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Arcata Ridge Trail – Fickle Hill Segment Negative Declaration Public Comment and Responses

February 16, 2021

The following address public comments entered into the record during the circulation period of the
Negative Declaration. The numbered responses below correspond to the numeral inserted in the
margins of the comment letters, attached. If a numerical response addresses successive points in a
comment, the numeral is used once. This document was updated after February 16, 2021, when the
circulation period ended.

1. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), the City is not required to respond to
comments that express an opinion about the project, but do not relate to the environmental
analyses provided in the draft Initial Study. In addition, reviewers should explain the basis of
their comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to
Section 15064(f)(4) and (5), an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence, and public controversy over environmental effects will not require an EIR if
there is no substantial evidence before the agency that the project may have a significant effect
on the environment. No environmental impact was identified. Therefore, no additional CEQA
analysis or mitigation is required. This issue is not addressed further.
2. The comment addresses a community or neighbor concern that may be addressed through
project design or modification, but does not address a substantive environmental issue. CEQA
and project review is an iterative process, and project alternatives may be added without
additional environmental review if the new measures do not create new significant
environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15073(c)(3)).No environmental impact was
identified. Therefore, no additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. This issue is not
addressed further.
3. This comment is a duplicate of a comment due to replication in email threads. The comment is
addressed elsewhere.
4. This comment expresses an opinion for or against the project, a component of the project (e.g.,
additional suggested mitigations), or a project alternative, but does not raise new
environmental issues that have not been analyzed, or pertain to the adequacy of the Initial
Study’s analysis of environmental impacts of the project. Comments related to the merits of the
proposed project, not the environmental impacts, do not require a detailed response as part of
the CEQA review process per CEQA Guidelines Section 15204. The merits of the project will be
considered by the City Council in the decision of what action to take on the proposed project.
The comment does not address a substantive environmental impact supported by facts or

conclusions predicated on facts. No environmental impact was identified. Therefore, no
additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. This issue is not addressed further.
5. Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines provides the following guidance for reviewing
environmental documents: “When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made...” The comment addresses the
project goals and the special studies and resulting environmental analysis included in the
Negative Declaration. It adds support to the findings of the Negative Declaration regarding
substantive issues identified in the Initial Study, based on the commenter’s knowledge,
professional expertise, and experience. No environmental impact was identified that has not
been adequately addressed in the Negative Declaration. Therefore, no additional CEQA analysis
or mitigation is required. This issue is not addressed further.
6. The comment raises a concern over whether the project adequately evaluated and addresses
impacts to domestic water supply. The Initial Study includes a specific analysis of the project’s
impact to water quality in Pacific Watersheds Associates (PWA) report from 2020. The PWA
report concludes that the proposed crossing has no impact on the domestic water sources since
it would drain entirely into other drainage basins than the basin in which the water sources are
located. Alternative Option #3 would have potential to impact the domestic water sources since
its landing is located in the same basin. However, this is not the preferred alignment, and
standard best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to protect the water
source if that option were selected for other reasons. As such, alternative Option #3 would not
have significant impacts on water quality.
The Preferred Crossing and Alternative Crossing #2 are both entirely outside of the domestic
water system sub-basin. The PWA report identifies a setback of 100’ from the water course
containing the domestic systems to avoid significant impacts. Both of these alternative crossings
are more than 100 feet setback and drain to sub-basins other than the domestic water sources.
The recommendations were based on the watercourse and lake protection zone widths for 3050% slopes identified in the California Forest Practice Rules, which are designed to protect
watercourses from direct and indirect impacts from timber operations. While consistency with
the Forest Practice Rules is not explicitly required for a trail project, the sediment transport and
other potential pollutants related to construction and use of the trail project were determined
similar by PWA.
Further, CEQA Section 15204 (a) reads, “CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to conduct every
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant
environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long
as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made...” Therefore, no additional CEQA analysis or
mitigation is required. This issue is not addressed further.

7. The comment suggested that events that occurred before the City acquired the property have
bearing on the current decision or that future speculative events have not been fully studied.
Specifically, the comment identifies illegal trails or other vandalism as a potential environmental
impact that the Initial Study did not address. The comment is speculative and unsubstantiated
and no facts have been brought forward to support this conclusion. In fact, one of the stated
goals of the project is to address illegal trial impacts by developing a legal and condoned trail
that would be built according to accepted trail construction standards, which are designed to
reduce or avoid environmental impacts. The condoned trail would be maintained by City staff,
and illegal trails will be removed. The project will concentrate use onto a well-designed trail,
thereby reducing current environmental impact, which is an identified goal of the project.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), the City is not required to respond to
comments that express an opinion about the project, but do not relate to the environmental
analyses provided in the draft Initial Study. Reviewers should explain the basis of their
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based
on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. Per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (f) (5), “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible,
shall not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts”.
Illegal camping and illegal trail construction in the future is purely speculative and cannot
reasonable be evaluated in terms of the direct, indirect, and reasonably foreseeable future
impacts associated with the project. CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to address
speculation. The comment does not address a substantive environmental impact supported by
facts or conclusions predicated on facts. No environmental impact was identified. Therefore, no
additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. This issue is not addressed further.
8. The comment addresses the specificity and depth of analysis with respect to the north and
south approaches to Fickle Hill Road. The comment suggests that the design of the approaches
were not designed with sufficient detail to evaluate the environmental impact of the project.
The project design was based on the site conditions and the California State Parks Trail Manual,
the US Forest Service Trail Manual (see FSM 2355 in the Negative Declaration), the USDA Forest
Service Trails Management Handbook (see FSH 23.09.18 in the Negative Declaration), USDA
Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Trails (see EM-7720-103,
USDA/FHWA in the Negative Declaration), Equestrian Design Guidebook for Trails, Trailheads,
and Campgrounds, and the 2004 International Mountain Biking- Trail Solutions Guide. These
guidance documents are identified in the Negative Declaration, and adequately address the
impacts of trail and crossing design by providing set design standards. The project is designed in
compliance with these standards.
The standards for trail approach, staging, and crossing from the above referenced documents
form the basis for the environmental analysis. The analysis for the purposes of CEQA do not

