Page 1 of 2

Wheeler, Michael

From: Harry Nethery [harrynethery@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Monday, May 31, 2010 12:50 PM

To: Wheeler, Michael

Cc: Smith, Jimmy R.; Clendenen, Clif; Lovelace, Mark; Neely, Bonnie; Duffy, Jill
Subject: Ridgewood Village Draft EIR Comments

Ridgewood Village Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments

May 31, 2010

Harry Nethery
6301 Eggert Rd.

Eureka (Cutten)

1. The EIR states that Ridgewood Village (RV) will generate almost 12,000 car trips per day. If
Lundbar Road is not an access point for RV, all trips will enter and exit the project via the
Ridgewood Hills Drive at the Ridgewood Dr and Eggert Rd intersection. This two lane, 45
mph road will be overly congested and dangerous.

2. RV will double the population and traffic. Already dangerous sections of Walnut between
Hemlock and Campton will be compounded two fold. Parking on Walnut (poor visibility) in
this area makes entering Walnut from side streets extremely dangerous with long wait periods.

3. Traffic during school start and end times on Walnut is very congested and dangerous for
school children. Doubling the traffic in this area is unacceptable.

4. Ridgewood Drive access from Westgate Drive is very dangerous because of poor visibility and
the 45 mph speed limit (often exceeded). Adding 12,000 car trips per day will only compound
the danger Westgate residents must endure. This intersection is a source of serious accidents.

5. Campton Road from Walnut to Harris will be the access for RV residents for the City of
Eureka. This narrow road with on street parking will not support an additional 12,000 car trips
per day. Also it will be extremely dangerous for dwellings with driveway frontage on Campton
to get in and out of their residences.

6. Many residences front Ridgewood/Walnut with driveway access to this road. Doubling the
traffic will double the existing danger and nuisance.

7. The commercial development on the project will increase traffic on Ridgewood/Walnut. For

example: All Elk River residents will go to this site for groceries rather than proceeding down
Elk River Road, to Winco or Safeway.
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8. Noise level from the doubled traffic volume will be intolerable for local residents and cannot
be mitigated.

9. The sections of Ridgewood and Walnut that have not been widened will be dangerous for
pedestrians and bike riders.

10. Traffic mitigation will will cost 8.5 million dollars with only a fraction paid as an assessment
to the property, who and how will the rest be paid? And that is in “today's” dollars. What will

actual cost be at the end of each phase of the development.

11. The increase traffic as well as the traffic mitigation proposals (numerous traffic signals) will
change the entire environment of the Cutten community.

Additional Comments:
Cutten is a predominately a single family, low density community. The high density, mixed use, low
income project is totally inappropriate for this area.

At the completion of this project the entire of face of the Cutten community will be changed forever
with a mini Sacramento environment.

This type of project is best suited for a downtown location with available support services and
infrastructure.

Although not part of the EIR requirements the issue of property values must be considered. They will
fall significantly for properties adjacent to this project. Developers will make a huge profit and
residents will face declining value to their homes. This should not be allowed.
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LID design fact sheet:
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factsheet.pdf

Storm Water Runoff Calculator:
http://www.stormulator.com

Storm Water Management and LID at EPA headquarters — BMP choice and design:
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/stormwater hag/

State Water Board Resolution on LID and Sustainable Water Resources Management:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board decisions/adopted orders/resolutions/2008/rs2008 0030.pdf

Resolution of the California Ocean Protection Council Regarding Low Impact Development:
http://www.resources.ca.gov/copc/05-15-
08 meeting/05 LID/0805COPC0O5 %20LID%20Res%20amended.pdf

Storm Water Resources:

North Coast Regional Water Board Municipal Storm Water Program:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water issues/hot topics/santa rosa _ms4 npdes stormw

ater_permit/

State Water Board Storm Water Program:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/stormwater/

California Stormwater Quality Association:
http://www.casqga.org/

EPA Storm Water Program:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/home.cfm?program id=6

Erase the Waste Campaign — California Storm Water Toolbox (outreach materials for permittees and
non-profits):
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water _issues/programs/outreach/erase waste/

The San Francisco Regional Water Board Storm Water Resources Website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water issues/programs/stormwater/avail docs.shtm

State Water Board Storm Water Grant Program:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/prop84/index.shtml

Federal Funding Sources for Watershed Protection:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/fedfund/

Stormwater Manager’'s Resource Center:
http://www.stormwatercenter.net/

For more information, please contact Mona Dougherty at mdougherty@waterboards.ca.gov.

