












City of Fort Bragg 
416 N. Franklin Street 
Fort Bragg, CA 95437 
 
Re:  Negative Declaration Adoption, Minor Subdivision 1-20 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
I live at 112 McKinley Street in Fort Bragg, directly adjacent to Halsey Way.  I write to express 
concern over a proposed development at the end of Halsey Way called Minor Subdivision 1-20.  
My concerns are as follows: 
 

1. In my estimation, Traffic on Halsey Way is already substantial, and the addition of three 
new residences will increase added vehicle trips on a daily basis.  I recognize that the 
proposed development will only add two additional dwellings, but the dwelling 
currently located at 130 Halsey Way has not been occupied for many years effectively 
leading to three new residences.  Considering that five houses already occupy Halsey 
Way, this increase has the potential to increase traffic by 60% or more depending on 
dwelling occupancy. 

2. Parking will likely be an issue as each of the three dwellings will only be provided two 
parking spaces, all three dwellings will share a single driveway, and none of the 
dwellings will include a garage.  Further, given the way the dwellings are proposed to be 
situated, there will be no on-street parking.  As a result, extra vehicles and guests will be 
parking on Halsey Way (which already supports considerable on-street parking) or on 
McKinley Street.   

3. The lack of dwelling driveways or garages will likely exacerbate the parking problem as 
the occupant may choose to park boats or campers in the available parking spaces long-
term, and choose to park cars on Halsey Way and McKinley Street.   

4. There is a daycare on McKinley Street that was approved in 2016.  The daycare has 
increased the amount of traffic on McKinley Street significantly as cars come twice per 
day to drop and pick up children.  I am not sure as to whether the daycare is operating 
currently, but suspect that it will resume full operation following the Covid-19 
pandemic. 

5. Fort Bragg Unified School District also uses McKinley Street as a bus route. I believe to 
avoid traffic on Oak/N. Harold Street during busy school traffic time.  The community 
also uses McKinley Street as an optional street during the school year to avoid traffic on 
Oak Street/N. Harold Street.  The expansion of homes on Halsey Way will add to the 
traffic and increase vehicle trips. 

 
Prior to consent, I would like to see the City of Roseville conduct a proper traffic study.  Any 
traffic study must consider the effects of Covid-19 pandemic including reduced travel.   
 
Pam and Tom West 
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Gonzalez, Joanna

From: Megan Caron <megancaron27@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 9:41 AM
To: Gonzalez, Joanna
Subject: Halsey way

 
To whom it concerns, 
I am writing this in support of the proposed project on Halsey Way. As you are all aware,  our community is in desperate 
need of housing and this project will be a welcome addition to current housing stock. Housing for locals is rapidly being 
consumed by those who are buying up the inventory in order to secure their second home. Working families unable to 
find housing are having to leave Fort Bragg and that’s not good for our community. For the sake of positive growth, 
please allow this project to continue.  
 
Regards,  
Megan Caron 
Fort Bragg 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



From: Gonzalez, Joanna
To: O"Neal, Chantell; Miller, Tabatha
Subject: FW: Comments - Halsey Project
Date: Thursday, November 12, 2020 12:07:17 PM

Commissioners (BCC) and Staff,
Please see the comment below from Jamie Peters. I will upload them to the agenda this afternoon.
-Joanna
 

From: Jamie Peters <jamielp13@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 12:03 PM
To: Gonzalez, Joanna <JGonzalez@fortbragg.com>
Subject: Comments - Halsey Project
 
Hi Joanna,
 
I hope you’re well!

Would you please add the following comments to the packet for tonight’s meeting?  Thank
you!!

Dear Planning Commissioners and CDD Staff:

Out of curiosity, I was reading through the Halsey Way Division Plan.  I’d first like to say that I do not
know the parties involved. I also hope this project is approved so that there is more housing
available in Fort Bragg, which is needed.
 
That said, I was surprised over info in the packet, such as:

1. That an MND was conducted in the first place.  Seems like overkill for a residential project in the
middle of the city, one that doesn’t buttress a park and is already surrounded by houses.
2. That Fish and Wildlife was brought in regarding Holly Bushes.  Seriously? Does the city keep
track of all holly bushes in the city? What if someone cut a holly bush on their property…is the city
going to weigh in on that too?
3. That our Pomo Band was sent a letter as well for potential cultural findings. Did this happen for
all houses built in this area? If so, then disregard the question. 
4. That the developer is required to pay for sewer and water hook-ups, etc. BEFORE their permits
will be granted.  Is this usual and are all residential housing developments required to do the same?
 
