:Mt2S2~!Ull'M 
...... , 

I Cntio11.: This fDl3.il was sem from an EXTERN.AL source. Plea;e- tale we whe!l c.licking l:im;s or open.in,g aTh'!chmenlS. 

Dear County Plamlers.1 Staff, and Leaders: 

A.1 a professional and new residen1 oi McKin!ey,ille, I 1,a,,, meed intem ts in eosming Ill)' newl)' adopted localilies ore healthy, well-planned, ,nd well denloped. 

ID. l\oimessing the public enn6 assodared with the- Mc.Ki!J.leyville Town Cenm DE~ it 3Ppem that the Cotmty is U!lderraluing, community inpu1 a!ld e.,pertise1 inducting the- 2020 Community SurYeywith >330 parridpancs.. This is a grave and costly mi.stake. 

Pim• mend th• m i,w ol th• l lcKinley,ill< Town C,nf,r DEIR to a minimum of 75 days. 

My top concern; reg;,,~_ the Proposed Project Altematiw ("the Project") include the following: 

I. ~ldinl•J~ill• Community Plan (MCP) Conflicts - The propo;ed Project Bre:!ks from the 
Community Plan and ,iola.res Califomia Govemm1:11t Code §65300 (consist1:11cy l\oith General Plan) 

1. The Project, as it s1ands, fails to incorporate nml design sm.ndards or com.mwriry onBight. There are co arc.hitecrural guidelines to presm·e lllr.!1 idE:11.tiry, despite a 1020 CommuDiry Sml-e}' ilio"Piing strong rapport for a 'g,enaified COUDtry' aesthetic. 

l The MCP-nqui:red T Ol\1-u Ceu:er Design Review Committee has been eliminated. Wh~ 

4. The- Projec.t empbasiz.es higb:-de-nsity housing widlout !Illled-115e- guarantees:~ in.stead of a pba.si.ng sm.tegy ro e-mure babnced; communiry-sening, developme-nt i?lcluding (but :oo limited to) wetland pro;ection, wall.abiliry, small-scale local busi!lessei, and 
op~ space, tbe DEIR promo~es l\·etland fil~ ngue op~ space comminnents~ aD.d remo\ees onrsipt 

5. The Public Needs More Time. The DEIR is. over l,OOOpages long, :lD.d, as co1edi.nmy April 14lb. email (copied below), has DOibeoi!n com·eyed to lhe public in a mannerthatm:!ke.; it e35)' for the public 10 comme.nt u..pon the contellll Comparable projects fn 
Sebasropo~ CoU!ti, Wiod;or, andAruia rec<.ind 60-90 days of m iew; w~ereas ~lcKinle)"'ille received only 45 days . 

Our comm.unit)\ and the g~mitions that rucceed u;, d.eierre be:n:er. 

Thank ) 'OU for ) 'OW' amntion. 

Je.mille Pfeiffer, PhD 
, iluloecolo~t 
707.969.7490 

0. Apr 19, 1015, 31 16:28, JEANINE PFEIFFER <jeaDine.pf<.iffer@icloud.com> wro,e: 

h i; not oftE:11. dlat a well~rnfted email is so ob\i ous.ly left unread and wi,aas:wered. 

O!I. Apr 19, 20.5, ai 10:51, Ford, Johe <JFo a co.hmnboldua.us::, wrote: 

Hi Jeanine : 

Yo can f11 d the o R -3t: brrm ·/Q1 11mho'dte:rnv nr1;/Dncumeorceo·ecNi,=wf11ZH9fMc ·ar;wjlf:a-in•un-Ceo·er-7ooroi=--Am,=ndmeot·DEIR·w@-App; ndires 

You can i: lso d it roken dow; by d,,3pters ,3:: hrrns·lfc;;p;= oet opr q gov/ern·;-qt,Q 4031 111 

J n 
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From: JEANINE PFEIFFER <jean ine.pfeiffer@icloud.com> 

Senl : Monday, April 14, 2025 4:29 PM 
To: JDunn@co.humboldt.ca.us; Ford, John <.Jford@co.humboldt. ca .us>; ceqarespot1ses@humboldt.ca .us 

Cc: Madrone, Steve <Smadrone@co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Subject: Severe lack of accessible information: Trying to parse the McKinlevville Town Center Master Plan 

I Caution: This email was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when clicking links or opening attachments. 

Dear Planning Director/Staff {Unsure who this is, as the name · John Ford" is listed in the first paragraph on the~ but when we click on the email address, It is directed to someone else?): 

I am a McKinleyville resident, and I have a significant number of neighbors who have the same concerns and questions noted in this email. 

This is a follow-up request for action, in response to the April 11th - County of Humboldt-Government Face Book post noting the following: 

" ? 

The plan outlines a vision to create a vibrant, walkable town center that includes a mix of housing, businesses, public spaces and preserved wetland areas. Part of the plan is to create a vibrant town center where people can 

live, work and gather, with easy access via walking, biking, driving or public transit. 

To move th is vision forward, the county is proposing: 

E] Rezoning the area as Mixed Use-Urban {MUl) to allow housing, shops and civic uses. 

E] Adopting a "Q-Zone" combining regulations that, among other guidance, would modify the proposed principal Mixed Use zoning regulations. 

E] Updating the definition of wetlands to better align with the county's General Plan. 

These changes could support up to: 

2,650 multi-family housing units 

632,800 square feet of retail/commercial space 

271,200 square feet of offi ce space 

Development would occur gradually over time, with each project reviewed individually through the county's standard zoning confi rmation process known as "Zoning Clearance Certification.· 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report examines how the proposed zoning changes could affect the local environment. Community members are encouraged to review the DEIR and provide feedback during the 

public comment period." 

Our primary cone em is how difficult (impossible?) it is to parse the planning documents so that we can actually understand what is being planned. This was likely not done deliberately, with the intent of mak.mg 1t impossible to figure out 

what, exactly, is being proposed. But that is the outcome. 
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1. The DEIR that we are supposed to re-iiew and comment on, McKlnleyirille Community Plan (2022, rev. 20m Sec Ion 2350 (Pages 10-12) contains only vague and abstract phrnsln~ and a map \\ith a polygon. So. no real Information there, 

5i · ·~!' ' 
I I 

' 

Town Center Area 
Figure 2 
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2. ocuments associated with the McKlnlWJille Town Ceoier EIR link to 0 plethora of PDF files, most of which are untitled, and eacll of which requires cUc~ng on end downloading one-et-a-time to see If it ~elds relevant informatlon .. .. a process 11111ch is 

incredibwtlme-consumin~and Inefficient. 

Draft Environmental 

Document [Draft IS, 

NOI_NOA_Public 

notices, OPR Summary 

Form, Appx,] 

Notice of Completion 

[NOC] Transmittal 

form 

_Cover_DEIR 811113 

_Manual TOC & ml 

_lnsidecover_DEIR GDmD 

10 &Em3 11 &mD 

12 GDml3 13 &mD 

17 --

14 &m:I 

1s &mm 

1s ama 
19 &m:13 

2o &mD 21 &mD 3 &mD 

4_0_Project Description DEIR &lm13 s amm 6 amm 
1 amm s ama 9 ama 
DEIR Summary_Form_for_Document_Submittal & ml 

Draft EIR SCH NOA &113 

McKinleyville Town Center Combined Appendices G!lmml 

DEIR NOC Transmittal Letter_ Town Center & l!D 
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3. When we click on other document l inks, such as the "Final McKinleyville Town Center Survey Results," the result is an erro r page . Again, no inform ation . 

0 
ACCESSIB ILfTY 

Coun.y Homepage 

COVIO lnfo 

Redis:tricting 

e e 
BOARD AGENDAS JOBS LI BRARIES 

We're sorry, but tMre is nol a web f>&l10 matching your en.lry. 

e 
PARKS& 

CAM PC ROUNDS 

e 
SIGN U P FOR 

EMEAGl:NCY ALERTS 

You e11iered· http• :/-"tumboldt.9ov,or~mentc:enterNlew/8Gt4Sl'Flnat-MckJ11lsyvllle-Town..C.nter-Suniev•Fle.51.Jlt5--Part-1-PO 
F 

Retwn lo the homo™ 

'M'len 11 t& this- rncut1 tu, 1111 n~m~ or U'NI public toHcmlfllM"' '<!It ta bmne p1.an,u:id. Weend1,pv.~ eYl!l"jO!'ID a tJMe. 

A clear &yl'IOJl!;t!i trn ttlc IMI p,llt!e, alotlf. With c:1681 d 1i1Lff8M!I,, 'IM'.IU.d bemmen!dyhalptllli. 

The publk dc-MIIYeS be ll tor lrd"otmatlon, lnelJJdlnt • more al!eam.Uned p,roc;eH fo r ac.eeHlne thal in.fonnalio,n, Only a •maU. 'tli or McKlntey,.ilk, re-aldent• will be p1eaen1 ■t the Ap,112:3 ~tint; thus. e-ff-ryone not pu,•ent al the mc-ethl!, Of wan line: 

to ptovido inlorrncd c:ommentary, rkd• mueh mote than whet la e-utrenUy avait.blo on the WcbtJtc. 

Thank yo u for your kind attention to this email 
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Letter 13 – Jeanne Pfeiffer, PhD 
1. The commenter states that it appears that the County is undervaluing community input and 

expertise, including the 2020 Community Survey with >330 participants. This is a grave and 
costly mistake. 

The County has in cooperation with the MMAC been conducting public meetings, taking public 
input and synthesizing this input since 2019.  The 2020 survey is an important part of the public 
input process.  The Town Center Ordinance takes into account the findings of the ordinance.  
There are some things that are in direct opposition, such as developing a town center with small 
shops, restaurant, live/workspace versus preserving wetlands in their existing state.  The plan 
seeks to provide both wetland areas and commercial areas where people can come and shop and 
meet.   

2. The commenter requests to extend the review of the McKinleyville Town Center draft EIR to a 
minimum of 75 days. 

A 45-day public review period is statutorily required per Public Resources Code section 21091. 
This is the common review period employed for review of a draft EIR in Humboldt County and 
is typical for review of draft EIRs across California. The 45-day review period may be extended 
at the discretion of the lead agency, in this case the County of Humboldt. The County did not 
feel there were extenuating circumstances that mandated extending the required review period. 
The County followed guidance from the California Office of Land Use and Climate Initiatives 
regarding noticing for and circulating the draft EIR to state agencies. The County followed its 
standard protocol for providing notice of availability of the draft EIR to local agencies and to 
County residents, including McKinleyville residents, and provided the community with 
opportunities to verbally comment on the draft EIR during the 45-day public review period.  

3. The commenter states that the proposed project breaks from the Community Plan and violates 
California Government Code §65300 (consistency with General Plan) 

The commenter does not state specifically how the project breaks from the Community Plan so 
no specific response can be provided. Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1 and to other 
previous responses regarding concerns of other commenters regarding biological resources 
protection, design review, project approval discretion, and other associated concerns raised by 
other commenters.   

4. The commenter states that the project fails to incorporate rural design standards or community 
oversight. There are no architectural guidelines to preserve rural identity, despite a 2020 
Community Survey showing strong support for a 'gentrified country' aesthetic. 
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Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not raise concerns about the 
analysis of environmental impacts contained in the draft EIR. No further response is required. 

5. The commenter states that the MCP-required Town Center Design Review Committee has been 
eliminated. Why? 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not raise concerns about the 
analysis of environmental impacts contained in the draft EIR. No further response is required. 

6. The commenter states that the project emphasizes high-density housing without mixed-use 
guarantees; instead of a phasing strategy to ensure balanced, community-serving development 
including (but not limited to) wetland protection, walkability, small-scale local businesses, and 
open space, the DEIR promotes wetland fill, vague open space commitments, and removes 
oversight. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not raise concerns about the 
analysis of environmental impacts contained in the draft EIR. No further response is required. 

7. The commenter states that the public needs more time. The draft EIR is over 1,000 pages long, 
and, as noted in my April 14th email (copied below), has not been conveyed to the public in a 
manner that makes it easy for the public to comment upon the content. Comparable projects in 
Sebastopol, Cotati, Windsor, and Arcata received 60–90 days of review, whereas McKinleyville 
received only 45 days. 

Refer to the response to comment #2 above.   
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May 21, . .2025 

To : Jlo lhn !Ford 

Diilrector of Pilarn lilii lilg & Buii I.ding 

Counrty of Humbotdt 

3015 H su eet Emelka, CA95501 

IFirom: KevJ11 Craed 

McKinteyvi Ile resident: 

Rie: Comments on Draft EIR: for Mc Ki · teyvm,e Towlil Gemer: Wetla lilds Impact: 

Tlhe elildlosed comments ,addr,ess speci 1caUythe wetJlands impact section of the draft EIR 

foriithe McKinleyviill!e Towlil Celiltleli project. The comments address : 

,. Jluliisdictiolilall det erminatiicm sequencing vs approval of final EIR 

,. Q-Zone amendments to a now s[gJnif icant impact on exii sting weUalilds wdh CEQA 

implications 

,. Diefic iencies in th e drraft EIR w itlh ragards to weUands pm tlecoion and hazardous 

matlerials releases 

,. Diefic iencies in speciificiity of rasponsiibi lJJities for the Wetla lilds Mit igaoi on and 

Moniitorii lilg IPlan 

Impact 6.6 in Summary Table of !Impacts 

Mit igat ii on Mea sum 16-,6a .ii lild icates: Prior r-0 oommenaemenr of oc::mstrncti.on aaifiviti,es 

.... Tlhe draft EIIR: needs to be amen ded tlO cllarify that in this context 'oornstriuction actiliiities'' 

incllude any distmbance of so ils during sit,e praparatiolil . Because in other palit:s of the d EIR: 

a distiililctiolil is made between the site praparation, grading alild cons.tr ction phases. It 
must be clear tlha • t lhe r,equiiram en to submit to USACE ]miisd ictiiolilal wetland 

detiermination raports is am encompassililg poor no any site djsturbam:;e and beforre the dl'aft 

El 8 C81[1) be fi naUzed. 
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The draft EIR does not indicate the t t.1m-am1.m d t ime that IL.ISACE m1.Jst meet to ma1~e a 

juris.dict1im11al det,ermi11atio11 fol!lowing submiss i.on oflhe 1r,epons. W1i hout this inform at1icm 

in tlhe EIR it is nm f,easilbl,e m assess tlh1e impllicaliions of the t.1ltt imate jurisdiictional age11cy 

req1.Jirernents on the ,e1111ironmenta l impact of the project ,especiaUy before t ile draft Final 

Em is submitted to th e Co1.Jnty Pla 111ning Commission a11d Board of St.1peNisoirs fmr 

approval. 

Im paic!t of Q-Zone A mien di men11s 110 Wen .· ndls D eterm in1ation 

Pg 16-43, ". In McKtnleyvif'l,e, a one~param eter de,tiriitjon of we·tlands was defined iri the 

McKinieyvm:e• Community Plan .. .As described in Searion 4. 0~ Proj ect Description, rhe 

proposed Q --Zone regulations would modify this CommuniryPlari requirement by requiring 

that the USAGE three criteria definition be· used w define we•rlarids solefy within the Town 

Geri rer stm. 1.1 

lo make: a c ha11ge to th e McKii11lleyvill e Comm I nity RI.an w amend the Q-Zo 11e r,egutatiions 

fmllhe benefit OHih1e deve,lopeirlpmject ow11er and to lhe del1riment of the wetlands 

envim11ment is WRONG!!! Thiis cii irct.1mve11ts the ii11te11t of CEQA and compromises the 

in egrirty of tlhe Gou 11ty overnight mte. Ho · many ui mes in the fl.Jtt.1 re wm the County appmve 

project sp&irfic r,eg1.J awry amendments to appeas,e th e deve~oper/project owner?? This 

wo1.Jlld set a fa r reach ing, denime: mt precedem. Wllat good is a oomm1.Jnity p1lan irf it is, 

compromised in t lliis man11ef?? 

Tile 1 parameter crirte,lfia for defi 11ing wetlan els slho 1.Jld be appl1i ed over th e •.au 3'' pa ramet,ers 

arit,eri a because the 1 pairameteir appmach is moire e:nrvimnmentalllty protective. 

Miti,ga11lon 6~6a, pg:. 2-12: 14 A,cre Offsell: 1Mitiga1tio11 Clarificatiofill 

Em 11eeds to speoifytllat the 14 aar,es of offset wetlam:I nmst be conting1.Jot.1s.in oon rast to 

imuitipLe separate pali'Cels wllich tota l. I.JP to 14 acres. That is: one 14 acre sit,e versus 

fo1.J1rteen 1 acire sit,es. 

The req 1.Jiirem e:m shot.11.d be tllat he 14 acres m1.Jst be comin1.Jo1.Js. 

MiUgall:ion 6~6C: b. . .. Pu 1chase o ded~caition of I . nd fio w ,ellland miitig,anon1/offse11 ... 

!How long iis the project owne:r/developer 1r,espon sible for maintai11ii11gthe wetland? 
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Wlhat revJ ew is provided by w'hiclh agency(ies) to assess t lhat th e speciific lland 

purdhased or dedicated wiU support a weUand on its own?? 

Wlho monitors oomp~ian oe and healtlh of tlhe offs,et weuand'?? 

lftlhe ottset w etland fai l.s,. wlhat are t lhe con sequences for the Town Cenner project 

owner/d eveiloper? 

Mit ig:atiion 6-6D stat,es, in part, 'Potential fue( spitls and leaks· frnm consrrucrion 

vehic(e/equipmenit fueling operations shaU be w e v.en red from entering 

weUands/ware,ways. Designated fuellng ar;eas sl1ould be on a level grade and shalf be ar 

l,easr 50 teer frnm any weitlands/ware,ways. The fueling area shall be promct,ed by a berm w 
prev.enr runoff frnm l,eav-ing rile fuellng area. 

Tih·s m1itigatiiorn is s ignmcanrll: ly inadequarll:e• becau se,: 

•• It does not llist au hazardous matJerials associated wir h constmction e,quipment 

beyond lftuel. AJny release of these !hazardous materials pose a significant 1risk to t lhe 

wetlands. 

- <() il, e11gine .and hydraullic (25- 40 gal 

- Coolants, a l'lt ir r,eez,e (5 gal) 

Bralke fluid (5, gal)i 

Diese;l .and/or gas,orne fu el (40 - 50 gal) 

•• Th e mitigat[on only Irefern to protections at: 'Designar,ed fueling areas should be on a 

lever grade and shall be• ar te·as'f 50 reeit from any w,efl.am:tslwarerways. fh,e fuellrig 

area shall b e prot,ected bya b em, to prevent runoff from teaving rhe fu.efing area. 

Tlhis mi11:igaIt ion is, f awed because: 

Hazardous materials (aka ll-la.zmat) reileases from construct iol'I equipment 

can occur anywlhere o:nsit,e burttlhis mirt iigatiol'I only add1r,esses fuel[jng 

operntions at a f i>:!ed fue i 11g statio11; 

- Tlhe m·cigatiol'I requiIr1es on~ a be1rm at the fueling area p:reven ing lhazardo I s 

mateirials rnnoff,. b' t as suclh would tlhus aHow contamination of site s,ons 

wir • in the fuelling area; 

- Tlhe mingatiol'I faills tJo address mobile irefueiling: operations common for 

co:nstrnctio11 equipmel'lt w ill be allowed or 1101; 

- The mitIig:atio11/EIH rams to require hazmat spm co11tainme11t kiits on each 

piece of ,oonstrnctio11 eq ipmem stodk,ed wJth suffic ient absorbents for am 

the types of lhazmat !liquids specific to e.ach piece of construct ion 

,equipment; 
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- The EIH tarns to require oertificart iion that am constru ctiion eq1.fpment 

operators are currently tra ined in how to ms.pond to hazmat releases fmm 

th e ,equipmenr per Call-OSHA's HAZWOER Stanrdard,. Tine .8,. 5119.2· 

- Any equipment ope:ratm not t raiined per the above is no arnowed to operate 

any ooinstruction equ·pmernt onsiite until such training is compl,ell:ed. 

Ce.mficatio n of comp • ant HAZWO IP l:Ritliai ing for am equ ipme11t op era torn 

sham be ma intained onsill:,e by each applicable con ractor; 

- A om itractors and operatiions must comply wiU1 the au hazardous materialls 

and hazardous waste programs under the site with the Humboldt County 

Division of Environmenra l Heallth as designated by Cal EIPA as the Oenif ied 

Uniified Prowam Agency for the coulilty. 

Miti.gati on Measur,e ~6C, pg. 2-13 

Mit i1gartiion Measur,e 6-6C 1~eads. in pan , 'Jfimpacrs to j urisdictionai wetlands are 

unavoidable, compensation for temporary and/or p ermanem impaars to jurisdictional 

wetlands shall be, mitigated as mguired by the mgulatory permits· as inform ed by the Q­

Zone· r;egulations regarding prot,ection, and conservation of wetland areas·. Mitigation wou.id 

be provided through one or mom of the following mechanisms: 

a. A WeUand Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be developed that outlines mitigation and 

monitoring obligaiUons tor impacts m w;efl.ands and other war;ers as a result of consrmcUon 

activities. 

The El R fai s to specify wiho ii s respo 11sible, for deveKoping the WeUand Mi igatio n and 

Monitoring IPLan and fail s to specJfy a deadline by which1 it must l:le submitted forapproval. 

The EIR must be more pr,ecise as to wihiclh overnight agency(ies), must foirmallly review and 

approve tlhe pia' . As Wi itten th e mitigatiion is too vague and thus is sulbjectto 

misinrterpretaUon, a 'c ack''through wihich critli call assessment aind oversighi • is miissed. 

If you or your sraff have any questions conoeming the above don't hesi ate to co 11t aC11: me. 

l<!e'Vii n Creed,. M cK1i nlleyviUe ms i d,ent 

Cc: 

Huml:loldll: County Board of Superviso1rs : cob@co,humbo(dt.ca,us 
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Humboldt County P~.anning Commiission : p~nningcl.e rk@co.h,umboldt.ca.us 

MoKin~eyvillle Municiipat Advisory Committee : cob@co.lhumbodt.ca.us 

Co' nty Su pel'Visor St,eve Madron e smadron e@co,hy m boldt,ca ,us 

Humboldt County Dirvision of Envimnm ent:al Health: 
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Letter 14 – Kevin Creed 
1.  The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 6-6a should be revised to define construction 

activities as disturbance of soils.  

Comment noted. Measure 6.6a has been revised to state, “prior to ground disturbing activities”. 
Refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR.  

2. The commenter states that the draft EIR does not indicate the turn-around time that the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers must meet to make a jurisdictional determination following 
submission of the reports and without this information in the EIR it is not feasible to assess the 
implications of the ultimate jurisdictional agency requirements. 

Turnaround times for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional determinations vary widely 
and would not provide the jurisdictional requirements referred to by the commenter. Permit 
conditions and compensatory mitigation measures are part of the permit application process and 
cannot be determined until a project is at a design level where impacts can be calculated. As 
detailed on page 1-5 of the draft EIR, “The analysis in this EIR addresses environmental effects 
of the proposed project at the level of specificity possible given information available in the 
zoning documents prepared by the County for rezoning the Town Center site as described in 
Section 4.0, Project Description. It is anticipated that the site will build out over time via a series 
of future individual projects that would constitute the “program” of actions for which this EIR 
identifies the potential environmental effects. The project description includes information on 
the only reasonably foreseeable individual project being contemplated within the site - the Life 
Plan Humboldt project. That information is included to provide general context about that 
project’s relative contribution to the environmental impacts of developing the Town Center site 
over time; the information does not constitute a project-specific evaluation of that project’s 
environmental impacts. 

3. The commenter states that draft EIR represents a significant departure from the protections for 
wetlands established in the McKinleyville Community Plan.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. Regarding Q-Zone Ordinance consistency with 
wetlands protection direction in the McKinleyville Community Plan. Prior to its deliberations to 
approve or disapprove the Q-Zone Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors will first consider 
approving a Community Plan amendment that would modify the wetland definition found in the 
Community Plan to ensure the definition is consistent with the definition in the General Plan. If 
the Board of Supervisors approves the amendment, the Q-Zone Ordinance will be consistent 
with the McKinleyville Community Plan with regard to defining wetlands within project site and 
direction for mitigating loss of wetlands.   

4. The commenter states that the EIR needs to specify that the 14 acres of offset wetland must be 
contiguous. 

A comprehensive wetland mitigation plan is planned. Any wetland mitigation plan would be 
subject to review and approval of the permitting agencies and require management objectives, 
responsibilities, and funding sources as described in Mitigation Measure 6-6a and 6-6c. The 14 
acres is a specifically described area within the Town Center and is contiguous. 
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5. The commenter asks how long is the project owner/developer responsible for maintaining the 
wetland? What review is provided by which agency(ies) to assess that the specific land purchased 
or dedicated will support a wetland on its own? Who monitors compliance and health of the 
offset wetland? If the offset wetland fails, what are the consequences for the Town Center 
project owner/developer?  

The Town Center Ordinance requires the wetlands to be retained in perpetuity through a 
conservation easement, and the mitigation plan must include the long term plan for ownership 
and maintenance of the wetland mitigation area (see Ordinance section 6.5.7). The commenter 
states that mitigation measure 6-6d is inadequate because of the lack of detail regarding all 
hazardous materials that could enter a wetland.  

The intent of mitigation measure 6-6d is to acknowledge the proximity of wetlands to 
construction areas and require protection from fueling/spills. Details and Best Management 
Practices for other hazardous materials are typically contained in the Construction Stormwater 
General Permits and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that must be prepared and 
implemented for individual projects. 

6. The commenter states that mitigation measure 6-6c is inadequate as it does not identify who is 
responsible for developing the Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and does not include a 
deadline for submittal.  

The Town Center Ordinance includes the following language: 

6.3 Prior to issuance of any permits or granting of any entitlements on property within the Town Center 
a wetland delineation shall be completed delineating all three parameter wetlands (HCC Section 314-
61.1.7.6.5) which exist on the property. Previously developed property is exempt from this requirement. This 
exemption extends to storm drain ditches graded to transport storm water outside of a natural channel or 
wetland. 

6.4 Prior to issuance of construction permits or as part of a subdivision approval, a plan must be 
reviewed and approved by the approving authority demonstrating that either the wetland areas will be 
protected in place in accordance with HCC section 314-61.1.7.6.6) or identifying how the wetland areas will 
be relocated and conserved. 