California Environmental Protection Agency
Recycled Paper



































































































































































































































































June 8, 2010

Michael E. Wheeler

. Dept. Community Development Services, Planning Div.
3015 H. Street
Eureka, CA 95501

RE: Draft EIR Comments to Proposed Ridgewood Village Development
Dear Mr. Wheeler:

[ am a resident of Lundbar Hills. The road that is being proposed from Cutten through Lundbar Hills is totally
unacceptable. As a property owner and citizen of the United States Humboldt County is infringing on my rights. I
want to direct you to the first and second article of the Virginia Declaration of Rights adopted unanimously by the
Virginia Convention of Delegates on June 12, 1776:

“That all men are by nature equally free and independent, and have certain inherent rights, of which, when they enter
into a state of society, they cannot, by any compact, deprive or divest their posterity; namely, the enjoyment of life and
liberty, with the means of acquiring and possessing property, and pursuing and obtaining happiness and safety.

The United States Declaration of Independence, which was primarily drafted by Jefferson, was adopted by the Second
Continental Congress on July 4, 1776. The text of the second section of the Declaration of Independence reads:

We hold these Truths to be self-evident, that all Men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” (source: Wikipedia.com)

The road you are proposing is in direct opposition to the well being of the residents of Lundbar Hills. In good faith,
we purchased our property because of its values, condition, location, and safety. What the County is on the precipice
of approval (and seems like a foregone conclusion) is contrary to those values for which we paid a hefty price. A cut
through street down Lundblade Drive is a reprehensible idea. It will make our lovely neighborhood look like the rest
of run down Eureka with druggies, speeding, crime, pollution, and more. Your efforts have already devalued our
properties. Buyers are beating us up with the argument of the Cutten Road development. In the pats 6 months, we
have lost about 20% of our home values because of it.

You are degrading the environment of local indigenous marbled murrelet, spotted owl, peregrine falcon, osprey, and
watershed for salmon and numerous other highly valued, endangered or threatened species to which will all enjoy
witnessing their cycle of life. We wait for this natural wonder every spring with anticipation and joy. The
construction activities and increased human traffic through the area would destroy their natural habitat.



Draft EIR Comment
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As you can see from the maps.google.com the road is already on their maps. How could this have happened without
the County’s input? You are showing that you have already approved this road.
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In reviewing your environmental effects of the proposed project, in finding 7.3.2. you say the project would not
interfere with movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species with established native
residents.... This is not true. In looking over your list of species you do not list the residents: black bears, cougars,
peregrine falcons, marbled murrelets, flying squirrels, ground squirrels, salamanders, raccoons, red and grey foxes,
etc. yet in Impact Finding 7.3.4 you admit the project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. ..
These animals move all of the time foraging for food. If the quality of their environment is degraded it obviously
affects their movements. [f they can’t find food, they die.

Aside from wildlife, noise, pollution the fact that you are cramming thousands of individuals into a compact area
with low income housing and then cutting access roads through established neighborhoods goes back to the
interference of quality of life that all residents of Humboldt County value so highly.

I am vehemently opposed to the road from Ridgewood/Eggert Drive to Lundblade Drive as you have not provided
any means for compensating existing homeowners for the loss of their home value, way of life, peace of mind, quiet,
and safety. I am also opposed to the development of Ridgewood Village.