need to be exhaustive. Rather, the analysis must be sufficiently detailed to identify and disclose
the environmental effects of the project. The standard design specifications for the approaches,
crossing and trail are sufficient to evaluate the impact of the Fickle Hill Segment project.
9. The comment addresses differences between a draft report and a final report. The
recommendations of the final report are the basis of the Initial Study and Negative Declaration.
The fact that there were draft recommendations or conclusions that the authors modified prior
to finalizing the report does not impair the validity of the final report or its findings. No
environmental impact was identified that has not been adequately addressed in the Negative
Declaration. Therefore, no additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. This issue is not
addressed further.
10. The comment addresses the safety of the crossing, questioning whether the appropriate “line of
sight safety traffic study” has been completed. The Negative Declaration Initial Study Section
2.1.17, Transportation evaluates vision clearance. This section relies in part on data collected for
the City’s May 2019 encroachment permit to the County for the crossing (see ESD 2019a in the
Initial Study). The permit provided reconnaissance level sight distances based on laser range
finder measurements by City staff in the field.
In 2019, the project was being processed under a categorical exemption. At that time, data were
collected to sufficiently demonstrate that the project qualified for an exemption and that there
were no exceptions from the exemptions. As such, more detailed project designs had not been
produced, and the City was proceeding with the project, recognizing that the County would not
issue an encroachment permit if the engineering of the crossing did not meet design
specifications for adequate line of sight and other safety factors.
The City agreed to conduct more detailed study of the project in 2020. To support that study,
the City, in consultation with County Public Works staff, developed a 60% design (see
“Preliminary Plans; Site Plan – Preferred Crossing” in the Initial Study). These plans were
designed to standard specifications for crossing standards based on the site conditions at the
Preferred Crossing Option. The plans were prepared based on the field survey conducted by the
City Engineering Department staff. The traffic control devices depicted on the plans are based
on the Manual for Uniform Control Devices (MUCTD) standards for placing traffic control signs
near a crossing. The crossing locations were also analyzed for stopping sight distance required
for the posted speed limit of 30 mph. The stopping sight distance requirements are based on the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO’s) A Policy on
Geometric Design for Highways and Streets. In addition, City staff in coordination with the
County Public Works staff are in process to reduce the posted speed limit in the vicinity of the
project area to 25 mph.
These standard specifications consider sight visibility, reaction distance, stopping sight distance,
and other factors that affect crossing safety. Following the standard specifications for design is
the professional engineering standard. There is no engineering professional standard or practice

that requires each project to re-engineer factors such as line of sigh on a project by project basis
since these studies have been incorporated into the standard design specification.
11. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), reviewers should explain the basis of
their comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to
Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial
evidence.
The comment addresses the location of springs mapped by the City. A map with an unmarked
point location was submitted as an attachment. The map is not included in the Administrative
Record on the project previously, and there is no context for how the map bears on the analysis
included in the Negative Declaration.
Comments on this topic suggest the initiation point of the Class I including the domestic water
sources was not mapped in the correct location by the City in previous maps. Those previous
maps are not incorporated in the project or in the environmental review. The source and its
distance from the road was identified and measured in the field by PWA for its report and City
staff during scoping.
The comment does not address a substantive environmental impact supported by facts or
conclusions predicated on facts. No environmental impact was identified. Therefore, no
additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. This issue is not addressed further.
12. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), reviewers should explain the basis of
their comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions
based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to
Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial
evidence. The commenter submitted materials as background information on the commenter’s
history with the project. Issues raised in the materials submitted by the commenter are
addressed through other responses included in this attachment, and are limited to issues that
are raised elsewhere in the record. This comment does not address a substantive environmental
impact supported by facts or conclusions predicated on facts. No new environmental impact
was identified. Therefore, no additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. Therefore this
issue is not addressed further.
13. The comment proposes an alternative crossing location approximately 1,500 feet west of the
proposed crossing. While an alternatives analysis is not required for a project subject to a
Negative Declaration, the alternative location proposed does not meet some of the objectives of
the project, the City does not have site control or other reasonable access at the proposed
location, and the slope at the proposed alternative location is 70%, which is more than twice the
slope at the preferred crossing (30%), according to 2019 LIDAR topography data for the area.
This location also does not have direct access to the Arcata Community Forest. Users would be

required to traverse the approximate 1,500 feet to the connection with Trail 13 or secure
additional access easements elsewhere to enter the forest to meet the project objectives.
Since the City does not have site control of a route that meets the project objectives and likely
would have higher environmental impact associated with constructing a trail on a geographically
constrained steep slope, this alternative was not considered in the project scoping.
This comment does not address a substantive environmental impact supported by facts or
conclusions predicated on facts. No new environmental impact was identified. Therefore, no
additional CEQA analysis or mitigation is required. Therefore this issue is not addressed further.

David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Rehg
Tuesday, February 16, 2021 6:55 PM
Kayla Johnson
Public Comment
Comment on City Council agenda item for 2-17-21 item X.A New Business Fickle Hill
Trail Segment

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
2‐16‐21
RE: Fickle Hill Trail Segment (Arcata Ridge Trail) CEQA and project approval
Dear City Council
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Please certify the CEQA document and approve the Fickle Hill Trail segment that finally links the Arcata Community
Forest Tract to the SunnyBrae Tract. This final link will allow trail users to hike and ride 5‐miles from West End Road to
Margaret Lane. Many funding agencies, community fundraisers and community members have been involved with the
Arcata Ridge Trail for years. Many parts of the Arcata Ridge Trail are being enjoyed currently and this final link and
completion of the longest trail in the City of Arcata will be a welcome addition to the quality of life for Arcata residents
and visitors.
Nancy Rehg
Arcata, CA. 95521
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David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Zoie Andre
Tuesday, February 16, 2021 8:08 PM
Kayla Johnson; Public Comment
Mike.wilson@co.humboldt.ca.us
Comment City Council meeting 2-17-21 Regarding the Fickle Hill Trail Segment (Arcata
Ridge Trail) project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
2/16/21
Dear Mayor Pereira and Council Members,