The protocol is in place that requires an assessment of the wetland resources and a plan to either 
protect in place or prepare a mitigation plan.  In addition, the USACE will require a permit as 
will the Regional Water Quality Control Board.    
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IHronm: 
"lo: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
li}ate: 

Sq;,tt Sbmooo 
i=orsf. Jbhm 
~ ; C!JB~ Mamone-Ste:ve· 
c.omnent:s re• K:Kinleyvi lle TOl\n Ca,1 DEIR 
Mm!by, May ~6, 20.25· 3:5 :12 PM 

CurliOJ!l.: This. ,e:mcail was sent from ;m EXTERN.U .som-ce .. iP ease• twe c:are whe-n , -clillig lmks m opening 
21rtaclunew a 

Dearr Mi:. F,ord et alia: 

I ha.r,,,-e been a. homeo'l\tne:r in MclGnl.ey\i • le-;md a re5idelrt ofHmnboldt ,county for 4- ;md 2 }'Es!I'S r,espec&r.rely, 2!11.d. 
f m ''l\'linng to you today to comment on. the Draft EmrirommeDtal Impac,t R,eport (DEI!R) fo, the pl'O!)Ql"..ed 
MclGnl.ey1...-ille-'J own. Ce!'.rtE!'. 

My crincisms of the-DEIR ;md the I own Center pl'ojed in genera can be summ,aiized as follows: 

l ), 1;my ,01f t asstlllJl?bOl!l!i and projections :iin be DEIR and. the• 'J ,o= Ceote:r co:n~ ilself are based o . the cml:ent 
County General P. a:m and McKmle;-,;ille Communify Pl2!1!1., neither ,of whicl:i have been updated to r-efl!ect om nev;• 

. ocal. economic reahtie5. 

_), 'The DEIR does. ll:ot specui.cally ideDtify mcreased :populafon EJ1l!l!l!lbe!f.S. a:nd ,demities. l"e51llting from the Town 
Center pl'oje,c,t as. "si.g;n:i:ficant ;md un;,,;.roidable" mi.pads, ·'I\ en m the long term they ,co.uld pro,;;e-to 'be the most 
:negati:ve i.mpads of all. 

3), 'The DEIR does. ll:ot pl'O\i • de an. estunarte of ilie i.nc:rease in a.bsolu.te numbas of motor vehicles. that wo.uld 
ne,c,ess · . • i:esult from the ,comp .. etron ,of e proposed Tm= Cenl:e;r, nor .oes. it outline any r,ea -stic soh1fums fur 
,dealing wiili ose thousands. of additional cai-s. 

), The T,o= CeDter- propos21 21s ,cm'FEm.tly e111,;'6i.oned has 21 pa1p21bl , :· or-game, ,co frived r-1. to it. It i.s not a 
grassroots. mo:ve:menl: m.smg ou of the ,oom:muna:l ,de~ of the-to.lm's 1-e5ide111is. Rather, i.t i.s utopian ,ce:nilraliz:ed 
pl.:ummg; being imposed u.pon e people by o • garcmc powers-that.:t>e, and as. such, fue. ,entire-p1'0cess imroh·ed wi.th 
:its creartion feels fundamentally llE.'Gemocrabc md ,even o_ppre£:.n.re in ,character. 

Disoo.ssion: 

} "JI'lb.e County General Plan and. McKinleyville Commumty P' a:m as originally ,devised date to the boom period. of 
e ;mn;i;bi.s ,culti,;,,;iclio:n, 'I\ -clb. ended yeai:s ago•. Thus., ;my proposals a!!:d :p:rojecti.m1s that 'l\refil! based ,on thos.e :pais 
,ec:,onomic condifums ill'E!· now ,o.bs.oleie. 

It tltould stand. to reason, then, tha Mcl(i.ruey.ille in thi.s new era of st.lign;mt or di.mm.ishing growth oes not need 
"an ,exp;mded ,gr,ocecy sto e, additional shop•· a. ,department stor,e harrdm3Jie home 511ppl ', restaurcllllts, offi ce space, 
medi.cal and ,denial cli.mc, a mow eomp .. ex: to.Im green foi: athletic and ci.i.'.ic ,e,;;-enfa, ,ci:vic buildings, library, high 
,density res:identi.al. lamidromait, fumei-s mar.let, resi. l!l!lCes aoo,;,·e• s .opfro.m.ts, child carre faciliti.es and a:rt galleiies ." 

For one., we 21h-eady ba,..-e (or zd) m<aD}' of tho.setlh.ings, .m.d.w,e should oo waste 1-e50111-ces repb ,cingwhatwe 
,o'hiously 1i1,reren' .ible to .sustain in e fust p ace. The l}resenf-day e,c,onomy of McKi.nle}-ville is objedil-ely 
shririL-mg not gr-owing, so p ;m,nmg for ;mticipated growth i.s actually the precise opposi.te of appl'Ol}riate. 

There arre two vi..id local ,e~ es. ,of this eoonowic contraction. Fi.rst, 'l\re'r,e bcing the-,ongoing loss of an ,enfu-e 
.s ~ing c:enteir's~worth ,of fo1med y-tw:i1,,;mg retar ,establishments th.art ,once included a1 supemicamet ;md nati.oml-
,clb.ain deparrtment ;md diu g stores, plus an adjoining lllO'i.'1.1! complex .. This :· . addition to nwnemus small messes. 
sea ed throughout i:ov.""E. ~ ha,;,·e failed m.1-ecent yeai:s" 
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!Bm even n::Olle , o the poorrt, the c,mreru .a□JOOl\!DeJr of the I!llllD. su:o·ecii property ,ca ~ mailll.ge i:o ik.efJI' • e· 
e:Ii51mg !lletiil ,pile~. oc.aJl!l:erl!. • i n::00!.e s.pw;. i:o the finmllm:Lemal. fut:ili oi the ellfire em~e. 

) ltd.ding 15,00 □l!fi!." re;roeats. ro a. ~-IUial. b.l!li:room c.ol!llmumty of 15.000 ·;; ·011.Sly g.ocng i:o snmn i em.c~. 

and. I!: ,-£1m,g iinli'm;tru:ctnre, and iocrei!Sed CIO\\rdm.g Vi. l ea:dl oo, im over,ill declme m ,q,lmllliy of life for e,veJ)rO□I! . 

f , • mnora, the ecimmate;; of ~JllCl!r.i::eat geri.eta□.o□. • 1ih.e DEm. se~ 1i1i1i.ldl.y o;pmmi.i□.c. oo, n::e. PiWple 1ili." olll)' 
gem and.:1!1ee,p,j ob:i. if the ietoMmy .;,-appolll:-. the craMi.ollJ o"" □l!fi!." 1Eioesse ;:., 'fi!.·hic!b.1::.· m OUI presmt re.rli. ·e.;; ·-. 
muc!b. il!DJ opm ,q;n.eiitio□. r 'f!E, the Tol\111. eateJ: .rail)' doe;; ]l(I- guano ef my s·§Ilif"caat nmn'ber oil' n.e,!i j ob:. _ 
a.lo:n.e thou.sam.ds oftl:!em. Toe o□ly lnillg iifra't :i.;. genuine!)' c.ert!!in if ·' I! om:ll Center is buili co, ,cilpa • _ is iliat th.eI!: 
'fi!.'. be ,.OOCI more people h.e!lle whlrh. v.niflwut ,cODllllenalIIil.te ~Io mem, cm ul.timace' , lead! onl)' o ;,oc.rua 
d!!cline. 

• iEm ben'!Ee tl:!e, To'i!i'n Cemer solll!.ds great on _ il.JleE oo, i !ll!!le ,lfoes□.'t meilll iii 1ili· a.ctwrll.y r,e;lili frni those d!!s:il:edl 
outcome,_ A rel.eviml . ra e,,i;a.mp.e of,lllli ~ideil 1ili·h.o; e lml.!! hsi;; ,co.me'' tl:!lli Dils Dillen fill ;,hon o ' •. e.citttions ·;; the 
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!Bm ilt le.,;;m those de, dl-a.d developn::eats. did'l!J .~-ult m. ci,ic blight wh.iro • :If . di Ol\!D. t& mo;t ,oeltaanl)' 
'fi!.·ould. 

l ) • ese 000 □l!fi!.' .res:rrl!ll.ts •ill come DEEe witb CJ11.;:., l ei □owflere in the DHR. ·- ,e.m a.□. e-ciama"e given ofj"nst 
cow many more , •enic:lea;. lfle con:pleted Tomi C!!1Jt€!rfi!.·fil 11mg oo, Mr!t!:in!e • e. E,o;•el!)'thiog Ii lite-di co, 1.'ehiru!M 
traffic. ,appe;m; co, be a.□.ll erl! • terms o:ff • . r ,a. ne. A;; ,a s atisti.cia.□ : c.m s..rate v.rith ,confide□r this ·.; wh.o y 
• d:e1plitta 'The most· lieat ,ll□ dl .s..traigf:11:fum!illd ,lfesa:ipti.11.e , ·l!ruti.c. oo, • e Dl!F!! ii. m ,e ... tm:wl.te of1ih.e ,a'b;,o 1e 
mmiber of ,alflfirto□.a vel!:i.c~ --

vm· le omner;hlp :inln!! . faCUJil!□tl)' 0. - ar.s: perpersOll!, th115 i5 00 •!UI- - , WO ,adlllii.o□.a , •emdes.iifra'l fi!.." 
be IIISiD;§ our · , • d;y oonge;tedl roadls.. v.r •• lb a.sK;a • o□ly one · 1 ·:!lat :road! mto a.ad ou . of1!he ,c!!1Jt€!r of l:OWl!!. there ';; 
□o fs.i . w,q ntiil.l A,•emre Cilil. safely □co=oda.te fual : ind o:il' mrmic;e :in ~aifnc ·\'ohmJe. . . eii the ol!Jl)' 
11soluti011:i.'' propo;ed in the 1 1 are r,e;·tri.ctia□s e m ,diet" a.ad "cr,a r ~ whlrh do not m. ilil. • ·fi!.-a.)' 
a.ddres;; the :lfwl.da.n::e□tal problem of 011£ :roa:lfi, a (fy be~ at capa c: • illl.d. Wlllbl e co, be ;i:r tl:!e unf e:m off tho·!I.Sm d:i 
more ·,o;•eh.ide • 

) I rh.iDk 1ih.e priotipal. ob ·ectia□. people l!:~e to the own mter idea ·.; its she& ; ize_ The a.;t sc 
'fi!.·l:iolfy inil.J]propriate f r a. ;mill 1:own of 5,.000. W,e dol!J , □~ or Wa!I!. . il!llrythiog e,vm il.Jlproac.oin_g , • I! magitirude 
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!Rerommendati.o□:-. : 

) Update the Olli!. . • Geoneal Ptm ,11□.dl • .cKii□ley\ e mIW.J□i . • Plan. D a.c!k□owledge CillfTell.t loc econo • r 
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Letter 15 – Scott Shannon 
1. The commenter states that many of the assumptions and projections in the draft EIR and Town 

Center concept are based on the current General Plan and Community Plan, neither of which 
have been updated to reflect local economic realities. 

The commenter does not identify the referenced assumptions and projections, so no specific 
response can be provided.   

2. The commenter states that the draft EIR does not identify increased population and densities 
resulting from the Town Center project as “significant and unavoidable impacts, when in the 
long term, they could be the most negative impacts of all. 

The draft EIR evaluates the direct and indirect impacts of implementing development per the 
Q-Zone Ordinance guidance at the level of development capacity identified in Table 4-1 of the 
draft EIR and resulting population and employment growth as identified in Table 4-2 of the 
draft EIR. Population growth leads to a range potential impacts that are addressed throughout 
the draft EIR. Population growth itself is not considered a potentially significant impact unless it 
is “unplanned” and even then, it is the direct and indirect impacts of that growth that are 
evaluated under CEQA.  

Under existing zoning regulations, land within the Town Center could be developed at 
significantly higher residential density (with a higher population), as reflected in Table 3-1 in the 
draft EIR, and scale (e.g., up to seven stories) than would be permitted under the Q-Zone 
Ordinance regulations. Development under existing zoning could occur with a lesser, integrated 
mix of uses and lack of urban design guidance that would have substantially lower potential of 
achieving the vision for the Town Center. Population growth resulting from implementing the 
Q-Zone Ordinance is not unplanned.  

3. The commenter notes that the draft EIR does not include an estimate of the increase in vehicles 
that would occur with the project or realistic solutions for dealing with them. 

A draft EIR must evaluate the impacts of vehicle miles traveled that would result from a 
proposed project. Section 13.0, Transportation, includes this analysis. It is not the absolute 
number of cars that leads to a vehicle miles traveled impact, it is the total number of vehicle 
miles per capita that serves as the transportation impact metric. A draft EIR is not required to 
evaluate how increased traffic volume affects the performance of the roadway network onto 
which those vehicles are distributed. Refer also to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1 regarding 
the traffic study prepared for the project.  

4. The commenter feels the project design is inorganic and does not reflect the desires of town 
residents. 
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Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

5. The commenter states that projections/proposals for new Town Center growth that may be 
based on past economic trends are misplaced because the local economy is stagnant and local 
businesses have been closing.  

Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address 
specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

6. The commenter provides data on car ownership and states that the draft EIR doesn’t address 
increased vehicles on the road network, only vehicle miles traveled. 

Refer to the response to comment #3 above.  

7. The commenter states that the people object to the sheer size of the Town Center idea. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

8. The commenter makes several recommendations to address prior comments: 1) update 
applicable plans using current economic data; 2) be forthright about population growth impacts; 
3) relieve congestion on Central Avenue by creating a second direct route to U.S. Highway 101, 
possible at Hiller Avenue; 4) make the proposed improvements to Hiller Avenue whether the 
Town Center is approved or not; and 5) allow McKinleyville residents to cast votes on an 
advisory ballot measure about whether or not to approve the proposed project.  

Recommendation 2 is addressed in response to comment #2 above. The remaining 
recommendations can be considered by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors as part of 
its deliberations prior to making a decision to approve or disapprove the project. These 
recommendations do not address specific issues with the analysis is the draft EIR. No further 
response is necessary.   
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IHronm: 
lb1: 
Cc~ 
Subject: 
li)iat~ 

Kate r.'l;;dain 
CW'lirewouesi ca.humb:Mua1us 
fofd. Jg/J!! 
Mi:Kin'leyville Tet.m Cerita' OOR 
~ . May 26, 2'025 10: 6154 PM 

I C~ution: _This email \1-ias. sent from an EXfERNAL source. Please take care when 
di.eking links o:r opemng aittadm1en.ts .. 

Dear Hlunbo]dt County Planning and Building Department: 

Thank you for the opportunity to cOllllllent on the Mclunley-ville Tmvn Center Zoning 
Amendmoot Draft Environnientail Imp,aot &eport (DEIR.). I recognize the siwuficant 
i.m estment in sta:ff tirne and energy to ere.lite the Zoning .A.moodment. However as an engaged 
resi.deot in this project for the fast 10 years, I ani deeply ooocemed fh.at the proposed project 
andDEIB:. 
deviate substantially from the \Tisi.on, policies, and priorities mJtlined in the McKimeyi. iUe 
Community Plan (MCP). 

lCP ,li.ras created m 2002 and rnduded in the ~017 H111D1boldt Coumy Generru Plan. 0\-rer the 
last 10 ye-<l!IS, McKinleyviHe r;esidents have o:rganiiz:ed 3 well attended communirty events. to 
rece.i.11; e mp1!lt. We lm le submitted our findiings to the PL1llllliog Deprum1ent rut along the way. 
U siiog the McKinleyville Munici.pa[ Advi.soi:y Comnuttee as the \lre:hlde for cootrolli.ng the 
deci.sion malting, has sideli.ned the prooess for including the diversi.ty of oornnnm:ity vok.es. 
No oue in our 3 conm.nmity ,events e\'er sugges ed SlOC-h dense housing to be conoentrated on 
this property. Thiis "TO\vn Center"' i.s clearly ai 'business dear to benefit the finances of the 
land owner and Srate pressure to address h.ousitng shortages. 

I j om with other McKmleyvi.Ue r ii.dents m subrniilting the foUowi.ng major areas of conoem: 

1. The P 1.·ojec-t Conllicts with the l\,:ldG1deyvm.e Com1mrnity Plan (M[CP) 

• Over 6 ac-I"es of protected wetlands are proposed for fiH_ 

• The project elimmate.s. the Wetlands Combining Zone. 

• Violates, MCP Secti.ons 260!l , l64il2 and 342,2, whioh emphasize the protection of 
\Vetlands, open spaoe a!lld mral characiter. 

• Violates C.tli:fo,mia Gonntment Co~le §6534il4il requiri.ng consi.s.tency with t!he General 
Pl.an. 

2. Ladt ofRuraJ Design Sfandanls and. Com m unity Oversi.gh.t 

• The MCP'~re,quiired Town Center Design Re,iew Committee has ooen elimmated 

• o <lifohiiectural or rurail de.sign guidelines ar;e included m the DEIR. 

• The 2020 'Jown Center Sun,·ey showed strong conm11.1niily support for a 'gentrified 
c.ountr,1" aest11etic.---c:ompletely i.gnored iio. tihe DEIR. 
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• The aibsence of over ight thfieateos the i.nteg:rdy and identity of the Town Center. con't 

3 

4 

5 

J .. H igh-Deusity Housing\\ ithou 1\lfixed-Use· Gu;u·ant,ees 

• The DJEIB. prioritizes 'high-density residential to support a conw1ercia1 core (p,. 16-15), 
but tbe proposed Q-Zone only permits--D!ot :req,ui.res--mmed-use ilmddi.ngs. 

• o phasing or in1plementation strategy ensures: that conw1ercia1. or civic oomponeois rue 
buit aJoogsi.de housing. 

• This risks allo\1.-ring iinibabnced development and missed oppormndies for vibrant, 
connnnnity ... sen.ring spaoe.s. 

4. 2020 Com:munity Surve•. · P 1·im·it ies lgno1.·ed 

• Over 330 resiidents parti.ci.pated iu the 2020 public s.uruey. 

• Top community prioriti m.cll!lded: 

o \\ etbnd protect i!On 

o Walka.Wily and pedestriani'bike safety 

o Support for sm.aU- cale loca.J bumi s 

o Acce.ss to open space 

• These prioritie.s aire not reflected in the DEIR, which promotes wetland fill, remo\fes 
o,rersiigbt, and weakens conuni.tments to open space and local business. 

Conclusion 

The kK.i.nleyi.rille Town Center should reflect the vi.si.on and vah1es expressed in our MCP 
and public survey . The current DJEIB. 1!llldermin those goals. I mge the County to: 

• Revise the DEIR to align wi.th the MCP 

• Restore the Desiign Ra.ii.ew CoJlllluitt,ee and rural desiign standards, 

• Include mixed-use mandates and phasing requirem.ents, 

• Respect s1tml'ey pri.oritl . 

Since.rely 

Kate McClaitn. 700 496-08·65 H86 Timothy Rd, MCK:mleyville. 
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Letter 16 – Kate McClain 
1. The commenter states that the project conflicts with the conflicts with the McKinleyville 

Community Plan regarding loss of wetlands because over 6 acres of wetland would be lost, the 
Wetlands Combining Zone is eliminated, violates several sections of the McKinleyville 
Community Plan with regards to wetlands, and violates a California Government Code section 
requiring consistency with the General Plan.  

The points raised are about the effect of implementing the Q-Zone Ordinance as currently 
proposed. Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific 
issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

The wetlands impact of implementing the Ordinance are addressed in draft EIR Section 6.0, 
Biological Resources, as are mitigation measures for impacts identified as potentially significant 
or significant.  

2. The commenter is concerned about the lack of rural design standards and community oversight.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

3. The commenter states that high density housing is proposed to support a “commercial core” but 
does not require mixed use buildings or include phasing or implementation strategies that ensure 
commercial or civic components are built alongside housing. These risks could allow imbalanced 
development and missed opportunities for vibrant, community-serving spaces.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

4. The commenter states that the priorities for Town Center identified in a 2020 community survey 
are not reflected in the draft EIR, which promotes wetland fill, removes oversight, and weakens 
commitments to open space and local business.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. The community survey was considered by the Humboldt County 
Planning and Building Department and the McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee as 
part of their process to craft the Q-Zone Ordinance. The draft EIR has no relationship to the 
content of the Ordinance. 

5. The McKinleyville Town Center should reflect the vision and values expressed in our 
McKinleyville Community Plan surveys. The draft EIR undermines those goals. The draft EIR 
should be aligned with the Community Plan, restore the design review committee and rural 
design standards, include mixed use mandates, and respect survey priorities.  
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Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. Refer also to the response to comment #4 above – 
the draft EIR is not associated with the content of the Q-Zone ordinance. The comment 
addresses the content of the Q-Zone Ordinance.  
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IMay 27, 2025 

IRiE: Comment ett,er for MciKi rlle·yvnlle Town Center Zo 1ing Amendment EIIR 

".A town ne.e.ds public squares; they are the largest, moGi public rooms. " - A Pattern Language, 

II am in support of the ways in which the MdKi111leyvi lie T O'Mll Center Ordinanoe plans for our 
future through prov· ding housing, a nrnixed LESe ,commercial zone, and traffic ,calrrning; however 
the defi c·ency of the project's IEIIR is in a limited analysis of alternatives and limited definilioo of 
"vi branf town center. 

The EIIR does not include a117 a lternative for the desired future condition of a "vibrant" to•.-.!fl 
oenter that is achieved through a balance of the proposed dense mix,ed use and multifamily 
development with an ab:unda111oe of well-planned and dedicated opefil spare in addition to the 
neoessary wetland mitigation area_ The proposed density of housi n,g in the area rest of 
Safeway with.out also p anning for open spaoe that al lo'W'S prop e to experience the restorative 
energy of be-ng in natural and public open spaces is oontrary to the g;oal of creating a vibrant 
town center lhat refleots the vision embod·ed in the MdKinleyville Community Plan and in 
mu'ltip e commun ity forums_ 

In the analysis of alternatives, the tem1 '\librnnt" appears to be achieved so ely in the 
development of struotU1res and therefore indicates that th,e only evaluated purpose of a town 
oenter is economic - ooLESin-g m1d ,oommercial activity of the planned mixed use zone. These 
factors are iIT1iporl.ant and ,can b-e de ivered mtle also accomplishing benefioial ,rnmmunity 
health outc-ome.s ach:ieved th rough aocessible pulhlic spa.oes and welcoo i ng open spaces_ The 
Mi chig~n 16conomic Development Corporation provides a ,oomip'lete p iciure of the services. of 
pub ic space ". __ whe1her it's a park or p aza, __ rnakies it possible f«- people to b-e outside their 
own home or business, and experience community_ These spaces are .an anchor or centerp· ece 
fo:r a d0\'■'11town not just visually,, but ,civ· cally an socially .. They are places that everyone ,can 
aocess and 1hat everyone has in ,c,ommon_ It is a plaoe to meet l~uitllic open space in a 
downtown serves many purposes,. often at 1he same time_ They conbibute to individua~· well­
betng, physically, emoliiot1ally and mentally, and sense of belonging, a[l ·while, benefiting 
oorrnmLmity health socia[ly, eco:nomi ca[ly, ,culturally and environmentally_" Additiooally the M EOG 
describes h.ow pro;pemes adjacent to parks increase in value and desirab-lity; and parks are 
venues for events and organiz.ed gatherings .. The number of visitors to the tom1 ,center 
increases the economic activity in the surrounding bLESinesses and ,creates a sense of 
oommunity and a sense of coo1munity pride .. Parks and greenspa.oes have been shovm in many 
studies to improv;e mental health, lower morta lity, and lea.d to a red1Jction in ·nc-ome-re ated 
health inequities .. 

There are many exam,p'les of inte lftional open spaces in the center ,of town fhat make a p ace 
unique and desirable for reside 1ts and visitors - Central Park and Gdlden Gate· Park are 1vilo 
world renown examples that ,can b-e stud· ed fo:r desion orincip es and oorrnmunitv heaHh 
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ootoomes. Mcll(jn eyvil e's "Jown Center deserves a plan that achieves a b-alance of 
development 'Jhil,e also providing abundant pub11ic and open space. 

The EIIR has evaluated alternatives based on a "vibrant" metric that appears to be based on 
defllsity of housing and provisiorn of commercial space. The EIR needs to define "vibrant" to be 
ab e to assess the altemativ,es 'IMth a, more comipl,ete a11alys is of ,oommunity health induding 
social, eoonomic, cultural artd environm ental crtdicators. ILife Pan Humbo dl's development is 
being designed as a community, • ith these sorts of oommun:ity heaHh i rtdlicators in duded in the 
development plan and this projeot should not be h.eld up if Ute laiyer Town Center ordinance is 
the subject of delay and ,oontruversy. 

II appreciate the qp;portunity to provide pub ic ,oomment on the MciKi n:leyvclle Town Center Zo i ing 
Amendment El R and for the ded· cation of County staff to brcng forv,rard a process that allows for 
the oommuriity's vision for our future. 

IMary Burke, Md(inlleyville resident 
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Letter 17 – Mary Burke 
1. The commenter states that the draft EIR does not include an alternative for the desired future 

condition of a “vibrant” town center. The density of development west of Safeway does not 
include planning for open space, which is contrary to the goal of creating a vibrant town center 
that reflects the vision embodied in the Community plan and in multiple community forums.  

Regarding the discussion of alternatives in the draft EIR, refer to the Letter 10 – Coalition for 
Responsible Transportation Priorities and Environmental Protection Information Center, and 
the response to comment #15. The purpose of alternatives defined in a draft EIR is avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant environmental impacts of a project as 
described in draft EIR Section 21.1, CEQA Requirements. Defining an alternative based on the 
subjective term “vibrant” is not inherently consistent with the purpose of defining and 
evaluating alternatives in a draft EIR. Alternative 2, Reduced Scale Alternative, as evaluated in 
the draft EIR, could subjectively be considered to produce a vibrant Town Center to the extent 
that it retains the mix of uses and amenities already identified in the vision for Town Center as 
embodied in the Q-Zone Ordinance.   

Regarding planning for open space, refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. Note that the  
14-acre area reserved for wetland mitigation would be improved to provide for passive open 
space use (e.g., paths, benches, etc.). This is part of the intended function of this area. The 
comment does not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response 
is required.    

