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INTRODUCTION
The County of Humboldt Department of Public Works (“Public Works”) prepared an Initial Study and
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the Humboldt Bay Trail South Project (“Project”) in
accordance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Project entails
construction of a 4.2-mile paved bikepath between Eureka and Arcata along the Highway 101 and North
Coast Railroad Authority (“NCRA”) transportation corridor. The Project will connect trail projects recently
completed by the City of Eureka and City of Arcata to form a 14-mile network of trails. Eleven mitigation
measures were identified in the MND to ensure the Project will have less than significant effects on the
environment (Appendix F of the MND).
The 30-day public review period was February 16 through March 19, 2018; however, comments received
through March 30, 2018, were considered. The State Clearinghouse distributed the document to state
agencies, and no state agencies submitted comments (Attachment A). Public Works posted the document on
the County website, made a copy available at the Public Works office, and published a Notice of Intent in the
Eureka Times-Standard. A public meeting was held on February 27, 2018, at the Wharfinger Building in
Eureka, where comment forms were distributed. Comments were invited using comment forms or via email.

COMMENTS
Seventy comments were received. Particular consideration was given to comments addressing the
sufficiency of the analysis of environmental impacts, and comments suggesting specific alternatives or
mitigation measures that could potentially provide better ways to avoid or mitigate significant impacts. The
following discussion is intended to provide a comprehensive response to all received comments that were
relevant for evaluating the sufficiency and completeness of the MND. Comments are summarized based on
common issues and themes.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
1.