The developer should include as a mitigation: loss of property values in Lundbar Hills due to the development and
be forced to buy homes of those affected who do not wish to stay and duly compensate them for pain and suffering.

g elngis
7I\/I);Jgé/ﬁ/fcKenzie %L&J

PO Box 6818
Eureka, CA 95502



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governior

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512
WWW.energy.ca.gov

May 28, 2010

Michael E. Wheeler

Hum boldt County Community Development Services Department
3015 H Street

Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Wheeler:

The California Energy Commission has received the Humboldt County Community
Development Services Dept’s Draft EIR titled Ridgewood Village Development Project GPA-06-
03/ZR-06-15/FMS-06-04/PUD-06-02, SCH 2007012007 that was submitted on 5/11/2010 for
comments due by 6/24/2010. After careful review, the Energy Commission has found the
following:

We would like to assist in reducing the energy usage involved in your project. Please refer to
the enclosed Appendix F of the California Environmental Quality Act for how to achieve
energy conservation.

In addition, the Energy Commission’s Energy Aware Planning Guide is also available as a tool
to assist in your land use planning. For further information on how to utilize this guide, please
visit www.energy.ca.gov/energy_aware_guide/index.html.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review/comment on your project. We hope that
our comments will be helpful in your environmental review process.

If you have any further questions, please call Gigi Tien at (916) 651-0566.
Sincerely,
BILL PFANNE
Supervisor, Local Energy & Land Use Assistance Unit
Special Projects Office
Fuels and Transportation Division
California Energy Commission

1516 Ninth Street, MS 23
Sacramento, CA 95814

Enclosure _ RECE'VED
JUN -1 2010

Planning Division



CEQA: Californix Environmental Quality Act

Appendix F
ENERGY CONSERVATION

L. Introduction

The goal of conserving energy implies the wise and effi-
cient use of energy, The means of aclneving this goal include:

(1) decreasing overall per capita energy consumplion,
(2)  decreasing reliance on natural gas and oll. and
(3) ncreasing reliance on renewable energy sources.

Inorder 10 assure that energy implications are considered in
project decisions. the California Environmental Quality Act
requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy
impacts of proposed projects. with particular emphasis on
avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary
consumption of energy.

Energy conservation implies that a project’s cost effective-
ness bereviewed notonly indollars, but alse interms of energy
requirements. For many projects. lifetime costs may be deter-
mined more by energy efficiency than by initial dollar costs.

II. EIR Contents

Potentially significant energy implications of a project should
be considered in an EIR. The foliowing list of energy impact
possibilities and potential conservation measures is designed
to assist in the preparation of an EIR. In many instances,
specific items may not apply or additional items may be
needed.

A. Project Description may include the following items:

1. Energy consuming equipment and processes which will
be used during construction, operation. and/or removal
of the project. If appropnate. this discussion should
consider the energy intensiveness of materials and
equipment required for the project.

2. Total energy requirements of the project by fuel type
and end use.

3. Energy conservation equipment and design features.

4. Initial and life-cycle energy costs or supplies.

5. Total estimated claily trips to be generated by the project

and the additional energy consumed per trip by mode.

B

o

Environmental Setting may melude existing energy sup-
plies and energy use patierns in the region and locality.

C. Environmental Impacts may inciude:
1. The project’s energy requirements and 11s energy use
efficiencies by amount and fuel type for each stage of
the project’s life cycle meludmg construction. epera-
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ton, mamienance and/or removal, Il appropriate, the

energy intensiveness of materials may be discussed.

The effects of the project on local and regional energy

supplies and on requirements for additional capacity.

3. The effects of the project on peak and base period
demands for electricity and other forms of energy.

4. The degree to which the project complies with existing
energy standards.

5. The effects of the project on energy resources.

6. The project’s projected transportalion energy use re-
quirements and its overall use of efficient transportation
alternatives.

1-3

J

Mitigation Measures may include:

I. Potential measures to reduce wasteful, inefficient and
unnecessary consumption of energy during construc-
tion. operation, maintenance and/or removal. The dis-
cussion should explain why certain measures were
incorporated 1n the project and why other measures
were dismissed.

2. The potential of siting, orientation, and design to mini-
mize energy consumption, including transportation
energy.

3. The potential for reducing peak energy demand.

4. Alternate fuels (particularly renewable ones) or energy
systems.

5. Energy conservation which could result from recycling
efforts.

Alternatives should be compared interms of overall energy
consumption and in terms of reducing wasteful, inefficient
and unnecessary consumption of energy.