2. The commenter states that the alternatives analysis in the draft EIR only addresses vibrancy in 
the context of developing structures. This indicates that the only evaluated purpose of a town 
center is economic. Accessible open space provides beneficial community health outcomes.  

Refer to the response to comment #1 above.  

3. The commenter suggests that the EIR needs to define “vibrant” to be able to assess the 
alternatives with a more complete analysis of community health including social, economic, 
cultural and environmental indicators.  

Refer to the response to comment #1 above.  

4. The commenter states that the Life Plan Humboldt project includes community health 
indicators and should not be held up if the Town Center ordinance is the subject of delay and 
controversy.  

Comment noted. The comment does not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft 
EIR. No further response is required.   
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From: Ashton Ha mm <ashton@uxouxouxo.com> 

Sent : Tuesday, May 27, 2025 4:20 PM 

To: CEQAResponses <CEOAResponses@co.humboldt.ca . us> 

Subject : McKinleyville DEIR Comment 

Caution: This ema il was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when 

clicking links or open ing attachments. 

Hi there, 

1 I1 'm a res ident of Humboldt County (Arcata) and II' d liike t o make a comment fo r t he 

McKin leyville Town Cent er Project. In genera l for the proposed mit igation plans (and 

specif ica lly impacts 6-11 through 6-7) I'd like to propose consultation wit h the Wiyot Tribe 

for best management practices about identified protect ed species and restoration 

p ract ices. I t hink it 's imperative that t riba l consultat ion happens and specif ica lly w ith 

t he Wiyot Tribe whose land this project is located on. 

Thank you, 

Ashton Hamm, RA 
(they/them) 

U)(() architects 

707.273.4805 

uxouxouxo com 
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Letter 18 – Ashton Hamm 
1. The commenter states that consultation with the Wiyot Tribe should be consulted to review the 

mitigation plans for impacts 6-1 to 6-7 as identified in the draft EIR. 

As described in draft EIR Section 7.0, Cultural and Tribal Resources, the County offered tribal 
consultation to potentially affected tribes pursuant to California Assembly Bill 52. Tribal 
consultation is intended to identify, early in the CEQA process, whether a proposed project 
being evaluated under CEQA may have potential to affect tribal cultural resources. The County 
requested consultation with the Wiyot Tribe, among others. The County will offer the Wiyot 
Tribe the opportunity to make recommendations on the mitigation plan.  The mitigation 
measures and ordinance will be modified to reflect this.  
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From: E ma - skett <e· mah@plam1, stparbnersJJO' > 
Sel!'lt: ue.roay, May 27, 202.5 6:34 M 

10: CEQA ,espon:ses <CEQA ·espon:ses@oo. umbo ~ca.us> 

Subject: e: • e la u bo ctt-Md:in leyilille Town Cent e1r DEi • Oo· ent s 

Cauti1on1: Tlh is ,emai was se:nUirom an EXTERNAL souroe. Pl.ease talke care when 

caickiing links or openIi11g attachments. 

One addIitiional oomment: Life Pla11 Humboldt intends t o mibgate 1, 2 & 3 paIrame er 

011site wet lands, and we would like this to be acknowledged in t he DEIR.. 

Thank you! 

On Tue. May 27, 2025 at 111 :43-AM Emma Haskett <emmalh@planwestpanners,com> 
wrolie: 

Helllo, 

I am wrliingon belhaU of the Lif,e Pllan H1.1mlbotdt development~ thank you foIr the 

oppmt1.1 -ity to, comment on the DEIR: 

IP age 315,, Siec. 16,.5 Land l!J s.e IP'l.anni ng - Analys,i s., I mpa c s, and M itilgatiion 

Measures: We request that the final sentence o this section lbe r,evjsed to d early 

state that 30 units per acr;e is the maximum altowable residentiall density for mix,ed•­

use development in commerciial zones (edIit in lbluej1: This es.se--ntrallycrea:lie-8 the poterrfi.alfor 
mixed-use developme.rrt in commercial zarres with a residential d&i1sity of up• 'lo 31'.11,mjls pe,: a-ere. 

IP age 437, Map 2. - Frcmtage Jyp es Re<gardilil.g Nu rs.e iiY way 'sltreet ryp e': Map 2. 

designates Nursery Way as a "Str,eet Type 1,."'which iinclud,es a requirement that 

b1.1"1.dings frontiing this sureet be a miinimum o: two storie,s. Li e IPlan Humboldt's site 

Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR 

2-97 EMC Planning Group 
August 22, 2025 



Page 2 of 2 

3 
con't. 

4 

plan includes one~stmy cottage-styl,e residences along Nurne:ryWay, designed 

specir iicaUy no support aocessibi~ity and a~i11g-in7place for olde:r adullts. llhiis c r,eaties a 

dir,ect connct between t llezonii11g staIndard and t lle projeces ·ntended lland us,e. We 

r,equest t llat the County revis,e the Q-Zone standards for t lhis se~ment of Nursery Way. 

Tile r,equIire.menit for two-story buildings Iis incompatible with the scate, pu iipose, and 

functional aocessibiiliity needs of Ufe Plan HumboWt's reside ts. 

Page 445,, Sec 4.1.2.1 9 Re:garding Nursery ay in ·t11he circulation plan: Nurs,ery Way 

serves as tile primary access point fonlle Life Pilan Humboldt (LPiH) campus, a 

planned Residential Care IFacmty foIr t itle Blderly (IRCPIE). As sucll. it w iU ,experience 

sig11ificanit and oonsiste:nr • pedestrian use, includi 1g by olde:r aduUs wiilh mobiliilty 

Um irtations. The proposed designatiIon of Niu rne:ry Way i 11 tile com mun ilty circ I lat io 11 

pla 11 rais,es se:rious conoerns rega1rding pedestrian saf,ety and compat ibiliilty with t ile 

intended land use. We urge tile County to dosely ,examine how t lh is circu latio11 

classification will impact pedestrian saf,elty on a campus designed to se:rve vulne:rable 

populatio11s. In .alignment witll LPH's mission and desiigJn objectives, the project is 

commtted to improving Nlurne:ryWay for access to boilh pedestriian a11d biicyc e public 

acoess. We request that t ile DEIR inicllude mit iIga ion me.asur;es or design standairds 

ilhat refilect t e unique tran spo rtati on needs of a 11 RCPIE and prii 0Irirtillie p ed,estrtl an-

o rie11t,ed improvements a lo 11g Nr rsery Way 

Thanks agai11. pleas,e reach out wirth any queStiions, 

Emma 

Emma1 Haskett 

Piroject Manager l OPR 

Pla11west Partners Inc. 
Arcata. CA. 95521 
Ce IJ: (JO?) 845-3270 
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Letter 19 – Emma Haskett (Life Plan Humboldt Project) 
1. The commenter states that the Life Plan Humbolt project intends to mitigate for 1, 2, and 3 

parameter wetlands within its project site.  

Comment acknowledged.  

2. The commenter requests that the final sentence of Section 16.5, Land Use Planning – Analysis, 
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures on page 315 of the draft EIR be modified to indicate that 30 
units per acres is the maximum allowable residential density for mixed use development in 
commercial zones.  

The only reference in the draft EIR to residential density in a mixed-use zone is in Table 3-1, 
Existing Zoning and Development Capacity, in Section 3.2, Community Plan, General Plan, and 
Zoning. Footnote 2 in the table indicates that under existing zoning, 30 units per acre is assumed 
as the residential development capacity allowed in existing commercial/office (C-2) zones.  

3. The commenter requests that to promote consistency with the design of the Life Plan Humboldt 
project, that the Q-Zone Ordinance regulations regarding Street Type 1 be modified to allow 
one story buildings to front on Nursery Way rather than two story buildings. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. This is a comment about the Q-Zone Ordinance 
content rather than a comment on an environmental topic. The comment should be directed to 
the Humboldt County Director of Planning and Building and/or the McKinleyville Municipal 
Advisory Committee for consideration prior to the Ordinance being considered for approval by 
the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors.   

4. The commenter notes that the proposed designation of Nursery Way in the circulation plan 
raises serious concerns regarding pedestrian safety and compatibility for future residents of the 
Life Plan Humbolt project. The commenter requests that the draft EIR include mitigation 
measures or design standards that reflect the unique transportation needs of a residential care 
facility for the elderly. 

The draft EIR does not and would not function to provide design standards.  This is not an 
impact evaluated in an EIR. These are items that can be addressed either in the Town Center 
ordinance or in the improvement plans prior to development.  

 

 

 



Letter 20 - Bonnie McGregor 
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RF.: Conmil.ents on the Draft Environmen al Impact Re:part ,of the McKin]~,"\oille Tmrm 
Center Zoning . .t\mendment 

Submi.tbed by Bonnie MacGrie.gor11 

I aptp11eciate all the \'1-rorl: to d,e-velop the T,O\' ;n Center Ord!i.n.ance/ Q Zone on the part of 
County Pla,ming Staff O\re:r rrib.e OO'lll'Se ,of 5 years, as w·ell as. the complex analysis on 
the part of the EIM:C Plannin:g Griou_p to crea. ,e the DEIR I do have se1.teral substantive 
canoerns that I ~ee need to be addressed from the perspectn.e of the community. 
lndeedl, \\,"lille th.e DEIR :r,eparts that itihey see no a:reas of controversy, all of these 
canoerns ha\.•e ,generaned oont1101.rersy .. 

Areas of Qo:ru;ern ,and CQmments· 

DemiJtv of Residential Housing I Increase in Population 

• Section 4.4 of the DEIR is the :fiocus of my greatest ocmcern. Indeed, i1t has 
,elici ed. conoern from Illil!lil.Y residents ,of McK:inleyii.iille because of itihe dominanoe 
of resid.,ential d,evelopment and itihe dens.:iiy of b otb. residennaJl and!. 
retail/ comm.erc:ial tmits. 

,., In ,all. of the QZone / To tm. Center Orcllinanoe dorume:m itihere is onl • one 
l ][le:fierence to m.wti-.ramil • residenti.al housing and drat is round an page 5 

in the table titled • • 1: '1'..lixed!. Use (Urban) .. "' lt lists "'Multi-Family 
Residential (MiDi:nmm d,ensi · l.16 Uni1ts/ aore)" \' ii1th. .footnot,e 4 ''The 
paroel surrounded!.~ Railroad Avenue, the \\,-etland pa:r,cel and!. north o 
Hiller can bar\· U:IP to 5% del<'Ot.ed t-0 multi-fam:i]y reside:m:ial Vt.iithout a 
com:m.ercial icompon.ent. 

,., he DEIR. hrn' ·e1.rer, s a e.s that all the 1.06 a eries of undel<'leloped \.'a.cant 
land\ ·ould be d,evelopedl \ i'ittl. ne11v multi-familly residemial um.ts at 'm 
a<Ssumed! . .mdl. sed'' 25' Wli s.fac:r,e (maximum) or 0% of the devefopable 
landl; a<S • eD. as ain assum.ed. :icto:n-!l'eside:nti.al building ,c:m;-e:rag,e of au the 
][lest 11'1 ·tih no refe:r,ence t-0 other uses, :indudmg the open space stipulatedl 
in t:h.e Q Zone Q][ldmanoe. 

,., It \\,"aS not i;mti] ithe '"Cmmty lim m Cent~r Rezone Notice of Prie,piilll'ation" 
o.f 3/ 8/ 24 that ;m:nrnmoed the DEiIR prooess, that '"an ,e.:pected Ol1\1D. 

Center deli elopme:ct capacity" \' ·as prmdd!ed . ,o the public. 'Ibis 11,ras mer 
itihe ~ •• C acoe,pted itihe :final dr-aft 'Imm Centler Ord:inanoo. 

,., .~t no time, in all t:h.e meetings of the Mc1C:inle "I.file Municipal Ad:visory 
Omrmi ee or special crrm:nmni . ; meetiJJgs to :1P11@ent andl. elicit :ilnp t ,cm 
itihe To'l\n Center Ord:immoe wars such a :m:axiimw:n uni.ts/ acre or cmrerage 
of land!. d!i.scuss,ed. Nor did ,an· plaimer answer tth ,question of aillcm,-ed 
po atio:n. d!emiJty though ii: Vt.'a.S a.skied. ,at seVieral meetings, precisely s,o 
itihe conmmniHty oould get a picrure iof Mihat wowd be allo'l'i ed.. 

,., Such a d!ensity of residential W!Iits allmi ;mg a 36% incriease in !he 
po ation of McE:lnleyville 11tdthmless than a¾ sq..mi. defies. the mtlent 
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l 
Gon't . 

and goals of tih.e McKinleyv:ii.1.1,e Community Plan. Itr is, m fact~ a massive 
change in. the MCP \!Mi.thout public notice or opportunity for pll!Wic input. 

2 

• DEIR 3,.2 neglects to m.clude a significant par~ap:h of the McKinleJ'1.ille 
Commrmiity Pl.an (1\IICP), Tmvn Center section #2350 describing the nature 
of the To\"m. Center r,e:sulting in a dear de\oiation from the MCP: 
nDe!Jlf)'rl of the oo.mrnel'ci.al ,area is .intended to create ari aesthetic 
comprulhon of buildings ,and q,en space that viii encoum_ye fr-equent use. 
Guulel.ines rill .help create a basis for building siting to assur-e a 
tr.ailitionar village fo.mi: and to avoid the standard str~p' shopping center 
look. The .des19n encow·ages pedestrio:n .and bicycle use, yet allows for 
com>1enient and safe autonwbile access." 
The proposed density of developm.ent does not "assm,e a traditional 
villag,e .form" but rather a dens•e urban residential/oommercial center ... 

,. , 11\fhile there r,;ivas much discussion of parlk:ing iln the Town Center durtng the 
development of the Ordii:narnce, and langtJl!arge in the Q Zone/Ordinafnce, tihere :is 
no smdy or r,efer,ence to parking in the DEIR whi,c:h 11 rould be neoessary for 
'" convenient and same automdbil..e access" pan:iculady for elders,, families \1'1ii.th 

babies and todd!lers and people with disabilities who do not l:i:\ e in TC housing. 
It \\iould also iimpact the projected dev,elopment coverag~ of land!. 

Open Sp•ace and Parklla!D.d 

,. , The DFJR. corr,ectily quotes the MCP' as calling for :indudmg "an aJbtmdance and 
vart,ety of open spaces .. " 

,. During the Tm,1,,:rn Center Ordinance proc,ess mere was much discussion of Open 
Space;: and, inde.ed, in the TC Ordinance it states :in Section 5 . .5 Public Open 
Spaces: 
"The develop.merit in the to1W11 cerlter .shall provide open space areas where the 
public can gather, vendm"S can di9:p1ay goods a:Rd pravid opparrn.nlhes for other 
public er;qoy,nerit. A niinimum of three ,percerit oft.he d~opable but 
undeveloped arna of the Tmvn Center sJliilJ be .devoted to this open &paoe. A 
mini'n:H~m of 20,000 squar-e feet o'( this shall be prn·vided ir1 a co.nun.on. q,e:11 .space 
.ar-ea. This shall be outside of othe.,- required oom,ponents of the mte design a.ml 
may be oenn~mtzed at one location. lravi8ions shall be made to .demonstr:ate .how 
thi's proviaion 1vill be addressed either at the time o{mlbdivision or when. the µ1'.st 
new de1telop.ment is ,proposed. " 

• Hm,vev,er, tihe DEIR g:iv,es no oonsideration of the mpic, nor does H 
consider tlhe proscrtbedl amount of open space in :it's calculation of 
developab e land. This :is a serious omission.. 

• either the TC Ordinanoe nor the EIR. addlr,esses the MCP requ!irement 
that 3 acres of parkland must be gene.ratied for every 1,000 new :residents. 
The discussion and arnalys:is of Parks and Recr,eation reqwr,e,ments :is 
relegat,ed to Section 6.0 in the DEIR,, the section titled Effects Fournd m 
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Be Less than Significant_ The requirement is dismissed by proclaiming the 
\i ethmd ,ar---ea as a passive parklLarnd 

6 

COl!il 0l. 

5 

• Adrlling 16,] 2 ne\fi;T residents to tb.e W 'lr\m_ with.out adding the addition.al 
arnes of new parkland would signilicantlly impact the oo:mm.wn'I:), and itts 
resourrces_ Parks and Re.c:rearlDi.on as the cu~:rem 17,000 r,esidents use these 
parks am.di fac:ili'l:i,es_ 

• Pierson Park, me only open space md recreation fac:ili'l:i,es in the Tm\in 
Center .Area, is the pfaoe 'll\here the existing oomm.llllity gathers. It 'll\ ou1d 
beoome the backyard. ,of the ne\' - r,esidents and push out, rather than 
\li;"elcome m, lihe CUIT,ent r,esii.dents_ 

• Suggesmig fue existing parks •will be adequate and that the MCSD would 
be ablie 'l:O create, and manage ne'llV parkland as the need arises is not an 
adequate mitjgation. 

Tr311S.Port.ation 

While 'l:here has been substantive input from othel's on ttansportation issues, I 
\ 10w.d submit 'l:his db sen ation aboum the assumptions and proposed plans for 
reduction of · rehlde use: 

McKinleyv:ille, 'l:O \Vhatev,er degree of urrbanization it ii.s curr,ent]y or \ rill lbe 
dev,eloped, is loca~ed on the .far north ooast of California, hllllDdr,eds of mil.es a\11,,•:ay 
from uriban centers .. \l\i'.b:ill.e the ail']Port for Hum.boldl.t Count1 ii.s dose~iby the oost of 
flights ar,e pr,ohibiti -e for most people so cars ar,e the v,ehicles that pro11,1ides acoess 
to tb.e "Olllltside , 10rld" 

Many McKinleyvill,e r,esidents ha e Jobs, ,and/ or rural agrtcutltural ,and livestock 
property th.art require nuc:t.s ... They drtv,e imo tm m. to, do their shopping and would 
s1uill do that for wha ,ever the Tm m. Ceme-I" businesses ha!\ e to offer_ 

McKii.nl.eyv:ill.e is a pr~err,ed om:mmmii..try for inter-generational families because of 
the r,esidential namre ,of t:b.e mwn,, larger yards, and family oriem,ed activities_ 
These families travel, shop, and transport their children in cars_ And,, the curre:nt 
se:nii.or and , lheelchair using popu]lation oannO'I: walk or use bicycles to shop. 
,especially s:iince Humboldt Cowny's climate is rainy or drii.z:rly for up to 9 mo:nlths 
of the y,ear. 

Entertamment cultural, government facilities for HIU!mboldt County are not located 
in McKinl,ey'ville_ Andi,, \\!it'l:h 1ihe proposed land use for the Town Oenter, it '°vill not 
be abte 'l:O de -eiop .. Until there ii.s a robust user-fii,endly itnter-city tr,ansponation 
system, people will drtve their cars_ 

To ,cr,eate a ''\mi.que" TO\li;n Center 'l:hat onll, , ill be used by tih.e llffil\ 6,000 residents 
and does not draw people fro:m other parts of the county o:r state - as suggested in 
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6 I the DEilR as a denial of the need for mitigation - defies the MCP purpose for a Toi.vn 
co11't . Center and r,estrtcts the ,economic andl oultU!I'al development potenliial. 

Design Revie,1v andl Adminisrraliion: 

Ther,e has ibeen oommurnity concern about the designation of the :rdMAC - an advisory 
committee arppoin11edl by the Eoa:rd of supervisors for general purposes of adlvismg 
them about McKinle}1\1iJl.e oonoems - as the Design Reviel\V Oomminee mandat,ed in the 
McK:mleyville Oommum ty Plan. The resu]t of that decision \11,'as 

• Members of the community with expertise, experience, and a diversity o.f 
perspectives and in11ernsts were not mcludedl in the deliberations and 
development of standards decisions 

• Members of the comm.unity \1\rer,e only .allo\\\ ed 3 minutes withln a iMJ\!IA:C 
meemig forma to provide input on decisions being discussed_ These 
comments we11e not recorded in the minut,es so no reoord. exists_ 

• There resu]ted a perception - as expriessed in the DEIR - that there was no 
,community d!i.s:s·ent_ 

While the standards for development in the Tm,'i.n Center - 'With the exc-eption o.f 
residential density and open space - .fol10llv the requir,ements of th.e MCP, all of the 
"r ,e:vi.ew for ,compliance with the provisions of this ordinance shall ibe through a Zoning 
ClearailC'El Cer1i:ificate issued iby the Drrector of Planmng and Building"" And, "requests 
to deviate from the :provisions ,of this Q-Zone may be allowed su ject to approval of a 
Conditional Use P,ermttby the Planning Commission"' 

,. , This is not ID oompliance ¥1oith the objectives and goals of the MCP Secliion 1. 600 
'"Pulbic Par1i:ici:pation" \"lbich state that~ 
'"Providing o:pporl1.lmties for community members to be involved in developing 
and monitoring the implementation of adopted plan policies_ • Establlshing 
performance revie"lr\ methods for assessing the ,effidency and oontirru.ed 
appropriateness of adopied plan policies, their appli.cation, .and administration 
• Ensuring that the public is well informed a!bout and is enabled to give in:pu[t on 
planning :i.m.tiatives and the r,e:vie\lv .and considerati,on of significant development 
projiectsn 

,. , This takes all the futur,e development decisions a!bout the design of the Town 
Center out of the hands of the citizens of McKinleyville as ,even the 1\/IMAC is not 
allm1,; ed to make development plan decisions_ 

,. , The commum.ty option of incorporating as a city is years a\\\ ay from being 
decided so the area of McK:ml,eyvill.e proposed to giv,e the tmvn a 'unique 
identi.ty' and reflect 

,. , While the current Dir,ecior of Planning and Building has been deeply involv,ed ID 
the process of de, eloping the Town Center Ordtinam.c-e/Q Zone and has list,ened 
to the public input and tried hard to balance the int,erests of the land m\TD.er, the 
needs of the first de: -eloper, the demands of the Stat,e, and the desirability of 
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8, 

havmg the Tm,m Center developed for the use of the \V\inole ,comm.uni~ , there is 
no guarantee that either he, in the future, or any new .appointee of any future 
Board of Supervisors \lvill. have the same capacity of \ l\iill. 

,. This smne Dirnctm of Planning, aocordlmg to the DEIR,, 'l.vi.ll have the 
responsibility of reviewing and overseeing all the mitigation r,e:quriirements and 
efforts caiUed for in the DEIR Given the already overhearing load of 
responsibility this position has for the \V\inole of the unincorporated area oft.his 
very g,eogr.aphically large oounty, this is not feasible, adV!i.sable or simply 
humanly possible,. 

Conclusion and Al~ernati es: 

The McKinle)'\ille Community Plan. (MCP), aind Counry Generail Plan frmne:work are still 
the long ra!llge statement of public policy for the use of pufulii.c a!Il.d private lands in 
McKinleyvme. If members of the community, or public officials, believe it needs 
updating ther,e is ai public process f,or updating a oo:rmmmity plan thait is transpar,ent 
and properly orchestrated. 

Th.e de\ elop.ment of ai Tm-vn Cemer Ordlmance ,ruias rmdertaiken ais ai fulfillment of a 
poUcy manda~e in the MCP a!lld all publicly noticed meetings \1'1rere held \lV!i th that 
understanding. To change that intention, to creating .a Q Zone OV,erl.ay that would 
update the MCP, \l\ithout pulblicly ainnouncing th.at action so the11e could be a hea:Jing 
process,, does not appear to be la\l'lifltl and i1i: certaml.1 is not fair to the curr,ent citiziens 
of McK:iin1eyville. 

Furthermor,e, changmg the \IVetlands designated para.meters is not me onl1 cha!nge to 
the MCP in the Ordmance, Q Zone, and DEIR so that H no longer is about frMillment of 
the MCP, it is aJbout radically altering some of most sali.ent intentions, policies , ,and 
goals. 

Central to the .alteration of the MCP is the ,c011JCentration of multi-family r,esidenoes at a 
scaile and densit} that no tonger remotely resembles the des cription of the pmpose 
and qualities of the Trn,\'Il Center ... 

\l\i"ith so much good .and well-meaning \11.ror k put into the development of the Tm'i.n 
Cen:uer Ordli:nance, His not my ll\1sh to ass ail that document.. However, ] do question 
us ing this process to simultaneously d1ange the MCP'. It seems .a legal question as to 
whether this can be done in this way. 

My reoommenda:oons a!Il.d Alternam es would be um 

1. Mov,e forward with the Tm m. Center Ordirumce as .fnU'iUrnent of the MCP and 
mitigate for the parts of the DEIR that speak m, thart. Then, at .a ater date, 
engage m .an aurthentic upda~e of the MCP'. This timing would be determined by 
the schedule of the Plamung Depairtmem ,commitments to other commllllities 

Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR 

2-104 EMC Planning Group 
August22, 2025 



Page 6 of 6 

8 
c:on't 

and in oons:iderati.on of the CWTent examiinatian of tihe prospect of 
inoo:rporarlion of McKm1eyville as a city_ 

2- Reduce the m.aoo.mnm multi.-famill.} dl11.->elling um.ts by 509'6 while keeping the 
transponation mi.tiga.rtion plan 10 ibmld a transit ,ceme_r_ The s:inruhaneous 
development would ibest fulfil the purpo&e a!ll.d design of the To\11,n Center and 
insure a more organic development of oommerci.al businesses in response to the 
needs/desires of residents within the Tmvn Center. m the greauer McKiin1eyviille 
area,, and :interested people beyond. 

3. Re\1.se the DEIR after oonsi.derati.on ,of the MCP manda:t,e for parkland and the 
TC Ordmance stipulati.ons about open space, applying these inclusions 10, 

consideration of the proposed density of building and population gro'lrvth. 
4 . Create and appoint ai DesiWl, Itev:iie\lli. Co:rrrrmttee that mforms and supports the 

wo:rk of the Director of Planning and Building in his 11eviews for compliance and 
requests for de i'iation. Th.s would fulfill the MCP mandate, comply vvith the 
obJecm es and goals for community pairti.cipation in ongoing plannmg., and 
alleviiate some of the ibmden placed on the Planning Dir,ector. 