Eucalyptus Tree Removal

Several comments were received on the proposed removal of the northern group of eucalyptus trees situated
in a row along Highway 101, north of the California Redwood Company former mill site. Approximately
219 trees larger than eight inches in diameter would be removed over a distance of 2,500 feet. These trees
are situated directly adjacent to Segment 7 of the proposed trail and would present a significant safety hazard
to trail users. The northern group of trees represents approximately 42 percent of the entire row of
eucalyptus trees near the mill site. The group of trees situated south of the mill site entrance (over a distance
of 3,400 feet) would not be affected by the Project. An exhibit depicting the tree removal area is provided in
Attachment B.
Need and Alternatives
Some commenters questioned whether the safety hazards presented by the trees warrant their removal. A
commenter asked why hazards associated with eucalyptus trees are different from other trees. Some
commenters suggested alternatives to tree removal, including:
1. Installing warning signs.
2. Removing the rails and constructing the trail directly on the railroad prism, rather than adjacent to
the rails.
3. Performing selective trimming of the mature trees and regular removal of seedlings.
4. Constructing an overhang structure to protect bicycle riders and walkers.
Some commenters supported the concern for safety hazards. A commenter noted that bark, branches, limbs,
and seed pods are regularly released from the trees onto Highway 101 and adjacent ground. One commenter
called the eucalyptus trees “messy and dangerous.” Some commenters shared accounts of incidents on
Highway 101, as motorists or cyclists, caused by the eucalyptus trees.
Response:
Trees are valuable natural resources that provide aesthetic, cultural, ecological, and economic benefits.
While trees are often an attraction for public spaces, they can cause property damage or personal injury due
to their size and weight when either a whole tree or part of a tree experiences structural failure. Further
discussion regarding the need for tree removal as part of the Project and consideration of alternatives is
provided below.
To evaluate the safety risks associated with the northern group of eucalyptus trees, Public Works utilized the
risk assessment framework contained in the Hazard Tree Plan for Humboldt County Parks and Trails
(“Hazard Tree Plan”), which was updated in 2013. Implementation of the Hazard Tree Plan is intended to
avoid dangerous conditions within County Parks and along the Hammond Trail. Another important
reference is the Tree Risk Assessment national standard developed by the Tree Care Industry Association
(2017).
The Hazard Tree Plan notes that risk cannot be entirely eliminated, and the overall goal is acceptable risk
based on prudent management, rather than zero risk, which is unattainable. Tree risk assessment involves
considering the likelihood of failure, the likelihood of the failed tree or tree part impacting a target, and the
likely resulting consequences. To assess the overall hazard, trees can be evaluated for evidence of structural
defects or weaknesses, the size of the defective part, the predicted failure zone (i.e., the area reached by the
failed part of the tree), and the potential targets. Not all defects or conditions that predispose a tree or tree
part to failure are detectable. Because the condition of trees changes over time, standard practice is to
perform regular inspections and schedule treatments based on standardized criteria. Assessing tree risk
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involves inherent uncertainties associated with tree conditions and the interaction between trees and the
environment. An important part of assessing risk is the failure profile of the tree species, which is defined by
documented recurring patterns of tree failure for the specific species. Ultimately, decisions must be made
based on policies, factual evidence, and experienced judgment.
The project area for Segment 7 includes a row of mature trees growing within the embankment of Highway
101 and a row of younger trees growing within the railroad prism. Caltrans maintenance crews regularly
monitor the segment of Highway 101 adjacent to the eucalyptus trees and remove debris that falls on the
roadway and shoulder. In addition, due to the potential hazards for motorists and cyclists traveling on
Highway 101, Caltrans commits significant resources to perform regular inspections and trimming treatments
on the highway side of the trees.
The trail alignment for Segment 7 is situated on the east side (inland side) of the NCRA railroad, between the
railroad and highway. The trail will be constructed by widening the railroad prism with either a retaining
wall or earthen embankment. The railroad and highway are separated by a drainage ditch. Due to multiple
constraints, no other feasible alignment was identified. The row of younger trees growing within the railroad
prism directly conflicts with the proposed trail alignment and must be removed in order to construct the trail.
The row of mature trees growing within the highway embankment is situated approximately 10 to 15 feet
from the trail alignment. Based on the proximity of the mature eucalyptus trees to the proposed trail, and the
fact that several trees are leaning toward the trail, there is a high likelihood that falling limbs or a toppled tree
could strike the trail, and a high likelihood that such an incident would result in severe consequences if a trail
user is present at the point of impact.
The primary safety concern is the vulnerability of trail users to falling limbs. Trail users would be situated
within the failure zone of many elevated limbs measuring six to twelve inches in diameter and weighing
hundreds of pounds. Eucalyptus trees have a unique growth pattern of reconfiguring their overall structure
through deterioration. The trunk diameter continues to grow while heavy lateral branches die and fall. This
characteristic of the species is an adaptive measure for maintaining stability over time, but results in a
predisposition to dropping branches on a regular basis without warning. Often, the dropped branches have
no detectable defects. In addition to falling limbs, a second failure scenario is uprooting and toppling of the
entire tree. Eucalyptus trees are susceptible to toppling due to their shallow root system, especially during
strong winds.
Public Works evaluated the failure profile of eucalyptus trees by reviewing safety incidents and safety
concerns in California involving eucalyptus trees situated along transportation corridors and within public
recreation areas. Examples of relevant cases are provided in Attachment C. These cases include several
examples of unexpected structural failures leading to death, serious injury, and near-miss incidents. Tree
failures often occurred under calm weather conditions. Attachment C also includes examples of public
entities taking proactive measures to mitigate the safety risks created by having eucalyptus trees situated in
close proximity to roads, trails, paths, and parks.
Beyond the fundamental imperative to protect public safety, Public Works considered the legal context for
liability associated with an incident if the eucalyptus trees remained adjacent to the future trail. The outcome
of any potential claim for compensable damage or injury due to alleged dangerous conditions on public
property would depend on the facts of the situation and applicable law. Humboldt County would potentially
be liable if a trail user suffered damage or injury caused by a structural failure of the eucalyptus trees, if it
was determined that the County had negligently maintained the trees, or failed to correct a dangerous
condition after receiving notice of its existence and dangerousness. Liability would be more limited for trees
growing in a naturally occurring forest. However, the row of eucalyptus trees was deliberately planted, and
there is precedent for performing regular maintenance (set by Caltrans on the highway side of the trees).
Moreover, the provisions for immunity from liability provided by Government Code section 831.4 applies to
the location or design of a trail, but not to features unrelated to a trail. Therefore, Humboldt County would
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have significant exposure to liability if the Project is constructed adjacent to the row of mature eucalyptus
trees.
None of the four alternatives presented in the public comments is an acceptable solution for the public safety
risks:
1. Letting the trees remain and installing warning signs is not acceptable because the safety hazards
would continue to exist. The trees would threaten public safety and would deter use and enjoyment
of the trail by the public.
2. Constructing the trail directly on the railroad prism, rather than adjacent to the rails, is inconsistent
with the NCRA Trail Policy and would require an exception to that policy. Even if approval could
be obtained, this alternative is not acceptable because the trail would only be moved approximately
eight to ten feet, and trail users would still be in the target zone of the trees. The risk to trail users
would be unchanged.
3. Public Works considered the feasibility of implementing a program of regular inspections and
trimming treatments on the row of mature trees. The project area is a narrow strip of land situated
between Highway 101 and the Humboldt Bay shoreline, and presents significant constraints on
equipment access and operability. The costs for a tree maintenance program at this location could
cost on the order of $50,000 to $100,000 per year, and there would be significant concerns about
worker safety and the sufficiency of the program. After reviewing the failure profile of eucalyptus
trees, the age and condition of the trees within the project area, and the constraints on access for
equipment and manpower to perform inspections and trimming treatments, Public Works concluded
that it will not be feasible to implement an effective tree maintenance program that alleviates the
safety risks to an acceptable level.
4. Constructing an overhang structure to protect bicycle riders and walkers is not acceptable for several
reasons. Access would be severely limited for maintenance and repair following the failure of a tree
or large limb. The construction cost would be on the order of several hundred thousand dollars. The
likelihood of damage due to falling limbs or trees, or flood damage, would be high. The structure
would obstruct views of Humboldt Bay and is unlikely to be permitted by the Coastal Commission.
For these reasons Public Works deems this alternative to be infeasible.
Public Works will recommend termination of the Project if the northern group of eucalyptus trees cannot be
removed.
Aesthetics
Several commenters addressed the positive aesthetic qualities of the trees. A commenter stated that the trees
create a “beautiful visual backdrop” for the bay. A commenter expressed that the trees are a source of beauty
and inspiration. A commenter described the trees as “old and grand and beautiful.” Some commenters
disagreed with the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix B of the MND) and stated that the eucalyptus trees
should have received higher numerical ratings. Conversely, some commenters stated that the eucalyptus
trees are a visual barrier for viewing the bay. A commenter described them as an “eyesore.”
Response:
Potential impacts to aesthetics are analyzed in Section 3.1 of the MND. The MND analyzed whether the
Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and whether the Project would substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. A “scenic vista” is
considered a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for the benefit of the
general public. “Visual character or quality” refers to the visual attributes of the elements in a landscape and
the relationships between those elements.
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The Visual Impact Assessment was prepared to provide a technical analysis of existing and proposed
conditions and to predict viewer response to the changes resulting from the Project in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and the 1988 methodology established for visual impact assessments by the
Federal Highway Administration. The Visual Impact Assessment considered pattern elements (such as form,
line, color, and texture), pattern character (such as dominance, scale, diversity, and continuity), and visual
quality conditions (such as vividness, intactness, and unity). The numerical ratings of visual quality were
determined by staff from the consulting firm Stantec, based on their professional experience evaluating
similar projects. Judgments regarding aesthetic features are inherently subjective based on individual
preferences. The negative and positive comments received regarding the aesthetic qualities of the trees
indicate the diversity of opinions within the community. While some commenters advocated for higher
ratings in the Visual Impact Assessment, they did not address the overall significance of the change in
consideration of the Project as a whole.
The Visual Impact Assessment noted both negative and positive impacts resulting from tree removal.
Viewer response will be negative for viewers who place a high value on the vertical elements and texture
provided by the northern group of trees as they currently exist. Viewer response will be positive for viewers
who place a high value on unobstructed views of Humboldt Bay and the surrounding shoreline, views which
will be enhanced from removal of the northern group of trees. Overall, project-related impacts in the Visual
Impact Assessment were determined to be negative at a moderately low significance level for the northern
group of trees, and no impact for the larger southern group of trees.
Although the absence of the northern group of eucalyptus trees constituting approximately 42% of the length
of the existing tree row following removal would be a noticeable change for those persons familiar with the
existing views from Highway 101 and other viewpoints around Humboldt Bay, the remaining southern group
of trees constituting approximately 58% of the length of the existing tree row will continue to serve as a
landmark and dominant skyline feature. The threshold of significance for potential impacts to scenic vistas
and visual character or quality was determined to be removal of more than half of the eucalyptus trees.
Because the majority of the eucalyptus trees along Highway 101 will remain, the impacts from the Project
were found to be less than significant in the MND.
The MND also analyzed whether the Project would substantially damage scenic resources within a state
scenic highway. Highway 101 has not been officially designated as a scenic highway. Therefore, the Project
will not impact scenic resources within a state scenic highway.
Public Works acknowledges that the eucalyptus trees along Highway 101 have aesthetic qualities that are
appreciated and valued by many of the commenters. However, based on the analysis in the MND, the
impacts to aesthetics resulting from the Project are considered less than significant under CEQA.
Biological Resources
A commenter stated that the trees provide habitat for birds. Some commenters asserted that the trees warrant
protection as an environmentally sensitive habitat area. Some commenters argued that the trees deserve less
consideration because they’re non-native. A commenter suggested replacing the eucalyptus trees with native
tree species.
Response:
Potential impacts to biological resources are analyzed in Section 3.4 of the MND. The northern group of
eucalyptus trees provides roosting habitat for raptors and other bird species. Public Works did not identify
evidence that roosting habitat is a limiting factor around Humboldt Bay for any bird species. The eucalyptus
trees may provide nesting habitat for bird species such as great blue heron, great egret, double-crested
cormorant, red-tail hawk, and great horned owl; however, the noise and disturbance caused by traffic on
Highway 101 is likely a deterrent from significant usage. No rookeries or raptor nests were observed in the
northern section of trees proposed for removal. The eucalyptus trees have not been documented to serve as a
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corridor for wildlife movement. The trees in the southern section will continue to remain available to birds
for nesting and roosting.
Mitigation measure BIO-5 (Avoidance and Protection Measures for Nesting Birds) was developed for all tree
and vegetation removal activities to ensure no significant impacts to native migratory bird species. The
preference is to remove vegetation outside the bird nesting season (March 15 to August 15), but if activities
are done during the bird nesting season then a qualified wildlife biologist will conduct preconstruction
surveys to check for nesting activity of native birds and to evaluate the site for special-status bird species.
The mitigation measure includes a protocol for responding to the presence of an active nest.
Public Works retained GHD to perform vegetation mapping and assessment of the project area to determine
whether Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (“ESHA”) are present. ESHA is defined under the
California Coastal Act as “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or
degraded by human activities and developments.” The results of this study are documented in a technical
report (GHD, November 2017). GHD noted that the eucalyptus trees are native to Australia and have been
planted and naturalized in California. Eucalyptus trees are allelopathic (i.e., they create chemicals that are
harmful to native species and deter their growth and propagation), and thus are often removed as part of
habitat restoration projects because they can exclude more desirable native vegetation. The understory
beneath eucalyptus trees is typically lacking in diversity and structure, and thus provide little native wildlife
habitat value. GHD concluded that the eucalyptus trees do not have special rarity or special ecological value
and do not meet the criteria for being considered an ESHA.
Public Works will evaluate opportunities for incorporating re-vegetation of native species into the Project in
the design phase.
Cultural Resources
Several commenters stated that the trees are historically important. A commenter stated that the trees are
part of the historic landscape and local heritage. A commenter stated the trees are an “iconic part of this
region.” A commenter stated the trees are a “landmark on Humboldt Bay.” A commenter stated the trees are
part of the area’s cherished character. A commenter stated the trees have a significant historic quality to area
residents.
Response:
Potential impacts to cultural resources are analyzed in Section 3.5 of the MND. A brief historical overview
of the eucalyptus trees is provided below, followed by a summary of the evaluation to determine whether the
eucalyptus trees are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register
of Historic Resources. Copies of historical maps and photographs are contained in Attachment D.
The state highway connecting Eureka and Arcata was initially constructed as an unpaved road in 1918, and
was improved to become a paved, two-lane highway in 1925. Eucalyptus trees were first planted along the
highway by Henry Devoy, who owned 1,100 acres of ranchland in the Fay Slough area. Eucalyptus trees
were popular in the late 19th century and early 20th century due to their rapid growth, and were planted in
many locations along the California coast for timber and to serve as windbreaks (providing shelter from the
wind). According to Eureka resident Patricia Lotus, her great grandfather, Henry Devoy, planted the trees in
1921 with assistance from her grandfather M. Lee Gillogly, a right-of-way agent for the Northwestern Pacific
Railroad Company. The trees were intended to serve as a windbreak for Mr. Devoy’s dairy ranch.
According to a March 1925 Humboldt Standard newspaper article, the trees were reportedly planted without
permission from the state highway commission. Mr. Devoy is notable for having donated 120 acres of land
in southern Humboldt County, which became Richardson Grove State Park, and for being the namesake for
Devoy Road between Eureka and Freshwater.