5. That a landscape plan is required prior to final approval.  Why should the city oversee
landscaping for private residences?
6. That developers are required to purchase shrubs and trees locally. While I’m all for shopping
local, I think this is overreach to require a local residential builder to purchase locally.  I get this need
for commercial properties where corporate HQs are not based in the area. A local person will
probably shop locally in this instance.

mailto:JGonzalez@fortbragg.com
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mailto:TMiller@fortbragg.com


7. That lawns should not be installed must be agreed to before permitting. Again, I think this is
overreach.  If the purpose is water conservation, then wouldn’t developers/homeowners be liable
for fines if they overused water?

So much of this seems either unnecessary and/or a big overreach into privacy of homeowner.  

I’m wondering if every developer who wants to build housing within the city and in a residential area
is or has been subject to the same hurdles.  It’s like we’re being cost prohibitive of this particular
development.

As someone who has been in opposition to formula/big box/chain stores in our community, it almost
seems like it has been easier for a Dollar General to go through our process for something our
community doesn’t need, versus this developer who is local and trying to provide something our
community desperately needs – housing.

Thank you for considering my thoughts on this topic.
 
Kind regards,
Jamie Peters
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986
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O'Neal, Chantell

From: Jacob Patterson <jacob.patterson.esq@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 4:02 PM
To: Sar, Sokuntia
Cc: O'Neal, Chantell; Smith, John
Subject: 130 Halsey Way IS/MND question and comments

Tia, 
 
Do you have anything that suggests the existing holly trees provided any habitat and might support the 
recommended mitigation measure? I read through the IS/MND and didn't see anything. If not, did you consider 
using an exemption from further environmental review or preparing a negative declaration rather than an MND? 
Without something in the record to support the City's analysis, I have doubts that the IS/MND is necessary. 
That said, if the City chooses to proceed with the IS/MND, it needs to be done correctly and I did not see any 
analysis that suggested the City applied a threshold of significance for checklist question IV a) and the 
associated mitigation measure--the only item in the IS/MND that would apply to since it was the only checklist 
item that identified a mitigation measure and all of the other determinations appear to be reasonable, IMO. A 
threshold of significance is necessary in order to evaluate the projected efficacy of the proposed mitigation 
measure. As currently written, no such analysis is adequately presented in the IS/MND. Thus, this section of the 
IS/MND (pp. 11-12 of 35 in the PDF) should be revised to include adequate analysis of this issue. Alternatively, 
the City should abandon the likely unnecessary IS/MND and either prepare a NegDec or apply one of the 
applicable exemptions from further environmental review that arguably apply to this project. 
 
Regards, 
 
--Jacob 
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Gonzalez, Joanna

From: Jacob Patterson <jacob.patterson.esq@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 12:26 PM
To: O'Neal, Chantell; Gonzalez, Joanna; Miller, Tabatha
Subject: Re: Public Comment on Halsey Way Subdivision

I haven't seen my official public comment in the agenda packet for tonight's meeting. Please be sure it gets 
included. Thanks. 
 
On Tue, Nov 10, 2020 at 11:58 AM Jacob Patterson <jacob.patterson.esq@gmail.com> wrote: 
Planning Commission & City Staff, 
 
I re-read my prior email about the Halsey Way Subdivision MND, which I did not intend as an official public 
comment, and wan't to submit this as an official public comment with a recommended alteration that addresses 
the concerns I noted--I was probably overly technical about CEQA processes. Anyway, whether the City 
applies a CEQA exemption from further environmental review or went through the Initial Study process, the 
end result can be the same, which is a determination that this project is not going to have a significant effect on 
the environment. In my opinion, the record supports that conclusion. 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission remove the mitigation measure BIO-1 in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) concerning replacing the holly trees/shrubs to be removed as part of the project, which is 
the only mitigation measure. (Special Condition #12 would also need to be removed.) Instead, the Planning 
Commission should certify the CEQA document as a Negative Declaration and direct staff to make necessary 
edits to the draft MND removing the mitigation measure and assertion that the mitigation measure is required. 
It is a simple change and one that is prudent based on all the evidence in the record or, in this case, the lack of 
evidence in the record to support requiring this mitigation measure.  
 