,,. ] aimt a trained social scientist '1\ho has thoroughly studied the McKmleyviUe 
CnmnmnJty Pl~ ini.tiated oommtmity discussions: activ,ely ad'voc.ned for the 
development of ai Tmllin Center Ordma!Ilce for four years,, as part of the McKinl,eyville 
Orgainizi:ng Oom:miiJrtee, helping to precipitat,e the official process by the County 
Planning Department and the McKinle}'\ill,e ]1.-funicipail Adlvi.smy Committee (MMACt 
and pairticipated m all the opportunities for oo:m:munii.ty input on the de, elopment of 
tihe Ordlirumce over the past 5 yeairs. 
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Letter 20 – Bonnie McGregor 
1. The commenter lists several points about residential density assumed in the Q-Zone Ordinance 

and draft EIR. It is noted that the Q-Zone Ordinance defines multi-family residential density at 
a minimum of 16 units per acre, but the draft EIR assumes 25 units per acre. With this 
difference, the total potential Town Center population and density of residential use would be 
greater than previously understood by the public or by the McKinleyville Municipal Advisory 
Committee. This change is inconsistent with the goals of the Community Plan without public 
notice.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1 regarding crafting of a CEQA project description 
based on the Q-Zone Ordinance content.  

The 16 units per acre density is noted as a minimum in the table entitled “MU1: Mixed Use 
(Urban)” in the Ordinance. The General Plan identifies assumed density ranges for residential 
land use designations. The Residential Medium land use designation, which is implemented 
through standards in the Residential Multiple Family zoning district, allows multifamily 
development at a density of 7-30 units per acre. No other residential land use designation allows 
multifamily development or residential development at more than eight units per acre. 
Therefore, this zoning designation best captures the type and minimum residential density 
envisioned to create a vibrant mixed-use Town Center.  

As described in Master Response #1, the Q-Zone Ordinance established a form-based code to 
establish the form and function of the buildings.  Development needs to fit into the limitations 
established by these design standards. As noted by the commenter, the Q-Zone Ordinance does 
not define projected development capacity for Town Center, because the limitations are 
established by the form-based provisions. A development capacity projection is foundational to 
assessing potential impacts of a proposed project. To assure that the draft EIR conservatively 
evaluated potential impacts of future Town Center development, the County assumed residential 
development density at the higher end (25 units per acre), but not the maximum density of 30 
units per acre (as allowed per the Residential Medium land use designation) in the development 
capacity projection in Table 4-1. This was done to promote the potential that the draft and final 
EIR would capture and disclose to the public the potential environmental impacts of future 
individual mixed-use projects whose residential component would exceed the minimum of 16 
units per acre identified in the Q-Zone Ordinance.  

The Town Center site may not build out at an average residential density of 25 units per acre, 
but this was chosen for analysis in the draft EIR to ensure potential impacts from development 
are adequately disclosed and addressed.  The numbers identified in the DEIR are for 
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environmental impact assessment only, while the regulations of the Q-Zone are based on what is 
allowed in the Form-Based code.  

2. The commenter states that the draft EIR omits an important paragraph in section 2350 in the 
Community Plan that describes the nature of the Town Center, and states that the proposed 
density of development does not “assure a traditional village form” as stated in section 2350.  

Refer to Master Response #1 and to the response to comment #1 above.  

3. The commenter states that there is no reference about parking in the draft EIR, which affects 
convenient and safe automobile access and would impact projected development coverage of 
land. 

Analysis of parking access to various end users in a proposed development or plan is not a 
required component of a defensible CEQA document. Parking requirements for future uses 
within Town Center are established in the Humboldt County Code and must be met by future 
individual projects. Parking requirements can affect building capacity though residential 
development densities for various residential land use types and building coverage for non-
residential land use types consider parking requirements. Parking is addressed as a component of 
the Q-Zone. 

4. The commenter suggests that the draft EIR gives no consideration for providing open space as 
part of the project or consider the proscribed amount of open space in its calculation of 
developable land. Neither the Ordinance nor the draft EIR identify the Community Plan 
requirement that 3 acres of parkland be provided for every 1,000 new residents. The requirement 
is dismissed by proclaiming the wetland area as passive open space.  

A CEQA analysis is concerned primarily with the physical resource impacts of a proposed 
project. Whether or not a proposed project meets the standards of the responsible jurisdiction is 
not an environmental impact under CEQA. Projects that trigger demand for new park and 
recreation resources can have an associated impact if new park and recreation resources must be 
constructed and operated to meet that demand. If so, the physical impacts of constructing and 
operating those resources must be addressed under CEQA. 

Refer to draft EIR Section 16.6, Parks and Recreation, for an explanation of how the County 
intends to address the park needs of new residents within Town Center. Information in that 
section includes reference to the parkland ratio the commenter suggests is not found in the draft 
EIR. The Community Plan requires that all new residential development must either dedicate 
parkland or pay a park impact fee. The Quimby Act allows the County to collect park and 
recreation impact fees in-lieu of requiring a developer(s) to provide park facilities within a 
proposed project site. Those fees must be committed to providing new park resources and/or to 
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improving park and recreation resources. In the case of the proposed project, since Pierson Park 
is already located within the Town Center boundary, the County has determined that collecting 
park impact fees from new project developers within Town Center would be preferable to 
requiring them to dedicate park land within the vacant areas of the Town Center site west of 
Central Avenue. The fees can be used to improve Pierson Park to help accommodate additional 
demand created by the project. This approach also considers that the 14-acre wetland 
preservation area within the site will be improved as a passive recreation resource, and that the 
Q-Zone Ordinance requires a minimum of three percent of the developable but undeveloped 
area of the Town Center be devoted to open space, to include a minimum of 20,000 square feet 
of common open space area. 

5. The commenter states that not adding new parkland will significantly impact the community and 
will push existing residents out of Pierson Park, and using existing parks and expecting MCSD 
to maintain them is not adequate mitigation. 

As noted in the response to comment #5 above, an EIR is required to address the physical 
impacts of developing and maintaining new park and recreation resources. The draft EIR 
contains this analysis in Section 16.6. The draft EIR does not identify significant environmental 
impacts associated with parks and recreation, and therefore, does not identify using existing 
parks as a mitigation. The decision by the County to collect park and recreation impact fees in 
lieu of requiring parkland dedication within the project site is a project description/project 
design issue, not an EIR analysis issue. Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. Refer also to 
the content of the MCSD’s comment on the draft EIR in Letter #5, page 2, under Section 16.7 
where the MCSD states that the analysis of parks and recreation impacts “more than adequately 
addresses the potential effects of the project.”  

6. The commenter suggests that the draft EIR denies the need for mitigation of VMT impacts by 
stating the project will not draw people from other parts of the county or state.   

Potential VMT impacts of the project are addressed in draft EIR Section 13.0, Transportation. 
The draft EIR does not state that the Town Center would not draw people from other parts of 
the county or state. The analysis reflects guidance from the California Office of Planning and 
Research (now the Office of Land Use and Climate Initiatives) which states that individual retail 
businesses with building square footages of 50,000 square feet or less can generally be assumed 
to focus on providing local-serving services and therefore, can be assumed to have less-than-
significant VMT impacts. This is opposed to typical “big-box” retailers whose building square 
footages tend to be larger than 50,000 square feet. The Q-Zone Ordinance expressly prohibits 
big-box uses as noted in the discussion of VMT impacts in the draft EIR. This is a criterion used 
in CEQA documents to assess potential VMT impacts of retail uses being proposed across the 
state and is not unique to the draft EIR. 
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7. The commenter expresses concern about the design review approach in the Q-Zone Ordinance 
and that it allows future development approval decisions to be placed in the hands of the 
Director of Planning and Building.   

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

8. The commenter provides a summary of conclusions based on prior comments in the comment 
letter and provides recommendations for the process to adopt the Q-Zone Ordinance, update 
the Community Plan, reduce the maximum residential density by 50 percent, revised the draft 
EIR after amending the open space provisions of the Community Plan, and create a design 
review committee.   

Comment noted. The comment does not address specific issues with the analysis in the draft 
EIR. The recommendations can be considered by the Humboldt County Board of Supervisors 
as part of its deliberations to certify the EIR prior to making a decision to approve or disapprove 
the project.  
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May .;.7, 2025 

lMr. John Ford 
Humboldt Cmmty Planning Director 
3015 H Street 
Eureka, CA .95501 

Deliivered via email: 
oeqaires-ponses@.hmnboldt.ca.11.lS 
Jford@.c.o.hlJ.llilboldt.ca .us 

Re: Connnen on tihe McKin:leyville Tmvn Center Draft Envitronmental Impact Report 

Dear :Mr. Ford, 

Please accept filese comments on the McKmleyville Tovm Center Draft: Environmental fu:lrpa.ct Report 
(DEIR) on behalf of the Pierson Company. 

Ohapter 2 - • . nmma:ry 
lbrougbout the DEIR, there aire various triggers for additional studie that may be required of developers 
(e.g., • fitiga.tron Me.a.sure 11-2 noiise sm.dy). Please update Chapter 2 to indude a consohdated list of all 
the studies developers need to complete, noting this list may need to specify prnj~it type and location 
v.ritbin the Town Center. These menbone.d studies are currently scattered throughout the DEIR For 
purposes. of transparency and clarity, please add a comprehensive list of all the potenti.al and mandatory 
studies mcluded in the DEIR that developers need to prepare prior to obtaining approval from tihe 
PJanning Department 

Ohapter 4. P roject Desnip,ti.on 
Haza1·d trees. I should be noted th.at he prnJed area includes some mature spruce trees in poor he.alfil 
that need to be removed to maintain public afety. To date trees have fallen on file pha1macy and f.ences 
as wen as mto roadway _ Additional trees may need to be :Fen10\ ed • o protect public afety and can be 
replanted m: the 14-acre wetland mitigation area as needed to offset the loss of the trees. Please update the 
project description to accmmt for this necessity. 

,, e-daud Re:c.en-,e A.r~a ... Wetland preservation and conservation is sulll1Th11(ized on page 4~6 and show in 
Figure 4-7 on file fol m.ving page. We request se\-reraJ adjlJSfments.: 

3 1. The 14-acre wetland ar:ea on Fiigure 4-7 is dearly demarcated with a straight lin.e on the e.astern 

4 

edge. In reality, this wetland area may not have a straight line as shm,vn, aoc.ountitng for the 
constrairnts and opportunities associated with e.staiJlishmeut ofS1.JC:cessJru wetlands related to 
topography a!lld drainage. Please provide flexibility for adjiustmg the fl.nal layout ofthe wetland 
res:en.->e area shown itn figure 4-7 as Wetlands ('WR) to accommodate site specific requiremenl:s .. 
On · e portion of our property zone to iJe zon.-ed as Mixed Use, there are 4.63 acres of wetlands. 
At a 1. 5: 1 ratio, that swns to 6 . .95 acres of wetlands. reqt ired for mitigation, assnmiug all 4 .63 
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aoFeS nm~t be impacted. There ru-,e 0.9 ;es of ,existing aore.s m. the 1 ere i.vetlland reserae area 
sh011\ll! m Fiigme . J\commtiug fur the 0.9 acres, of,e:Kiisting wetl\a:rnh, md the addii ·onal are.a 
. eeded for welland mitiga • • n, t!here wiil!l be a balance of addiitionaJI n n-we·tland aoreage in l:he 
14-acre uretl!md! recServe area. We do, not agree to being precl d1ed ftom addiitiona] develop . • t m. 

balance of the i ·eti.and! re.serve area. where wetl:!md mitigation i:s, t required! and ,existing 
wetl!mds are no pl!eSellt Fil.ease rei.iise fue proj eot de..soriplion to acooruI! fur this flfilill°hllity. 

3. A nl!llIDer of addiitionaJI a:memties: are in ]uded! in the wetl!md! resen.·e area, mch ais, lrai]s_ h a 
de 1e.l.oper, i., e should recei.e credit for establishment of l:hese addiil:inna] p.u:blic mieniities: and 
sholill.d not be a-pe:cted to pey an acfrli.tioml pm:: fee, on top, of ·· ese ll!lllenihes, and open space. 

Obapter 0: - B:ioJogical R.e<iolll!1i11f'S. 
.P'age 6-.kt Item 6. refers to a 14! ac,re area, ."fih ge • bom:idmy • armiet,ers loosely described!. P. ease 
add a cross referen e to a figme thir cle.arfy· :shotvs the referenced 14-acre m,ea (e,g· Fagurie 4-2, green 
area labeled Vi. ie.lil.ll!llds (\\l'R) .if ilhi,s, .is the care) . 
Page 6-,Jt Item 63 n tes: a ii ·ellland de!ine.ati.o: is: required o:n."' . property. ' Addiiti nal sped'icily .is 
eeded to c!ari:f)r u,wcli p:n perty requires an aisses'Jlment for h ee-pmuneter ~etlll!llds. Cross referencing 

m ru-,ea olemy ]abeledl on a figm-e is: reqµested.. 

Page 6-,Jt Item 65.6 adm:esse.s, monirtoring a1Dd! reqµjres m filllllm] r~rt f. r a minimum of fii.,re . ears. 
1 . R.egioml BoMd and S...I\CE I} j raJ!ly alloP reporting in Year l , 3 and . They al!so allo 11r 

mo:nitoring to cease prior to :five years iif the ie.stabhshed. suce.e-,,ss criteria is, met aihe.ad of schedule. ·we 
Feqir.te!it revision of tms mb-seotioo to a]:iign i.,iiith F.e.gi.o:ru Boa:rd 3illd -sACE report:ing standards, as 
pre~ly a s:ingle Fe ort wolilld be prqw-edl in Y:ear 1, 3 and 5 and mmmtted to rut jurisdic • nal 
agenct.ecS, co cvmen . 

Page 6-13. Halquin lotus, .is llisted with. ai • -· 1 • • te ID mgh potential. of oocmrence. 'Ims should be 
cJhanged to "present, as, l:he species ,vas obsen.·ed. 

.P'age 6-.. 3 arud 6-.. -t Larke ot Sb1ea.mhed Altet'ati.o1u. There a:rre no fakes: r watercomses :iin the projec 
area l:ihat m:e jurisdictional to CDFVi . The ection hoo]d be remoi. ed. and. is not appli ab. e to, ili.e •p:raj,ect. 

Page 6-tO. l ,fitigation Me-..asll]'if' 16-l -Fomsed Silmial am.s Pillant Sm,.·,f'ys. Part C of 1he wtigati.on 
measme irndu.des requirements: l:bat are more nerous thoo ii ·mt m;e typica1'l; .included .in CE1QA 
doc:m:neots,,. specmcaillly: 
•· Reqµiring fi.\-re ears of monit ring for a spec.i.ecS. tibat i:s, only (,'RPR listed 3illd! no also fedt,erally md/o:r 

, te listed .is bey nd. wih.11t should be necesS-'311)' to mitigate f. r lhe s,µec· e.s. FileaJJe re • e l:e.1-1t to 
require tqi1 to, fii'!..·e yean of momtoring for species tlm are federally 3il1 or state listed monitoring 
nly. 

•· Retpmmg quimerl; Feportmg f. r year l monitoring is aLm ,~oessive and .impractical for species l:h>llit 
me not a] 11rays bl . ming or roSJ11>le mll'mg all months, Anmi.al reporting should be suffioient. H 
species, success cm be documented :iin 1mder n\-re years, , , 1 • reporting should not be required 

•· Out.side of l:he ooostal :zione where ESH.I\ is no p .. es:ent, m:ii • gatio:n. ait rntios beyond l : l is al!so, 
excessive. Toe DEIR. proposes, a ratio of3: 1, wlbicb should be row.ended to, l : ], ,especially 2ii.ren 
3illlluai monitoring i:s. reqi.medl to oonfum St.I oes11, 

•· For lllllill}' species, cmmtiing :irnd:iiv.i:di.raJI p]imJs is l:i!J:cly iinfeasi.bfo. Please rei.lii.,se l:he hmguage to 
demonstrate s:oooes,s, bared ou square too ge are'3!, not individ1.ml,s, 
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Page 6-4:2 .. Mitig,ation ll,easm.re 6.3 - "est"l'ru Bumble Bee. 

• On page 6-19, bhe Potential to Occur table documents that Western bumble bee ha·ve a '1ow 
potential" to occur . . As such, a miiti.gation m.e.asure for bhe species is not required and Jvihgati.on 
Measure 6.3 should be removed from the Effi.. Case in point the DEIR does not inc ude 
mitigation measures for the numerous other species that were de ennmed to have low potenhal to 
OOCUf. 

• As \\Tfitlen, the measure fully precludes any deve]opm.ent :from commenc-mg between August 1 
and March 31. This is iimpraotical and will op devefopment. The measure needs to be re\ ised • o 
acconunoda e deveJopmenf that needs to start outside ofthe op ima1 ilight period for \\estem 
bmnble bee. On many other projects, CDR\ has not obj:ected to miihgation measure that require 
pre-construction sun,·eys even if the pre-,construotion survey is occurring outside oftbeApril 1-
July 31 \Vmdow. 

Page 6-46 .. Mitig,ation ll,easnre 6. - - Nesting Birrds. 

14 I • Typo. The month ' August ' is missing from the fourth tine of the mitigation me.asure. 
• The measnre includes a buffer of 1,000 feet for larger raptors. Trus is twire the rustance that 

15 CDF\\ has required on numerous other CEQA dooumenfs m Humbold Cotmty \li ruch include 
buffers ranging from .50 ft (small birds) to 500 ft (rapto:rs). Please repmase to indicate buffers for 
active nests \vill range fron1 50 ft to 500 ft, depending ru:1 species or as otherwise detennined m 
consultation ·th CDFW. This revised anguage sborud be sufficient to meet the needs ofaJl 
parties .. 

17 

18 

Starting on Page 6-4 . Potential ,,edamls or Waters. Tbe ec ion, mchldmg Jvitigation Me.asure Bi:o-
6 makes numerous references to CDF\V s. jm:i.sdichcm over wetlands. CDF\V does not hmre. 'urisdiction 
over wet!lands through their LSA.I\ or CESA permitting, although hey are acknowledged as a state 
responsiible agency under CEQA, which is ddfurent. The section and miitigation me.asure should be 
revised o omit CDFW as an agency with pemutting jurisdiction over wetlands that are separate from. 
three-pru.nneter wetlands. The project area doe.s not mdude any watercourses that arejurisdictional to 
CDF\l. . 

Page 6-41. Ripa:iian lfabitait 01· Otlher • ensiti.w Natu1·ru Community. 
• The Condl.JSion echcm states th.1.t the area north ofHiller Road will be evaluated for SNCs as 

determined by the required focused plant sun. ey. Ho\1.-rever: :Mitigation Measure Bio 6-1 does not 
actuailly include any language that would requi.re such a!ll evahmhon and the Feferenced language 
is actually irncluded m :Mitigation Measure 6-7. 

• Adwtiorulilly, an on-siite ruoJogical evaluation already oocru:red on the area north of Hiller Road to 
support preparation of bms doc.t11m.eo.t" thus, this information should already be known without 
requiring addiibcmal mveshgation at the developer expense. 
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• Because the biJological review was already completed (our representative met the Coumy's 
bioJogica!l. consultant iin the :field) and did not result :iin any mapped SNCs on the subject property 
north ofHiller Road, ~1itigahon leasme Bio 6-7 should be removed in i.ts entiirely_ 

Chapter 91 - G11e,enbouse Gas 
Pag,e 9-1:L Mitigation Ueasnre 91-l GHG. 

• 1i1igation Me.asure 9-1 prohibi installation of pennanent namraJ gas iioftastrncmre. Jms, 
measure imprachcally linuits. cornmeocial. kitchen or other appli.anoe that requir:e naturail. gas and 
do not have all-electric altemati\es (i_e_, Emergency generators). The mihgation measure mIBt be 
rewed to allov.r use of natural gas appliances wher,e electric alternatives do not exist or are not 
feasible • o use. The area needs to have gas i.nftastrncm.re o ail.lo\\ for emergency generator 
conmrerciatl kitchens, and alternative means of cooking arnd beating a home in the likely even . of 
a power outage_ 

• ii.1igati.on. Me.asure requ.n,es. EV support infrastructure consistent ·with Tier 2 standards but does 
not define those standards_ Please m.ch1de what i actl ally reqmred by the Tier 2 starndards in the 
mitigation measure_ Page 9-20 mentions 'Iler 2 standards but does not define them. However 
Page 9-20 say1, Tier2 standards, are voluntary_ If Tier 2 standards are voluntary, how c.ain 
oomplianc-e v.ijtb Ti.er 2 standards, be mandatory under any mitigation measrue as a required 
action?' \"Ve request that the Tier 2 arntnds remain \lduntary, as they are cm:reutly defined. 

Chapte,r II - -oicSe 
Pag,e 11-18. R.aih•,0i,1d Dti,·e _ o~e Impart l.litigan.on. The analytical traffic noise mitiga .ion text under 
the Mitigation head:iing beg:i.nning on page 11-18. lists several options for ntitigating traffic noise before 
oondruli.ng the strategies are uncert:a~ the impact is co:nsenrati~.rely assumed to be significant and 
unavoidable_ Does this mean that developers/applicants will not be required to complete any m.easmes 
for traffic noise impacts on Railroad Drive between Central A~Ta:me and kKiuleyvil e Avenue smoe 
they are chail.lenging and thus infeasible?' Or does flus mean that developers/appJicaots may need to 
oomplete some TBD menu of the ieferenced opt.ions i.f required by the County but the resulting reduced 
noise levels may still be too high anyway? We assume this is most sensibly the former (no 
implementation of any measmes required) but would like the County to confirm given the wiclear 
language_ If the la er, we request that the Coruity p ease be more specific about what will actually be 
required in the Final EIR.. 

Pag,e 11-19' .. Mitigation lle.asl!lre 11-2 This, mitigati!On me.asure seems to require a noise report i.f 
deveJoper are proposing residential lllSes specifically and sm.gular y. Please oonfmn this is c,orrect _ Are 
ther,e any ruideveloped areas along Centrnil. Avenue where new residences can be deve]oped? Does this 
iequu-em.eu.t apply to re-development ( demolition of existing structU1es and rec.onstmction of new 
residential development)? Please note these studies 1,1;,j_ll cost benveen $.10 000 and 20 000 and win 
oontiinue to drive up the oost ofholllSi.ng_ 
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Oh31ptf-F l? - Public &enices 
Page 1. -6. S,ehool Impart Fif·es. .. 

• The D - • refaiences a ochool distriot's authon1:y l:o levy scb.oo] :mipac fees OD de\relopers under 
""~fied condfu ns' but does not specify what the co:mfiti.ons are or demo tra~e .if'tib.ey 
s,pecified coml!itio:ns are m :my ·,i ·ary applicable to 1:h-e development desoribed! in l:he DEIR. Please 
1r1pdia~e the D • to clairify \mI the ap • :.able conctil:ions are and what 1he fee illlilY be_ 

• Paige S oflh:is version of the re:ferencediegisl)a ·on indic-"311:es fees, are $t93 funesid1ential 
de re op:mem md 31 cents for oom:merc.ial developed! and 111,iill be adjusted for m:flatio:n.. \Vhat are 
lihe cmrar fees req1tiredl 1mder SB 50 that are specificaliry appl!tcable to the project_ 
bnp,:/ i. N".li':'girnfb.ca.filv/mo/97-98Jbill/senfs.b 000 -0050/sb 50 billll 1'998082 ohaptered!.pdf 

• The D . ' .inoludes the ochool impact fees as, a bas.is for avoiding fnture schoo] overcro~ ·ding, l:o 
i,u; oid ai s,ignificmt impaot to ptiblic :servires_ Toe DEliR does, not concllllde tlm fill .impact 11,ill 

oocm yet i-eqi.mes. mitiga1tion in l:he form of a scJhool .impaot fee .• A.drulronal!liy there .is ]a.cl: of 
s,ufficieut m Iilllil.tiOD de:soribing (a) :iif the Si])ec:iified co:nrllntions in SB 50 are applic-1JJhle and.1hm 
likel'y to be triggered!, md (lb) what ai;e lihe fees to be Ie,;,:ied if specined condil:ions 3!Ie triggered, 
which oonstitntes, differed mi • gati.o:n. 

·Pagel .. ~ . Fu-e P'uitec-non.Fees. 
• Toe • IER , tes, '1'i.tle m, D.ivisio:n 2 Chapter 10 of l:he Humboldt Cotmiy Code allcnvs the Boord of 

Supen,·isors l:o ad.op a FirFe Dis1rict Development impac fee fur 3ill non-exempt Development \\ii.rtl:rin 
the 1urinoorpo:rated areas of the Coumy md \\ii.rtl:rin l:b.e botm.daries of a F:iire District Toe Board of l:b.e 
fue dis mi.ct llll!ISt a:dbp oerl:1l!in fmd':iings, of need! and snbm:iit those to the Cotm .. • for considera1:i.on.. 
11:iis, ilms not yet been a omp]ishedl by the /uca Fire Protection Dis,1rict_ Once ttris, fee is 
establ:iisbed, . ew de,rel _ ment is required to, pary impact fees to- support cat ta] facility os~, for 
mmintunmg :tire protection sen.iioe capaci '. The fee is p-lllid to aind! ooll:ed:edl b~;r Htm:iboldt County on 
-· r before the time of.issuance ofabmldingpem1it ' On page U -9., the DEIR:sa}"S epmjec 'll'iould 

ntribute to the need to • Olliibuc a ne\ -fue :sta • on., \\ii.rth a IBD locaitio: The DEIR is ass,1llll!illg ( . , 
nm me :mipact feecS, wil!l be assessed! and paid by devel!opers, at ai (b~, 1BD location of a ne~ -fue 

tio:n to avoid! a significant i.mpa: Felated to fue protection sen.rices. This is deferred mitiigalion_ 

I •· Addlm.onally the mlj1acent fire s tiion was ju:rt expanded \\ii.th our cooperation.. Does the e:xp:aindedl fire 
tion not meet the Sle!Vice dem.10dls, of e bi.mt om Town Center? 