Unavoidable Adverse Effects may include wasteful, inef-
ficient and unmecessary consumption of energy during the
project construction, operation, maintenance and/or re-
moval that cannot be feasibly mitigated.

Irreversible Commitment of Resources may include a
discussion of how the project preempts future energy
development or future energy conservation.

Short-Term Gains versus Long - Term Impacts can be com-
pared by calculatng the energy costs over the lifetime of
the project.

GrowthInducing Effects may include the estimated energy
consumption of growth induced by the project.
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Wheeler, Michael

From: 19Megan McKenzie [northdweller@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2010 4:45 PM
To: Turner, Nicole; Wheeler, Michael; alicehenneberg@yahoo.com; barbrob2000@yahoo.com;

bazor@suddenlink.net; boyce1938@sbcglobal.net; byrdloch@aol.com; ccfinser@northcoast.com;
dkg7001@humboldt.edu; dlolivieri@aol.com; eatfish123@sbcglobal.net;
eatlotsoffish@sbcglobal.net; fenria666@hotmail.com; flyflickerz@gmail.com;
frankscolari@hotmail.com; fstiivi@yahoo.com; hotsnow777@aol.com; jagejr@suddenlink.net;
jehasen@aol.com; mojerm@aol.com; oakesj@hotmail.com; pegineureka@sbcglobal.net;
pphs57@aol.com; r_whaley@sbcglobal.net; rachl1010@hotmail.com; rdtruttman@sbcglobal.net;
roachmcroach@aol.com; sapmr41@hotmail.com; sndsing@suddenlink.net; sp49@humboldt.edu;
stan.brandenburg@sbcglobal.net; vdmolen@suddenlink.net; cwpetty@aol.com; emmnel@aol.com;
harrynethery@sbcglobal.net; wvjfam@suddenlink.net; cwolf94066@yahoo.com;
deborah_harmon@dot.ca.gov; ekajanjim@aol.com; liconcalif@aol.com; timothy keefe@dot.ca.gov;
Smith, Jimmy R.; Clendenen, Clif; Lovelace, Mark; Neely, Bonnie; Duffy, Jill;
Iglass@ci.eureka.ca.gov; latkins@ci.eureka.ca.gov; jleonard@ci.eureka.ca.gov;
flager@ci.eureka.ca.gov; mjones@ci.eureka.ca.gov; cityclerk@ci.eureka.ca.gov;
virginia@ci.eureka.ca.gov; humboldtherald@gmail.com; ncjournal@northcoastjournal.com;
dtam@times-standard.com; glenn.pritchard@sbcglobal.net; stricktermite@aol.com;
humboldtforestdefense@gmail.com; contactefhum@gmail.com; senator@boxer.senate.gov;
steiner.cyntia@epamail.epa.gov

Subject: Humboldt County Draft EIR Comments (Forster-Gill Ridgewood Village)

HumboldtCCRD
Concerned Citizens for
Responsible Development

http://www.humboldtccrd.org/
Updates on daily activity from tree sitters on the McKay tract:
http://twitter.com/McKay_09

May 24, 2010

SENT VIA EMAIL

RE: Comments to Draft EIR, Ridgewood Village, Forster-Gill Project

Dear Mayor Bass, City Council, County Commissioners, and All Interested Parties:

Opening the Lundbar Hills subdivision to thoroughfare traffic from Cutten would ruin Lundbar Hills and the forest that is the
best redwood growing acreage on the plant. The proposed road that connects this ridiculous development to
Lundbar Hills is nothing short of a DECLARATION OF WAR.

What is at risk for Lundbar Hills residents:

<!I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->A neighborhood free from urban blight

<!I--[if IsupportLists]-->e¢  <!--[endif]-->Neighbors who enjoy a safe walk through the neighborhood without the
fear of drive by shootings

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Homes that are quality maintained continguous throughout Lundbar Hills
without the “Ma and Pa Kettle” house next door as is typical of Cutten and Eureka

o  <!--[endif]-->Enjoyment of local wildlife and seeing them rear their young

o <!--[endif]-->Peace and quiet

6/1/2010
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What you are proposing is dangerous because:

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Erosion (Cutten and Lundbar Hills homes have already lost part of their
backyards due to erosion because of bad planning)

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Degradation of water quality standards and discharge requirements (the
drinking water already reeks of chlorine). It is well known the sewer plant can’t handle any more poop

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Environmental degradation to the forest and wildlife

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Loss of wetlands and vernal pools (which are endangered and extremely
rare in California)

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Continued blight of Eureka by increased population and traffic. Fairway,
Herrick, and F Street are already overloaded

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Air pollution increases--Many residents (young and old) have respiratory
ailments due to long standing mill pollution.