The City is not permitted to just make up conclusions or require an applicant to do something as part of their 
permit entitlement process without any evidence supporting the conclusion or permit requirement--going 
beyond what is reasonably connected to the project details can justify a Takings claim. I have reviewed the 
records in the project file, not just the agenda materials, and I can find absolutely nothing in the record other 
than unsubstantiated supposition about the possibility that the existing, non-native holly trees/shrubs could 
theoretically provide habitat for wildlife.  
 
There is no bird survey, biological report, or photo of a bird in or near the holly trees on this or even nearby 
properties, or even statement from a witness that they observed such birds. I found no evidence of observed, 
documented, or even likely projected wildlife based on scientific analysis that non-native holly trees provide 
habitat or food to wildlife populations. On the contrary, as anyone who has holly on their property can likely 
attest, holly can be invasive and displace native plants because additional plants sprout from their root systems, 
and the numerous berries often result in new holly plants popping up all over the surrounding area. Numerous 
biological reports and scientific studies demonstrate that native plants are far more likely to provide habitat and 
food for local wildlife than non-native plants. 
 
Please note that I recognize that my comments are also unsubstantiated by supporting evidence but my point 
and recommendation doesn't require supporting evidence like the staff recommendation does because it is 
based on the LACK of substantial evidence in the record to support the recommended mitigation measure or 
permit requirement. 
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As an aide, even if a mitigation measure was justified because habitat was actually being lost due to the project 
removing the existing holly, the mitigation measure would need to require the ongoing retention of the 
replacement plantings and future replacement of trees that do not survive to ensure it is and remains effective. 
The City also can't require "locally-purchased shrubs or trees" because that discriminates against non-local 
businesses in favor of local-businesses. The applicable regulations and policies encourage locally native plants 
grown from local genetic stock (ideally grown locally too), which is not the same as locally-purchased. The 
requirement should only be that the native plants are native to the Fort Bragg area or grown from local genetic 
stock but it should not discriminate based on the source of the plants. 
 
The planting plan shows that the project proposes to use Monterey Cypress for the replacement plantings. This 
is odd because Monterey Cypress are not local natives even though they are native to the central coast of 
California. In fact, Inland General Plan "Policy OS-2.2, Prohibit Invasive Species: Condition development 
projects requiring discretionary approval to prohibit the planting of any species of broom, pampas grass, gorse, 
or other species of invasive non-native plants deemed undesirable by the City."   Policy OS-2.2 includes a sub-
part, "Program OS-2.2.2: Encourage the removal of non-native invasive trees where feasible, such as 
Monterey Cypress, Monterey Pine and Eucalyptus, and prohibit planting of nonnative invasive tree species in 
new development."  
 
Since our own Inland General Plan, which governs this project, specifically calls out Monterey Cypress as 
"non-native invasive trees" that we are supposed to encourage developers or applicants to remove. In fact, this 
same policy and program suggest that the removal of the non-native and invasive holly is actually an 
environmentally-beneficial aspect of this project that makes the project more consistent with the Inland 
General Plan so it makes even less sense to then say we want the applicant to mitigate an environmental 
benefit, the removal of the invasive holly and then have the applicant do so with another non-local native tree 
that the City deems invasive. 
 
The staff report cites ILUDC [Chapter] 18.34 as the basis for requiring Special Conditions #12 and 13. 
However, Section 18.34.020, Applicability, states "That the provisions of this Chapter apply to all land uses as 
follows... The approval of a Minor Use Permit, Use Permit, Minor Variance, Variance, or application for 
Design Review for physical alterations and/or a change in use within an existing development may include 
conditions of approval requiring compliance with specific landscaping and irrigation requirements of this 
Chapter." This list does not include Minor Subdivisions.  
 
Section 18.71.050, Design Review, describes when Design Review is required and such projects would be 
subject to the Chapter 18.32 Landscaping Requirements.    
 
"Section 18.71.050, B. Applicability. All new structures, any relocation, exterior addition(s), or changes of or 
to existing structures, and any other physical improvements shall be subject to Design Review, whether or not 
a Building Permit is required, unless exempt in compliance with Subsection (B)(3) of this Section 
(Improvements exempt from Design Review). Design Review shall be required in addition to all other 
planning permit or approval requirements of this Development Code and the Municipal Code.  
... 
3.    Improvements Exempt from Design Review. The following improvements are exempt from Design 
Review: 
a.    One single-family dwelling on a single parcel, a second unit on a single parcel, a duplex, and/or any 
related residential accessory structures of less than 16 feet in height; 
b.    Structural improvements not visible from a public right-of-way; 
c.    Installation of a fence, wall, or retaining wall; 
d.    Landscaping including vegetation, irrigation systems, and low level lighting; 
e.    Exterior lighting; 
f.    Work determined by the Director to be minor or incidental within the intent and objectives of this Section; 
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and 
g.    Ordinary maintenance and repair of structures, landscaping, and fencing." 
 