4

Please approve the long anticipated Fickle Hill Trail segment that will serve as the connection from
the the Sunnybrae Forest trail system to the Arcata Community Forest trail network. This trail will
be enjoyed by the community for years to come. When we worked on the Measure A campaign we
heard from many people in our community that they greatly valued trails, especially trails that
provide connectivity within our city and public enjoyment of our amazing open space areas. In
terms of important natural area recreation projects in the community, not many rise to the level of
this project. We encourage you to approve it, and we look forward to volunteering with our friends
to help build this trail.
Sincerely,

Vivian Gerstein and Zoie Andre Co‐chairs of Friends of Arcata Parks and Open Spaces for
Measure A
Zoie Andre
Arcata, CA. 95521

Vivian Gerstein
Bayside, CA 95524
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David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

1

Russell Jones
Tuesday, February 16, 2021 11:17 PM
David Loya
What is correct in WPA's November 17, 2020 report?

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
What is correct on WPA's November 17, 2020 report?
What is correct on WPA's November 22, 2020 report?
What is incorrect on WPA's November 17, 2020 report?
What is incorrect on WPA's November 22, 2020 report?
Where does it say "DRAFT" on or in the November 17, 2020 report?
Where does November 22, 2020 report refer to November 17, report?
Why did we, stakeholders, not receive any of the reports in a timely manner?
Will this happen again, i.e., stakeholders not receiving reports in a timely manner?
Why does this happen?
Is this a reflection of Equity Arcata?
And the biggest question, how does this Reflect God's Glory?
Reflect,
Russ Jones

1

Arcata – Ridge Trail Meeting, January 26
Residence at 1792/1794/1796/1862 (North Side of Trail) are in
agreement that the following issues need to be resolved
• Privacy issues for 1792 Fickle Hill Rd. There must be a discussion about adding
greenery or fencing to create more privacy for the residence.
2
• Bicyclists drop off in driveways and on road with no shoulder.
1

• Discussion with City about which trees will be cut. There are trees to be cut along
the southside of the road.
2

• We, the neighbors, need clear communication and understanding with the City of
Arcata on the placement of the trail where it will cross Fickle Hill Rd.
1

Downhill view pulling out of driveway

3

Traffic is not fully visible until it is passing you or you have pulled entirely onto Fickle Hill road

4

Downhill traffic is over middle lane already this spot on road is incredibly tight

5

Down hill view-No Shoulder for pedestrian traffic. option#1 and #2 require cutting into bank and encroaching
on 1792’s Property

6

7

Uphill view- crossing needs to happen here at option #3 visibility from both directions

8

Uphill view- no shoulder and 1792’s property and embankment option #1 & #2 encroach on

9

Removal of natural and residential landscaping to create shoulder for against traffic pedestrians

10

On Tue, Feb 16, 2021 at 1:39 PM David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org> wrote:
Hi Abigail. Can you send me the document directly instead of as a google doc link? You could cut/paste the comment
into an email…

David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707‐825‐2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in‐person contact, including limiting work
hours and access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed to walk‐in service. We are
11

accepting limited in‐person appointments. Some services, such as water bills and police services, are
available on‐call. Please check our website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing
City services. Please wear a mask to conduct any in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and web‐based services. We
encourage you to conduct business remotely. Ask us how (707)822‐5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID‐19 website for updates.

From: Abigail Nottingham (via Google Docs)
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 1:06 PM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Arcata Trail Crossing‐ Fickle Hill ‐ Invitation to view

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
has invited you to view the following document:

Arcata Trail Crossing- Fickle Hill

ATTN: David Loya
Public comment of Arcata Trail Crossing at Fickle Hill

12

Open in Docs
This email grants access to this item without logging in. Only forward it to people you trust.

Google Docs: Create and edit documents online.
Google LLC, 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, USA
You have received this email

shared a document with you from Google Docs.

13

February 16, 2021
Community Development Department
ATTN: Mr. David Loya, Director
City of Arcata
736 F St
Arcata, CA 95521
Subject: Public Comment regarding Arcata Ridge Trail – Draft Negative Declaration
Dear David,
Thank you for providing the opportunity for public comment at the Jan 26 Planning Committee
meeting. I would like to submit the oral comments I provided there in writing as public comment
for the City Council meeting on Feb 17:
“I am John Sroka, a resident of Fickle Hill nearby the proposed trail crossing. I applaud the
recreational opportunities and conservation of forestland that this project will make available to
our Community. I would like to comment on the Safety aspects of the proposed crossing as they
pertain to trail users, vehicle drivers and nearby residents. An ongoing issue for the local residents
has been vehicles parking in our driveways or property to drop off riders; at times these vehicles
will park for longer periods of time to unload bikes or to wait for fellow riders. At other times
adults will drop off school-age children, and either wait for their co-riders arriving in 0ther vehicles
or leaving their children there to wait. I have seen these children doing slow loops on Fickle Hill
while waiting for their friends to show up. These vehicles leave my driveway by backing onto Fickle
Hill, with the blind corners and roadway speed this is quite a dangerous maneuver. My neighbors
have encountered several instances of, when turning into their driveways discovering their path is
blocked by a parked vehicle, again with the limited visibility and vehicle speed in this area this puts
my neighbors in a dangerous situation.
To date my interactions with the riders and their drivers has been cordial; I remind them they are on
private property and ask them to move along, cautioning about the speed of some vehicles on this
section of Fickle Hill. I have learned from them there is quite an active social media discussion of
this area as a drop-off point for mountain biking, and I anticipate such usage will increase with
completion of the trail.
I ask the City Council to consider efforts to mitigate such private property usage in the area around
2 the crossing, perhaps through education; underscoring in maps and literature that this is a crossing,
not a trailhead, and surrounded by private property. I would also highly recommend, if it not
already being considered, that the posted speed through this area be reduced, for the safety of trail
users, vehicle traffic and residents.
Thank you for your time in considering these comments.”
[signed]
John Sroka,