Oh31ptf-F 13 - Trnnspmtation 
Page Ll'-1 . Transit •Center·. 
•· Toe te1,.1 on page l 3·-1 tes Tue preoise loc-"311:ion of l:b.e transit center has no been foed but is: 

anticipated to cilllrer be .in the ,existing McKmley,.~e Shopping Center Devclopment or i:r:mnediatcly 
behind it aiEong l:he extension ofNurnery Road· Both of t!hesie ]oca.li ns n e pri . ly Olmed As a 
pub • cility, the 1nl:mit oeoter should be .located m the publi right of wary_ If a pub.lie facility is, l:o 
be located OD pri.,mte property then p m-charre of h prii.; te prope; by ai publi entirty (e,g., 
MdKinl1e . ;y iille Co:mmtmity Services Diistr:ic •, wo tld fu-st be required!. This process needls, to, be 
:specilledl in l:b.e f-m.al 
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. , ru '111,ritten, fue DEIR is siil.ent on who .is paymg for the ~ it center p: operty di devel ment. 
Inoh1&ion oHhe tram_"t center in the project descr.iipl' • n is effectivelj migratory -to offs potentiiilly 
ignmC3!ll.t e.nw nm.enta] :impaots, as.soci.ated. i.vith \llvIT aindl emiis.1. • ons. liis such, the proress to :ftmd 

development of the il:raM • t center ueeds, to be desmllied i.vith greaiter ca:tainty;, othen rire,, this: is, 
deferred mitiigan n. One Ql.llllO simply ,vrui ·e a lllllt,"1C wand ro, materialize a public. · , center on 
pri.vate property. If prt'blic :funds are not :idartinedl to :liimd the tnmsit r, i.villl the de,.,·,e opment 
described in lhe DEIR beyond the 50%, bi.mid out be precluded! . 

• , ru 1111,nliten, '!I ·e wcmy the C-m.mty .is silentl.y affllllling· the ]andoi.vner ,vil!ll fiw.d the roperty .mdl 
development of the itrami t center ill'S, a quid pro quo reqi.mem.ent .in order to o'htllliin C-01.Ullj approval. to 
build o , the Tm m Center. In a. l:Mger commumty 'II ·here a d'e ;el per is, bmJ.dintr an. entire ID11\1l, a 
d'evelo;per-:funded! trmmt center may be more . ppropri,1te. In this ih1,arti.on,. .ii rualIII .mea of an. existing 
toi.111D. h ,as, n identified! f. r de ·elop:ment ro, meet tme-m.111darted housing Feqi.men:ren:rn. Passing lhe 
oos of the tram:t center onto the developer ,1,·mil!d. not be app:ropri.a:te or welcomed 

Oh p er 16 - &eueati.on 
Page 116-18. P-al'I;;: F eses. The DE tell, the I -aore reserved! or wetlands: , ·ill rLi e as a pass:n,;se pm 
amenity and be su ject to TBD pm fees, collected hy McK:m.leyi.,j]}e C ll:lill1mity en."'.i:ces. The ] 4!-a.ore 
wetfand 3!Jiea will remain in the private owna:~p of L A Enterprises, u , D rll has been set ill'Sid'e to 
b. oe .mt:icipatedl unavoidah , ·e • • .impacts. Vte do n t agree payment of a pad: fee .is required] 
anywhere 'Ii ililbi.n our property becmse we are p ov:idiiog the a:meniity '; nor do ;ve plan fo pay .ii park fee 
for the 14!-acre wetlan-dl are-II!. This Feqiwir-em.en woold be an obsmIC,1ion to devel jling lhe Town Center as 
descnbedl m the D:EIIR. fu adiitiOOl!, any reserved! area we provide t1L1 ~ ot required fur wetland. 
mitiga:tion sho dd be cm:mted toi.vru:d fol.filling all o;pen spa:oe and !andscap:ing are.:111 requirements fur om 
p:CQPerty m;, snru may be specinedl in the ordinance aud .in olib.er sections: of the Em. 

Ch; pter 18 - Cumu.1; m·,e Impac; , 
.l\nj mitigation m.easmeg, riemo .ed from the biologic.all chapter as a result of our oo.mnenls :shmil!d also be 
d etedl n page 1 &--8 fur comisrency. 

App en.din B - Q1-Zone Re-gubtiou.s!P\roj ect ])e; criprum 
1 , •• are h ·o development details, f!hat v1terie 1111J.clear m the Q-Zone Regt atiom, and ·lhe project 

description Pile,.ase olairify: 
• .A.re bal nies, faomg slrieets. and trails, allm ··ed. 
• .A.re ro 4qJ1 doors peoifically to enclose mdoor-ollltdoor e,..aitmg aFeas r si!m.i.131f 1mes ail.owedi. 

Odie1· 
1 • D a ' notes requirements: to pay fee for schoo] :irmpac , fire protection, tr.:mit (viia a transit center), 

and. parks. 111ere are muillliple dtevefopers th.a '11\-ill help to build! out fue 0\\11 Center. The DEIR does n t 
descnbe h 1 ' these ~, 1 rill ·be :proportionail:y as:i;igoed ro \,'mOlliS, de\r'el.opers or if · t is, expeotedl they will 
be oome by mrr oompany alone as a p~11:y d'eve]oper in the T, ,11 m Center. Given the fees, are wed! to 
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32 support sie.r.rioes, descn"bed .in t!he D - , ' to e:llfeclively imligate significant ,en,.vonmental .impacts failure 
,cmi't ·1:0 ,e,xp.lam ho\v the: fees, will. be stnrctmed and levied. iin rel.er to offse pol:enti'al :rignmcmt impacts i; -

mitiigalion by :irnoorpo:rati n into fue projeot is dulfered mitigation. 

Siinoerely 

(keg Pierron 
Pierron mpainy 
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Letter 21 – Greg Pierson 
1. The commenter requests that draft EIR Section 2.0, Summary, but updated to include a list of all 

studies developers need to complete with specification for project type and location.  

The commenter’s request is about facilitating development implementation. An EIR is not 
intended to function as a development implementation tool. As part of the CEQA process, the 
County will prepare a mitigation monitoring and reporting program for consideration by the 
Board of Supervisors prior to its deliberations to approve the project. That document will be a 
list of all mitigation measures in the EIR and the timing required for when each must be 
implemented. 

2. The commenter requests that the project description be updated to note that the project area 
contains dead trees that need to be removed to protect public safety.  

The Town Center Ordinance section 6.6.1.1 already takes this into account with the following 
requirement: 

6.6.1.1 The Spruce Grove north of Hiller and South of Railroad will be preserved as a 
buffer between the developed Town Center and the wetland preserve to the west. Prior to 
development around the trees an arborist shall provide a report on the health and viability of 
the trees. Any trees deemed hazardous or in declining health shall be removed. Trees 
approved for removal shall be replaced with like species. A minimum of 50% of the area 
containing the grove shall be retained for public open space and up to 50% may be 
incorporated into the developed environment. 

.  

3. The commenter requests changes to Figure 4-7, noting that the wetland area may not be defined 
by a straight line that represents its eastern edge.    

The boundary of the wetland area shown in the figure is illustrative as to the general intended 
location of a wetland reserve area.  

4. The commenter does not agree to being precluded from additional development in the wetland 
area where wetland mitigation is not required and existing wetlands are not present.  

Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address 
specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

5. The commenter requests that credit be received for establishing amenities within the wetland 
area.  
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The comment addresses a development implementation issue. The comment does not address 
specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

6. The commenter requests that Item 6.2, on page 6-33 of the draft EIR be modified to cross 
reference a figure that clearly shows the referenced 14-acre area. 

The information referenced in the comment is quoted from the Q-Zone Ordinance itself. The 
referenced 14-acre area is illustrated in Map 1, Zoning Map, in the Ordinance.   

7. The commenter requests that Item 6.3 on page 6-34 be modified to define which property is 
being referenced.  

The information referenced in the comment is quoted from the Q-Zone Ordinance itself. The 
reference to “property” refers to all undeveloped land that is within the Town Center boundary.   

8. The commenter requests that the monitoring schedule identified in Item 6.5.6 on page 6-34 of 
the draft EIR be modified to align with the requirements of the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. 

The information referenced in the comment is quoted from the Q-Zone Ordinance itself. This 
is part of the proposed project developed in discussions with the community.     

9. The commenter states that the status of “Potential to Occur on Project Site” for the Harlequin 
lotus should be changed in Table 6-1, Special-Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur in the 
Project Vicinity, to “present” since it has been observed within the site.  

Comment noted. Refer to draft EIR Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR, where this change 
has been made.  

10.  The commenter states that the text regarding Lake or Streambed Alterations on pages 6-22 to  
6-23 of the draft EIR should be removed since there are no lakes or watercourses in the project 
area that are jurisdictional to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  

The referenced text is included as regulatory information. It does not imply or state that there 
are lakes or watercourses within the site that are jurisdictional to this agency.   

11. The commenter states that mitigation measure 6-1, Focused Special-Status Plant Surveys, 
includes requirements that are more onerous than what is typically required. Specifically, 
requiring monitoring for species not listed under as threatened or endangered by the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) or California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the frequency 
of monitoring and reporting, mitigation ratios, and methods of assessing mitigation success.  
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CEQA Section 15380 provides guidance for what should be considered endangered, rare, or 
threatened species, including a definition of “species” (subdivision [a]), definitions of 
“endangered,” “rare,”, and “threatened” (subdivision [b]), defining state or federally listed 
species as endangered, rare, or threatened (subdivision [c]), and specifying that: (d) A species not 
included in any listing identified in subdivision (c) shall nevertheless be considered to be 
endangered, rare or threatened, if the species can be shown to meet the criteria in subdivision 
(b). Based on this definition, public agencies must address plant species that may not be listed 
under the FESA or CESA, but may nevertheless meet the definition of rare or endangered 
provided in CEQA. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife works in collaboration with 
the California Native Plant Society and with botanical experts to maintain the Inventory of Rare 
and Endangered Plants. Species listed as 1B (rare, threatened, or endangered in California and 
elsewhere) or 2B (rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere) 
meet the CEQA definition of rare or endangered. The California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife advises that impacts to plant species with a California Rare Plant Rank in the Inventory 
be disclosed by the lead agency during project review to ensure compliance with CEQA.  

Mitigation measure 6-1 requires focused special-status plant surveys for species listed as 1B or 
2B by the California Native Plant Society, consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  

If special-status plant species are identified and plants will be salvaged or seed collected and 
planted in a mitigation area, success criteria are important to determine if restoration activities 
have worked. Replanting or reseeding rare plants can be a difficult and uncertain undertaking 
depending on the species and habitat requirements. A 3:1 ratio achieved at least once over five 
years is intended to ensure that there is a reasonable expectation that the plants have been 
established in the mitigation area.  

Quarterly monitoring and reporting during Year One is intended to ensure a mitigation area 
remains suitable for plant establishment after planting/seeding efforts. Management actions in 
new mitigation areas are frequently needed, such as invasive species removal, trash removal, 
irrigation, repairs to fencing or signage, etc. 

In paragraph c, “(i.e., three plants observed in mitigation area for each plant lost from the 
project site)” is intended to be an example explanation of a mitigation ratio. Depending on the 
species and size of the mitigation area, area could be used to calculate presence. 

12. The commenter states that measures for Western bumble bee should not be included due to the 
low potential to occur. 
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The project site contains suitable foraging and nesting habitat for Western bumble bee and this 
mitigation measure remains relevant. Please also see comments from the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (Letter 25, below).  

13. The commenter states that measures for Western bumble bee should be revised to allow for pre-
construction surveys outside of the optimal flight period. 

Mitigation for special-status bumble bees is currently evolving as scientific understanding of the 
species has developed after the California Department of Fish and Wildlife identified bumble 
bee species as candidates for listing. The presence or absence of bumble bees is difficult to 
determine in suitable habitat. According to the Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species 
Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species (CDFW 2023), survey efforts should be timed during the 
Colony Active Period, when floral resources are present, ideally during peak bloom. For Western 
bumble bee, three on site surveys should take place spaced two to four weeks apart from April 
through September (pages 3 and 4, CDFW 2023).  

Please also see comments from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Letter 25, 
below). 

14. The commenter notes that the month “August” is missing from mitigation measure 6.5.  

Comment noted. Measure 6.5 has been updated in the FEIR to include the month “August”. 

15. The commenter states that nesting buffers in mitigation measure 6.5 for Nesting Birds and 
Raptors, should be revised from 50 to 1,000 feet to 50 to 500 feet.  

Measure 6.5a states, “Appropriate minimum survey radius surrounding the work area is typically 
250 feet for passerines, 500 feet for smaller raptors, and 1,000 feet for larger raptors.” The 
1,000-foot radius is referring to where surveys should take place, not nesting buffers. 6.5b states, 
“If the qualified biologist documents active nests at the project site, an appropriate buffer 
between each nest and active construction shall be established in coordination with CDFW.” 
Nesting buffers are not specified in the measure and are dependent on a number of factors, 
including species, nest location, proximity to construction activities, etc.   

16. The commenter states that CDFW does not have jurisdiction over wetlands through their LSAA 
or CESA permitting.  

As stated in Section 6.2, Regulatory Setting, CDFW is involved in all aspects of wetlands 
regulation, permitting, and mitigation in conjunction with other State and Federal government 
agencies that issue wetlands permits.  The comment is correct that CDFW does not have 
permitting jurisdiction over wetlands on this property.  This change has been reflected in Section 
3.0 of this FEIR. 
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17. The commenter states that the area north of Hiller Road will be evaluated for Sensitive Natural 
Communities (SNCs) as determined by the focused plant survey. This language is not included 
in measure 6-1.  

Comment noted. The text has been modified in the FEIR to remove, “(to be determined by the 
required focused plant survey above)” from Impact 6-7, Conclusion. Surveys and mapping of 
the Coastal dune willow - Sitka willow - Douglas spiraea thickets Shrubland Alliance do not need 
to occur concurrently with focused plant surveys, however the mitigation measure requires 
surveys to occur during the late spring/early summer when species are identifiable.  

18. The commenter states that an on-site biological evaluation already occurred in the area north of 
Hiller Road and further investigation is not needed.  

Sources of information used to prepare the Biological Resources section of the EIR are listed on 
Page 6-1. A wetland delineation was prepared for the area north of Hiller Road, however 
documentation of botanical or other biological surveys was not provided. Special-status plant 
surveys or sensitive natural community delineation or mapping have not been conducted north 
of Hiller Road.  

19. The commenter states that a biological review occurred in the area north of Hiller Road and 
Measure 6-7 should be removed. 

For purposes of preparing the EIR, a reconnaissance-level biological survey of the project site 
was conducted on July 3, 2024, to confirm conclusions stated in documents submitted and to 
document qualitative observations of plant and wildlife habitats. Special-status plant surveys or 
sensitive natural community delineation or mapping have not been conducted north of Hiller 
Road. 

20. The commenter states that mitigation measure 9-1, which prohibits installation of natural gas 
infrastructure is impractical as it limits uses like commercial kitchens and do not have all-electric 
alternatives such as emergency generators, and that the area needs to have gas infrastructure.  

As stated starting on draft EIR page 9-18, the County has elected to follow guidance provided 
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District regarding evaluating the significance of GHG 
impacts of new development. “The project will not include natural gas appliances or natural gas 
plumbing (in both residential and nonresidential development)” is one of the fundamental 
performance standards for new development identified in that guidance to reduce GHG 
emissions. This standard addresses the need to reduce associated with use of natural gas in 
buildings. Since the Q-Zone Ordinance is not intended to explicitly address GHG emissions 
issues, this requirement is included as a mitigation measure. The mitigation measure is focused 
on natural gas use in buildings. 
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21. The commenter states that the Tier 2 voluntary electric vehicle infrastructure requirements 
identified in mitigation measure 9-1 need to be defined and asks why, if the measures are 
identified as “voluntary” in the draft EIR text, they are required in the mitigation. 

The Tier 2 standards can be found in the California Green Building Standards Code-Part 11, 
Title 24. They are identified in sections associated with residential development and non-
residential development, as the requirements for each differ. The Code identifies mandatory 
measures for new residential and non-residential development and two levels, Tier 1 and Tier 2, 
that identify measures that are above and beyond the mandatory requirements. In this context, 
the Tier 1 and Tier 2 measures and not required by the Code. However, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District guidance focuses on GHG reduction measures needed in new 
development to help meet the State’s 2045 GHG emissions reduction target. Tier 2 measures are 
the most effective of the three tiers of measures at facilitating electrification of the state 
transportation fleet, which is a fundamental state strategy for achieving the 2045 reduction 
target.  

22.  The commenter asks whether developers are required to implement any of the options for 
reducing traffic noise on Railroad Avenue described on draft EIR page 11-18.  

No. The noted measures are listed to identify options for reducing traffic noise impacts on 
Railroad Drive. All were found to be infeasible. Since no traffic noise reduction options are 
required as mitigation, developers are not required to implement measures to reduce traffic noise 
on Railroad Drive.   

23.  The commenter asks whether mitigation measure 11-2 requires a noise report solely for 
residential uses and whether the mitigation measure applies to redevelopment of sites that would 
include residential uses.   

The mitigation measure applies to residential uses, as residents are considered noise sensitive 
receptors. The mitigation measure applies to redevelopment that would include new residential 
development. There are several undeveloped sites along the segment of Central Avenue within 
the project site.  

24. The commenter asks for clarification regarding the reference to “specified conditions” in the 
discussion of school impact fees under Senate Bill 50 on page 12-6 of the draft EIR, asks for the 
fee amount, and questions why the draft EIR requires the fees as mitigation if there is no school 
impact identified in the draft EIR. 

The reference to “specified conditions” is about a school district charging school impact fees 
that exceed the statutory cap in effect at the time a developer is issued a building permit – not 
about whether school impact fees must be paid by new development. All school districts levy 
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school impact fees on developers and are statutorily permitted to do so. School impact fees are 
set by local school districts. The commenter can check with the affected school districts, the 
McKinleyville Union School District and the Northern Humboldt Union High School District 
about their current fees. Fees are not uniform among school districts nor are they static. Fees are 
assessed as the time of building permits, so current fees could be higher over time as 
development proceeds within the project site.  

There is no mitigation in the draft EIR that requires payment of school impact fees, so there is 
no deferred mitigation. Payment of the fees is statutory requirement. A mitigation measure to 
require payment of these fees is not needed.  

25. The commenter states that the draft EIR is assuming that developers will pay a fire impact fee 
for a new fire station in a location to be determined that is needed to avoid a significant impact 
and suggests this is deferred mitigation.  

The draft EIR does not assume that the project will result in a significant environmental impact 
associated with fire protection services. There is no significant impact associated with fire 
protection identified in the draft EIR, so there is no mitigation that can be construed as 
deferred. If a new fire station is needed in the future to meet district wide demand for services, 
the environmental effects of constructing and operating it would be evaluated in a future CEQA 
process for that project once the station location and design are known. An increase in demand 
for public service is not the basis for determining impact significance, it is the physical 
environmental impact of constructing and operating new public facilities that may be needed to 
meet that demand that is subject to CEQA analysis.  

Payment of development impact fees of all types, including fire protection fees, is a common 
requirement, with fees due at the time a building permit is issued.  

26. The commenter asks whether or not the existing adjacent fire station would meet the increase in 
demand created at Town Center buildout.  

The EIR consultant communicated with the Arcata Fire Protection District as part of the fact-
finding process to identify if the District may need to construct new fire protection facilities in 
response to cumulative development demands over time, including the Town Center project. 
The District identified the potential need for a new fire station for that purpose. The mechanism 
is already in place for the Fire District to develop an Impact fee program. That program would 
identify the facility need and cost and establish the fee based upon those known factors. Since 
this process already exists, and there is not an immediate need for an additional station, the 
impacts of an additional station are not being evaluated in this EIR.  



Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses  2-124 EMC Planning Group 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR August 22, 2025 

27. The commenter states that if the proposed transit center is ultimately located on private 
property, purchase of the property by a public entity would first be required. This should be 
specified in the draft EIR.  

The commenter raises a development implementation question that does not address specific 
issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

28. The commenter states that the draft EIR is silent on who is paying for the transit center 
property and development. The process to fund the transit center needs to be described with 
greater certainty, otherwise, this is deferred mitigation. The transit center could be precluded if 
public funds are not identified. Passing the costs of the transit center on to the developer would 
not be appropriate or welcome.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.   

The draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of constructing and operating new 
development within Town Center per the guidance in the Q-Zone Ordinance. An EIR does not 
assess the financial responsibility for or feasibility of public or private improvements that would 
implement improvements associated with the project being evaluated. The transit center 
requirement is part of the Q-Zone Ordinance content. This should be discussed as part of the 
hearings on the Q Zone.   

29. The commenter suggests that the draft EIR states that the 14-acre area reserved for wetlands 
will serve as a passive park amenity and be subject to park fees that are to be determined. The 
commenter does not agree that park fees are required because the wetland reserve area is owned 
by the commenter and the commenter is providing the amenity. The commenter states that he 
should be given credit against fees for any reserved area the commenter provides that is not 
required for wetland mitigation. 

The draft EIR does not state that the wetland reserve is “subject to park fees that are to be 
determined.” The draft EIR makes no representation about obligations to pay park and 
recreation fees related specifically to this component of the proposed project.   

Refer to the response to comment #28 above. Developers who provide public benefit 
commonly request that the benefit derived be off set by a reduction in applicable development 
impact fees. A developer and local agency typically negotiate development impact fee reduction 
questions at the time a project is proposed. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    
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30. The commenter notes that any biological mitigation measures that are removed as a result of the 
commenter’s input should also be deleted from Section 18.0, Cumulative Impacts.  

Comment noted. No biological resources mitigation measures have been removed.  

31. The commenter states that the Q-Zone Ordinance is unclear about whether balconies facing the 
street are allowed and whether roll-up doors to enclose indoor-outdoor eating areas or similar 
uses are allowed. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. The draft EIR includes a summary of the Q-Zone Ordinance in 
Section 4.0, Project Description. This should be discussed as part of the hearings on the Q 
Zone. 

32. The commenter states that the draft EIR does not describe how development fees and costs will 
be apportioned among the multiple developers that will build out the Town Center and that 
since fees are being described in the draft EIR as mitigation for significant impacts, failure to 
include this description is deferred mitigation. 

Refer to responses to comments #25 and #28 above.  
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deveklpme •. I • so po:siiiiortS ilhe COfflllilllrtity to sec;ure ex e,mal ndmg a di ca atyze investmem • 

val es a d ' e eywl • Comm unity !a . 

6) Fu • • emiore, we Lr.rrg;e the Co nty o rrevise • e proj;e , •• a1tl:e:rn.aiiive(s) to, • s. on • e 
re-vifa.1iz;atio1i11 of ,existingI um:le:Ntilizied ieommereial parcels w i ·n • e dev. c;pedl own C.e er 

otprm· rather · 811 i ce.n·· • -i 91 we· a di . ,o is ,eJ11d. we propose• M1e adldi:tr.o of a Vaca:rtey 
Tax ll ncelilti've. wruch wouk!: 

;ii ll'mpos.e• ai modest vac.alil;e.y m . on commerctal prope es • • un ased or un ocoo ·ec1 f:o:r 
mi»e • 811 siix oc se.cuiirve mo hiS, exc d'in.-g I.hose Lr.ndeJTQoi'ng a,oove. permitting. 
rremova.oo . or com m n'ity-serving Lr.se; 

·• Generate lfE!imresttnelil1i: ·funds. for small b. s· ess sLrppo:rt. fagade improvements, a di 
in;:erim ,co:mm1J i;y uises; 

•• Crrea1te ·fililalilcia.1 pre.s.:sure on properly own ers 'o offer re' islic ase , tes s.nd u· .e 
ex· ting space p,rtDd ct ively,; 

•• IIR!emove-1h.e• need to, d'e-velo1p o:n sensitive environmental areas. • c ng Ute· more• 
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• an s· acres. ofwetl'a d's i U n· • proposed for fil l; and 6 
,aon't • Advariu:e key goal s of the McKinleyville Community Pia rm, i:nd'uding romm e:J1Cia l 

rrevii:.a aticm s:nd the p.reserva:lio o rural w 1hara , e:r and rural a;ssets . 

.As. tne be w :sfg;ned mesm bers a~ Tr.ans • cKi leyi.· i □e , we• LI.rge • e Co. nty to rev ise the 
project acocrdi:ngly ·o ireffe , • Ute• ,commu:nrtys visioll a di val. es. 

s· cerely. 

Seven s.a· T oma.s, Pennru:rur rtst. ranSJ.oo 
1 11fl5 Peri - Rdl. , t. eywl ·. CA 9551!9 

lirudy omas. IP • • • ran.5[ ·cm 
111fl5 Peri - Rid., • 

Jess· . Bowles SD Pare.n· 
641 .. - i □e CA Q5'5 

Kelley Gs:rrett, E iViro mental n.ner 
23ll0 Bryall ·. M 'Kin )'\'iile CA 95 1 Q 
Li d'.a 'ays., ibrary Assistant . umboldt County library 

omeow,ner • Mc!Kin y.ii'lle 

Santis 
resident since .2.CI . Humboldt County reside.n • si oe 19 . 

.avecres Ave W:!·. Mc'Kin )'Vi lle CA 955 19 

itch IR,ejij 

194!5 .avecres Ave u:e•. Mc'Kin )'Vi lle CA 955 19 
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Letter 22 – Transition McKinleyville 
1. The commenter suggests evaluating a “Community-Based Alternative 3” that would retain much 

of the open-space parcel behind Safeway as open space as a civic park to better reflect alignment 
with the Community Plan and avoid conflicts posed by Alternatives 1 and 2 in the draft EIR.  

The comment does not specify how much of the open-space parcel referenced is proposed as a 
civic park. As such, it is assumed that the area west of Safeway and north of Hiller Road is being 
proposed. Draft EIR Section 20.3, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, includes several 
alternatives whose more detailed analysis in the draft EIR was considered by the County, but 
where the need for a detailed analysis was rejected. One of these was open space. This 
alternative would have protected the project site (the undeveloped portion of the site west of 
Safeway). The rationale for not evaluating this alternative idea in detail is described on page 20-6 
of the draft EIR. 

It is unclear on what basis the commenter suggests that there are conflicts associated with having 
evaluated Alternatives 1 and 2 as described in the draft EIR. No such conflicts are identified in 
the comment. Alterative 1, No Project, is a mandated alternative to be evaluated under CEQA. 
It considers impacts of developing the site under existing zoning in the absence of guidance 
provided in the Q-Zone Ordinance. Alternative 2, Reduced Project Scale, was evaluated as a 
basis to avoid a significant unavoidable impact of the project (traffic noise on Railroad Drive). 
An alternative must avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant impacts 
identified for a proposed project.  