CEQA Comment Evaluation
Humboldt Bay Trail South Project

July 16, 2018
Page 7

A historical photograph indicates that the trees in front of the main barn on the Devoy property were cut
down after a damaging frost in 1933. An aerial photograph indicates that trees were replanted in the southern
section by 1937. According to Eureka resident Gemma Fiamma, her father, Caesar Fiamma, helped re-plant
trees in the southern section (south of the current mill entrance) as part of the Works Progress
Administration, while the trees in the northern section were planted as a separate action. Historical
photographs indicate that trees reached a height of approximately 75 feet by 1949. The highway was
expanded to become a four-lane separated freeway in 1954 and 1955. Historical photographs indicate the
eucalyptus trees were heavily trimmed (topped) in 1969.
Lands containing buildings, structures, or objects may be eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places (“NRHP”) or California Register of Historic Resources (“CRHR”) if they maintain integrity
and meet one of the following criteria:
1. NRHP Criterion A (CRHR Criterion 1) – Associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of history.
2. NRHP Criterion B (CRHR Criterion 2) – Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
This criterion is generally limited to properties that illustrate a person’s important achievements and
are associated with the person’s productive life.
3. NRHP Criterion C (CRHR Criterion 3) – Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values.
4. NRHP Criterion D (CRHR Criterion 4) – Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history.
In 2003, JRP Historical Consulting (“JRP”) reviewed the entire row of eucalyptus trees for historical
significance as part of the studies for the Eureka-Arcata Corridor Highway Improvement Project. JRP
concluded that the eucalyptus trees were not eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. The State Historic
Preservation Office concurred with this conclusion in a letter dated November 29, 2006 (Attachment E).
In 2018, JRP updated their evaluation to assess any new information regarding the historical significance of
the trees. The updated historical evaluation form is contained in Attachment E, and summarized here:
1. The eucalyptus trees do not meet NRHP Criterion A (CRHR Criterion 1) because they are not unique
within the context of eucalyptus trees being planted in California or Humboldt County as wind
breaks for agricultural land.
2. The eucalyptus trees do not meet NRHP Criterion B (CRHR Criterion 2) because there was no
demonstrable evidence that Mr. Devoy made historically significant contributions to the ranching
industry, and if he had, it’s unlikely that the eucalyptus trees were directly associated with that
contribution. If Mr. Devoy was deemed historically significant for having donated land to create
Richardson Grove State Park, the eucalyptus trees would still not meet this criterion because they are
not directly linked to that contribution. Objects that commemorate a person’s important
achievements are not considered to meet this criterion.
3. The eucalyptus trees do not meet NRHP Criterion C (CRHR Criterion 3) because they are not
associated with a significant figure in landscape architecture, nor with an innovative planting plan.
4. The eucalyptus trees do not meet NRHP Criterion D (CRHR Criterion 4) because they are unlikely
to provide important information regarding history.
Further, JRP noted that the integrity of the setting has changed significantly due to changes in land use in the
vicinity of the trees. Based on this evaluation, JRP determined that the eucalyptus trees continue to be
ineligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. JRP prepared a Historic Property Survey Report, Historic
Resources Evaluation Report, and Archaeological Survey for the Project, and these documents were
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office, which concurred with their findings in a letter dated June
19, 2018 (Attachment E).
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While the trees are approximately 75 to 80 years old and provide a tangible connection to historical activities
around Humboldt Bay, they do not meet the eligibility requirements for being considered a historic place or
historic resource. Therefore, the proposed removal of the northern group of the eucalyptus trees is not a
significant impact to cultural resources under CEQA.
Hydrology and Water Quality
A commenter expressed concern about using herbicides near the bay.
Response:
The MND listed herbicides as a potential method for treating the eucalyptus stumps and root systems to
prevent re-sprouting. The MND does not contain a description of specific techniques. Public Works is not
considering the use of herbicides for the Project at this time, and adoption of the MND does not constitute
approval for the potential use of herbicides. Public Works is currently planning to use mechanical methods
such as a stump grinder or manual methods such as covering with black plastic to prevent or minimize
resprouting following tree removal. In the event that mechanical and manual methods are determined to be
insufficient and there is a desire to further consider the use of herbicides, Public Works will perform a
supplemental review to determine the applicable requirements for complying with CEQA.
Other Aspects of the Eucalyptus Trees
Aspect 1: Wind Break
Some commenters stated that the trees are important because they serve as a wind break. Conversely, a
commenter noted that the trees no longer serve their original purpose of serving as a wind break for a dairy
ranch.
Response:
The trees may help provide shelter from wind for a portion of Highway 101 and adjacent property.
However, the majority of the highway corridor between Eureka and Arcata has direct exposure to winds from
over the bay. Therefore, the effect provided by the northern group of eucalyptus trees is very limited. The
function of providing a potential wind break along Highway 101 does not override the safety hazard
concerns to trail users.
Aspect 2: Interaction with Sunlight
A commenter stated that the trees are beneficial by providing sun glare protection to motorists. Conversely,
a commenter stated that the trees create a distraction to motorists by causing a “strobe effect” with late
afternoon sun flashing through the trees.
Response:
Public Works acknowledges that the eucalyptus trees may affect visibility for motorists, either positively or
negatively. These aspects do not change the analysis of environmental impacts or conclusions in the MND.
Aspect 3: Calming Presence
Some commenters stated that the trees provide a calming presence along the highway and provide a safety
benefit by calming traffic.
Response:
Public Works acknowledges that the eucalyptus trees may provide this benefit. However, this aspect does
not change the analysis of environmental impacts or conclusions in the MND.
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Aspect 4: Barrier between Highway and Trail
A commenter stated that retaining the trees would be beneficial by providing a physical barrier separating the
trail from the highway.
Response:
The potential safety benefits that the eucalyptus trees would provide as a physical barrier do not offset the
safety hazards presented by the trees to trail users. Further, the Project will include a cable barrier between
Highway 101 and the trail at locations where it is determined to be necessary.