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Loss of recreation in being able to use the neighborhood for walking,
running, biking and the golf course

These are some of the ill effects we will see in Lundbar Hills:

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Crime (rape, home invasion robberies, larceny, burglaries, child molestation,
vandalism, drug dealing and prostitution).

. Limited one street access into Lundbar Hills prevents a lot of crimes

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Increased, congested traffic with increased motor vehicle and pedestrian accidents

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Pollution and noise from the increased traffic

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Demise of the golf course avd nedesTprav Tpaddry ayydevic ov opmaoy
Aprwe

o <l--[endif]-->Decrease in property values

Habitat and wildlife losses:
<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Loss of old second growth redwood trees that are hundreds of years old
<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Spotted Owls
<!--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->0sprey
<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Coho salmon and its associated watershed
<I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <I--[endif]-->Mountain lion and black bear habitat
<!I--[if IsupportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Flying squirrels

6/1/2010
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On the website http://www.cuttenridgewoodyvillage.com/team.html it says no BIG BOX STORES while they are shoving down our throats
an even larger impact than any store could ever perpetrate. Included in their Ridgewood plan is a new MALL larger
than the Broadway Mall with a parking garage! Forster-Gill is the BIG BOX of construction,
development, deception, and payola to local officials to achieve their objections. Now, they want to
condense the timeline for general plan updates with limited public comment.

When | inquired about how Eureka, which has many unsold low cost homes on the market presently, could support an additional unsold
volume of homes, it was explained that Forster-Gill plans to import low income residents from outside of the area. They would set up
with extremely low cost homes to get the “butts” in the houses. When this project was proposed a few years ago, housing in Eureka was
expensive, but the prices have dropped almost 50% since then. Houses can now be purchased for under $75,000 to a the high-middle
class average of $229,000. It’s a different picture than when this was approved.

County and City Officials: How can you justify this type of low income housing marketing? | saw this same situation in Elk
Grove near Sacramento. Housing officials imported Mexican immigrants by the bus loads to Elk Grove. They gave them houses that
had payments of $150 a month, gifted them off-lease American automobiles, welfare, MediCal, cash to get started, and a job. I lived
next door to one of these families. Their pockets were filled with cash when they sold the house and didn’t have to reimburse the
government one thin dime.

MORE HYPE from Forster-Gill:

MYTH: We can sleep safe at night because we don’t have more big box stores WHEN THEY ARE PLANNING A MALL IN THIS
DEVELOPMENT.

REALITY: Whenever a shopper purchases something made by a large corporation, they are patronizing a big box corporation--even if it is
sold by Pierson’s, Murphy’s Market, West Coast Plumbing, Evans Mechanical, etc.

TRUTH: The big box store is an argument of FEAR-MONGERING elite business owners of Humboldt County who prey on the uneducated
who echo their argument of “big box store” and labor under the illusion that if we are keep out big box stores we still have the 1960s
hippie Utopian dream. We don’t live in an economy of isolation. The big box store argument is a scare tactic. Besides, accepting the
development Forster-Gill is accepting a big box development corporation out of San Luis Obispo.

If you don’t want big box then decide on what you can accept and attract those businesses here. But, Humboldt County and City officials
can’t see past the end of the marijuana joint must be smoking.

Megan McKenzie
PO Box 6818
Eureka, CA 95502

Hotmail has tools for the New Busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Learn more.