ickle Hill Rd

2

Bruce LeBel
Ct.
Arcata, CA 95521

Transportation Safety Committee
City of Arcata

For the TSC Meeting February 16, 2021

Please allow me to bring to your attention a decision that is being presented tomorrow to the Arcata
City Council for which the Transportation Safety Committee has standing but has not to my knowledge
been involved.
The project to create a “trail crossing” (sic) on Fickle Hill Road for the Arcata Ridge Trail has been
characterized inaccurately and will actually create a “trail access point”. However no study or plan has
been undertaken that addresses what the actual use of this road segment will become.

3

I encourage the Transportation Safety Committee to request of the City Council that decision on this
project be delayed until a study can be performed and a plan developed to address the predictable use
of this road segment as a “trail access point”.
For reference, on at least two occasions I have observed groups of mountain bike riders completing
high-speed downhill rides in the Sunny Brae Forest, and then loading their bikes into the back of a
pickup truck to shuttle them back to the (currently unofficial) Fickle Hill trail access point.
Thank you for your timely attention to this matter.

Best regards,
Bruce LeBel
Arcata

author of the PWA documents which may also be used to question the independence of the
report.
I have sent these documents to the Council.
6

Again we would be much better off spending our time appropriately developing the currently
used (albeit illegal) access points so we can provide for the safety of the trail users and vehicular
traffic and not have to meet all the mitigation measures required to protect a deeded domestic
water use.
Uri
<PWA_ART_FHS IS Hydro and Geo Memo 11-17-20.pdf>

On Feb 12, 2021, at 5:21 PM, David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org> wrote:
Hi Uri,
I am not familiar with the legal obligations to provide a trail. I see what I can find on this,
but I can’t commit to a timeline.
As for the report having been modified, the final report, which represented PWA’s
independent judgement. I confirmed this with one of the authors with respect to the
setback. I’ve attached that email, which will be part of the Council’s items they receive
on Wednesday.
I want to make sure I understand your suggested Boynton Prairie trail alignment. Is this
what you’re proposing? Or is it something else?

<image002.jpg>
David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707‐825‐2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in‐person
contact, including limiting work hours and access to City Hall to walk in
business. City Hall is currently closed to walk‐in service. We are accepting
limited in‐person appointments. Some services, such as water bills and police
services, are available on‐call. Please check our
website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City
services. Please wear a mask to conduct any in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and
web‐based services. We encourage you to conduct business remotely. Ask us
how (707)822‐5955.
2

David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Uri Driscoll
Monday, February 15, 2021 10:48 AM
Sofia Pereira; Emily Goldstein; Sarah Schaefer; Brett Watson; Stacy Atkins-salazar
peter hoey; David Loya; Allison Jackson; George
Schmidbauer
PWA Reports differing for Ridge trail and public comment
fickle hill city council bullet points.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.
Dear City Council Members,
Please see attached for my written testimony for the Fickle Hill trail access item on this weeks agenda. It should be considered as part
of the public comment due tomorrow. It is unclear how a staff report can be completed prior to the end of public comment but that is
something to ask staff regarding precedent.
David, please consider this part of the administrative record for this project and include it in the revised agenda packet.
Thank you
Uri

> On Feb 10, 2021, at 1:43 PM, Uri Driscoll
wrote:
>
> <email referencing Andre edits.txt>
>
> Please forgive me for mistakingly not including this email chain in the previous communication and instead sending two copies of
the original report.
>
> Thanks
>
> Uri
>
>> On Feb 10, 2021, at 1:33 PM, Uri Driscoll
wrote:
>>
>> <PWA_ART_FHS IS Hydro and Geo Memo 11-17-20.pdf><PWA_ART_FHS IS Hydro and Geo Memo 11-17-20.pdf><edited
ridge trail reportPWA%20Evaluation%20of%20Fickle%20Hill%20Road%20Trail%20Crossing%20options.pdf>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>> Dear City Council Members,
>>
>> I am providing for you the original PWA report and the final report that has conflicting recommendations as it relates to the
proposed Fickle Hill Rd Ridge trail access points.
>> The original one states (pg 12) a recommendation of a 150 foot buffer to protect the deeded domestic water usage.
>> The second report change that recommendation to 100 feet. Obviously a significant difference when it comes to the feasibility of
the project and protections to the domestic water usage..
>> The third attachment is an email chain that includes reference to the PRA report and the intentions of former ES director Andre to
edit the report. It is unclear if Mr. Andre has the authority to do so.
>>
>> The original PWA report further supports the fair argument that trail construction in this area cannot be done without significant
36

impact that would require mitigations.
>>
>> I would like to recommend the City changes course and looks toward formally developing an existing (albeit illegal) Sunny Brea
trail access west of Boynton Prarie Rd. This access point has been under consideration by the city in the past and would avoid the
infinite complications of the current proposal.
>>
>> Thank you
>>
>> Uri
>
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Uri Driscoll

2/15/2020

David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Uri Driscoll
Saturday, February 13, 2021 4:14 PM
David Loya
; peter hoey; Allison Jackson; Stacy Atkins-salazar; Brett
Watson
Water source location discrepancy