2.

Project Design Elements

Issue 1: Driveway Crossing at Bracut Industrial Park
Some commenters expressed a preference to have the trail alignment in Segment 9 avoid crossing the
driveway entrance for Bracut Industrial Park, and asked about the feasibility of going around the driveway.
A commenter objected to placing the burden of stopping or yielding at the crossing on trail users over
motorists. A commenter suggested an alternative of providing flashing lights to warn turning vehicles. A
commenter stated that right-angle turns are undesirable for maintaining speed and traffic flow.
Response:
Public Works evaluated several potential options to bypass the driveway at Bracut, but none of the options
were found to be feasible. Public Works will continue to refine the design details of the driveway crossing to
maximize safety.
Issue 2: Alignment within Humboldt Bay
A commenter suggested an alternative alignment that would locate the majority of the trail within Humboldt
Bay on a boardwalk or causeway.
Response:
Public Works reviewed the proposed alternative alignment and determined that it would not comply with the
applicable design standards for a bikepath (Chapter 1000 of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual) and for
accessibility (Chapter 11B of the California Building Code). In addition, there would likely be significant
environmental impacts to areas used by shorebirds for foraging as well as eel grass habitat, and it is unlikely
that these impacts could be sufficiently mitigated. Further, the alternative alignment would have higher
construction and maintenance costs, and would unlikely be permitted by the Coastal Commission.
Issue 3: Alternative Design for the Eureka Slough Bridge
Some commenters advocated for the trail to be cantilevered on the side of the bridge, rather than being
integrated on top of the bridge.
Response:
Public Works retained Morrison Structures, a bridge engineer, to consider a range of alternatives for
improving the Eureka Slough railroad bridge to accommodate the trail. Morrison Structures considered the
alternative of widening the bridge by cantilevering a separate deck girder frame from the existing supports.
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to unfavorable weight impacts to the bridge
supports, the difficulty in removing the cantilevered structure, and unfavorable construction costs compared
to other alternatives.
Issue 4: Trail Width
A commenter expressed the desire for a wider paved section to accommodate passing cyclists and improve
the flow of traffic.

CEQA Comment Evaluation
Humboldt Bay Trail South Project

July 16, 2018
Page 10

Response:
Trail width is a key design parameter for user safety and the quality of the user experience. The width of the
paved portion of the trail (ten feet) was determined based on applicable design standards, the context of the
trail, and considering the goals of minimizing costs and environmental impacts. The width of ten feet was
determined to be sufficient based on the estimated peak hourly usage rate. A wider trail would have higher
construction costs, more wetland impacts, and higher mitigation costs.
Issue 5: Trail Surfaces
A commenter expressed preference for an unpaved trail.
Response:
The purpose of the Project is to provide a multi-use facility for transportation and recreation. The applicable
design standards for a bikepath require a paved surface.
Issue 6: Bridge Surfaces
A commenter expressed concern about slippery wood on Eureka Slough bridge and bike tires getting trapped
between pavement and the rails. Some commenters requested that metal bridge decks be avoided to provide
a quieter tread and reduce noise. Conversely, a commenter noted that the metal bridge decks on the City of
Arcata’s Bay Trail North project area provide an audible warning of approaching cyclists.
Response:
The Eureka Slough bridge deck will be designed to avoid slippery conditions and to avoid gaps that could
cause a hazard for bike tires. None of the bridges for the Project will have metal decks.
Issue 7: Pavement Markings
A commenter expressed a preference for white pavement markings over yellow.
Response:
The applicable design standards for a bikepath specify yellow pavement markings for the centerline to denote
two-way traffic.
Issue 8: Signs
A commenter advocated for the reduction of signage (fewer signs and not as high). A commenter requested
that the project avoid excessive signs regarding speeds and etiquette.
Response:
A detailed sign plan will be developed during the design phase of the Project. Some signs are mandated by
safety standards, especially when there is the potential for conflicts between trail users and vehicles. Public
Works agrees with the general principle of minimizing signs, especially in scenic areas.
Issue 9: Turnouts
A commenter recommended turnouts to allow wildlife observation, photography, and general enjoyment.
Response:
Opportunities for turnouts will be evaluated during the design phase of the Project.
Issue 10: Bollards
A commenter recommended the placement of bollards avoid blindspots for trail users.
Response:
The location of bollards will be considered during the design phase of the Project.
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Issue 11: Vegetation
A commenter requested introducing more natural features between the highway and trail, such as quarry
boulders and native shrubs and wildflowers. A commenter supported using vegetation as a sound and visual
barrier. A commenter recommended being prepared to address invasive species that will colonize disturbed
soil areas.
Response:
Public Works will evaluate opportunities for incorporating re-vegetation of native species into the Project,
and will assess the need for managing invasive species following construction.