6/1/2010



Attachment C |

MEMORANDUM
To: Sidnie Olson, Director Community
Development

From: Rusty Goodlive, Fire Marshal
Date: June 21, 2010

FD E y Re: Ridgewood Village EIR

The Eureka Fire Department respectfully disagrees with the conclusions of the
Ridgewood Village Development Project Draft Environmental Impact Report that, as
proposed, Phase 1 and the subsequent phases have “no”, or “less than significant after

mitigation™, impacts to Fire Protection.

Additionally, the Eureka Fire Department believes that the report lacks sufficient data to
completely evaluate the impacis and that the data that is provided is, in some cases, not
correct or misinterpreted.

We will be focusing on five areas:

Chapter 2: The Description of the Proposed Project

Fire Department Access

Water Supply

Wildland Urban Interface

Impacts on Regional Fire Department Emergency Response Capab1]1t1es

Other Public Safety Impacts

NP LN~

1. Chapter 2: Description of Proposed Project

The report is designed to describe in:ipacts‘ of both the Phase 1 and subsequent phases.
There is incomplete data to review the impacts of the Phase 1 project and much less

data to review subsequent phases.

The “Conceptual Master Plan” diagram on the cover sheet, for example, includes a
commercial area. Evaluation of water supply, access and other impacts of both Phase
1 and subsequeni phases will require details of the commercial area including
building occupancy types, construction types and building sizes. Building heights in
Phase 1 and subsequent phases are required for evaluation of potential impacts of



water supply, access, fire protection systems, specialized fire equipment and the need
for Eureka’s aerial ladder truck.

There are two references on the Conceptual Mast Plan diagram to a “Ramp to
Garage” with no further details provided. It is important to note that there are several
significant fire and life safety Building and Fire Code requirements relative to both
parking garages and underground buildings.

. Fire Department Access

There is insufficient data provided to review fire department access issues,
particularly in the commercial area. Fire Department access requirements in the
California Fire Code include access road width and construction requirements, dead-
end turnarounds, load, maximum slope and grade, and maximum distance of
buildings to access roads.

The increased trip count and traffic impact fire access to the Ridgewood subdivision
itself. Increased traffic will restrict access and increase road closures due to
construction, traffic accidents and other incidents. These closures will require travel
to alternate access routes impacting response times.

The impact to Fire Department access to the Ridgewood subdivision and project
could be partially mitigated by the Fire Access Road provided the road is a public
street open for continuous access and it is surfaced with asphalt or concrete meeting
construction specifications of the California Fire Code.

There is incomplete data to evaluate access issues within Phase 1 and subsequent
phases. The California Fire Code contains requirements for Fire Department access
including distance of buildings from access roads, access road width and construction
requirements, dead-ends, turnarounds, grade and slope.

After construction, control of the roads and public ways should be transferred to
Humboldt County. Appropriate assessments for maintenance should be considered.

. Water Supply

The Humboldt Community Services District found that their infrastructure provides
adequate pressures, flows and capacity for Phase 1 and subsequent phases. This
would require data on the building size and construction type in the commercial area,
If this data was not available to HCSD then the water supply requirements should be
re-evaluated. Should any subsequent program driven system improvements be found
either within or outside the scope of the program, the developer should be required to
make those improvements as necessary.

Inadequate information is supplied to review water supply infrastructure for Phase 1
and the subsequent phases. Figures 2-7 and 2-8 provide limited details of water



service to Phase 1 and 2, There are no diagrams or details of proposed water service
to the subsequent phases

Elements of the Phase 1 infrastructure should be designed and installed as they apply
to the subsequent commercial and multi-family phases.

After completion of the installation, control of the water infrastructure should be
transferred to the Humboldt Community Services District to insure routine testing and
maintenance. Appropriate assessments for system maintenance should be considered.

. Wiidland Urban Interface; State Responsibility Area

This project is within State Responsibility Area, Wildiand Urbane Interface Moderate
Hazard zone. The requirements of Chapter 7A of the California Building Code apply.
Cal Fire and other State requirements also apply.

. Impacts on Regional Fire Department Emergency Response Capabilties
A. Fire Apparatus Response Time

Fire incident outcomes are directly related to response times. Successful
outcomes depend on both the timely arrival of the first responding unit and the
subsequent arrival of the total number of units needed to mitigate the incident. As
identified in the City of Eureka’s Standards of Response Study, national standards
for the arrival of the first arriving fire unit on scene of a fire is four minutes and
the balance of response of all units within eight minutes.