2. The commenter asks that the current project alternatives be reworked to prioritize the safety and 
wellbeing of the community-especially children. Phased development is recommended to be 
coordinated with phased safety improvements on Central Avenue and Railroad Drive, 
particularly for school children, including those that will be transferred to the existing school site 
in the Town Center in 2026.  

Refer to the response to comment #15 in Letter 10 regarding the basis for crafting alternatives 
considered in an EIR.  

The comment does not provide specificity as to what safety improvements are being 
recommended. Therefore, it is unclear how the alternative concept proposed differs from the 
proposed project. The bicycle and pedestrian features of the Q-Zone Ordinance are designed to 
improve connectivity and walkability within Town Center, including through improvements 
proposed as part of the road diet design for Central Avenue. Those improvements are, in 
significant part, intended to slow traffic and improve bicycle and pedestrian safety on Central 
Avenue as is suggested in the comment.  
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The draft EIR does not identify that potential impacts to bicycle or pedestrian safety will occur 
with implementation of the Town Center project. Consequently, there is no CEQA basis for 
examining the type of alternative being suggested by the commenter. If the commenter is 
suggesting that the Q-Zone Ordinance content be modified to address the noted concerns, refer 
to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1.  

3. The commenter suggests that the Town Center boundary be expanded to extend proposed 
Central Avenue road diet features (street calming measures that include raised crosswalks, bulb-
outs, separated pedestrian and bike pathways, street furniture, public art, landscaping, pocket 
parks, etc.) from Anna Sparks to Murray Avenue.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

4. The commenter requests that the proposed Town Center Ordinance be amended to expand the 
allowable civic uses within MU1: Mixed-Use (Urban) to allow urban agriculture, community 
gardens, public parks, civic plazas, civic infrastructure for pop-up business, and 
cultural/recreational civic spaces. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

5. The commenter asks that the Town Center Ordinance be amended to include the development 
and implementation of a Strategic Arts and Economic Development Plan—with dedicated 
components for Arts, Culture, and Local Economic Development. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

6. The commenter urges the County to revise the project alternative(s) to focus on the 
revitalization of existing underutilized commercial parcels within the developed Town Center 
footprint, rather than incentivizing wetland fill. To this end, we propose the addition of a 
Vacancy Tax Incentive that would impose a modest vacancy tax on unleased/occupied 
commercial properties, generate reinvestment funds, create financial pressure to offer realistic 
lease rates, remove the need to develop on sensitive wetlands, and advance key goals of the 
Community Plan.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with the 
analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.     
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To w.'.l:mm U may concern. 

Fir t off,. a big thank you to those who ha,;; e taken theilr time and ,energy to put 
together a draft pfan for our tm'll'rt center area. 

We hav,e some suggestions regardmg the ckhtley'\ ille Commuruty Plan that 
address. conceJns raised by The . .Jckinleyville Conmmnity · •. ervioos District as 

w ell a.s otlier comn11JLmity n1emlbers regarding the, reconfiguration of CentraID. 

Avenue through tmvn h1 an effort to crnate a mo.re bicycle and pede"'triian 
friendly tm'\Tln oenter that .ilsn' t dominated by the biquitous auto.nw!bile .. 

The Sen.does. Dlstdct appa1;ently has important water inf.rastn1ctulie b m.rred 

beneath. Central Avenue nnutlng both parallel and perpendicular to the .roadway. 

Trus hlfra "'tructime can,. and does:, occa ionally need .maintenance. The1;e is also 
the possibility of needing to rnpface some of it th.at would require the ,exca,;; ation 

of the roadway. 

Many are concerned about ''botd.enecks" in town .from the ,elinll!!iination of a lane 

fill ,each di.rectilon. 

We hav,e an idea J1:.egarding the .roadway, traffic calming ideas, and also the 

!intersection. at Murray and Central. 

Murray Road aind Central Avenue .ils a prime candidate for a "round about". This 

iinrersection is h ea" .filly used and is a bottleneck at cri tilcal times. of day. Keeph1g 
the traffic movh1g thern w ould inljprove Mckmleyville' flow of traffic 

&.egaJiiding Ceill!itral Avenue .. We drh ,e down H street in Eme • a \"lill:h. --om.e 

regular:ilty and ilt oorurred to us that H "'tr,eet in Eureka is a good model for 
Central Av,enue. Reduce the width of the four lanes. to \•vhat,e\ er i rea "Ona le m 
the engineers view and change the peed .llinilt to 31) mph wilth a p ossibre 25 .mph 

fill the town center area. With. the additional roadway available from mdudng 

mane wiidth create a bicycle lane on the West side of the road,. po"'sibly eparated 
by so.me type of obstacle, to g:iiv,e a sense of safety .. At 30 .11uph. people arn nwre 

able to be n1lindfiu.l of pedestrian"' and top for cro.,"h1g . Reducing roadway 
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c.on't. 

width and the peed lhnit would cahu the whole truing down from it"'. curr1e11t 
"buzz'' .. 

In rnga1xls to cro"'s.ings,, perhaps one or t\vo .morn of the .!lfilashing c:ros"'h1g0 

(possibly e,,i en at :roundabouts , would also help to ma~e Central Ave. a sailer 

strnet and more use.:r friendly to pede"'tdans. 

Smcerely,, 

Douglas. and Mkhele Kan111prath. 
Mckmilleyville residents on Bfil~e Rd. 
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Letter 23 – Douglas and Michelle Kamprath 
1. The commenter notes that the Murray Road and Central Avenue intersection is a prime 

candidate for a roundabout. 

Comment noted. Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address 
specific issues with the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    

2. The commenter states that H Street in Eureka is a good model for Central Avenue.  

Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. The comment does not address specific issues with 
the analysis in the draft EIR. No further response is required.    
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o: John , o rd 

Director of Plann ing & u ildl ing 
County of !Humboldt 

015 H St reet Eureka , CA 95 01 
jfordl@co. hum bo I dt.ca. us 

Re: Comment s o n the Draft nvironmentol Impact Report of the 

McKinl'eyvifle Town Center . oning Am,endment !SCH 202403nn) 

We are a g1 oup of ooncem ed McKin leyvi lle residents, hom eowners, permacultu ists, 
envi ronm enta l professionals, reti rees, and business owners. We submit t hese 
comm ents to express our g rave cone.er s about t e integ rity, lega lity, and ali m ent 
w it h com m uni values ohhe McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Am endm ent and its 
Draft Envi ron m enta l Im pact epo t ( EIR). The plan nin g process h as been 
com promised by confl icts of interest, m isuse o publ ic resources:., and a unda m en a I 
d,epartu e f om t he vision a t icu lated in t he McKin leyvi lle Com m un ity Plan (MCP)1, 
w hic , in concert w ith t he Hum boldt County General Plan, com prises t he General 
PI an for t he Mc Kin leyville com m u nity. 

The DEIR re ram es t he purpose of the MC P's placem aking1 Town Center Ordinance 
- from f-oste ·ng a vibrant, civic-oriented center t hat en ances ru al oommun1ty 
c aracter and p rovides t h e com m u ni w it h increased social, civic, and recreatio nal 
oppoirtun it ies-to p rom ot1ng1 "a higher density of esid,ent ial u its to support a 
com m ercial core" pEIR p.116-15). 

Mega-housi gas a economic d river 1s certa in ly not a gioal o t he Town Center 
Ord inance. The project proposed wi • t • is DE i R is an expedited plan o r thousands 
of housi ,g un ·ts w it mini te1rraI a1pproval onlty and wit h no architectura l standards 
to protect and en hance our ru ral c aracter. It prom ises little-to-no new p ub lic open 
space, fa ils to address or analyze gilari ,g pedest ian safety and accessibility issues 
w ithin t he Town Genter bou ndaries (e.g. lack of sidewa lks on Gwin Rd ), and fa ils to 
create any sigin ificant new social, c iv ic, o rec eational oppo unit ies: fo our 
com m u nity. ow does t irs project reflect oom m un ity place m a ing1? 

The DEIR's sh ift in proj ect purpose m is ,ep ,esents t he act ual roj ect pur ose, 
na ovvs alte rn at ives, and m isleads t he pub lic. In County o Inyo v City o Los Angeles, 

71 Ca l. App. 3d 185 (7977), t he Cou t of A ppeals of Ca li omia stated repeated ly t hat ' an 
accurate, s-tab e, and fi ite project description is t he sine qua on of an inform ative 
and legally sufficient EIR" (emphasis added). This DEIR fa ils t h at test. 
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II. CIEQA Vi,o lations a1nd IEnvironmentall D@fid@ndes 

A. Defident Alternatives Analys1·s 

The DEIR u nlawfu lly exc ludes any p eservation- ocused alternativ1e for t he Town 
Center's last m ajo r open spaoe (AP 510-13.2-031). No r,ed uced- oot pri nt , open s ace., 
o c iv·c park alte rn at ives we estudied, d espite t hei clea r pote t ial to reduoe 
significa nt environm enta l im pacts. 

This omission v iolates CEQA Guidelirnes §15126.6, w hic require ,evaluat ion of 
reasonable alternatives. In Lou.rel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the 
UniversityofColifornia {1988) 47 Ca l.3d 376, t he Ca li o n ia Sup rem e Court 
em p hasized t a d iscussion of alte r at ives is cent ral t o CEQA co pl ianc,e_ 

The County's rej ection of a ar o r hybrid altern at ive, claim in · it doesn t m eet proj ect 
obj ectives, is circular and un lawful. Indeed, t he MCP "Requ ire [s] t he dedication of 
open and r,ecreat ion spaces as part of the approva l of m ajor subd ivisions and ot her 
sign· 1cant developm ent p oj ects" (MC P, p. 2). The project objective sh ould have 
incorporated t h is eq ui em ent o r ope • and recreation spaces. A park o hyb id 
alte rn at ive wou ld have been oonsistent w it h an objective t hat ali ed w it h t he MCP. 

B. F,a·Iure t!O Asse s Oumulative lmpac, 

The DEIR proposes dev elopm ent of t he last rem ain i g 40-acre g een s ace in 
McKinleyvil le's urban core, :yet fails to analyze its cum u lat ive loss in t he context of: 

• Wet land dest uction; 
• Sensit ive at u al Com m u nity loss; 
• Tree canopy and b iodlv,ersity reduct ion; and 
• Disappearance of oom m unity g r,een infrast ructure. 

Under OEQA §15130, suc cu m u lat ive losses m ust be a alyzed wne im pacts are 
' cum ulat ively co silderable." 
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C. Improper Piecemear1ng1 

The DEIR and Appendix B- t he Ord inance, pro · ose wetland m it igation in 
ant ici at ion of fut ure, undefi ned proj ects. Th is is a t ext book case of CEQA 
piecemealin g1-t he prohibited segm entation of p oj ects to avo id fu ll environm ental 
eview. It allows m it igation before any develop ent proposa l is d isclosed or assessed. 

Add it ional ly we echo DEi comments provided to the County by t he Coa lit ion for 
Res ons"b!e Transportat ion P iorities (CRTP) and the Envi on m enta l Protect ion 
In ormat ion Center 1(EPIC) : "If the county intends ~o const ruct the [DEIR Appendix E] 
tra 1c study's r,ecom m ended inf rastructure changes, t hen t hey are dearly part of the 
'project' for C EQ,A. purposes .... The county must t herefore e ither clearly comm it not to 
canst uct t h e traffic study's eoom m ended in rastructu e changres, or m ust assess 
t hem in t he El R." (Lett,er dated May 7, 2025, available at t • ,e following lin k: 
https://t ran spo rtation p ri orities.o rgA,yp-co nte nt/u p I oa ds/2025/0S/Com ments-on-Town 
-Center-DEIR-Apiri l-2025.pdf.)1 

CEQA Guidel ines §1I5003(hJ and §15378 requ ire eva luatio a t he ''whole oft e action .. ' 
Laurel Heights r,eiterated t hat inte dependent actions ust be eva luated togethe r. 
The County cannot separate mit igation from fut ure dev,elopm ent proposa ls simply to 
expedite approval. 

D. Conflicts wi~h .Adopted Plan 

The DEIR fa ils to d isclose or analyze i m any inconsistencies w ith t he MCP and 
um boldt County Genera l Plan, v iolating CEQA G.uidelines §1512S{d)1. These 

inconsistencies in d ude: 

• E.liminat ion o m ore t han 6 acres o wet lands protect,ed by MC Sections 2601, 
2602, and 3422; 

• Pemova l of t he Wetlands Com bini ,g Zone overlay; 
• R,ede I it io o "wet lands ' using a newthree-par-amete test not adopted in 

t he MCP; and 
• E. ect ive abolis ment o t he MCP-m andated Town C,enter esi • n Review 

Com m in ee (Section 2642). 

B,y p resum ing t hat t he EIR proposed zoning chan es wi ll be adopted to rem ove a 
"Wet la d Com bining Zone" overlay and t hat a p:roposed, future am endm ent of t he 
MCP to der,egiu late one- • ram et,er wet lands w il l occu r, t he Ord inance violat,es 
Ca lifo rn ia Government Gode §6.5860, m anda ing zoning ord inance consistency wit h 
t he General Plan ti.e. MCP). (In County of Amadon-: El Dorado County Water .Agency 
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(7 999)1 76 Ca t App.4t h 9371, t he 001..J t em p hasized t hat C EQA requires envi ron m en a I 
eview to be barsed on a exist ingi, ad opted ge • ,erarl p lan, not on speculative futu re 

am end m en s..) 

Commun ity Co text From t he MCP Section 2600: "The protection and enh ancem ent 
o t he com m llnity's ru ra l q ualit ies w it h in t he Urban Developm ent Area is a priority 
w it h t his Plan. Stream s, str,eamside m anagem ent a eas, wetlands, open spac.es, 
recr,eatio • al areas and p arks accessible to the ub lic at large are identified as 
eatu reswhich ,en hance t he rural q ualit ies w it in ou com m u nity. The com m lln ity 

has a history o protecting t hese features, and t is Plan conta ins policies intended to 
carry t h is t rad it ion orward to t he next g'eneration . As t he commun ity g rows, t hese 
• eatu res w ill de liver a higihe r quality o life to its reside ts." 

Ill. IP'rn,cess !Failures and Public IP'.articipat io,n Barriers 

A. Inadequate Pulblk Process 

In Septem ber 20lr9, lann ingi Director F:ord proposed t hat t he McKinley-ville Mun icipal 
Advisory Com m ittee (M MAC) take t he lead in shaping1 t he Town Genter Oird i ance, 
at her t han conven in g a broade com m u nity-based wo k ing giroup. The MMAC 

acc.epted t his ro le, posit ioning itself as bot h a public advisory body and a key d river o 
o d ina ce co te t. Th is consolidatio o ro les b ill red lines between commun ity 
epresentat ion and policy aut horship, redlJcing opportun it ies or w ider public 

pa t icipat ion and col laborative design . 

At t he GolJnty's behest t he MMAC later a pointed itself as t he Town Center • esign 
Review Com mittee, violat ingi MCP Section 2'642, Policy 7, wh iich ca lls for t he format ion 
o a ad hoc Design Review Com mittee. (See also, p. A-6, ~Desi n Stand ard s 
Com m ittee.") Th is consolidation of autho s!h ip ancl oversight i,s a cl ear procedura l 
co · fl ict of interest and u ndermines pu blic trust and transparency. 

Add it iona I ly, t he EI R's release was m a rk,ed by: 

• Failur,e to an alyze the 2020 Town Center Survey r,esuits; 
• Failure to post o r public ize p roject deve opm ent m eetin gs in an aocessib le, 

t im ely m anner; 
• Failur,e to u date t he pmjectwebsite w it h cur ent d ocum ent at ion; 
• Failur,e to m ake t he electiron ic d ocum ent ead ily navig1able th rollglh t he use of 

hyperli nks, e.91" i t he Tab le of Contents, tab le and 1g1..J e re erences, and other 
internal a d exte nal re ere noes; a d 

• Failur,e to m ake hard copies o t e l ,0 00+ p age EIR ava ilable loca l ly. 
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ese are not m i 
and . a spa rrency. 

t eyvio at re oE · ~ •s m andate for public pa rtic·pat ion 

Give t he lengt and h ig ~ trectm ica I nat ure of t he D a EI~ and its profound 
im plk·ations fo t he futu rre of Mc K [ teyvi 11 uest t hat t he public oom me t 
p,eriod be e>:trendred by at least 601, a d preferably 90, add it i,o al days. urt morre, at 
leastt rere wen- ublic-i~ed p ublic meet ings s ou~ be he~ i McKin leyvil~e du ri g 
t Ms e'. e ,ed p,elriod. Thes-e m eet ings must schoou~ed at w rted t i mes a d days . o 
ensu re b' oad aceessi ility and should include parrticipatiol'l from members. of the 
Plan i g an Build i g Commissio as ~ II as t e aut hors of t e Dra • EIR and 

-Zone reg ulatio s. These re ese tatives must be availab e a d P' epared • o 
eng age d irect ly Wh • ubl"c uest io sand concerns. ocess 'lith 
only a 45-d ay comment period and m i i mal pu lie e gagement un e m [ es 
t ans · arericy a d • ea ingful pa t·cipation. 

B., Unde mocratik: A:P;proVi • 1 Proce s 

'Sectio 4 . . of t e DEi~ p oposes t hat fut ure roject a rovals be m iniste( a issue 
so ely by he Pia t1 ing Di recto ·t .eemed "'substantia I ly co iste " wii t t he 
Q-Zone reg ulatio s an t his DEIR. This elim i a es m1el ight by the Pia ning 
Commission an Board of Super-visors, bypasses pubric hea ·ngs, an gives. overly 
broad disc etio ary power to a u ec ed official. Such m in·sterial a proval 
circumvents t he de ocrnt ic p rocess and emove:s any eg al recourse for re-si ,e t s. 
For example, a large sing Ire-use stru:ctu re (sur as a m assivre data crenter or co:rpo' atre 
com plex) oou Id be a proved beh in ·Safeway w it o pub LC i put,, ev,en if 
inconsistem wiith t e MCP, as long as t he Plan i g Dtrecto deems it subst amia I ly 
consistent " wit h the Q-2:o e regulat ions a d the DEi R. Thils f ra m ewo k must be 
re· ected an r laced v it ro urSt. fP1J b l ic ove sig • . 

II [ Con~lk:t ,of ln te1r,e:s.t a1rnd Etlhica1I Brea,ches 

• I 2020, developer G (:!oQ Pierson pub I icly confirmed a ,quid pro, quo ag ree m em 
w it h thre County. acoept i g increase us[ g in exc angre fo' devefopme t 
righ. s. Such arrange • ems m ust be d isdc,sed un .e CEQA a d government 
eth ics equi eme s. 

• I 2023, Mischa 'Sehl. r z cond uc. a • v,.iet la d assressments o pa eel AP 
sm•-132-0131 us·ng C-0urn:y fun s, after prevfou,S)y asses ·ng t e si te for Pierson 
in 2019 and 2021. Th is ,ual m le creates a serious corifirnct of in terest and erodes 
t he, in tegr it,yof hie .analysi s.. Add it ionally , hie use of taxpayer dollars o na c,e 

st udies t hat ultim ately support pniva,tJ •• d velopm :nil g,oal's especjally whe 
t hose goals involve erwiro m e t al • egr.ad t io:n [like filling wre I s]-ca be 
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construed as a m isallloc-ati,on of p'Ublic f;unds. CEQA requi es t hat 
environm enta l review be pub ·c-serving, not a subsidy for private 1ain. 

• The Cou ty solic ited p rivatie fu n d in -1 fo r t he D IR from ent it ies w it h a fi n an da I 
inter,est in t he proj ect. CEQI\ requires environm enta l reviiew to be 
independent and free om undue influence. 

1111 .. Overdevelo,pm ,ent, IH0,usi rn,g1 Policy Fa1illur,es, and Commun ity 

Chara,cter Confilicts 

The proposed project wou ld incr,ease McKi leyvi lle's population by up to 6,122 
residents., represent ing growth in exces of 3.5%. W hile ou com m u nity supports 
addit ional housing (pa t icu larly, affordable housing)1, such a d -stic increase 
t hreatens to ove w helm exist ingi in rastructure, intensify tra -1c and public services 
burden , and i revocablya lter McKinleyvil le's rural characte . Th e EIR itse 
ack ,owl edges t hat a R,educ.ed Proj ect Scale alte native would m eet t he project 's 
core obj ect i\oles w ith significant liy ewer env iron m ental oonsequences. An alternative 
w it h t he density o t he Reduced Project Scale, or w it h even lower density, m ust be 
adopted in p lace o t he Pro o:sied Project if t his proj ect irs to rem ain consi,stent w ith 
t he MCP and CEQA's m andate to m i -im ize envi on m enta l -a m . 

In tandem w ith exoessi¥e gi ovvt , t he DEIR and proposed o rd in ance al low for 
buillding hei"ghts ,of up to, four sto111ies in a eas of t he Town Center, inc luding 
adj acent to res idential n,ei,ghbo hoods. This irs incom patib le wit h McKin leyv·11e's 
low-rise ru al aesthet ic and t he MC P's policy fram ework em phasizing m od,est , 

uma -scaled developm ent . l o protect oommunitycharacter, b uildingi he ights 
shou ld be capped at tlluee st01ri"e (30 feet) across al l zones in t h e l ow Cente, w it h 
any addit ional ei -1ht subj ,ect to robust d irscretionary review. 

Mo eover, despite placing new housing nea r j obs, transit, and civic am en it ies, t he 
DEIR fai l to require a1ffordabJe hou ing, wit h a parent ly no p lan for such ousing 
apart rom up to SO se ior u nits t ied ~o t -,e Li e Plan um boldt proj ect . lih is om ission 
rep resent s a m i,ssed opportunity t o m eet urgent loca l needs and prom ote equity and 
d" ersity. At least 25% of a1II new hous·ng1 units m ust be deed-restricted a o rdable to 
low- and ve:ry-1,ow-income houselholds in perpetu ity. lnclusionary zoning or a 
com parable affordability re ui em ent m ust -e added to t he Q-Zone ord inance to 
ensu e t hat gi owth is inc lusive and esponsive to our com m unity's needs. 
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v. .. Flawed Techniicam Anallyses 

A. Tr.affic and \il'ehide Mile Tra,velled (VMT)r 

The D El R t a 1c st udy uses outdated t ravel patter s and i • o res known sh i d ue to 
t he closur,e of Mo ris Elementary School and t he relocat ion of students t o a school 
site w ithin t he i;own Center by Fall 2026. 

A lso, we echo t he CRTP and EPIC oom ments of May 7, 2025, as o llows: The • El R's 
VMT analysis assum es per capita t avel at 5-20%of county avera 1e:s--an implausib ly 
low figure. It ·· a ils to account for induced t ravel o r loca I va ri atio n, e ly i I on a mode I 
i nse sit ive to land use oontext. 

B. w :etlands and Natural Communitie 

• Figu ,e 4 -5 of tlhe D JR (page 4 -15)1 depicts p roposed bike paths t h rough 
d esig nated Wetland Restoration (W R) a eas. While we support m ult im odal 
infrastructure, t hese proposa l risk ecolo • ica l harm . The D IR ai ls to assess 
t he im pacts of these bike paths and t o requi e en orceable mit igat ion 
strategies. 

• The DE.I fa ils ~o assesst ,e impact o chang in I the MC 'swet land defi nit ion 
rom a one-param eter to a t hree-param eter test. This change could exclude 

70% of cu rent ly prot ected wet lands w ithout a · y environmenta l impact 
analysis-a d i ,ect CEQA vio lat ion. 

• The DE.JR describes ••p otection and Conservation o Wet land Areas' in 
Appendix B-t e O d inance, McKinleyv111e Town Center Q-Zone 
R,egu lat ions--and states wetla d s w il l be conserved through on-site 
p otect ion a • d t h oug1h ret,ocotion and replacem,en:t of wetlands to an area 
of A P 5710 -132-031 t hat lies just east of McKinleyville Aven ue (Map l -Zoning1 
Map). The Ord i na nee fa ils to ac know1edge t h at sa id a ct ion is in confl ict w it h 
MCP policies t hat protect wetlands ro m ,ew developm ent. 

• Furt lhe more, the area of APN 510-7!32-03,7 proposed · or wetland m it igat ion 
wo u Id expose t he proposed resource to u a coe pta ble lev,e Is of ma dsi de runoff 
and sig nificantly reduced wetla d buffer a eas as com pared to exist ing 
cond it ions-greatly co promisin,g t he function and va lue of sa id mit igation. 
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VII. Community-Ori,ented Allt ,e1rnatives aind IP'o licy So,llutions 

A. P1re erve the Open Space as a Civic Park. 

Reta in APN 5lO-1C32-03,l as a civic park w ith nature t ra ils and pass1Ve recreation 
infrast rnctur,e. This wou ld honor t he MC P's ca l l to protect wetlands w hile p ovid ing1 a 
generationa l opportunity to create a public g r,een spaoe in the Town Center co e. Th is 
al ,ern at ive avo ids policy conf licts and legal iss,ues posed :Y t he DEi sA e rn at ive 
and Alternative 2. 

B. Expa,nd the ~own Center Boundary w iithin ·t lhe Highway Right.-of-Way 

Extend t he Town Cente boundary along Cent al Avenue rom A nna Sparks to Murray 
Avenue using street ca l m i g , b i -e/ped pat hways, bulb -outs, pocket parks, art 
installations., and flex ib le public-use zones. Such an altern at ive wou ld allow fo a 
comp ehensive expansion of opportunity fo com m u nity social and recreatio:nal 
acc,ess benefittin,g t he town's ent ire oom m e d al co e ut ilizing j ust t he County's old 
state higi way right -of-way. The h ighway right-of-way is as m uch as 40' in p laoes as 
m easured from t he top-of-curb and outward away from t he street. 

C .. R:evise AHowab1le Civic Use in MUl 

A m end t he Q-Zone Ord inanoe to p riorit i]je t he · al lowing as civic uses in t he Mi)Cled 
Use (Urbanj zoning: 

• Urban a,gticultu re and com munity ardens; 
• Civ ic pop-up business infrast ructure; and 
• Civ ic plazas and cu ltural spaces. 