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Hi David,
I believe I have found the reason for the discrepancy in the identified location for the source of our deeded domestic
water that we have previously discussed. As you recall the maps the city has provided over the years are themselves
11/6inconsistent and the measurement Mr Jones and I took is even different from all of them.
If I recall correctly they range from 90,75 feet, 55 feet and our measurement yielded 42 feet from the edge of the
roadway.
It is obvious that this needs to be correct if any project is to move forward. However, the 150 foot recommended buffer
will still need to be observed.
I am not sure why one of the deeded water users was not included in determining the specific location point but we
need to clear this up. One of the emails between city staff I recall indicated that would be wise but for some reason not
followed up on.
My investigations today reveal that some of the brush and trees that were cut during the illegal trail building conducted
by the city (Dec of 2018) was left on top of the source spring. The debris has decayed significantly and as a result has
camouflaged it. In addition the spring flow even after the recent rains was not as much as I recall in past years.
These two things must be considered;
1. The spring location as marked in the initial study was determined without deeded water user verification and is
inconsistent with previous maps and measurements taken by the deeded water users.
2. The location was identified the end of a long dry summer (presumably Oct 2020) by the PWA surveyors when visible
water flow would have been significantly reduced and as mentioned above camouflaged.
This would explain the discrepancies as described above.
To help remedy this we will need to verify the point of location the surveyors used. It was not evident in my
investigations today. I will be happy to meet your licensed surveyor on site to make sure we have an accurate
accounting of the deeded domestic water source location.
Please consider this as part of the administrative record.
Uri
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David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

1

Russell Jones
Friday, February 12, 2021 10:28 PM
David Loya
Re: Sequence of knowledge and time of knowledge.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Who told them to revise the report? Who read the initial report? When was it received by the City (date and
time)? Who received the first report (name of person)? Was the first report flawed? When WPA advised you
in the 11-17-2020 report, was that good honest advice? Who developed the sentence structure for the second
(11-22-2020) report? What gives with the Waters email chain? It seems to hint at possible answers to some of
the above questions. All DELETIONS AND CHANGES TO THE INITIAL REPORT ARE MAJOR. THEY
MUST BE PRESENTED AS WORK PRODUCT OF WPA.
Major Question:
Was there any communication with WPA after the 11-17-2020 report was received. And I mean ANY; even
communication on personal cell phone? PLEASE ANSWER THIS DIRECT QUESTION.
Get Outlook for iOS
From: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 5:03:48 PM
To: Russell Jones
Subject: RE: Sequence of knowledge and time of knowledge.
Hi Russ,
The City did not change the PWA report. You apparently received a draft that was subsequently revised by PWA. The
final PWA report is referenced in the Initial study and it reflects the work of the professionals we hired to advise us on
the impact of the project regarding hydrology and soils stability.
Sincerely,
David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707‐825‐2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in‐person contact, including limiting work
hours and access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed to walk‐in service. We are
accepting limited in‐person appointments. Some services, such as water bills and police services, are
available on‐call. Please check our website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City
services. Please wear a mask to conduct any in person business.
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The answer sought in the first question is simple; you knew of editing or you did not know of
editing at the time of our meeting. It is a simple; yes I knew or no I did not know.
The answer to the second question is just as simple; you either did or did not receive directly
1 or indirectly any emails that mentioned editing in reference to the Ridge Trail crossing Fickle
Hill. I have read emails which indicate that you have received such emails. You were in the
chain. If I have read them, I am sure you must have read the same ones.
Time is the essence in this matter. You set the agenda not me. You set an agenda that makes
it impossible to have a staff report prior to all the public comments. This I do not
understand. Even the notice to the neighbors failed to have an initial date on the notice.
I appreciate that you may have a heavy workload. That is wonderful. It improves the skill
necessary to delegate and depend on others. As you know, independent thinking that fails to
delegate does not improve production. If you don’t think you can answer in a timely manner,
maybe a staff member could quickly get your answers and email me.
The speed of the present agenda and the incomplete information to be presented will only
cause difficulties. It might better to have a future organized presentation without all the
variables present at this time. I want you to look good. But the present agenda is working
against that success.

Reflect God’s Glory in all you do!
Your friend,
Russ Jones

From: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 3:11 PM
To: Russell Jones
Subject: RE: Sequence of knowledge and time of knowledge.
Hi Russ,
This is an oddly broad question. Is there something specific you’d like to ask me?
I also want to let you know that I am balance a large workload and that this project is just one of the many duties for
which I am responsible. I understand your time is valuable, as is mine, but I am not necessarily going to be able to
respond in timeframes you have in mind.
Sincerely,
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David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707‐825‐2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in‐person contact, including limiting work
hours and access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed to walk‐in service. We are
accepting limited in‐person appointments. Some services, such as water bills and police services, are
available on‐call. Please check our website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City
services. Please wear a mask to conduct any in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and web‐based services. We
encourage you to conduct business remotely. Ask us how (707)822‐5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID‐19 website for updates.

From: Russell Jones
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 12:24 PM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Sequence of knowledge and time of knowledge.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Hi David,
This is a request for information about the information you may or may not have had at the time of our
meeting last Friday starting at about 12:40 pm.
1

1. Did you have any knowledge of any editing of any reports the City of Arcata received before the above
meeting regarding the Ridge Trail crossing of Fickle Hill Road?
2. Had you received any emails that in any way referenced directly or indirectly any editing of reports that
the City received that directly or indirectly referenced the Ridge Trail crossing Fickle Hill Road?
It is important that I receive answers quickly in that the next City Council meeting just a few days away. Russ
always likes to be well prepared for meetings. I place a high value on my time.
Reflect God's Glory in all you do!
Your friend,
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Russ Jones
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David Loya
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Finn Scott-Neff
Thursday, February 11, 2021 9:22 AM
David Loya
RCMBA ACF ridge connector

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Hello Mr. Loya,
I am writing to voice my support of the Arcata Community Forest Ridge connector trail and support of the
4 Initial Findings. I grew up in Arcata and have been an avid mountain biker for the last 5 years. Seeing new
development of recreational opportunities in Humboldt gives me hope for the future of our beautiful area.
Cheers,
Finn
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City of Arcata
p. 707‐825‐2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in‐person contact, including
limiting work hours and access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed to
walk‐in service. We are accepting limited in‐person appointments. Some services, such as
water bills and police services, are available on‐call. Please check our
website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City services. Please
wear a mask to conduct any in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and web‐based
services. We encourage you to conduct business remotely. Ask us how (707)822‐5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID‐19 website for updates.
<image002.png>