Table 10-9 lists increased delays of one to two minutes at key intersections for
Phase 1. Table 10-17 lists delays after completion of subsequent phases at many
key intersections at more than two minutes. )

Impact 11-5 claims there would be “less than significant impact” on fire
department response times of Phase 1. This finding, however, uses pre-project
response time data which is already greater than the standard. Adding the delay
times found in table 10-9 increases those response times to 5% to 6 minutes for
the two closest Humboldt Fire District Engines; times that are significantly above
standard. No analysis of the increased response times for the balance of
responding units from the greater Eureka area is included.

Delays for the subsequent phases are even more significant as shown in Table 10~
17. Delays at many intersections are estimated in excess of two minutes.
Increased congestion and more controlled intersection will further increase Fire
Department response times. This resulis in projected response times of first
arriving units to 62 to 8 minutes and even more dramatically increases the
response times of the balance of responding units from the greater Eureka area.



We disagree with the reports findings that the impacts of Phase 1 to response
times will be “less than significant with the installation of stop signs and other

traffic improvements”.

We also disagree with the reports finding that the mitigation of subsequent phases
would be achieved by a new fire station alone. Mitigation measures for staffing

the fire station will also be required.

The Cutten / Ridgewood community is served by two roads; Elk River Road and
Walnut Drive. Fire units routinely response across the Ridgewood subdivision
from one side to the other. Delays or closures of either Elk River Road or Walnut
Drive would result in significantly delayed response times as Fire units traveled
across town to the alternate access route.

If it was paved and open year-around, the proposed Fire Access Road north of the
project to Lundblade Drive could partially mitigate the impact to response times
and access. On this route, however, apparatus would be responding through the
Lundbar Hills subdivision and access the north end of Phase 1 via the proposed
Fire Access road. Response time calculations are required to evaluate the impacts

of using this route.

The report does not evaluate the impacts of the effects of other fire incidents to
response times. The City of Eureka’s Standard of Response Coverage study
found that when a fire incident oceurs, a second occurs 25% of the time and a
third 4.78% of the time. This will result in further increased response times from
the closest two Humboldt Fire District station, delays that would be further
exacerbated by more remote program related traffic impacts.

The impacts of the response time delays can only be mitigated by constructing,
equipping, and staffing a new fire station and apparatus at or in the immediate

vicinity of the project.

. Fire Department Staffing

The Eureka Fire Department does not agree that the proposed mitigation of
impact 11-5, Phase 1 need for new or expanded fire protection, is to increase the
staffing of Humboldt Fire District #1 by .4 ( 4/10’s) Firefighters, and that the
proposed mitigation of impact 11-11, fire protection of subsequent phases, is
addition of 2 Firefighters. Additionally, the funding sources for the proposed
staffing increases were identified as projected increases in property taxes
however. The study, however, does not provide supporting data as to the amount
of tax revenue the project would generate to Humboldt Fire District #1.

In 2007, the City Contracted with Citygate Associated to conduct a Fire Service
Standards of Response study. The study concluded that development outside the
current City area will require an additional fire station with funding mechanisms



for on-going staffing. The study was conducted with information available at the
time and at best could only have included County planning documents available at
the time. An updated study reflecting the increases projected population and
traffic impacts associated with the project should be conducted. Regardless, the
project should include funding mechanisms for on-going staffing a new fire
station with current HFD minimum daily staffing, in addition to the one-time
property, construction and equipment costs.

The Fire Department staffing impacts of the project can only be mitigated by a
staffing a new fire station and apparatus at or in the immediate vicinity of the
project. Humboldt Fire Distract Fire Engines are currently staffed by at least
three Firefighters per day, every day. Mitigation of the staffing impacts of this
project should include a mechanism for funding and maintaining three Firefighter
daily staffing at the new station.