These low-im pact c ivic uses enhance livab ility and are ent ir,ely consistlent w it h t he 
intent o m ixed-use m n ing1, wh ich is to c 1eate I iv,e ly, ped estria n-frie d ly a eas t h at 
integrate esidential, comm ercia l, and civic f unctions. 

o,. Adopt a Stil'ategic Arts. & Economic Deveilopmen t Pllan 

,-;o ensur,e t he long-term vita lity, identity, and eoonomic resilience of t he McKinleyvill,e 
Town Center, we recom m end t hat t he Town Center Ord inance be am ended to 
include t he development and im plem entation o a Strategic A ts and Eco om ic 
Develop ent Pia -wit h d edicated com po ents or Arts, Cu lture, and Loca l 
Economic Developm ent . l h is plan shou ld be adopted as a foundation al e lem ent o 
t he l awn Cent,er's civic r-a m evv-o rk, guid ing future public and private invest m ents in 
com m u nity arts, p ub lic spa,oe act ivation, loca l enterprise support , and cultu ra l 
ident ity. 
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Such a p lan should: 

• Support local artists, m a ets, cu tural spaces, and p lacem al<in 1; 

• Encourage adaptive reuse of vacant bu ild ings: 
• Prom ote t he lntegiration of p ub lic art into in rastructure desig n; and 
• Support cl imate res ilience and susta inable develo m ent strallegiies. 

A.Strateg ic Arts and Economic evelopm ent Plan wou ld strengthen McKinleyville's 
ident ity as a d ist inct , rural, and creative com m unity, st im u late local economic 
g rovvth, and enh anoe t he l ivabi li o t he -r;own Center t rough public en a 1em ent , 
cultura l program ming, and local b usiness developm ent . It wou ld also posit ion t he 
com m u nity to secure external un cling and catalyze investm ent consistent w it 
com m u nity va lues and t he McKinl,eyville Com m u nity Pia 

E. lmple:ment a Vacarncy Tax lnce:ntiive 

To prom ote in 11 1 dev,elopm ent and r,educe pressure on undeveloped open spaces: 

• Im pose a m odest vacancy tax on u nde rut i I ized commercia I p opert i es; and 
• Reinvest proceeds in fat;ade im p rovem ents and sm all business suppo t . 

This would pr,essu e landowners to lower un rea l istic lease rates and reduce 
speculation, and it wou ld re ocus the proj ect to support revitali.zation of existing 
u nderut i lized commercia l parcels w it hin t he developed Town Center ootprint , rather 
t han incent ivizingi wetland fi ll. 

F. Pede:stirr an Sa1f:ety .Alternatives a t Centra1I Avenue 

A lternatives m ust be developed to m eet t he Town Center p urpose and needs., w hich 
include pedest ian sa ety i:lit Central Avenue cross ings. Th e McKi leyvi lle Gommun ity 
Services District as raised significant conoe rns that m ay p eclude a "road d iet on 
Gentral Avenue due to t heir need to se vice m u nicipa l wate /sewer in rastruct u e, 
w hic requi ,es access to t he m id oenter-of-st reet "m ains" and closure o adjacent 
lanes. Per aps such an issue oould be m inim iZ!ed by rea ligning Cent al sue t h at 
sa id in rastructure is situated u nd,er ,eit her t he no th bound or t he southbound lane 
(rather t • an mid-st reet)- al I owin g fo r servici ng of faci I it i es fro m outside t e I an e (s, o 
traffic and m in im iz ing t ra - 1c obst ructions. A. soft-bu ild using tem porary 
infrastructure and quick-b ui ld tech niques such as thos,e t hat ·11 soon be 
implem ented on iller Avenue cou ld be em ployed as a trial-run alte rnative. 
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VIIII .. IRequested Corrective Actfons 

We respect u lly u r • e H um boldt Coun to: 

1. R1eject t he curr,ent DEi Rand the Q-Zone ord inance as incom pl,ete and lega lly 
defic ient. 

2. R1eject t he wetland f ill and t he proposed rede 1n it ion of wetland w it hin t he 
Town Center. 

3 P r,oh i b "t any wet land m • i gation t h at wo u Id reduce t he funct ion and va I lJe o 
exi1st ing wetlands wit hin t he lown Genter. 

4l. Wiithdraw t he proposa l fo m inisterial approva l, and reinstate pl1blic hearin :s. 
5. R1ei , sta11e an independent, stakeholder-based Town Genter esi n Rieview 

Com m inee. 
6. Disclo,se all con:slJ ltant actual or potential confl icts o interest relat,ed to t his 

prooess. 
7. Disclo1se all Town Center d,eve loper/p oper owner com municatio ns w it h t he 

County re lated t o t his p rocess. 
B. Align t he project pl1rpos,e w it t e MC P's obj ective to foste a vib rant, 

c iv ic-oriented town center that enhances rura l com m u nity character and 
provides t he com m u · lty w ith inc eased soc ial, civic, a • d rec reational 
o ppo rtlJn it ies. 

9. Extend t he pub lic review pe • od 'Or t he DE I R by at lea st 60, and r,e era b ly 90, 
addit ional days. 

W. Initiate a p ub lic process to evise t he Q-Zo ne Reg ulations to ens,u ,e t hat t hey: 
o reserve key open spaces, 
o R,evita lize exist i g1 com m ercial par,oe ls, 
o Ali w it h t he MCP's ru ra I c aracter and eco I og i cal p ri orit ies, 
o ,eq u ire t hat at least 25% of any new h ousi n units be deed-r,est ri cted 

a ordable to low- and very-low-incom e ho useholds, and 
o Incorporate pedestrian safety at Central Aven ue c rossings. 

111. Initiate a new, f ully i dependent E.I w it h meaningfu l ublic participatio n and 
review. 

Thank yo u or your w ork on t h ·s p roject and for your considerat ion o f ou r 

comments. 
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Sincere ly; 

K!elley Garrett (kelleybrookgarrett@gmaiI.com). 2 90 Bryan d McKin leyvillle 
Laura Norin (Lnorin@zoho.com), lUS Hayes d, McKi n leyville 
Steven Saint hom as (ssaintOl@gmail.com) U6 .• Perin i ' d. McKin leyville 

an i,el ell man (danie lze l I man@gmaiI.com), 1125 Hay,es d, McKin leyville 

Sandra osas (s.rosas@earth ling.net). 2 90 B,ryan , d, McKin leyvill,e 
Kate McClain (katemcc lainl @gmail.com). 1786 1mothy Pd, McKin l,eyvil le 
Ana Lora Ga rard (ana lora777@gmail.com) 2284 Cochran Rd; Mc Kin leyvill,e 

Mit ch Hi,ga (h itchm iga4@gmail.com) 1845 Oak Place, McKin leyvi lle 
Lucas Ay~,ey Garrett (ryley.ga rrett@gmail.com) 1870 Lime Ave, McKin ll,eyville 
A sh l,ey Lunsford (a l unsford199'7@gmail.com) 1,870 Lime Ave McKinleyville 

ebra Rosebrook (opal2005@gmail com1) 1442 Whit mire Dr; McKin lleyvil ,e 
oug las Davis (davisdoug8@gmail.com) 1442 Whitmir,e Dr- McKin leyville 

Jean in,e , fi,effer (jeanine.pfeiffe r@gmail.com) McK.in leyvi l le 

India King (lndiaki ng.93117@g ma i i.com) 1919' Elm Ave McKin leyville 

.ebecca Marie Hall (rebeccamarieha ll@gmail.com) 885, M iller Way, 
Mc inleyville 
Jennifer Petu lllo Uen petu l lo@lgmail.com) 1715 Noble Ct ; Mc Kin leyvill,e 

CC: 

Assemblymem1ber Chris Rogers, assemblymembeuogers@assembly.ca.gov 
Senator Mike McGuire, senator.mcg u i re@senate.ca.gov 

H umbo dt County Board of Supervisors, cob@co.humboldt.ca.us 
Humboldt County lann ing Comm ission, p la nni ngclerk@co.hum1boldt.ca.us 
McKin l,eyville M un icipal A dvisory Committiee, cob@co.hu mboldt.ca.us 

County Supervisor Steve Ma drone, smad rone@co.h um boldt.ca.us 

Humboldt County ivision of Envi ronmenta l H,ealltlh, 

ENVHEAL.: H@co.humboldt.ca.us, mhoyos@co.humboldrt .ca.gov 
EMC lanning Group: Aon Sissemi Senior Pri c ipa l, 

Sissem@emcpla □□ i □g com 
Mc Kin l,eyville Community S·ervice-s Dist rict: at Kaspari, Genera l M anag,er 

mcsd@mckin leyvillecsd.com 
North Coast ournal: hadeus Greenson, thad@northcoastjourna l.com 

Mad , ·. iver Union: Jack Durham, ed itor@madriverunion.com 

Lost Coast O utpost Hank Sims; ha11k@lostcoastoutpost com 
KM U News: Lauren Schmitt, Lau ren@kmud.o rg 
Eurelka im,es-Standard, ed ito r@times-standard.com 

Section 2.0 Draft EIR Comments and Responses 
McKinleyville Town Center Zoning Amendment Final EIR 

2-144 EMC Planning Group 
August22, 2025 



Page 12 of 12 

nvuronmenta l rotect ion lnformati,on Cent er (EPIC}: 01m W h,eeleri 

tom@wildcaliforn ia.org . ep ic@wildca lifomia.org 
Coalit ion for R,esponsib le ra nsportat ion Prior ities; Colin iske1 

co Ii n@t ra n s po rtat ion p rior it ies.a rg 
Humboldt W aterkeeper : en n ife r Ka lt . j ka lt@humbo ldtwaterkeeper.org 
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Letter 24 – Concerned McKinleyville Residents 
1. The commenter states that the draft EIR reframes the purpose of the MCP’s placemaking 

Town Center Ordinance —from fostering a vibrant, civic-oriented center that enhances rural 
community character and provides the community with increased social, civic, and recreational 
opportunities—to promoting “a higher density of residential units to support a commercial 
core” (DEIR p. 16-15). 

The purpose of the proposed project is best characterized by introductory text to draft EIR 
Section 4.1, Project Description. Here, the draft EIR states that the project vision is to 
implement the General Plan and Community Plan vision for the Town Center site “to be 
developed with a mix of commercial, civic, and residential uses, public gathering spaces, open 
space, and wetland preservation. Part of the vision is to develop a mix of land uses that are 
served by robust pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities, and to identify implementation 
alternatives associated with a Central Avenue pedestrian crossing which ease pedestrian traffic. 
Reference to this vision is made throughout Section 4.0, Project Description, and in other 
locations in the draft EIR.  

The commenter has isolated a single statement in the draft EIR to suggest that this reference is 
the entire basis for claiming that the draft EIR is “reframing” the purpose of the project. This is 
not the case. In fact, it is true that in general, higher density housing placed next to commercial 
areas supports the economic health of the commercial areas. This would be true for higher 
density housing within the Town Center supporting future commercial uses within the Town 
Center and by virtue of its proximity to existing commercial uses in the Central Avenue corridor, 
also supporting their economic health.  

2. The commenter states that mega-housing as an economic driver is not the goal of the Town 
Center Ordinance and that the project proposed with the draft EIR is an expedited plan for 
thousands of housing units with ministerial approval only and with no architectural guidelines. 
The comment identifies additional criticisms of the project. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The draft EIR did not create the project description 
that identifies the potential for ministerial approval. This is identified in the Q-Zone Ordinance. 
Concerns about the project description itself do not raise concerns about the analysis of 
environmental impacts contained in the draft EIR. No further response is required.  

3. The commenter states that draft EIR’s shift in project purpose misrepresents the actual project 
purpose, narrows alternatives, and misleads the public. In County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 
Cal. App. 3d 185 (1977), the Court of Appeals of California stated repeatedly that "an accurate, 
stable, and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient 
EIR” (emphasis added). This DEIR fails that test. 
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Refer to response to comment #1 above. The draft EIR project description, which is the basis 
for evaluating potential impacts of the project, clearly reflects the content of the Q-Zone 
Ordinance. Where information is included in the project description that is not taken directly 
from the Q-Zone Ordinance, it is included as a basis to prepare a complete project description 
for evaluating environmental impacts. This is true for example regarding Town Center 
development capacity calculations as shown in Table 4-1 and explained in Master Response #1. 
There is no evidence provided in the comment that the project description in the draft EIR is 
inaccurate, unstable or variable.  

4. The commenter states that draft EIR unlawfully excludes any preservation-focused alternative 
for the Town Center’s last major open space (APN 510-132-031). No reduced-footprint, open 
space, or civic park alternatives were studied, despite their clear potential to reduce significant 
environmental impacts. This omission violates CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 which 
requires evaluation of reasonable alternatives. 

Refer to the response to comment #15 in Letter 10 regarding the focus of selecting alternatives 
to the proposed project. There are innumerable alternatives that could have been selected for 
analysis. There is no basis for suggesting that omitting a specific alternative of preference to the 
commenter for analysis in the draft EIR is unlawful.  The comment also seems to focus on 
providing open space without balancing the objectives stated in the alternatives analysis.  The 
objectives are all goals and policies taken from the McKinleyville Community Plan.   

5. The commenter states that the County’s rejection of a park or hybrid alternative, claiming it 
doesn’t meet project objectives, is circular and unlawful, that the Community Plan requires 
dedication of open and recreation spaces as part of subdivisions, and that a hybrid alternative 
would be consistent with an objective that requires dedication of park and recreation space.  

The County did not reject a “hybrid” alternative because a hybrid alternative, whatever the 
commenter’s assumed definition of hybrid might be, was not considered by the County. Second, 
conversion of the entire site to a park is clearly not consistent with the General Plan and 
Community Plan vision for the Town Center site as described in draft EIR Section 20.3. The 
project objectives are rooted in that vision.  

It must also be recognized that Pierson Park already exists within the Town Center.  The Town 
Center ordinance will provide 14 acres of passive open space, and three percent of the 
development must be dedicated to open space with at least 20,000 square feet located in one 
place. 

Refer to the response to comment #4 in Letter 20 regarding the County’s basis for requiring 
payment of park impact fees in-lieu of requiring dedication of park space within the 
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undeveloped portion of the Town Center. The Community Plan allows payment of park impact 
fees in-lieu of parkland dedication.   

6. The commenter states that the draft EIR proposes development of the last remaining 40-acre 
green space in McKinleyville’s urban core and fails to adequately analyze associated cumulative 
impacts on wetlands, sensitive natural communities, tree canopy and biodiversity reduction, and 
disappearance of community green infrastructure  

The draft EIR does not propose development. Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1.  

Regarding cumulative impacts on wetlands and sensitive natural communities, refer to draft EIR 
pages 18-7 through 18-10 where the geographic scope for considering cumulative impacts on 
such resources is defined, cumulative impacts of past and present development are discussed, 
and where the project contribution to those impacts is described. The geographic scope for 
evaluating cumulative impacts on wetlands and sensitive natural communities is not limited to 
McKinleyville as seems to be implied by the commenter.  

7. The comment acknowledges that the property in question is within McKinleyville’s urban core 
which is an infill parcel that has no connectivity to wildlife travel corridors, and it is a previously 
disturbed parcel which has been used for cattle grazing for many years.  The result of the Town 
Center will be to relocate sensitive species and wetlands, preserve a Spruce grove and redwood 
grove which will be retained as ordinance requirements.  The 14 acres open space will go from 
being grazing land to space the public can experience.  The ordinance includes requirements for 
landscaping and there are other requirements to protect water quality through low impact 
development measures that are already adopted. It should be pointed out that 14 acres of a 45 
acre development area is being retained as habitat area with public access. The commenter 
states that draft EIR and Appendix B–the Ordinance, propose wetland mitigation in 
anticipation of future, undefined projects. This is a textbook case of CEQA piecemealing—the 
prohibited segmentation of projects to avoid full environmental review. It allows mitigation 
before any development proposal is disclosed or assessed. 

Refer to the discussion in Section 1.3, Type of EIR. The draft EIR is programmatic. That is, it 
evaluates the reasonably foreseeable impacts of implementing a program of activities that are 
geographically related. Those activities are individual future projects to be proposed within the 
Town Center and other physical development activities needed to support such development. 
The future projects do not need to be defined at present and could not be as none are currently 
proposed, with the exception of the LifePlan Humboldt project. Development of the site as a 
whole can reasonably be expected to result in loss of wetlands. The entire purpose of CEQA is 
to identify and mitigate or avoid the reasonably foreseeable anticipated significant adverse 
impacts of a proposed project. Piecemealing is about failure to disclose the full range or 
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potential impacts of a project by failing to consider the whole of the project. The project 
description and the analysis of environmental effects of implementing the project clearly address 
the whole of the project.  

8. The commenter echoes draft EIR comments provided to the County by the Coalition for 
Responsible Transportation Priorities and the Environmental Protection Information Center: 
“If the county intends to construct the [DEIR Appendix E] traffic study’s recommended 
infrastructure changes, then they are clearly part of the ‘project’ for CEQA purposes. …The 
county must therefore either clearly commit not to construct the traffic study’s recommended 
infrastructure changes or must assess them in the EIR.”  

Refer to response to comment #1 in Letter 10.  

9. The commenter also states that CEQA Guidelines §15003(h) and §15378 require evaluation of 
the "whole of the action." Laurel Heights reiterated that interdependent actions must be 
evaluated together. The County cannot separate mitigation from future development proposals 
simply to expedite approval. 

It is unclear what the commenter is referring to by separating mitigation from future 
development proposals. The primary function of a program EIR is to identify potential impacts 
from the whole of the action (the program of activities) being proposed. The program of 
activities for the proposed project is development of the Town Center site as identified in draft 
EIR Section 4.0, Project Description. Where mitigation measures for potentially significant 
impacts are identified in the EIR, future individual projects that implement the program are 
obligated to implement the mitigation measures for impacts to which those individual projects 
contribute.  

10. The commenter states that draft EIR fails to disclose or analyze its many inconsistencies with 
the MCP and Humboldt County General Plan, violating CEQA Guidelines §15125(d). These 
inconsistencies include elimination of more than 6 acres of wetlands protected by MCP 
Sections 2601, 2602, and 3422; removal of the Wetlands Combining Zone overlay; redefinition 
of “wetlands” using a new three-parameter test not adopted in the MCP; and effective 
abolishment of the MCP-mandated Town Center Design Review Committee (Section 2642). By 
presuming that the draft EIR proposed zoning changes will be adopted to remove a “Wetland 
Combining Zone” overlay and that a proposed, future amendment of the MCP to deregulate 
one-parameter wetlands will occur, the Ordinance violates California Government Code 
§65860, mandating zoning ordinance consistency with the General Plan (i.e. MCP). 

The draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed project, which includes the zoning 
standards and regulations proposed as part of the Q-Zone Ordinance and amendment of the 
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Community Plan to modify its definition of wetlands. A zoning action would not be proposed if 
the action was already consistent with existing zoning, nor would an amendment to the 
Community Plan be proposed if the Q-Zone Ordinance was already consistent with the 
Community Plan. Regarding wetlands effects, the draft EIR identifies the change in wetland 
acreage that would be lost due to the proposed Community Plan amendment versus wetland 
that would be lost under existing Community Plan wetlands definition and mitigates for the 
increased loss due to the proposed Community Plan amendment.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1 regarding concerns about development review 
oversight.  

11. The commenter states that there were a number of project consideration process failures and 
barriers to public participation in that process and to commenting on the draft EIR.   

Comment noted. The comment does not raise concerns about the analysis of environmental 
impacts contained in the draft EIR. No further response is required.  

12. The commenter raises concerns about language in Section 4.6 of the draft EIR that future 
project approvals can be ministerial and that this is undemocratic because it eliminates Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors discretion and does not allow for public input. 

Refer to the response to comment #2 above. 

13. The commenter expresses concerns about conflicts of interest associated with the proposed 
project.  

The comment does not raise concerns about the analysis of environmental impacts contained in 
the draft EIR. No further response is required. 

14. The commenter identifies a range of concerns regarding the project scale, building heights, and 
affordable housing. 

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. The comment does not raise concerns about the 
analysis of environmental impacts contained in the draft EIR. As identified in prior responses, 
the draft EIR is not the source of the development standards for Town Center – these are found 
in the Q-Zone Ordinance. Affordable housing requirements are not imposed on new 
development through the CEQA process. No further response is required. 

15. The commenter states that the draft EIR traffic study ignores the planned relocation of 
students to a school within the Town Center and identifies an implausibly low vehicle miles 
traveled per capita figure. 
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The vehicle miles traveled assessment addresses the per capita impacts of the proposed project, 
which are largely unassociated with minor changes in local trip distribution that may occur with 
the anticipated relocation of students.  

16. The commenter states that Figure 4-5 of the DEIR (page 4-15) depicts proposed bike paths 
through designated Wetland Restoration (WR) areas and the DEIR fails to assess the impacts 
of these bike paths and to require enforceable mitigation strategies. 

The bike path locations are illustrative. Their final locations will be decided as individual projects 
build out. Bike paths are not intended to traverse through the wetland area.  

17. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to assess the impact of changing the MCP’s wetland 
definition from a one-parameter to a three-parameter test. This change could exclude 10% of 
currently protected wetlands without any environmental impact analysis—a direct CEQA 
violation.  

Please refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1. Mitigation for the loss of wetlands is required 
with specific mitigation criteria withing the Q Zone, in addition permitting must be obtained 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality Control Board. On page 6-
48 of the DEIR, it is reported that there would be a loss of .64 acres of one parameter wetlands.  
The potential change in the Community Plan has been identified as part of the proposed project.  
The change in wetland definition has not been ignored by the DEIR analysis. 

18. The commenter identifies that the Q Zone establishes a wetland conservation to allow 
relocation and replacement of wetlands but fails to acknowledge that this action is in conflict 
with the MCP policies.   

The comment does not identify how the Q Zone wetland policies are inconsistent with the 
MCP.  Based upon the comment above it is anticipated that the comment refers to changing the 
definition of wetland from a single parameter to three parameters.  In association with the Q-
Zone is a modification to the Community Plan that would allow this change in the definition of 
wetlands within the town center. At that point the Q Zone is not inconsistent with the MCP. . 

19. The commenter states: the area of APN 510-132-031 proposed for wetland mitigation would 
expose the proposed resource to unacceptable levels of roadside runoff and significantly 
reduced wetland buffer areas as compared to existing conditions—greatly compromising the 
function and value of said mitigation. 

This is a comment without seeing the design of the future mitigation area.  There will be no 
additional runoff from roads, and areas on the site that are developed will need to mitigate 
impacts to water quality through some type of Low Impact Development measures to cleanse 
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water before it is released into a wetland. The 14-acre wetland preserve will not be subject to 
future development other than what is allowed to provide public access.   

20. The commenter states that APN 510-132-031 as a civic park with nature trails and passive 
recreation infrastructure. This would honor the MCP’s call to protect wetlands while providing 
a generational opportunity to create a public green space in the Town Center core. This 
alternative avoids policy conflicts and legal issues posed by the DEIR’s Alternative and 
Alternative 2. 

Refer to the responses to comments #4 and #5 above 

21. The commenter suggests extending the Town Center boundary along Central Avenue from 
Anna Sparks to Murray Avenue using street calming, bike/ped pathways, bulb-outs, pocket 
parks, art installations, and flexible public-use zones. Such an alternative would allow for a 
comprehensive expansion of opportunity for community social and recreational access 
benefitting the town’s entire commercial core utilizing just the County’s old state highway right-
of-way. The highway right-of-way is as much as 40’ in places as measured from the top-of-curb 
and outward away from the street.  

Refer to the response to comment #3 above.  This would require an amendment to the 
McKinleyville Community Plan. 

22. The commenter recommends amending the Q-Zone Ordinance to prioritize the following as 
civic uses in the Mixed Use (Urban) zoning: urban agriculture and community gardens; civic 
pop-up business infrastructure; and civic plazas and cultural spaces. These low-impact civic uses 
enhance livability and are entirely consistent with the intent of mixed-use zoning, which is to 
create lively, pedestrian-friendly areas that integrate residential, commercial, and civic functions. 

Refer to the response to comment #4 in Letter 22.   

23.  The commenter suggests amending the Q-Zone Ordinance to include the development and 
implementation of a Strategic Arts and Economic Development Plan—with dedicated 
components for Arts, Culture, and Local Economic Development. This plan should be adopted 
as a foundational element of the Town Center’s civic framework, guiding future public and 
private investments in community arts, public space activation, local enterprise support, and 
cultural identity.  

Refer to the response to comment #5 in Letter 22.   

24. The commenter recommends that to promote infill development and reduce pressure on 
undeveloped open spaces a vacancy tax should be imposed on underutilized commercial 
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properties with proceeds to be reinvested proceeds in façade improvements and small business 
support and revitalization of commercial parcels rather than incentivizing wetland fill. 

Refer to the response to comment #6 in Letter 22.  

25. The commenter suggests developing alternatives to meet the Town Center purpose and needs, 
which include pedestrian safety at Central Avenue crossings and address comments raised by 
the McKinleyville Community Services District regarding access to utility infrastructure in 
Central Avenue. Ideas for redesigning Central Avenue are provided.  

Refer to Master Response #2 in Table 2-1. 

26. The commenter provides a list of corrective actions that address prior comments.  

Refer to Master Response #1 in Table 2-1 for all corrective actions that address the project 
description. The remaining corrective actions do not raise concerns about the analysis of 
environmental impacts contained in the draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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S.UBJECli: MCKI NLEYVil LLE TOWN O~NTER ZON NG AMENDM~NT 
(SiCH# 2 02'403111111 )1 

Dear John ford: 

e Cari· omia Deparl en o f fii!d-1 a d I dr e ICDF\IVJ rec eiv,ed 
e raf Einviron en a l lmpa Repo (DEIRI rom t e Ku bo Co nty 
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intended min:i • iz.e Projec • 1pacts on p re frus resources. 
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legged 'rogI [Rrana aurora; • • IDFVV .Spe • es of .Spe • a I • • cmcem [SSC]), s· ki·y,ou 
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Letter 25 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
1. CDFW notes that the proposed survey method in mitigation measure 6-3 for Western bumble 

bee may fail to detect species presence because it hinges on identifying nests, which are 
notoriously difficult to find, even for experienced biologists. Recommendations include the 
following:  

 Include seasonal avoidance and outline alternative approaches.  

 Expand the list of feasible minimization measures to include phased vegetation removal, 
which would retain patches of floral resources during construction. 

 Remove the reference to nest relocation or eviction and instead touch on practicable and 
well-established measures, such as land acquisition and habitat restoration or enhancement. 

 If onsite mitigation within the protected wetland area is not feasible, a deed restriction, 
conservation easement, or similar instrument may be warranted to ensure the long-term 
ecological function of an off-site location.  