From: City of Arcata ‐ Community Development Dept. <listserv@civicplus.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 10:39 AM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: 2/17/21: City Council to Consider Arcata Ridge Trail ‐ Fickle Hill Segment

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
View this in your browser

The City Council will consider approval of the Arcata Ridge Trail – Fickle Hill Segment on
Wednesday, February 17, 2021, at 6:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard, via
Zoom video conferencing at https://zoom.us/j/99417578944.
The City proposes to complete improvements to a trail segment in the Arcata Community Forest
Sunnybrae Tract in Arcata, California. The project site is immediately south of Fickle Hill Road,
within parcel APN 500-022-004, a 6.17-acre parcel owned by the City of Arcata. The proposed
Project will construct approximately 1,600 linear feet of recreational trail. The project involves
construction, use, and maintenance of the recreational trail segment. The project also includes a
crossing of Fickle Hill Road to facilitate recreational use connectivity. The trail segment connects two
tracts that are part of the greater Arcata Community Forest and is part of the Arcata Ridge Trail.
The City hired an independent consultant to prepare a California Environmental Quality Act Initial
Study that supports findings for a Negative Declaration. The Council’s action on this item will
determine whether and, if approved, how to construct the trail segment.

You are receiving this message because you are subscribed to Land Use Public Hearing Notices
& Environmental Determinations onwww.cityofarcata.org. To unsubscribe, click the following
2

link:
Unsubscribe

3

This information was received after the
agenda was posted and is made available to
the public pursuant to California
Government Code section 54957.5(c).

2. The value of a piece of property after subtracting the amount owed on it, as in
mortgages.

I see nothing in the definition that references systemic injustices borne by people of color. It is just
not there. I have freckles!
I am not “conflating perceived lack of access to the decision process”. EACH QUESTION THAT I
ASKED IS VERY IMPORTANT. YOU CHOSE TO ADDRESS ONE OUT OF ELEVEN. YOU USED THE WORD
“PERCEIVED” BASE ON WHAT? I DID NOT “CONFLATE” NOR DID I “PERCEIVE”. YOU MAY HAVE THAT
OPINION (and you are welcomed to it), IT IS NOT MINE! I LIVE MY LIFE TO REFLECT GOD’S GLORY!
I DO NOT HAVE ANY PERCEIVED LACK OF ACCESS. I WAS PROMISED BY MARK THAT I AND ALL
NEIGHBORS WOULD HAVE ACCESS AN BE PRESENTED WITH ALL MATERIALS THAT HAD TO DO WITH
THE RIDGE TRAIL ACCESS POINTS AND ANY INFORMATION THAT HAD TO DO WITH THE PROJECT
THIS INFORMATION I HAVE ON AN AUDIO RECORDING FROM THAT LAST MEETING THAT CITY HAD
WITH THE NEIGHBORS ON MAY 29, 2019. THE SEGMENT ADDRESSING THE SHARING OF
INFORMATION STARTS AT ABOUT 55:00 MINUTES INTO THE RECORDING AN GOES FORWARD.
OBVIOUSLY, THIS PROMISE HAS NOT BEEN KEPT IS ANY SHAPE OR FORM. I HAVE NEVER BEEN
CONTACTED AT ALL EVEN THOUGH THERE HAS BEEN A LOT OF COMMUNICATION ON THIS
PROJECT. WHY NOT? IT IS VERY HARD TO TRUST THE CITY WHEN IT DOES NOT KEEP WHAT IT
PROMISES.
I KINDLY REQUEST ANSWERS TO THE QUESTIONS I ASKED.
PLEASE CONSIDER THIS AND ALL EMAILS IN THISE CHAIN TO BE IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.
THIS IS A REQUEST FOR SUBMITTAL INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD.
Thank you,
Russ Jones

From: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 9:12 AM
To: Russell Jones
Subject: RE: What is correct in WPA's November 17, 2020 report?
Russ,
Equity Arcata is a network striving for racial equity. Don’t conflate your perceived lack of access to
the decision making process on this project with the systemic injustices borne by people of color.
They are not the same, or even similar, in type and magnitude.
I will submit your comment into the record.
David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707-825-2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in-person contact, including
limiting work hours and access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed
to walk-in service. We are accepting limited in-person appointments. Some services, such
as water bills and police services, are available on-call. Please check our website
www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on accessing City services. Please wear a
mask to conduct any in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and web-based
services. We encourage you to conduct business remotely. Ask us how (707)822-5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID-19 website for updates.

From: Russell Jones
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 11:17 PM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: What is correct in WPA's November 17, 2020 report?

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
What is correct on WPA's November 17, 2020 report?
What is correct on WPA's November 22, 2020 report?
What is incorrect on WPA's November 17, 2020 report?
What is incorrect on WPA's November 22, 2020 report?
Where does it say "DRAFT" on or in the November 17, 2020 report?
Where does November 22, 2020 report refer to November 17, report?
Why did we, stakeholders, not receive any of the reports in a timely manner?
Will this happen again, i.e., stakeholders not receiving reports in a timely manner?
Why does this happen?
Is this a reflection of Equity Arcata?
And the biggest question, how does this Reflect God's Glory?
Reflect,
Russ Jones

This information was received after the
agenda was posted and is made available to
the public pursuant to California
Government Code section 54957.5(c).

of sight requirements, but these are published standards to which the project design must conform. The design shown in the IS conforms.
I addressed this in the staff report in detail:

These plans were designed to standard specifications for crossing standards based on the site conditions at the Preferred Crossing
Option. The plans were prepared based on the field survey conducted by the City Engineering Department staff. The traffic
control devices depicted on the plans are based on the Manual for Uniform Control Devices (MUCTD) standards for placing
traffic control signs near a crossing. The crossing locations were also analyzed for stopping sight distance required for the posted
speed limit of 30 mph. The stopping sight distance requirements are based on the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO’s) A Policy on Geometric Design for Highways and Streets. In addition, County Public
Works staff in coordination with the City staff are in process to reduce the posted speed limit in the vicinity of the project area to
25 mph.
These standard specifications consider sight visibility, reaction distance, stopping sight distance, and other factors that affect
crossing safety. Following the standard specifications for design is the professional engineering standard. There is no engineering
professional standard or practice that requires each project to re-engineer factors such as line of sigh on a project by project basis
since these studies have been incorporated into the standard design specification.
So both at current posted speed limit and future speed limit, the project satisfies the line of sight and other transportation safety factors identified
in the standards.
As for the approvals for the northern section, the Council approved the trail on Sept. 2, 2015. See attached the resolution and NOE filed for the
project. In the Resolution, the Environmental Services Director was given authority to implement the project.
David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707-825-2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in-person contact, including limiting work hours and access to City Hall
to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed to walk-in service. We are accepting limited in-person appointments. Some services,
such as water bills and police services, are available on-call. Please check our website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest
information on accessing City services. Please wear a mask to conduct any in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and web-based services. We encourage you to conduct
business remotely. Ask us how (707)822-5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID-19 website for updates.
<image003.png>

From: Uri Driscoll
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 9:10 AM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Cc: Stacy Atkins-salazar

Brett Watson <bwatson@cityofarcata.org>;

peter hoey

Subject: Re: Fickle Hill Trail access project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.
Good Morning David,
A few house cleaning issues to take care of prior too the Council meeting tonight.
1. Any legal requirement to provide public access on either the Humphries or the Schmidbauer property
I don’t understand this question. I am not aware of any laws that specifically require the City of Arcata to provide trails in any particular location,
including these properties. But I suspect you are looking for something other than a “legal” requirement based on laws…Are you asking if a
funding source requires public access?

2. Who specifically received both court ordered documents provided by PWA and when?
I don’t know, but I suspect that information is in the emails you’ve received in your Public Records Requests.

3. Who specifically provided the edits for the original (11/17/2020) document and who authorized the edited version (11/22/20) of
the PWA document?
I don’t know. The final document, which is the basis for the Neg Dec, was based on the independent professional judgement of PWA. I’m sorry the
draft version of the report is causing you confusion.

4. Have you reviewed the maps and the easement process begun by the City for the west of Boynton access point to the SBF trail
system?

I haven’t been able to locate the maps you’ve referenced. I do know that the City has pursued site control for an access point on the north
western end of the Sunnybrea forest, but I haven’t located any maps, and the City isn’t currently pursuing that project.
To this point, the location you identified on the map is pretty steep. Also, I’m unclear how that location would provide a connection between the
Sunnybrea and Arcata community forests. Can you tell me what you think the plan should be for that connection if there were a trail access point
at the Boynton Prairie Rd. location?

Thanks
Uri

On Feb 15, 2021, at 1:13 PM, Uri Driscoll

wrote:

Hi David,
Two of the things I would consider necessary to address in your oral staff report for the Council on 2/17/2021 are
The legal requirements (if any) to provide a public trail through the two properties.
Who received the PWA documents? The original one 11/17/2020 stated the purpose was to "inform stakeholders and
government agencies……”. Certainly we can be considered stakeholders yet we did not receive either document until a
PRA request was fulfilled months later. What other agencies received each report and when? Who specifically contributed
to the edited version?
Considering the changes between the two documents that appear to have been initiated by city staff this is an important point
to address prior to asking the city council to make a decision.
The other issues are outlined but are not limited to the written testimony already submitted.
I would be happy to further outline the numerous advantages to the west of Boynton SBF access.
Thank you
Uri

On Feb 12, 2021, at 7:09 PM, Uri Driscoll

wrote:

Hi David,
Regarding the attached road map. Not quite. The existing trail access I am referring to is at the tip of the
triangle closest to the roadway. Your illustration would involve a private road. Again there are city produced
maps that show my recommendation as a trail option.
Regarding the PWS document you are only highlighting the edited document not the original document. As I
indicated in prior emails the original recommendation on pg 12 of the original report indicate 150 feet. See
attached.
I believe I provided to you the email indicating Mark was unhappy with the original as was to provide edits.
Actually the email was sent to you. I think that indicates the “independence “ may have been compromised. I
don’t think I have to remind you that a member of the FMC is an author of the PWA documents which may also
be used to question the independence of the report.
I have sent these documents to the Council.
Again we would be much better off spending our time appropriately developing the currently used (albeit
illegal) access points so we can provide for the safety of the trail users and vehicular traffic and not have to meet
all the mitigation measures required to protect a deeded domestic water use.
Uri
<PWA_ART_FHS IS Hydro and Geo Memo 11-17-20.pdf>

On Feb 12, 2021, at 5:21 PM, David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org> wrote:
Hi Uri,
I am not familiar with the legal obligations to provide a trail. I see what I can find on this, but I can’t
commit to a timeline.
As for the report having been modified, the final report, which represented PWA’s independent

judgement. I confirmed this with one of the authors with respect to the setback. I’ve attached that email,
which will be part of the Council’s items they receive on Wednesday.
I want to make sure I understand your suggested Boynton Prairie trail alignment. Is this what you’re
proposing? Or is it something else?