CONCLUSION AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
After reviewing the comments received on the MND, Public Works believes that the environmental
document has sufficiently addressed the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project
under CEQA. No changes to the MND are warranted. Public Works recommends that the Board of
Supervisors incorporate the eleven mitigation measures into the Project, adopt the MND including
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Appendix F of the MND), approve the Project,
and direct staff to post a Notice of Determination with the Humboldt County Clerk/Recorder.
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L.A. Times 12/19/2016
What types of tree usually fall?

Failing trees aren't usual considering the countless trees in California's cities, parks and forests. That
said, there have been 5,902 tree or tree branch "fails" since 2010 in California, according to
the University of California's Tree Failure Report Program.
Of those, 23.2% involved oak trees, 17.1% were pine trees and 12.6% were eucalyptus.
Did the eucalyptus that fell Saturday fit the typical profile?

Yes. According to a 2014 report from The Britton Fund, a nonprofit entity from the International
Society of Arboriculture's Western Chapter, the average age and size of failing eucalyptus in
California is 65 years old and 81 feet tall.
Saturday's tree was an 80-foot-tall eucalyptus that was at least 50 years old and had a trunk diameter
between 6 and 8 feet, Los Angeles County firefighters said.
Two-thirds of trees that failed were in high-use areas like Penn Park's eucalyptus, and 58% of them
occurred in the winter months between November and February, the report stated.
The most common defect among the trees in the report were heavy lateral limbs, which were too big
for the tree's root system and trunk to support.
Could it have fallen because of the drought?

According to Green, that's not likely. The park appears irrigated and there hasn't been a reported
spike in tree failings since California's drought took hold five years ago.
Two factors that can cause a tree to fail, however, are long-term effects of decay and short-term
effects of rain on loosening soil.
Do we know if this tree fell because of decay or rain?

It's too early to tell.
If the trunk snapped apart from its "root plate" below ground, Green said, that would be a symptom
of long-term decay to the roots until they were so compromised that they were too weak for the tree.
If they remained attached and the entire tree fell over, unearthing all of its roots and the soil that
were holding them, that would be a sign that it was the soil that failed, not the tree itself, he said.
Sometimes only part of the roots are compromised and others are not, further muddying the
investigation for arborists, he said.
June 26, 2018
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Could the city have detected the tree would fail?

It depends on the cause.
Whittier maintains a pruning and inspection schedule for its trees, though officials wouldn't
immediately say what that was and when the last time Saturday's tree had been inspected.
But typically trees in municipalities are inspected on a one- to five-year basis, Green said. Longterm issues like root decay would be detectable because the tree would show outward symptoms
like mushrooms growing around its base or on its trunk, he said.
"By the time you have a mushroom you have advanced decay – that means the wood has been eaten
up," Green said. "The structural integrity…is like mush, like soft bread. It takes years for this to
happen."
Another sign of decay would be a callous, or a raised ring on the bark that forms around an infected
area on the tree's surface.
Conversely, a green canopy isn't a sign of a tree's health, Green said.
"A tree canopy can still be green but that doesn't mean the root system is structurally sound," he
said.
But if the tree itself was healthy and it was the ground around it that was failing, that's difficult to
predict, Green said. Heavy branches saturated with water and a powerful wind gust has been known
to knock over a healthy eucalyptus, he said.
"Those are hard to detect," Green said. "I don't know how you would do it unless you see the soil
shifting…you can't detect it."
Where does eucalyptus come from?

They are originally from Tasmania and Australia and were introduced to California in the 1800s.
They were used as windbreaks and for their timber but have since become naturalized across
California.
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Case #2 – Newport Beach, CA (2011)

June 26, 2018

Page 7

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California

June 26, 2018

Page 8

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California

June 26, 2018

Page 9

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California
Case #3 – San Diego, CA (2013)

June 26, 2018

Page 10

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California

June 26, 2018

Page 11

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California

June 26, 2018

Page 12

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California
Case #4 – Highland Park, CA (1990)

June 26, 2018

Page 13

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California

June 26, 2018

Page 14

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California
Case #5 – San Diego, CA (2016)

June 26, 2018

Page 15

ATTACHMENT C
Examples of Eucalyptus Tree Safety Incidents in California
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Case #7 – U.C. Berkeley, CA (2010)
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Case #8 – Golden Gate Park, San Francisco, CA (2013)
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and Concurrence Letters from the State Historic Preservation
Office (2006 and 2018)
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P1. Other Identifier:
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication

 Unrestricted

*a. County: Humboldt

*P2 e. Other Locational Data:

Located 0.33-miles east of the intersection of US Highway 101 and Jacobs Avenue, just north of
Eureka, to approximately 0.25-miles west of the intersection of US Highway 101 and the Indianola Cutoff.

*P3a. Description:

The primary change to this resource since its last recordation in 2003 is the removal of seven trees on the
west end of the west section, near Murray Field County Airport in 2012. 1
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP
*P8. Recorded by:

30) Trees/Vegetation
Heather Miller & Shelby Kendrick, JRP Historical Consulting, LLC, 2850 Spafford Street, Davis, CA

95618
*P11. Report Citation: JRP

Historical Consulting, LLC, “Historical Resources Evaluation Report, Humboldt Bay Trail South,
City of Eureka, Humboldt County, California,” prepared for Humboldt County Public Works and Caltrans District 1, 2018.
*B10. Significance: This

form is an update of a discontiguous eucalyptus tree row located along US Highway 101 just north of
Eureka (Photograph 1). The 1.25-miles long row contains approximately 600 mature eucalyptus trees with a 650-foot break
at the entrance of the former Arcata Redwood Company property (now California Redwood Company), which creates west
and east sections of the tree row (Photographs 1-3). The trees are Eucalyptus globulus, also referred to as Tasmanian blue
gum or blue gum. The tree row was previously recorded and evaluated in 2003 by JRP Historical Consulting (see attached).
JRP concluded that the row was not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with this
conclusion on November 29, 2006 (Reference No. FHWA20150925002). This update recordation and evaluation of the
property was undertaken because of historical information that has emerged since 2006 about the origin of the tree row and
to reevaluate the resource within this new context.
Historic Context
The previous recordation estimated that the trees were planted between 1919 and 1925 by the California Division of
Highways as part of construction of the new highway connecting Eureka and Arcata and were sourced from a Division of
Highways nursery. In September 2007, the Eureka Heritage Society sent a letter to Caltrans office in Eureka in as part of the
environmental compliance process for the Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project stating that the trees
were planted before construction of the highway as a windbreak for ranch properties. 2 On November 16, 2008, the TimesStandard printed an article about the tree rows that cited a 1925 Humboldt-Standard article that stated the trees were planted
by Henry M. Devoy without the highway commission’s consent and were mature when the Division of Highways threatened
to cut them down in 1925. The article also stated that the trees were sourced as seedlings from the Cottage Gardens Nursery
located in Eureka. 3 An article published by North Coast Journal on January 8, 2009 confirmed that Devoy planted the trees
citing a statement by Devoy’s 96-year old granddaughter that Henry Devoy planted the tree row as a windbreak for three
dairies he owned in the vicinity. 4 The historical record does not provide an exact date of when the trees were planted, but it
is estimated they were planted between 1914 and 1919 between the time Devoy acquired the property to when construction
of the highway began. The entire tree row was cut down in 1933 after a hard frost that swept through Northern California
and killed many eucalyptus in the Eureka area. The trees were taken down to stumps, but grew back to the trees that stand
today. A photograph from 1933 taken after the damaged tree row was cut down shows that the tree row was originally