Mitigation for special-status bumble bees is currently evolving as scientific understanding of the 
species has developed after the California Department of Fish and Wildlife identified bumble 
bee species as candidates for listing. Based on recommendations of the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, revisions to mitigation measure 6-3 have been made. Refer to Section 3.0, 
Changes to the Draft EIR. The possibility of utilizing the wetland area as compensatory 
mitigation is noted. 

2. CDFW recommends editing mitigation measure 6-6 to define responsibilities and timelines for 
wetland mitigation. Specifically, the County should remove terms that suggest an incremental 
approach (e.g., “individual project developers”) and instead require a wetland mitigation and 
monitoring plan that addresses all wetlands within the Town Center site prior to granting any 
entitlements or issuing development permits. The plan should include a deed restriction or other 
site protection instrument applied to the entire 14-acre wetland conservation area, as well as an 
outline of long-term management objectives, responsibilities, and funding sources. 

A comprehensive wetland mitigation plan is planned as reflected in the Q-Zone. Mitigation 
Measure 6-6 will be revised to reflect the requirements of the Q-Zone consistent with the 
comments of CDFW.  

 

 

 



Letter 26 - B. Douglas 

Page 1 of 1 

Re: Town center 

From bdoug1ass8407@gmail.com <bdoug1ass8407@gmail.com> 

Date Tue 5/20/2025 1 :03 PM 

o Ford, John <JFord@co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Caution: Thi s email was sent from an EXTERNA L source. Please take care when clicking links or opening 
attachments. 

Sent from my iPhone 

> On May 14, 2025, at I :52 PM bdoug1ass8407@gmail.com wrote: 
> 

1 > Mcki.nleyville already has many abandon buildings and spaces how is building more going to help if people 
can' t afford the. pace rent? Thi will just be more empty buildings for the homele to dump their trash and 
hangout in. Town center is a bad idea 
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Letter 26 – B. Douglas 
1. The commenter states that McKinleyville already has many abandoned buildings and spaces. 

How is building more going to help if people can’t afford the space rent? This will just be more 
empty buildings for the homeless to dump their trash and hangout in. Town center is a bad idea. 

The comment does not raise concerns about the analysis of environmental impacts contained in 
the draft EIR. No further response is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Letter 27 - Patti Stuart 

Page 1 of 1 

FW: McKinleyvi lle Town Center 

From CEQAResponses <CEQAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Date Mon 5/ 19/2025 8:49 AM 

To Yandell, Rodney <RYandell@co.humbo ldt.ca.us>; Ford, John <JFord@co.humbo ldt.ca.us> 

Please fin d the public comment below 

Laura McClenagan 

---Original Messag~----
F rom: Patti Stuart <pjstuart320@gmaiLc.om> 
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2025 8: 10AM 

o: C QAResponses <C QAResponses@co.humboldt.ca.us> 
ubject McKinleyville Town enter 

Caution: This email was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when clicking links or opening 
attachments. 

1 I'm writing to say that I oppose any plan that seeks to urbanize my small town. I moved here to live in a small town 
onl y to find that the planning department seem. to see McKinleyville as the place where they can allow bui lders to 
do whatever they want. If people want to live in a high density setting with very little oversight and reasonable 
rents, go to Redding. tay out of the wetlands and leave our little town alone. 

incerely, 
Patti Stuart 
2298 Timothy Court 
McKinleyville 

ent from my iPad 
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Letter 27 – Patti Stuart 
1. The commenter states opposition to any plan that seeks to urbanize her small town. She moved 

here to live in a small town only to find that the planning department seems to see McKinleyville 
as the place where they can allow builders to do whatever they want. If people want to live in a 
high density setting with very little oversight and reasonable rents, go to Redding. Stay out of the 
wetlands and leave our little town alone. 

The comment does not raise concerns about the analysis of environmental impacts contained in 
the draft EIR. No further response is required. 

 

 

 

 

  



Letter 28 - Laura Norin 

Page 1 of 1 

McKinleyville Town Center Zoni ng Amendment Draft EIR 

From Laura Norin <lnorin@zoho.com > 

Date Wed 5/ 14/2025 4:51 PM 

To Ford, John <JFord @co.humboldt.ca.us> 

Caution: This email was sent from an EXTERNAL source. Please take care when cli cking links or 
opening attachments. 

Dear John Ford: 

1 I am a McKinleyville resident and am in the process of reviewing the McKinleyville 
Town Center draft EI R, The draft EI R is a substantial document (over 1,000 
pages), and the development that would be opened up through the proposed 
rezoning could be transformat ive to the community, in ways both positive and 
negative. The projected population increase of 6,122 would represent an increase 
of about 35% to the town's population, resulting in a wide array of impacts t hat 
merit careful consideration. Please extend the public comment period for the draft 
EIR to 90 days to allow for more time for community review and input. More 
comments may be forthcoming following two community meetings about the draft 
EIR that are being held in McKinleyville this week. 

Thank you, 
Laura Norin 
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Letter 28 – Laura Norin 
1. The commenter that states that draft EIR is a substantial document (over 1,000 pages), and the 

development that would be opened up through the proposed rezoning could be transformative 
to the community, in ways both positive and negative. The projected population increase of 
6,122 would represent an increase of about 35% to the town's population, resulting in a wide 
array of impacts that merit careful consideration. Please extend the public comment period for 
the draft EIR to 90 days to allow for more time for community review and input. More 
comments may be forthcoming following two community meetings about the draft EIR that are 
being held in McKinleyville this week. 

A 45-day public review period is statutorily required per Public Resources Code section 21091. 
This is the common review period employed for review of a draft EIR in Humboldt County and 
is typical for review of draft EIRs across California. The 45-day review period may be extended 
at the discretion of the lead agency, in this case the County of Humboldt. The County did not 
feel there were extenuating circumstances that mandated extending the required review period. 
The County followed guidance from the California Office of Land Use and Climate Initiatives 
regarding noticing for and circulating the draft EIR to state agencies. The County followed its 
standard protocol for providing notice of availability of the draft EIR to local agencies and to 
County residents, including McKinleyville residents, and provided the community with 
opportunities to verbally comment on the draft EIR during the 45-day public review period.   
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3.0 
Changes to the Draft EIR 

3.1 CEQA Requirements 
CEQA Guidelines section 15132 requires that a final EIR contain either the draft EIR or a revision 
of the draft EIR. This final EIR incorporates the draft EIR by reference and includes revisions to 
the draft EIR made primarily in response to comments included in Section 2.0, Response to 
Comments.  

This section contains text from the draft EIR with changes indicated. Additions to the text are 
shown with underlined text (underline) and deletions are shown with strikethrough text 
(strikethrough). The changes are described below.  

3.2 Changes to Section 2.0, Summary 
Page 2-3 
The following clarification is made: 

No known areas of public controversy regarding the project have been identified to date. As part of 
its process to craft the proposed Q-Zone regulations, as described in Section 4.3, Process to Create 
the Q-Zone Combining Zone, County staff and the McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee 
solicited public input on the project. A range of ideas and considerations were raised and addressed. 
Comment letters received in response to the Notice of Preparation (included in Appendix A) 
identify issues of interest/concern to the respective commenters. The road diet proposed for Central 
Avenue was a topic of controversy identified as the Q-Zone Ordinance was being developed.  

3.3 Changes to Section 4.0, Project Description 
Page 4-11, Figure 4-3 
The following clarification is made: 

Figure 4-3 has been revised to show that the proposed Central Avenue cross-section includes two 
through lanes and a continuous center left-turn lane, rather than a landscaped median with left-turn 
pockets as illustrated in the draft EIR. See the revised figure below. 
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3.4 Changes to Section 5.0, Air Quality 
Page 5-24 
5-4 All construction plans shall include the following requirements to reduce TAC emissions 

during construction: 

a. Idling of construction equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks will be avoided where 
feasible, and if idling is necessary, it will not exceed three minutes; and 

b. All construction equipment will be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications and will be checked by a certified visible emissions 
evaluator. 

The construction permits will not be issued until these requirements are shown on the 
construction plans. The inspector for this area shall conduct periodic review of the site (at 
least three times per week) to ensure these requirements are being complied with.  

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to 
construction TACs to a less-than-significant level by requiring cleaner engines, limiting idle times, 
and restricting non-compliant equipment.  

3.5 Changes to Section 6.0, Biological Resources 
Page 6-13, Table 6-1 
 
Harlequin lotus 
(Hosackia gracilis) 

--/--/4.2 Broad-leafed upland forest, coast bluff scrub, coast prairie, 
cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, closed-cone coniferous 
forest, meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps, north 
coast coniferous forest, valley and foothill grassland. 
Wetlands and roadsides, elevation 0-700 m. Blooming Period: 
March – July.  

Moderate to high potential to 
occur Present on project site as 
determined in project botanical 
survey report (GHD 2023). 

 
Page 6-42, Mitigation Measure 6-3 
 6-3 Suitable foraging and nesting habitat for Western bumble bee is present within the 

project boundary. One of the following options shall be implemented prior to vegetation 
removal: 

 Option 1: Seasonal Avoidance 

 Clear vegetation and conduct ground-disturbing activities outside of the colony active 
period (March through August) to avoid peak flight season and discourage bumble bees 
from nesting in the project area. 
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Option 2: Assume presence of Western bumble bee 

 Assume presence and obtain Incidental Take Authorization from the California 
Department of Fish and Game (Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code. Avoidance 
measures identified in the permit will be implemented. Compensatory mitigation, such as 
land acquisition and habitat restoration or enhancement would be required. 

Option 3: Conduct focused surveys for Western bumble bee 

If seasonal avoidance is not possible, consultation with the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife shall occur at least one year prior to ground disturbance to evaluate 
potential impacts and other feasible avoidance measures, including habitat assessments 
and/or surveys.  

Surveys shall occur during the optimal flight colony active period for the western 
bumblebee (April 1 – July 31March through August). Prior to tree removal, vegetation 
clearance, grading, or the initiation of any construction activity in any undeveloped area 
of the project site, developers of future individual projects shall hire a qualified biologist 
to conduct a pre-construction survey of small mammal burrows and thatched/bunch 
grasses. If the survey results are negative (i.e., no bumble bee activity observed), a letter 
report confirming absence shall be prepared and submitted to the Humboldt County 
Planning and Building Department, where it will be kept on file, and no further 
mitigation is required.  

If bumble bee nests are detected and the area can be avoided, a qualified biologist shall 
supervise the installation of protective fencing/flagging a minimum of 50 feet around the 
nest area prior to construction and phase vegetation removal, to retain patches of floral 
resources during construction. The fencing/flagging will be checked at least once per 
week by a biological monitor until construction is complete to ensure that the protective 
fencing/flagging remains intact. The qualified biologist can conduct the weekly checks or 
train a biological monitor selected from the construction crew by the construction 
contractor (typically the project foreman) to check the fencing/flagging and provide 
weekly updates. Documentation of the fencing/flagging installation shall be provided to 
the County prior to the start of ground disturbance activities. Documentation of the 
weekly checks and timely maintenance of fencing/flagging (if needed) shall be provided 
to the Humboldt County Planning and Building Department quarterly during 
construction. 

If bumble bee nests are detected and the area cannot be avoided, the qualified biologist 
shall coordinate with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to obtain Incidental 
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Take Authorization. Compensatory mitigation, such as land acquisition and habitat 
restoration or enhancement would be required. determine the appropriate method of 
relocation or eviction of the nests.  

After it has been confirmed that the habitat area is no longer occupied, a letter report 
will be prepared and submitted to the Humboldt County Planning and Building 
Department. Individual project applicants shall be responsible for implementation of this 
mitigation measure with oversight by the Humboldt County Planning and Building 
Department.  

Page 6-46, Mitigation Measure 6-5 
6-5 To avoid impacts to nesting birds during the nesting season (March 15 through August 15), 

construction activities that include any tree removal, vegetation clearance, or ground 
disturbance (such as grading or grubbing), shall be conducted between August 16 and March 
14, which is outside of the bird nesting season. If construction activities must commence 
during the bird nesting season, then a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
survey for nesting birds to ensure that no nests would be disturbed during project 
construction. 

 

Page 6-48, Protected Wetlands or Waters 

The Q-Zone for the McKinleyville Town Center includes specific requirements related to the 
potential fill of wetland areas. These are listed below as they appear in the Q-Zone ordinance. The 
numbering beginning with “6” is a coincidence and should not be confused with other mitigation 
measures within Section 6 of the DEIR. 

6.1  Wetlands are a valuable resource and shall be conserved through onsite protection of wetlands or 
through relocation and replacement of wetlands on a no net loss basis. Wetland Areas will continue to be an 
amenity of the Town Center through protection, enhancement, and relocation of wetlands. 

6.2 The 14 acres of property south of Railroad, east of McKinleyville Avenue, north of Hiller Road and 
west of the spruce trees is envisioned as a wetland preservation and conservation area. Wetland areas within 
the Town Center may be filled and relocated to this area. 

6.3 Prior to issuance of any permits or granting of any entitlements on property within the Town Center 
a wetland delineation shall be completed delineating all three parameter wetlands (HCC Section 314-
61.1.7.6.5) which exist on the property. Previously developed property is exempt from this requirement. This 
exemption extends to storm drain ditches graded to transport storm water outside of a natural channel or 
wetland. 

6.4  Prior to issuance of construction permits or as part of a subdivision approval, a plan must be 
reviewed and approved by the approving authority demonstrating that either the wetland areas will be 
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protected in place in accordance with HCC section 314-61.1.7.6.6) or identifying how the wetland areas will 
be relocated and conserved. 

6.5 Plans to relocate wetland areas shall include: 

6.5.1 A mapped delineation of the wetlands to be impacted, 

6.5.2 Wetlands to be filled shall be replaced on a 1.5:1 basis, where a minimum of 1.5 square feet of 
wetland shall be provided for each square foot of wetland impacted. This ratio is based upon equivalent 
wetland replacement. Credit may be given for wetland replacement which has a higher habitat value but in no 
case shall the replacement ratio be less than 1:1 and mitigation shall provide an equal value of wetland 
habitat impacted. 

6.5.3.  Grading plan showing how the site will be configured to ensure successful wetland creation, 

6.5.4  Storm water shall not drain directly into retained or recreated wetlands but shall be subject to some 
passive treatment either through a bioswale or sheet flow across grassland. 

6.5.5.  The planting scheme and plant material proposed. 

6.5.6.  Success and Monitoring Criteria: Annual monitoring criteria to rate the success of the wetland 
creation or enhancement effort. The monitoring period shall be a minimum of 5 years but shall not be 
concluded until the success objectives have been achieved for three consecutive years. Each year a monitoring 
report shall be provided to the Planning and Building Department evaluating the success of the plan 
implementation and provide suggested remedial measures needed to achieve the success criteria. 

6.5.7 The plan shall describe the long-term plan for ownership and maintenance of the wetland 
conservation area. Retained and relocated wetlands shall be protected from future development through a 
permanent conservation easement or other instrument ensuring the biological resource values of the wetland 
areas will be maintained or enhanced in perpetuity. 

6.5.8 The Planning and Building department shall consult with the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife prior to approval of the plan. 

6.5.9 Mitigation credit will be given for relocation of the drainage channel parallel to McKinleyville 
Avenue if it is moved to the east and graded to support a riparian stream cross section in such a manner as to 
allow bicycle and pedestrian connectivity along McKinleyville Avenue. 

The combined results of the Aquatic Resources Delineation Report, L&A Enterprises, Aquatic 
Resources Delineation Report Life Plan Humboldt, and McKinleyville Town Center Wetlands 
Mapping Project prepared by GHD as previously described, show approximately 5.47 acres of three-
parameter and an additional 0.64 acres of one-parameter wetlands delineated within the project 
boundary as shown in Figure 6-1, Aquatic Features. If the Q-Zone regulations are adopted, 0.644 
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acres of one-parameter wetland within the project site would no longer be protected. The 5.47 acres 
of three-parameter wetlands would remain protected. The three-parameter wetlands likely fall under 
the jurisdiction of the USACE, and the RWQCB and/or the CDFW. 

Page 6-45, Mitigation Measure 6-6a 
6-6a Prior to commencement of construction activities ground disturbance activities in 

addition to the requirements of the Q-Zone, the project developer shall demonstrate 
permits or clearances have been issued by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

If impacts to a federally jurisdictional features may occur, a Clean Water Act Section 404 
Nationwide Permit may be needed. If the proposed activity would not otherwise qualify 
for a Nationwide Permit, individual project developers shall proceed with obtaining an 
Individual Permit from the USACE.  

If impacts to a wetland not subject to federal jurisdiction, but subject to state jurisdiction 
may occur, fill authorization shall be sought from the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.   

For any wetland impacted by individual projects, the project developer shall comply with 
Humboldt County’s Streamside Management Areas and Wetlands Ordinance (Title 3, 
Section 314-61.1); the McKinleyville Community Plan; and the Q-Zone wetlands 
regulations that require onsite protection of wetlands or through relocation and 
replacement of wetlands on a no net loss basis, wetlands to be replaced on a 1.5:1 basis 
(or minimum 1:1 basis for replacement of filled wetlands with higher value habitat), and 
identify other wetland planning and wetland creation and enhancement monitoring 
actions. Mitigation shall be sufficient to ensure no net loss of wetland area, function, or 
value, either through wetland creation, restoration, or the purchase of wetland credits 
through an approved wetland mitigation bank. The 14-acre area of the site proposed for 
wetland preservation may be used as mitigation for replacing wetlands in other locations 
of the Town Center site that are filled.  

A Water Quality Certification (Section 401 of the Clean Water Act) from the North 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board must also be obtained if determined 
necessary through the wetland assessment and subsequent regulatory agency 
consultation. 

6-6b In accordance with Humboldt County’s Streamside Management Areas and Wetlands 
Ordinance (Title 3, Section 314-61.1) and McKinleyville Community Plan, a minimum 
50-foot wetland buffer area as measured from the edge of site disturbance to the closest 

-------------------
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edge of defined wetlands shall be maintained to prevent degradation to wetland features 
or detract from the natural resource values. If disturbance within the buffer must occur, 
restrictions per the section on “Development Within Wetland Buffer Areas” in the 
Community Plan shall be implemented. 

6-6c If impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are unavoidable, compensation for temporary 
and/or permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands shall be mitigated as required by the 
regulatory permits as informed by the Q-Zone regulations regarding protection, and 
conservation of wetland areas. Mitigation would be provided through one or more of the 
following mechanisms: 

a. A Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be developed that outlines 
mitigation and monitoring obligations for impacts to wetlands and other waters 
as a result of construction activities. The Wetland Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan would include thresholds of success, monitoring and reporting 
requirements, and site-specific plans to compensate for wetland losses resulting 
from the project, consistent with Q-Zone wetland regulations. The Wetland 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to the appropriate regulatory 
agencies and County for review and approval during the permit application 
process.  

b. To compensate for permanent impacts, the purchase and/or dedication of land 
to provide suitable wetland restoration or creation shall ensure a no net loss of 
wetland values or functions. If restoration is available and feasible, wetlands shall 
be replaced on a 1.5:1 basis (or minimum 1:1 basis for replacement of filled 
wetlands with higher value habitat) consistent with Q-Zone regulations.  

Individual project applicants shall comply with terms and conditions of the 
permits, including measures to protect and maintain water quality, restore work 
sites, and mitigation to offset temporary and/or permanent wetland impacts. 
Applicants shall be responsible for implementation of this mitigation measure 
prior to issuance of a building permit. 

6-6d Prior to initiation of ground disturbance or construction activities, individual 
project applicants shall protect wetlands or waterways adjacent to disturbance 
areas through the use of best management practices for erosion control and 
vehicle/equipment fueling. This includes installing wildlife-friendly silt fencing 
between the project site and adjacent wetlands/waterways. Silt fencing will 
prevent soil from washing off project sites into wetlands/waterways and exclude 
construction activities from protected areas.  
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Potential fuel spills and leaks from construction vehicle/equipment fueling 
operations shall be prevented from entering wetlands/waterways. Designated 
fueling areas should be on a level grade and shall be at least 50 feet from any 
wetlands/waterways. The fueling area shall be protected by a berm to prevent 
runoff from leaving the fueling area.  

Individual project applicants shall be responsible for implementing these 
mitigation measures with oversight by the Humboldt County Planning and 
Building Department as needed. Compliance with this measure shall be 
documented and submitted to the Planning Department Director prior to 
ground disturbance for any subject individual project.   

Page 6-51, Impact 6-7, Conclusion 
Coastal dune willow - Sitka willow - Douglas spiraea thickets Shrubland Alliance occurs on the 
project site south of Hiller Road and may occur on the project site north of Hiller Road (to be 
determined by the required focused plant survey above) and project implementation could cause 
direct loss of sensitive natural communities, if present in the impact areas; this is considered a 
significant adverse environmental impact. 

3.6 Changes to Section 11.0, Noise 
Page 11-16 
11-1 The following best management practices shall be applied during periods of project 

construction for all future individual projects and other activities within the site needed 
to support future development. The management practices shall be included in all 
construction documents, subject to review and approval by Planning and Building 
Director prior to issuance of any construction permit: 

a. Construction activities shall not occur outside the hours of 8:00 am to 5:00 pm and 
shall be prohibited on Sundays and holidays;  

b. All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and muffled as to 
minimize noise generation at the source; 

c. Noise‐producing equipment shall not be operating, running, or idling while not in 
immediate use; 

d. All noise‐producing construction equipment shall be located and operated, to the 
extent possible, at the greatest possible distance from noise‐sensitive land uses; and 

e. To the extent possible, construction staging areas shall be located at the greatest 
possible distances from nearby noise‐sensitive land uses. 
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For all construction activities, the developer shall designate a construction noise 
disturbance coordinator who will be responsible for responding to complaints about 
construction noise, including potential non-conformance with the best management 
practices listed above. The construction noise coordinator’s name and telephone number 
shall be posted on a sign of at least 4’X4” with text at least 4” high at all boundaries of 
individual construction sites.  The Sign shall also include the number of the Planning and 
Building Department, Post Approval Monitory Team.  The same contact information 
shall also be included in all construction documents and verified as such by the Planning 
and Building Director. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of noise 
complaints and shall require that reasonable measures be implemented to correct the 
problem. For each response to a noise complaint, the disturbance coordinator shall 
report to the Planning and Building Director regarding the source of the complaint and 
how the complaint was addressed.    

3.7 Changes to Section 20.0, Alternatives 
Page 20-14 
The following clarification is made: 

Alternative Description  
This alternative would retain the project site boundaries, but reduce development capacity for each 
of the proposed mixed uses by 20 percent. This would be achieved by incrementally reducing 
residential development density capacity and incrementally reducing non-residential development 
intensity capacity. The purpose of the alternative is to substantially lessen or avoid the significant 
unavoidable traffic noise impact and to lessen a range of significant, mitigable impacts that are not 
related to the size of the development footprint. Table 20-2, Reduced Project Scale Development 
Capacity, shows the development capacity that would be permitted with this alternative and the 
change from development capacity for the proposed project. 

Table 3-1 Reduced Project Scale Development Capacity 

Land Use Proposed Project 
Capacity1 

Reduced Scale 
Capacity2 

Change 

Multi-family Residential  2,650 1,880 2,120 <770> <530> 

Retail/Commercial 632,800 506,240 Building Square Feet <126,560 Building Square Feet> 

Office  271,200 216,960 Building Square Feet <54,240 Building Square Feet> 

Total  1,880 Dwelling Units 
723,200 Building Square Feet 

<770 Dwelling Units> 
<180,800 Building Square Feet> 

SOURCE: Humboldt County Planning Department 2024, EMC Planning Group 2024 
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NOTE:  
1. From Table 4-1 
2. Proposed Project Capacity x 0.8 

 


	McKinleyville Town Center  Zoning Amendment
	1.0_Introduction.Final.pdf
	1.0  Introduction
	1.1 CEQA Requirements
	1.2 Purpose of Public Review
	1.3 Final EIR


	2.0_Response to Comments.Final.pdf
	2.0  Draft EIR Comments and Responses
	2.1 CEQA Requirements
	2.2 Written Comments on the Draft EIR
	2.3 Master Responses to Comments
	Letter 1 – Patricia Col
	Letter 2 – Martha Henry
	Letter 3 – Armand Prieditis
	Letter 4 – Steven Thiele
	Letter 5 – Attendees at the April 23, 2025 McKinleyville Municipal Advisory Committee Meeting
	Letter 6 – Kelly Garrett
	Letter 7 – Kevin Creed
	Letter 8 – Stacy Becker
	Letter 9 – Joyce Eggert
	Letter 10 – Coalition for Responsible Transportation Priorities and Environmental Protection Information Center
	Letter 11 – McKinleyville Community Services District
	Letter 12 – Eugene Baker and Ann Story-Baker
	Letter 13 – Jeanne Pfeiffer, PhD
	Letter 14 – Kevin Creed
	Letter 15 – Scott Shannon
	Letter 16 – Kate McClain
	Letter 17 – Mary Burke
	Letter 18 – Ashton Hamm
	Letter 19 – Emma Haskett (Life Plan Humboldt Project)
	Letter 20 – Bonnie McGregor
	Letter 21 – Greg Pierson
	Letter 22 – Transition McKinleyville
	Letter 23 – Douglas and Michelle Kamprath
	Letter 24 – Concerned McKinleyville Residents
	Letter 25 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Letter 26 – B. Douglas
	Letter 27 – Patti Stuart
	Letter 28 – Laura Norin



	3.0 Changes to DEIR.Final.pdf
	3.0  Changes to the Draft EIR
	3.1 CEQA Requirements
	3.2 Changes to Section 2.0, Summary
	Page 2-3

	3.3 Changes to Section 4.0, Project Description
	Page 4-11, Figure 4-3

	3.4 Changes to Section 5.0, Air Quality
	Page 5-24

	3.5 Changes to Section 6.0, Biological Resources
	Page 6-13, Table 6-1
	Page 6-42, Mitigation Measure 6-3
	Page 6-46, Mitigation Measure 6-5
	Page 6-45, Mitigation Measure 6-6a
	Page 6-51, Impact 6-7, Conclusion

	3.6 Changes to Section 11.0, Noise
	Page 11-16

	3.7 Changes to Section 20.0, Alternatives
	Page 20-14
	Alternative Description