. City of Eureka and Community Fire Protection

The City of Eureka participates in an Automatic Aid agreement with Humboldt
Fire District #1. The City and District respond their fire units to all fire incidents
in the other’s jurisdiction. The increased call volume as a result of Phase 1 and
subsequent phases impacts the Fire Protection of the City of Eureka and greater
Eureka area as fire units will be drawn out of the City more frequently. During
these times these units will not be available to respond to other calls, calls that
would already be occurring without the development of Phase 1 and subsequent

projects.

The impacts to the Fire Protection of the City of Eureka and the greater Eureka
area can only be mitigated by constructing, equipping, and staffing- a néw fire
station and apparatus at or in the immediate vicinity of the project.

. Commitment of Eureka’s Aerial Apparatus

In general, Fire Department aerial apparatus are used for buildings with roof
heights exceeding the reach of ground ladders and for elevated fire sireams. The
Eureka Fire Department staffs one aerial apparatus out if its Headquarters fire
station. The City of Eureka primarily staffs this apparatus to protect its old town
and downtown district, as well as numerous Victorian, commercial and other

buildings throughout the City.

Building height and area data for Phase 1 and subsequent phases is needed to
evaluate the potential impact on the need for aerial apparatus based on building
height. Commercial building size and arrangement designs are needed to evaluate
the potential need for areal firefighting,



An evaluation of the Phase 1 and subsequent phase’s impact on the need for aerial
apparatus is needed. Impacts to the City of Eureka would have to be mitigated to

the City’s satisfaction.

6. Other Public Safety Impacts

We are skeptical as to the findings of Impact 10-3 and 10-7 that there is “no
impact” from Phase 1 or the subsequent phases in hazards due to design features
such as sharp curves and dangerous intersections. The report states that there is
no need for a median or left turn lane at Ridgewood Drive and Ridgewood Hills
Drive. Ridgewood Drive is a wide two-lane road posted at 45 mile per hour. The
entrance to the proposed Ridgewood Hills drive is immediately west of sweeping,
limited visibility curve where Walnut Drive transitions into Ridgewood Drive.
The trip load on Ridgewood Drive and in and out of Ridgewood Hills Drive
suggests an increased hazard due to speed and visibility at the intersection.

The closure of northbound Dolbeer at Harris has public safety impact as Dolbeer
is the direct emergency vehicle travel route to St Joseph’s Hospital from the
Cutten / Ridgewood areas. This route is routinely used by ambulance’s, including
patients transported from the program development. There is no analysis of the
let alone of increased ambulance travel times to the hospital for the current
number of ambulance trips and the increased number from the program including
the proposed 220 senior housing units.

There are a limited number of ambulances that serve the greater Eureka area. The
report did not analyze the impacts of Phase 1 and subsequent phases to ambulance

service.
The City of Eureka’s Standards of Response Study found that:

“If additional suburban density growth is approved southeast of the current City
limits, Maps 3b and-6b clearly show that if good suburban outcomes are to be
provided, such as confining the fire to the room of origin and to intervening
successfully in cardiac arrest patients, then there is not adequate 4- or 8-minute travel
coverage into this area from any of the existing City or District stations.

The mitigation option provided in the study that addresses the impacts of the
development on the Ridgewood community as a whole is to “Require the developer to set
aside land and build and equip a fire station, and provide a per-parcel assessment to meet

the staffing requirements in perpetuity”.

The Eurcka Fire Department believes that the mitigation proposals in the Ridgewood
Village Development Project Draft Environmental Impact Report do not accurately
address the impacts to Fire Protection. Among the impacts that are not mitigated are the
cumulative impacts of traffic delays. The study does not mitigate the impacts of
restricted access to the subdivision. The study does not mitigate increased demand on
fire services. And the study does not mitigate the impacts to Fire Protection of the City



of Eureka and the greater Eureka area. Additionally, there is incomplete data to evaluate
impacts in areas such as access, water supply, and fire protection requirements.

Note on the 2010 California Building Code:

The 2010 California Building Code, schedule for adoption on January 1%, 2011, will
require fire sprinklers to be installed in all new residential buildings, including one
and two family residences. All residential buildings in the project will be required to
be equipped with residential fire sprinkler systems.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the EIR. Please contact me if you have any
questions.