1

California Coastal Commission, Staff Report: Regular Calendar, W16b, Application No. 1-11-046, Filed March 11, 2012, available at
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2012/4/W16b-4-2012.pdf.
2
U.S. Department of Transportation, et al. Eureka-Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project, Humboldt County, District 1 –
HUM – 101, PM 79.9/86.3, State Clearing House Number: 200109035, Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement, Volume I of IV,
December 2016, 219.
3
Kathy Dillon for Times-Standard, “A Changing Landscape,” November 16, 2008, 1.
4
Heidi Walters for North Coast Journal, “O, Eucalyptus! Should They Stay or Should They Go?” January 8, 2009, available at
https://www.northcoastjournal.com/humboldt/o-eucalyptus/Content?oid=2128713.
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planted in two parallel rows, which was a common planting style for windbreaks (Plate 1). When the tree row grew back, it
only grew as a single row. 5
Henry Devoy purchased a 1100-acre property that fronted Humboldt Bay between Eureka and Arcata in 1914, which
includes the property that is the site of the former Arcata Redwood Company (currently owned and referred to as California
Redwood Company) along which most of the tree row is planted. This property had been swamp land that was reclaimed in
the late nineteenth century. During his active management of the property in the 1910s, Devoy leased portions of his ranch
to various individuals while maintaining a home ranch on Devoy Road (approximately 1.4 miles south of the tree row). One
of the leased properties was a small dairy operation that was located on what would later become the Arcata Redwood
Company. Devoy held large tracts of land throughout northern California, including 120-acres of Redwoods along the South
Forth of the Eel River, near Cooks Valley, that he purchased in the early 1900s and named it “Henry Devoy Grove.” Devoy
used the location as a summer retreat and leased the land to Ed Freeman who built a cookhouse, cabins, tent platforms, and
later a store and dining room. In 1922 the Save-the Redwoods League was concerned about plans to cut a highway through
the area and convinced Devoy to transfer his 120-acres to the State to operate as a park. This initial 120-acre State park was
dedicated in 1922 as Richardson Grove and would eventually grow to its current size of 1800-acres. Devoy retired from
ranching by 1920 and his three children continued to run the home ranch north of Eureka. Devoy and his wife Ella moved to
Alameda in 1925 where Henry died in 1933. Upon his death, their property, including the ranch north of Eureka transferred
to Ella who used a deed of gift to distribute the property to their children and grandchildren in 1939. The Devoy heirs sold
the “Henry Devoy Ranch” in 1943, which then consisted of approximately 750-acres to Charles L. and Dorothy N. East.
Four years later the Easts sold approximately 109-acres to local mill owner Howard A. Libbey who later established a drying
yard and remanufacturing plant as part of the Arcata Redwood Company. 6
The choice of eucalyptus – and particularly Eucalyptus globulus – for windbreaks had a long history in California by the
time the trees were planted on the Devoy ranch in the 1910s. Interest in and importing of eucalyptus trees from Australia to
California as both an ornamental and commercial specimen began in the 1850s during the period the tremendous growth and
business enterprise that accompanied the Gold Rush. Eucalyptus were attractive for their rapid growth and shade, as well as
for their potential to counteract widespread deforestation that had already began at the time. A eucalyptus tree industry
developed in California starting in the 1870s, which expanded widely by the early twentieth century. Up to 150 species of
eucalyptus had been tested by state forestry experiment stations by 1900 in an attempt to find the types that would grow well
and serve as timber in California. The trees adapted well to coastal areas of the state and they were planted extensively.
While the fast-growing blue gum Eucalyptus continued to be used for windbreaks, by the early twentieth century they

5

Humboldt County Recorder, Deeds Vol. 123, pages 444-451; Local contracting firm Mercer-Frazer won the 6.2-mile highway contract
for the section between Eureka and Arcata. “California Highway Contracts,” Western Highways Builder 1, No. 2 (February 15, 1919):
26; Sean David Dexter, URS Corporation, Historic photograph in Department of Parks and Recreation Primary Record for “Timber
Bridge ruins at Brainard,” for the Positive Archaeological Survey Report, US Highway 101 Eureka-Arcata Corridor Improvement,
Arcata to Eureka, Humboldt County, California, District 1, 2006.
6
Charles F. Metsker, Metsker’s Humboldt County Atlas, Humboldt County, California (Portland, OR: Chas. F. Metsker), 1949; Peter
Fimrite, “Suit Says
Highway 101 Plan Threatens Redwoods,” SFGate, June 19, 2010, available at
https://www.sfgate.com/green/article/Suit-says-Highway-101-plan-threatens-redwoods-3185088.php; Save Richardson Grove, “About:
The History of Richardson Grove,” Save Richardson Grove, http://www.saverichardsongrove.org/about/ (accessed February 2018); 1933
dated photograph from personal collection of Barry Douglas at Caltrans District 1, showing the two rows of stumps cut down after the
severe frost, California Department of Parks and Recreation, “Richardson Grove State Park,” California Department of Parks and
Recreation, https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=422 (accessed February 2018); Heidi Walters for North Coast Journal, “O, Eucalyptus!
Should They Stay or Should They Go?;” Dana Bowers, “Frost Bitten Trees Along Roadsides Show Signs of Life,” California Highways
and Public Works (May 1933), 14; US Census, 1920, Population Schedule, California, Humboldt County, Eureka City, Supervisor’s
District No. 146, Enumeration District No. 187, Sheet 5B; US Census, 1930, Population Schedule, California, Alameda County,
Alameda City, Enumeration District No. 1-223, Supervisor’s District No. 8, Sheet 11A; Humboldt Standard, “Henry M. Devoy, Pioneer
Resident of County, Dies,” November 21, 1933; Humboldt County Recorder, Deeds Vol. 241, pages 208-209; Humboldt County
Recorder, Deeds Vol. 264, pages 255-256; Humboldt County Recorder, Official Records Vol. 2, pages 338-339.
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proved not to be a useful source of timber, and in California the lumber harvested from these trees tended to crack, shrink,
warp, and rot. 7
Like other parts of the State, Humboldt County citizen started planning eucalyptus in the 1870s. Local botanist and creator
of the Ettersburg Experimental Place, Albert F. Etter, wrote a letter to the editor in Pacific Rural Press in 1906 about the
history of planting eucalyptus trees in Humboldt County. In it, Etter describes trees that are 25 and 30 years old could be
found in many parts of the county. Etter also recounted his personal experience with sprouting, transplanting, growing, and
transporting nearly 1500 young eucalyptus trees along the Salt River and Perry Slough near Ferndale in the Eel River
Valley. After clearcutting much of the valley, local farmers and dairymen lamented the decreased productivity of their fields.
Eucalyptus was chosen to plant in the valley to serve as windbreaks, bank protection, fuel supply, and ornament the
landscape. A dense concentration of eucalyptus was planted along the bend in the Salt River that is currently bisected by
State Route 211 and follows Port Kenyon Road. Although many of these trees are no longer standing, the remaining trees
that were planted in the mid-1890s, still dot the landscape in disrupted rows and can be seen from State Route 211. 8
Evaluation
Although the new information regarding the origin of the planting of the tree row changes the previous context in which the
trees were planted, it does not change the previously concurred upon evaluation that the trees are not eligible for listing in
the NRHP or CRHR. While the trees have an aesthetic presence along US 101 between Eureka and Arcata, they lack
historical significance and historic integrity as established under NRHP and CRHR criteria. Thus, this update evaluation
concludes that the previous finding for this resources is still valid.
Under NRHP Criterion A and CRHR Criterion 1, the eucalyptus tree row still is not associated with important events or
trends that made a significant contribution to the patterns of history. The trees were planted by a private land owner, not the
California Division of Highways as previously reported. Many private land owners planted eucalyptus tree rows as
windbreaks throughout California in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century. There are many examples in
coastal areas of the state. For example, large-scale windbreaks were undertaken by the Salinas Land Company and
California Orchard Company in the Salinas Valley in Monterey County where over 6,000 eucalyptus trees were planted
between 1918 and 1919 along land holdings near US Highway 101 to serve as windbreaks for their agricultural lands. 9 The
California Orchard Company grew its own eucalyptus trees in a nursery on the property, with as many as 170,000 in
cultivation at any given time. By 1924 nearly 85,000 eucalyptus trees raised by California Orchard Company were planted in
long rows on the roughly 8,000 acres of irrigable Salinas Land Company property, spaced at roughly 800-foot intervals
along lot lines of the subdivision, and along the western side of the state highway. 10 In comparison to these larger designed
landscapes, the tree row recorded here is not significant within the context of privately planted windbreak tree rows. Also,
this tree row is not the only, or the oldest tree row in Humboldt County. As discussed above, private citizens began planting
eucalyptus trees in Humboldt County in the 1870s and nearly 1500 trees were planted near Ferndale along waterways in the
1890s. The tree row recorded on this form grew back after being cut down in 1933, making the Ferndale tree rows nearly
forty-years older, and they are still situated in their agricultural and rural setting.
Under NRHP Criterion B or CRHR Criterion 2, these eucalyptus trees still are not associated with the lives of persons
important to history. The trees were planted by private land owner Henry Devoy, not the California Division of Highways as
7