<image002.jpg>
David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707-825-2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to limit in-person contact, including
limiting work hours and access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently closed to
walk-in service. We are accepting limited in-person appointments. Some services, such as water
bills and police services, are available on-call. Please check our website www.cityofarcata.org for
the latest information on accessing City services. Please wear a mask to conduct any in person
business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by phone, email, and web-based services.
We encourage you to conduct business remotely. Ask us how (707)822-5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s COVID-19 website for updates.
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From: Uri Driscoll
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 10:24 AM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata org>
Cc: Stacy Atkins-salazar
<bwatson@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Re: Fickle Hill Trail access project

Brett Watson

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Hi David,
Can you gt back to me today regarding the legal obligations of providing a public trail on the two
properties.
Thank you
Uri

On Feb 10, 2021, at 7:50 PM, Uri Driscoll

wrote:

Hi David,
Can you tell me if the city has any legal obligations to put a public trail on either the
Schmidbauer property or the Humphrey’s. If so please outline what those
obligations/timeframes are.
Thank you
Uri

On Feb 10, 2021, at 1:02 PM, Uri Driscoll
wrote:
David,
The PWA report I received is dated 11/17/20. It clearly says on pg 12
PWA recommends no trail construction within 150 feet of surface waters
associated with existing domestic usage.
You were also informed via email by city staff (Jan 4 if not before) that

Mark was not happy with the PWA report and was going to provide edits.
Obviously 150 feet makes the project impossible which I think we can
presume Mark would not be happy with that fact. I am not sure if there
were other aspects of the report he may have viewed unfavorably or edited.
I’ll keep looking.
The PWA report you provided was dated 11/22/20 apparently with those
edits. If you can explain how Mark would have the authority to implant
those edits that significantly changed the original PWA recommendations I
would be interested in your reasoning.
It is time the city quits wasting everyone’s time and abandons the current
south side proposal and looks towards the west of Boynton access point we
have already discussed. I recommend starting with the installation of a
meter to count current trail usage at both locations (Humphrey’s and
Boynton) even though they are both currently illegal access points. That
will be useful to determine safety mitigations necessary for additional trail
traffic on the county roadway.
Please include this communication as part of the public record and include
both editions of the PWA report during the formation of your staff report
on this item.
Thank you
Uri

On Feb 10, 2021, at 11:40 AM, David Loya
<dloya@cityofarcata.org> wrote:
Hi Uri,
I don’t see where in the PWA report is states 150’. The final report
is
athttps://www.cityofarcata.org/DocumentCenter/View/10429/PWAEvaluation-of-Fickle-Hill-Road-Trail-Crossing-options. This report
identifies a 100’ setback recommendation.

David Loya (him)
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707-825-2045
www cityofarcata org

Due to COVID 19, the City has implemented measures to
limit in-person contact, including limiting work hours and
access to City Hall to walk in business. City Hall is currently
closed to walk-in service. We are accepting limited in-person
appointments. Some services, such as water bills and police
services, are available on-call. Please check our
website www.cityofarcata.org for the latest information on
accessing City services. Please wear a mask to conduct any
in person business.
We still strive to provide the full range of city services by
phone, email, and web-based services. We encourage you to
conduct business remotely. Ask us how (707)822-5955.
Since this is an evolving situation, please visit the City’s
COVID-19 website for updates.
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From: Uri Driscol
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2021 10:00 AM
To: David Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
Subject: Re: Fickle Hill Trail access project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi David
I would like you to respond to the PWA report that 150 feet
was the recommended buffer for the spring/surface waters.
How did that end up down to 100 feet in the IS?
Uri

On Feb 9, 2021, at 9:07 PM, Uri Driscoll
wrote:
I received additional confirmation today that there
was no trail access permit or authorization for the
North side access. Your direction to the bicyclist
during our site visit was misinformed.
Additionally I received additional confirmation
that there is no signed traffic study or assessment.
Also within the PWA document it recommends to
do no trail construction within 150 feet of the
surface waters related to the domestic water
usage. Along with the differing locations on the
different provided maps there seems to be
considerable inconsistencies within the IS.
I am not really sure you actually have a certifiable
project here and certainly not under a Neg Dec.
I must ask if you received the same direction from
Nancy Diamond that the Council did to not
discuss the specifics of this project with the
plaintiffs? I am not sure why you would be able
to but not the Council members. Perhaps you
would care to elaborate?

On Feb 9, 2021, at 8:46 PM, David
Loya <dloya@cityofarcata.org>
wrote:
Will do.
David Loya
Community Development Director
City of Arcata
p. 707-825-2045
www.cityofarcata.org

Due to COVID 19, the City has
implemented measures to limit inperson contact, including limiting
work hours and closing City Hall to
walk in business. We still strive to
provide the full range of city
services by phone, email, and webbased services. Since this is an
evolving situation, please visit the
City’s COVID-19 website for
updates.
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From: Uri Driscoll
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 8:39
PM
To: David Loya

<dloya@cityofarcata org>
Subject: Fwd: Fickle Hill Trail access
project

CAUTION: This email originated
from outside of the organization. Do
not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and
know the content is safe.
Please include this updated letter and
communication to the agenda packet
Thanks
Uri

Begin forwarded
message:
From: Uri Driscoll
Subject: Fickle Hill
Trail access project
Date: February 9, 2021
at 3:28:29 PM PST
To: spereira@cityofarcata.org, egoldstein@cityofarcata.org, sschaefer@cityofarcata.org,
Brett Watson
<bwatson@cityofarcata.org>,
Stacy Atkins-salazar
Greetings City Council
Members,
The purpose of this
communication is to
provide you with a
neighborhood
perspective of the Fickle
Hill trail access project.
As some of you may
know I personally have
been involved in this
project for at least a
decade. We have done
fund raisers for this
project and a fair amount
of trail work over the
years.
There are some serious
problems with the
current proposal that
required the initiation of
a lawsuit to prevent
construction conducted
by city staff of a trail
literally on top of the
source of our domestic
water system. As you
may know this is still
under litigation but
hopefully resolved
shortly.
I do believe that there
are solutions/options that
if applied may bring
about a successful
project.
Please take the time to
read my submission
(attached) for this item
that is expected to be on

your Feb 17 agenda.
There may be a similar
letter in your agenda
packet that was
addressed to the
Planning Commission.
The letter attached is
updated with information
not available a week ago.

I am more than happy to
discuss this further.
Uri Driscoll

<PWA Recommendation email.pdf>

<NOE stamped by SCH_Redacted.pdf><Reso 156-16.pdf>