Article 8 of the ILUDC governs Subdivisions but it does not include a requirement for Minor Subdivisions (or 
even Major Subdivisions) to comply with the landscaping requirements of Chapter 18.34, which applies to 
subsequent or concurrent applications for development of the subdivided property requiring one of the 
following discretionary permits: a Minor Use Permit, Use Permit, Minor Variance, Variance, or Design 
Review permit, none of which are required for this project.  
 
Other than the Minor Subdivision of the parcel into 3 separate parcels, this project only involves the relocation 
of one single-family dwelling on a single parcel. If this were a multi-family development or other larger 
residential project, a Design Review would be required and the Chapter 18.34 Landscaping Requirements 
would apply, but it is not such a project. Even if the future houses that will be built on the subdivided parcels 
were being proposed right now, they don't require Design Review because they consist of "one single-family 
dwelling on a single parcel, a second unit on a single parcel, a duplex, and/or any related residential accessory 
structures of less than 16 feet in height." The only possible justification for a Design Review by the Planning 
Commission would be from potential aesthetic impacts of the grading activities per Section 18.71.050, 
Subsection B. 1. iii) "The aesthetic impact of grading or filling of land" but staff has not described this project 
as involving the Design Review process nor are the Design Review Findings included in the staff report, or 
draft resolution. 
 
[Note: The lack of a resolution of approval is odd although not a fatal flaw but approving entitlements via 
resolution is considered a best practice because it helps show the City's reasoning is justified and that the 
review authority is actually making the required findings. In this case, there are no written findings, only the 
required conclusions, so the Planning Commission will need to actually provide explanations for why you have 
determined you can make each finding, at least those that are not specifically addressed by analysis in the staff 
report.]  
 
Based on a review of the project file for this Minor Subdivision, it appears the City has subjected this applicant 
to a staff-level review process that goes well beyond what is actually permitted by the City's governing 
documents, including the ILUDC. In my opinion, this overreach is in direct conflict with the City adopted 
Housing Element because it makes residential development, which we desperately need, more difficult and 
more expensive by requiring the applicant to pay for and submit various things that are not actually required by 
any legal authority even though staff is requesting them. This is not being business-friendly, housing-friendly, 
or customer/public-friendly. The City can and should do better and help facilitate the development of 
additional local housing stock rather than throwing up regulatory or procedural roadblocks that don't even have 
a clear basis in the ILUDC, Inland General Plan, or applicable state requirements. 
 
Regardless, the Planning Commission should approve this Minor Subdivision so the property owners can 
actually enjoy the use and benefits of their property, albeit after what appear to be unreasonable delays. 
 
Best regards, 
 
--Jacob  
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Gonzalez, Joanna

From: Jenny Shattuck <jenxvann@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 5:42 PM
To: Gonzalez, Joanna
Subject: Halsey Way Subdivision

Dear Commissioners . 
I usually would not comment on a housing subdivision, but after reading through all the reports, it seems like this staff 
report goes against everything our council and city have proclaimed for years, that we are promoting housing. Forgive me 
if I am mistaken, but is this not to simply move a home and split the existing large parcel into 3 parcels, that would each 
be larger than a standard city lot? 
 
Having landscaping requirements that require the landscape to be bought locally seems a bit overkill. What if the native 
landscape was not available here? What if they wanted to plant a simple apple tree? Or native strawberries? These 
seems like overreach and not an actual requirement for a home. Perhaps more in line with a commercial building.  
 
I do hope this plan is approved as our housing is below 1 percent vacancy and during housing element plan meetings I 
believe I heard from our former community development dept. director  that the city was in fact required to  remove 
burdens to  the construction of more housing. This is not high density housing, this is single family homes, which are in 
high demand and sorely needed. It seems that without all the requirements and hoops the applicant has had to go through 
they would actually have added housing stock to our community by now. I support this project and hope in the future the 
city and commission will see that so many hurdles to simply move or build a home are part of what has slowed, if not in 
many cases stopped development of much needed units.   
 
Jenny Shattuck 
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