Robin W. Doughty, The Eucalyptus: A Natural and Commercial History of the Gum Tree (Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2000), 66-67, 71-72, 76-78, 81-82; see also Section 1 of Robert L. Santos, The Eucalyptus of California: Seeds of Good
or Seeds of Evil? Available at http://library.csustan.edu/sites/default/files/Bob_Santos-The_Eucalyptus_of_California.pdf.
8
Albert F. Etter, “The Eucalyptus in Humboldt County, Cal.,” Pacific Rural Press, March 10, 1906, 150; Erwin G. Gudde, California
Place Names: The Origin and Etymology of Current Geographical Names” (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1998), 126;
Clyde Sunderland, Flight ID CVL-1954, Frame No. 1N-033, July 21, 1954.
9
R.E. Hodges, “Large Land Development by Pumps,” Pacific Rural Press, January 25, 1919, 118.
10
PAST Consultants, LLC, “Agricultural Resources Evaluation Handbook, Monterey County, California,” prepared for Monterey
County Parks Department, September 2011, 115; California Orchard Company, “Developing Nineteen Hundred & Five Acres of Fruit
and Farm Land in Monterey County, California,” 12-13.
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previously reported. Devoy was a large, local landholder and rancher, but he does not appear to have made significant
contributions to the ranching industry. If Devoy was historically significant, it may also be more appropriate to recognize his
house as having more association with his productive life, rather than a tree row that served as a windbreak to one of his
leased properties. Furthermore, as discussed above, Devoy is associated with the initial creation of Richard Grove State Park
when he donated his 120-acre redwood landholding to the State to use as a park in 1922. Under this association, the State
Park would serve better as a representation of his contribution to the State Park system, not the tree row recorded on this
form. Criterion B is generally restricted to properties that illustrate, rather than commemorate, a person’s important
achievements.
Under NRHP Criterion C or CRHR Criterion 3, this update agrees with the previous evaluation that the row of Eucalyptus
trees is not associated with the productive careers of significant figures in American landscape architecture as defined by
Criterion C, nor is the design plan (a row of trees lining a road) of these trees the first of its type or represent an innovative
design plan. Research for this project did not indicate that any significant person in the history of landscape gardening or
architecture was involved in the decision to plant the trees. The common nature of tree lined roads does not suggest that
planting suggests that it was influential or significant in the theory or practice of landscape architecture. Rural tree-lined
roads are common and were often simply the installations of landowners wishing to beautify, provide shade, protect from
wind, and/or provide privacy. Additionally, several of the trees have been removed or were cut back by the State Highway
Department in 1933 after a severe frost and the integrity of this row (discussed below) has been compromised, eliminating
any potential for a historic landscape.
Finally, this resource does not appear to be significant as a source (or likely source) of important information regarding
history. The practice of planting of eucalyptus trees as windbreaks is documented in a broad body of contemporary and
historical literature. Also, the property’s land use and the layout of the tree row, and its relationship the built environment
around it, is typical for rural properties of the period and do not appear to provide important information within the broader
economic, social, and cultural setting of the region during its historic-period occupation. Therefore, the tree row does not
have any likelihood of yielding important information about historic landscape design or planting techniques (NRHP
Criterion D or CRHR Criterion 4).
In addition to lacking significance under any of the NRHP or CRHR criteria for evaluation, this resource has lost integrity of
setting, feeling, and association. The tree row was planted at some point between 1914 and 1919 by private land owner
Henry Devoy to serve as a windbreak for three dairies he owned in the vicinity. Unlike the original pastoral bay setting, the
area around the tree row has changed dramatically. The dairy property on the north side of the tree row was transformed into
a drying yard and remanufacturing plant as part of the Arcata Redwood Company beginning in the late 1940s. Murray Field
Airport, located southwest from the tree row, was initially constructed in the late 1930s, Mid-City Auto World was
developed in 1955, the Mid-Way Drive In, now an RV storage facility, was built in 1952, the Cash & Carry was built
between 1954 and 1956, a storage facility was built in 1970, and commercial construction along Jacobs Avenue began in the
early 1950s and continued into the 1980s (Plate 2).11 Additionally, the highway along which the tree row was planted was
expanded from a the original two-lane highway (Plate 3) into a major four-lane highway with a large grassy median in the
mid-1950s. 12 While the tree row generally retains integrity of location, design, workmanship, and materials, the changes to
setting, feeling, and association have substantially diminished the tree row’s historic integrity as an agricultural windbreak in
a rural setting. The resource does not meet the NRHP or CRHR significance criteria, nor does it retain integrity, and it is not
11
Judy Tordoff, et al., Supplemental Historic Resources Evaluation Report, Eureka to Arcata Route 101 Corridor Improvement Project,
Humboldt County, California, PM 79.9/86.3 (KP 128.6/138.9), EA 01-363300, 01-366000, July 2006, 7, 10; Times-Standard, “East
Ranch North of Eureka Sold to Businessmen, June 29, 1955, 1; Fairchild Aerial Surveys, Flight ID C-19180, Frame 2-6, June 3, 1953;
HistoricAerials.com, Eureka, CA, aerial photography [1956]; Clyde Sunderland, Flight ID CVL-1954, Frame No. 12N-137, August 3,
1954; unknown photographer, Flight ID CH-70, Frame No. 17B-77 – Roll 18, August 7, 1970; Cartwright Aerial Surveys, Flight ID
CAS-1957, Flight No. Eureka-3, June 6, 1957; CH2M Hill, Flight ID CH2M-1969-HC, Flight No. HC-16-10, August 25, 1969;
unknown photographer, Flight ID CDF-ALL-EU, Frame No. 10-16, June 15, 1981.
12
Photograph courtesy of Caltrans District 1 Photo Archive; California Highways and Public Works, “Burns Memorial Freeway
Rededicated,” (Sacramento, CA: Division of Highways, November-December 1954), 37.
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eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR. It also does not appear an eligible for the City of Eureka Local Register of
Historic Places, 13 and it is not a historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
This property has been evaluated in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines using the criteria
outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code.
*B14. Evaluator: Heather

13

Miller

*Date of Evaluation: February

2018

This property technically falls outside the corporate City limits, but JRP considered it for the Eureka Local Register of Historic Places.
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Photographs:

Photograph 1: Full length of tree row with est end of west section in foreground,
camera facing north, October 25, 2017.

Photograph 2: Break in tree rows at former Arcata Redwood Company entrance,
camera facing north, October 25, 2017.
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Photograph 3: West end of east section of tree row, camera facing north, October 25, 2017.

Plate 1: 1933 photograph showing two rows of stumps where the trees were cut down
after a damaging frost. 14

14

Caltrans District 1, HUM-1-H- #16, ID 806, Object File Name img00762, 1933.
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Plate 2: 1941 aerial (top) showing dairy just north of tree row (west and east sections bound in
red boxes) and pasture land to the south, 2016 aerial (bottom) showing California Redwood
Company where dairy used to be, airport, and post WWII commercial development in former
open pasture land.
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Plate 3: 1949 view of west section of tree row. Note the two-lane US 101 Highway.
Field on right is current location of Mid-City Auto World. 15

15

Caltrans District 1, HUM-1-H- #79, ID 4909, Object File Name img04841, 1949
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Previous Historic Resources Inventory
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo@parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

June 19, 2018
VIA EMAIL
In reply refer to: FHWA_2018_0409_001
Mr. Brandon Larsen, Senior Environmental Planner
Office of Local Assistance
Caltrans District 1
PO Box 3700
Eureka, CA 95502-3700
Subject: Determinations of Eligibility for the Humboldt Bay Trail South Project,
Humboldt County, CA
Dear Mr. Larsen:
Caltrans is initiating consultation for the subject undertaking in accordance with the
January 1, 2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to
the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (PA). Caltrans is
concurrently complying with PRC 5024 pursuant to Stipulation III of the Memorandum of
Understanding between the California Department of Transportation and the California
Historic Preservation Officer regarding Compliance with Public Resources Code Section
5024 and Governor’s Executive Order W-26-92 (PRC 5024 MOU). As part of your
documentation, Caltrans submitted Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR), Historical
Resource Evaluation Report (HRER), and an Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) for
the project.
The County of Humboldt, in cooperation with Caltrans, is proposing to develop
approximately 4.2-mile bike path to connect the southern terminus of the City of Arcata’s
Humboldt Bay Trail North with the City of Eureka’s Waterfront Trail. A depiction of the
area of potential effect (APE) for the project is located in Attachment A of the HPSR and
a brief project description is located on page 1.
Caltrans is requesting concurrence that the Former Arcata Redwood Company and the
Northwestern Pacific Railroad from Bucksport through Arcata are not eligible individually,
or as part of a historic district, for either the National Register of Historic Places or the
California Register of Historic Resources. Based on my review of the submitted
documentation, I concur.

Mr. Larsen
June 19, 2018
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If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 445-7014
with e-mail at natalie.lindquist@parks.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE RESOURCES AGENCY

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896
SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001
(916) 653-6624 Fax: (916) 653-9824
calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

November 29, 2006

Reply To: FHWA061012A

Rod Parsons, Chief
North Region Environmental Management Branch E1
Department of Transportation
District 1
PO Box 3700
Eureka, CA 95502-3700
Re: Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed Eureka-Arcata Corridor Projects in
Humboldt County, CA
Dear Mr. Parsons:
Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the
Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and
the California Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the
Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (PA).
Caltrans is requesting my concurrence, pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.5 of the PA, in its
determination that the following properties are not eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2846 Jacobs Avenue
3008 Jacobs Avenue
3130 Jacobs Avenue
3134 Jacobs Avenue
3346 & 3348 Jacobs Avenue
3324 & 3360 Jacobs Avenue
3408 Jacobs Avenue
3428 Jacobs Avenue
3824 Jacobs Avenue
3956 Jacobs Avenue
6700 N Highway 101
4056 N Highway 101
Tidegates and ditch
Eucalyptus Trees
Portions of Flanigan, Brosnan & Company Railroad
Portions of Freshwater Railroad
Portions of the Northwestern Pacific Railroad

Mr. Parsons
November 29, 2006
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I concur.
I am presently unable to concur that a portion of the Murray Field Airport, a former
World War II Naval Air Station in the undertaking’s APE, is eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP under criterion C at a local level of significance. I currently do not have sufficient
contextual information to make an eligibility determination for this property. I would
prefer to suspend consideration of the subject property’s NRHP eligibility until such time
as a more complete context for the history of the airport and air hangars, as a whole,
becomes available. For the purpose of our present consultation, I recommend, in the
absence of the availability of such a context, that the FHWA assume the National
Register eligibility of the Murray Field Airport.
A portion of the Batini Dump, a refuse dump that dates to the 1930s, is located within
the area of direct impact (ADI) for the project. This portion was evaluated as not eligible
for the NRHP. The remaining known portion of the dump is located to the east on
private property outside of the ADI. Pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.3. of the PA, Caltrans
is considering this portion of the Batini Dump eligible for the NRHP under criterion D for
the purposes of the present undertaking without conducting further subsurface testing or
surface collection. An environmentally sensitive area will be established and enforced
to ensure that there will be no adverse effects to this property as a result of the
proposed undertaking pursuant to Stipulation X.B.2.a(ii). I concur.
Thank you for considering historic properties as part of your project planning. If you
have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at your earliest
convenience at (916) 654-0631 or e-mail at nlindquist@parks.ca.gov .
Sincerely,
Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer

